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Gateshead Green Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
 
 
1. Introduction to Green Infrastructure 
 
1.1 What is Green Infrastructure? 
 
Gateshead’s green infrastructure (GI) is the full range of green spaces, whether stand alone or forming part of a network, and the inter-connecting 
green links between spaces.  This includes, for example, nature reserves, parks and gardens, areas of countryside, woodlands and street trees, 
allotments, agricultural land, outdoor sport and recreation provision, local green spaces and public rights of way.  It also includes ‘blue infrastructure’, in 
the form of rivers, ponds and wetlands. 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) defines green infrastructure as: “A network of multi-functional green space, urban and rural, which is 
capable of delivering a wide range of environmental and quality of life benefits for local communities”. 
 
1.2 Why is Green Infrastructure Important? 
 
Green infrastructure is vital for both people and wildlife.  It is important in supporting ecological processes that are fundamental to species and habitat 
viability, and in meeting the broader environmental, social and economic needs of our communities.  It contributes to the quality of the natural and built 
environment and is integral to the quality of life of sustainable communities. 
 
Creating more accessible, natural green spaces increases people’s contact with the natural world.  Recent evidence shows that access to natural green 
spaces for fresh air, exercise and quiet contemplation has benefits for both physical and mental health.  Research provides good evidence of 
reductions in levels of heart disease, obesity and depression where people live close to green spaces.  The UK spends £110 billion on health care, of 
which approximately £28 billion is related to lack of exercise and £3.5 billion to obesity (Natural England figures). 
 
Green infrastructure can play a major role in climate change adaptation and mitigation, contributing shading and cooling in urban areas, and multi-
functional benefits including flood alleviation.  The green infrastructure network also incorporates attractive routes promoting sustainable transport 
alternatives to the car, such as cycling. 
 
Greening of the borough has a crucial part to play in making Gateshead a more attractive place to live, work, visit and invest.  Evidence links high 
quality GI with enhanced land and property values.  Just a 1% increase in the amount of greenspace in a ward is associated with a 0.3 to 0.5% 
increase in house price (GLA Economics 2003).  These benefits, in addition to the fact that many products are sourced directly from the land, mean that 
green infrastructure will make a significant contribution to the Council’s aspirations for economic growth.   
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1.3 What is new about Green Infrastructure? 
 
This is a recent concept.  There are three major differences between green infrastructure and what has gone before.  Firstly, it attempts to consider a 
wider range of green land uses than ever before, making it easier to manage this land in a coordinated way, and minimise conflicts between different 
uses.   
 
Secondly, it attempts to quantify the value of the natural environment, based on what green infrastructure does for wildlife, the individual and society as 
a whole.  This includes real and measurable monetary value.  Our Northern Kite Project was a forerunner in this respect.  Natural England estimate that 
for the £610,000 the project cost, it supported 12 full time jobs in the local economy, and generated a minimum of £1.73 million in economic activity (a 
gearing ratio of 1:3, underlining the fact that the project made economic, as well as ecological sense). 
 
Thirdly, it stresses the value of the links, or connectivity, between green spaces.  This is important for people, but also for wildlife, enabling species to 
move between areas of habitat, reducing the risk of populations becoming isolated, and enabling movement in response to climate change.   
 
A key part of the GI Strategy is therefore the Strategic Green Infrastructure Network, which links together important green spaces.  This also includes 
Opportunity Areas, where there are particular opportunities for creating and enhancing green infrastructure.   
 
 
2. Green Infrastructure in Gateshead 
 
2.1 Strategic Context 
 
Gateshead’s Sustainable Community Strategy, Vision 2030, sets out the Council’s aspiration of local people being able to realise their full potential and 
enjoy the best quality of life in a healthy, equal, safe, prosperous and sustainable Gateshead.  The multi-functional nature of green infrastructure, and 
the economic, social and environmental benefits it brings, means that it contributes to all of the Big Ideas to varying degrees.  Its most significant 
contribution is to the City of Gateshead, Sustainable Gateshead, Active & Healthy Gateshead and Gateshead Volunteers Big Ideas.  
 
The importance of Green Infrastructure to Gateshead’s future is reaffirmed in the Council Plan 2012-2017 and the contribution this Delivery Plan will 
make to the Green Gateshead Strategic Intervention, in addition to Improving Health & Wellbeing and Creating the Conditions for Economic Growth.   
 
2.2 Our Vision for Green Infrastructure  
 
The NewcastleGateshead Green Infrastructure Strategy (Report), approved by the Council in November 2011, sets out the following vision for green 
infrastructure provision across both boroughs: 
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The Strategy aims to achieve better quality, more effective functioning and greater diversity of our green infrastructure.  This will contribute to achieving 
sustainable communities and regeneration, promote better quality of life for all, mitigate the effects of climate change, enhance biodiversity and 
preserve historic landscapes.  A high quality framework of inter-connected green infrastructure will offer ease of movement to people and wildlife and 
provide many different opportunities for outdoor activity.  It will also provide an attractive and healthy setting for homes, schools, workspaces and the 
rest of the built environment, thereby improving the wellbeing of everyone, even when they are not directly using it.  Green infrastructure also provides a 
valuable biodiversity resource, while inter-connections between habitats may enable movement of species in response to climate change. 

 
2.3 Gateshead’s Green Infrastructure Assets 
 
Gateshead is already a predominantly green place, with 60% of the borough being rural land.  Large expanses of countryside are located to the south 
and west in the form of a rolling, attractive mixture of woodland and farmland.  We are lucky that many of our ancient woodlands have survived intact 
along the tributaries of the Tyne, particularly in the Derwent Valley.  This makes Gateshead a wooded borough, containing two thirds of Tyne and 
Wear’s woodlands.  Key green infrastructure destination sites within this area include Chopwell Wood (Forestry Commission woodland), Gibside (a 
National Trust property) and the Derwent Walk Country Park.  
 
For west Gateshead the provision of green infrastructure is strongly related to the topography and hydrology of the area.  Large swathes of green 
infrastructure are associated with the river valleys (e.g. Blaydon Burn and the River Derwent) that separate the built-up areas of Ryton, Blaydon, and 
Whickham before joining the River Tyne.  The Tyne itself is also a key feature, cleaner now than for many decades and rich in wildlife, including 
salmon, otters, and a colony of urban Kittiwakes nesting further away from the sea than anywhere else in the world.  This biodiversity is reflected in the 
fact that the borough has eight nationally important Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs), 126 Local Wildlife Sites and 13 Local Nature Reserves.  
Within the urban area, additional green infrastructure is provided through various types of formal and informal open space (e.g. Saltwell Park, 
Watergate Forest Park and Windy Nook Nature Park), many of which are linked through the public rights of way network. 
  
More details on the scale and range of GI assets across Gateshead are included in the NewcastleGateshead Green Infrastructure Study (Evidence 
Base). 
 
2.4 Historical Background 
 
2.4.1 The Role of the Council 
 
The Council, and its forerunners, have done much to safeguard this valuable legacy, and it is no accident that we are in such a favourable position in 
2012. This began as long ago as 1968, when Blaydon Council bought Paddock Hill and Thornley Woods to protect them, and a Volunteer Wardens 
Group was established.  The Council then bought Shibdon Pond, and five years later, with the help of the Durham County Conservation Trust (now 
Durham Wildlife Trust) the pond was declared a nature reserve. Thornley Wood and Shibdon Pond now have national recognition, as two of 
Gateshead’s SSSIs. 
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In 1972, the Derwent Walk was designated by the then Durham County Council as a Country Park, and Thornley Woodlands Centre was opened in 
1985.  The subsequent reclamation of Derwenthaugh Cokeworks to form Derwenthaugh Park has completed the jigsaw, with the Derwent Valley 
becoming Gateshead’s prime rural tourist destination, and arguably now the most important part of our green infrastructure. 
 
The Council’s programme of land reclamation has done much to restore the borough’s countryside and green infrastructure following industrial use, not 
only at Derwenthaugh, but across the borough, including work by the Tyne at Riverside Park and Saltmeadows in east Gateshead. 
Much has also been achieved linked with development through the planning system, as part of the Development Management Process.  This may 
assume even greater significance in the future, as limited resources restrict opportunities for Council-led and other public funded schemes.  However, 
delivery through the planning system will partly be achieved through the application of Making Spaces for Growing Places (the Land Allocations and 
Development Management Development Plan Document), site-specific development frameworks and master planning documents, rather than the GI 
Delivery Plan.  
 
2.4.2 The Importance of Partnership Working 
 
The Council’s success in greening the borough has been achieved because it has willingly worked with others.  Four partnerships in particular have 
played a significant part.  The Great North Forest, launched in 1990, promoted community forestry, and helped to lever external funding into the 
borough.  The Council helped the Woodland Trust to create two new woodlands as part of this initiative, Hedley Hall Wood and Lottie’s Wood, totalling 
66 hectares between them.  The reclamation of Watergate Colliery to form Watergate Forest Park was another significant contribution to the Great 
North Forest.   
 
The second partnership was set up to create and deliver the Durham Biodiversity Action Plan, containing plans for important species and habitats in the 
area between the Rivers Tyne and Tees, with the Durham Wildlife Trust as lead partner.  Gateshead has been a partner in the ‘DBAP’ from the start, 
with the Plan being launched here in 1999.   
 
In support of the Plan, the Council has restored or created over 100 hectares of wildflower-rich grasslands in the borough.  Major initiatives include the 
Bringing Back Burdon Moor project, restoring 15 hectares of countryside despoiled by 1950s opencasting, to become a mosaic of heathland, meadows 
and wetland.  The Council bought the land to make this possible with external funding in 2001.  The Durham Biodiversity Partnership is still running and 
contributing useful projects, including a current initiative to create more habitat for Otters, which are continuing to make a comeback in the borough.  
 
Thirdly, the launch of the Northern Kite project in 2003 in a partnership led by the RSPB with substantial Council support, brought Red Kites back to the 
Derwent Valley for the first time for 150 years.  This project was multi-facetted, promoting the Derwent Valley as a tourist attraction and encouraging 
inward investment, as well as bringing back this spectacular bird of prey.  Such an approach is consistent with current thinking, in emphasising the 
economic value of nature, as noted in 1.3. 
 
The fourth and most recent partnership has been with Newcastle City Council, with the two authorities agreeing to work together in preparing the joint 
One Core Strategy and Urban Core Area Action Plan in September 2009.  As part of the evidence base contained within these documents, a Green 
Infrastructure Study was jointly commissioned to cover both boroughs.  A joint Green Infrastructure Strategy (Report) was subsequently produced, 
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using the Study to identify GI deficiencies and opportunities for enhancement.  This culminated in the adoption of this Strategy by Gateshead Council in 
November 2011.  The production of this Delivery Plan is the next stage of the work, setting out how the opportunities identified in the Strategy will be 
delivered.  
 
 
3. Green Infrastructure Delivery Planning   
 
3.1 Local Context  
 
The Green Infrastructure (GI) Delivery Plan forms the third and concluding stage of green infrastructure planning work being undertaken in Gateshead 
and Newcastle.  This comprises: 
 

• Stage 1: A Study or evidence base, summarising the existing condition of the green infrastructure resource (completed January 2011). 
 

• Stage 2: A Strategy (Report), drawing upon the evidence base, to identify priorities for green infrastructure protection, enhancement and 
new provision (completed August 2011, adopted by the Council November 2011). 

 
Stages 1 and 2 were both produced jointly for Gateshead and Newcastle by Entec, with Growth Point funding.  They have informed and 
underpinned the preparation of the emerging policy CS19: Green Infrastructure and the Natural Environment, and related policies, in the 
NewcastleGateshead One Core Strategy Draft Plan (September 2011).   

 
• Stage 3: The GI Delivery Plans, produced separately by Gateshead and Newcastle, in-house.   

 
3.2 Purpose and Content 
 
The Gateshead GI Delivery Plan sets the context for GI work across the borough.  Its primary function is to translate the vision for GI, and the more 
specific priorities identified in the GI Strategy and One Core Strategy, into actions.  It therefore focuses on the Strategic Network and  Opportunity Areas 
identified in the GI Strategy and One Core Strategy.  It also incorporates the more generic, borough-wide priorities identified in the GI Strategy.  
 
The GI Delivery Plan also links projects to wider corporate priorities where appropriate.  It maximises opportunities for multifunctional GI, recognising 
the particularly close links with climate change, and more specifically flood management. 
 
The Plan also reflects consultation responses to the draft GI Strategy.  Many of the issues raised by consultees responding to work on the GI Strategy 
are better covered by this Delivery Plan. 
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Gateshead and Newcastle are producing separate GI Delivery Plans, reflecting the different characteristics of green infrastructure in the two boroughs, 
differing funding opportunities, and the smaller scale of some projects.  However, joint working with Newcastle City Council will continue in areas of 
shared interest, on and around the River Tyne.   
 
The National Planning Policy Framework’s emphasis on cross-boundary working through the duty to cooperate means that collaborative working on 
cross-boundary issues is of increased importance.  To comply with the duty, and to maximise the impact of our activities, joint working will be extended 
to include other neighbouring authorities where opportunities arise.  
 
3.3 Links to Related Documents 
 
The GI Delivery Plan also aims to encapsulate relevant aspects of the following other work areas and related documents: 
 

1) The emerging policies in Gateshead’s forthcoming ‘Making Spaces for Growing Places’ Development Plan Document (DPD), which will in some 
cases replace saved policies from the Unitary Development Plan. 

 
2) The wider Infrastructure Delivery Plan also contains major green infrastructure projects, in most cases derived directly from the GI Strategy.  

Any additional projects (e.g. Follingsby, including the River Don) are included in the GI Delivery Plan. 
 
3) The Urban Core Area Action Plan (UCAAP), which provides more detail on the urban core, which is treated generically in the GI Strategy.  The 

Delivery Plan will expand upon the delivery of specific schemes in the UCAAP where appropriate. 
 

4) The Durham Biodiversity Action Plan. 
 

5) Gateshead Ecological Evidence Base (J.L. Durkin 2008 & 2009). 
 

6) The current and any revised versions of the Metrogreen policy in the One Core Strategy and supporting documentation such as topic papers 
and a concept framework.  Metrogreen is identified as an Opportunity Area in the Strategic GI Network, but it is also the subject of separate GI 
work, linked to the preparation of plans for the redevelopment of this area for residential use.  A site-wide GI Strategy is to be produced.  There 
are close links between GI and flood and surface water management here. This work is linked and cross-referenced with the GI Delivery Plan. 

 
7) The Countryside Strategy, adopted by the Council in November 2003 (an update on its predecessor from 1993), will be superseded by this GI 

Delivery Plan.  Relevant aspects of the Countryside Strategy are therefore incorporated in this Plan.  This includes a Land Acquisition Checklist, 
used in the past decade to set priorities and test all prospective purchases.  It has been updated and extended in the current financial climate to 
consider potential disposals as well as purchases (Appendix 3). 
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8) The Wardley/Red Barns Strategy, adopted by the Council in January 2003. This aimed to create the proposed Wardley Manor Forest (Country) 
Park. The site is also identified as an Opportunity Area in the Strategic GI Network. The Delivery Plan seeks to carry forward this long-term 
initiative, superseding the Wardley/Red Barns Strategy.  However, the boundary of the proposed Forest Park is unchanged, as illustrated in the 
original Wardley/Red Barns Strategy.  This boundary will be shown in detail in the Making Spaces for Growing Places DPD. 

 
9) The Gateshead Placemaking Guide (March 2012).  This Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) aims to improve the quality of Gateshead’s 

urban and rural environments and encourage a high standard of design in all new developments.  Its coverage includes green infrastructure.  
 

10) The Council’s Open Spaces Strategy, which will also be superseded by this document. 
 

11) The Green Action Planning work which is currently being undertaken by the Council to deliver key green space improvements within Gateshead.  
This includes a more progressive approach to grounds maintenance and the management of urban green spaces. 

 
12) The Newcastle GI Delivery Plan.  Although GI Delivery Plans have been prepared separately for Gateshead and Newcastle in the interests of 

clarity and deliverability, there are shared areas of work, particularly along the River Tyne and in the Urban Core.  This is reflected in the content 
of the Gateshead GI Delivery Plan. 

 
13) The Tyne and Wear Local Transport Plan. 

 
14) The Tyne and Wear Rights of Way Improvement Plan. 

 
15) The forthcoming Council Tree and Woodland Management Strategy, currently in preparation (due to be completed by the end of 2012). 

 
16) Strategic flood management documents, including: Gateshead Strategic Flood Risk Assessment; Newcastle and Gateshead Surface Water 

Management Plan; MetroGreen Flood Management Plan; and the forthcoming MetroGreen Surface Water Management Plan and Gateshead 
Flood Risk Management Strategy. 

 
3.4 Structure 
 
This document is intentionally concise, and produced in a form which makes updating and modification straightforward.  Although produced as a stand-
alone Delivery Plan, extensive background information is already contained within the Study and Strategy (Report) referred to earlier, and this is not 
repeated here. 
 
Biodiversity is included within this Delivery Plan, as a key component of GI.  However, a separate Biodiversity Delivery Plan is also planned to be 
produced in 2013, following the GI Delivery Plan, to cover additional Council priorities. 
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3.5 Governance and Management of Delivery 
 
Many of the projects within the plan are current; some are under development while others are in the delivery stage.  However, there is a lack of overall 
co-ordination.  The management of the plan seeks to address this, by using a programme-based approach to delivery.  Adopting this approach will 
provide the structure needed to achieve the most efficient, successful delivery of projects.  
 
The emergent programme will be overseen by a Programme Board supported by a virtual programme team, with representatives from relevant 
services.  The proposed organisation structure and a description of roles are set out as follows: 
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Sponsoring Group - The ongoing leadership of a ‘Sponsoring Group’ is key to the success of any programme.  This group, identified as SMG 
Projects/GMT, provides leadership by championing the programme.  They are responsible for ensuring that the programme supports the organisation’s 
strategy and is successfully completed. 
 
Senior Responsible Owner (SRO) - The SRO is the person authorised by the Sponsoring Group to provide overall day-to-day direction and leadership 
for delivery and implementation of the programme.  The SRO is accountable for the success of the programme, carrying the authority of the Sponsoring 
Group, and with the credibility to lead the programme. 
 
Programme Board - The Programme Board is responsible for driving the programme forward and delivering the programme outcomes and benefits in 
line with the GI Strategy & Delivery Plan.  Members of the Programme Board are individually accountable to the SRO for their areas of responsibility 
and delivery within the programme.  Programme Board membership includes: 

• Programme SRO – Chair 

• Programme Manager 

• Project Executives (from across the Council) 

• Relevant corporate functions e.g. Finance, Legal and other services 

• Non-Executive members to act as expert advisors 
 
Programme Manager - The Programme Manager is responsible for the success of the programme and ensures that the dossier of projects and 
programme activities are properly organised, reported on and tracked in order to deliver the programme goals.  They manage the programme team. 
 
Programme Team - In D&E from the following disciplines: Climate Change and Natural Environment, Spatial Development, Transport, Landscape and 
Reclamation and Flood Management (Drainage), plus the Green Action Plan Group from Chief Execs. and LES.  Mechanisms will be established to 
include local external partners in the management of delivery. 
 
3.6 Funding and Delivery Mechanisms 
 
Viability is currently a serious constraint to delivery.  The GI Delivery Plan is being prepared at a time of reduced public sector funding and reduced 
staffing capacity for the implementation of schemes.  The delivery and viability of broader development schemes where GI is a component part is also 
uncertain. This is reflected in the current viability work being undertaken for the Local Development Framework in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.  
However, incorporating GI as an integral component of developments allows costs to be shared, while at the same time developers gain by increasing 
the value of their developments.   
 
The range of potential external funding sources is also still extensive, including Landfill Tax, various Lottery funding streams, government grants such 
as Natural England’s Environmental Stewardship scheme, developer contributions through Section 106 Agreements, and in future potentially the 
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL).  Funding mechanisms are identified in detail in Appendix H of the GI Strategy (Report), so are not repeated here.  
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A thread running through this work is the Council’s willingness to take on responsibility for land to protect it, from the very first land purchases back in 
1968 to the present day. The range and quality of Gateshead Council’s land holdings is a tribute to this positive approach, and singles us out from 
neighbouring authorities.  The ability for the Council to continue this proactive approach is severely constrained by funding pressures; this raises the 
question as to how can we continue to make the most of opportunities, without increasing our management obligations.  A key challenge for the future 
will be ensuring that green infrastructure in Gateshead continues to be protected and managed in a cost effective way.  To meet this challenge both 
existing and new models of land ownership and management will have to be considered.  
 
3.7 Future Partnerships 
 
The challenges in delivering this Plan are likely to require more partnership working in the future, and even more creative use of external funding.  The 
Council is currently discussing such opportunities with Durham Wildlife Trust, the Woodland Trust and the Groundwork Trust.  The National Trust and 
the Land Trust are also potential future partners.  Partnerships are themselves changing, and may play a different role in future.  This follows the first 
Natural Environment White Paper for 20 years, and a National Biodiversity White Paper.  The existing Durham Biodiversity Partnership, overseeing 
implementation of the Durham Biodiversity Action Plan, has formed the basis for a more strategic Local Nature Partnership (LNP), the Three Rivers 
Local Nature Partnership, which is being developed in accordance with government policy.  This may bring more influence and funding in future, but 
this is uncertain, and not something which can yet be relied upon in dealing with all of the issues raised here.  Conversely, the Great North Forest, 
which made a significant contribution in the previous two decades, was wound up in 2008 as a result of financial difficulties and never replaced. 
 
The purchase of Milkwellburn Wood by Durham Wildlife Trust in 2010 provides a potential model for the future.  At 80 hectares, this is the largest ever 
such land purchase in Gateshead, and it is an outstanding site with huge potential.  The Council provided just 4% of the necessary funding, with 96% 
coming externally from Landfill Tax.  Crucially, we helped to facilitate both the purchase and community engagement, but didn’t acquire the land, or its 
long-term liabilities.  Instead, the voluntary sector, in this case Durham Wildlife Trust, was able to do so, with appropriate support. 
 
3.8 The Role of Volunteers 
 
The Gateshead Volunteer Countryside Rangers continue to play a key part in the greening of the borough.  Numbering approximately 100, the 
Volunteers are not an independent constituted group and as they mostly work on Council sites, require supervision by Council officers.  The same 
applies to other community groups who also require support and guidance.  Volunteers have a very important supporting role in the delivery of GI 
projects and ongoing stewardship, but realistic expectations need to be made of their capacity. 
 
An essential feature of the development of a number of the thematic projects is to engage and empower communities.  The Council wishes to work with 
residents and schools to actively seek their involvement in looking after the environment. 
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3.9 Reference Material 
 
The following are relevant, beyond the list of directly linked documents noted above, and have been consulted to assist in the preparation of this Plan: 
 

• The NewcastleGateshead Strategic Interventions Green Infrastructure document.  This document was produced as part of the joint GI 
planning work with Newcastle.  Although not adopted in Gateshead, it provides further background. 

• The pioneering green infrastructure work, including Delivery Plans, undertaken at Stockton. 
• Natural England’s Green Infrastructure Guidance (2009). 
• Green Infrastructure: connected and multifunctional landscapes (Landscape Institute Position Statement, 2009). 
• Local Green Infrastructure – Helping communities make the most of their landscape (Landscape Institute 2011). 

 
 
4. Priorities for Action 
 
4.1 Spatial Priorities  
 
4.1.1 Strategic Network 
 
The Strategy (Report) identified thirteen strategic corridors which together make up a strategic green infrastructure network, based on multifunctional 
corridors fulfilling wildlife, access, floodplain and landscape functions. There are nine corridors in Gateshead: Bowes Railway East & Bill Quay; Eighton 
Banks, Windy Nook & Heworth; Saltwell Park; Team Valley; Tanfield Railway; Derwent Valley; Blaydon & Barlow Burns and the River Tyne Corridor 
(see map in Appendix 1).  
 
These corridors provide a spatial framework within which we will prioritise protection and development of green infrastructure, particularly features 
providing linkages for wildlife and for access by people.  
 
A priority for the Plan is therefore to ensure that: 
• the integrity of the strategic network is safeguarded and enhanced; 
• gaps within the strategic green infrastructure corridors that limit wildlife movement, or access by people using sustainable non-motorised transport, 

are addressed. 
 
4.1.2 Opportunity Areas 
 
A number of ‘Opportunity Areas’ for specific green infrastructure development have been identified within the strategic corridors.  There are eight in 
Gateshead: Dunston Staiths; Felling Shore; Gateshead Centre; Lower Derwent Valley; Metrogreen; Team Valley; Wardley Manor and the River Tyne.    
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River Tyne 
 
All stages of the GI work give particular prominence to the River Tyne, with a separate River Tyne Study and Strategy Report being produced for 
Stages 1 and 2.  This reflects the status of the Tyne, its banks and tributaries as an area of multi-functional green infrastructure of unique significance to 
Gateshead and Newcastle.  Hence the whole of the strategic GI corridor is identified as an Opportunity Area.  The Tyne poses a particular challenge, 
because of the range of potential, sometimes conflicting, uses it supports.  We must reconcile the requirements of development, recreation and wildlife 
on the river.  This requires an imaginative approach to land use planning and management. 
 
4.2 Criteria to Prioritise Projects  
 
The GI Strategy Report identifies a range of key benefits provided by GI (these are described as ‘priority functions’ in the GI Strategy Report).  They are 
also key contributors to the delivery of Vision 2030, the Council Plan and the Core Strategy.  The eight key GI benefits are as follows:  
 

• Protect and enhance local biodiversity 

• Provide opportunities for sustainable, non-motorised transport e.g. walking, cycling 

• Provide accessible places for recreation and quiet enjoyment 

• Enhance economic competitiveness  

• Improve the setting of local heritage and cultural assets 

• Enhance landscapes and townscapes  

• Provide sustainable water and flood risk management solutions  

• Help mitigate and adapt to climate change   
 

The Strategy Report also identifies the following additional GI functions: providing links between town and country; waste management; sustainable 
energy production; sustainable food production; community development and cohesion; regular exposure to nature and environmental awareness; 
education and training; improved air quality; and opportunities for children to play freely. 
 
The eight primary functions have been used to illustrate the relative merits of projects.  Each project has been scored against each of the functions on a 
scale of 0-3.  This results in a “multi-functionality score” of between 0-24.  The combination of different functions brings added value.  A water storage 
scheme for example, may, with appropriate design, combine flood alleviation, biodiversity value, landscape enhancement and recreation. 
 
Location within the Strategic Green Infrastructure Network, and location within an Opportunity Area also gives projects added significance.  These 
spatial priorities have been reflected by adding a further three points to projects in the Strategic Network, and a further three for those in Opportunity 
Areas, giving a potential overall Project Priority score of up to 30.  The Project Priority scores are given for each identified project in the forthcoming 
project summary. 
 
It should be noted that the Project Priority score only aims to provide a guide to the merit of any project to aid in prioritisation, and needs to be 
considered alongside other factors, such as the availability of funding, willing landowners and partner organisations.   
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Some projects may only have one function, but the impact or need is so significant that they should still be prioritised.  The location of the 15 spatial 
projects (S1-S15) is shown on the map in Appendix 1. 
 
4.3 Thematic Priorities 
 
A number of other GI priorities fall outside of the above spatial priorities or are better managed on a Borough-wide basis. These include: 
 
• Gaps or deficiencies in Access Routes i.e. the Public Rights of Way Network 
• Deficiencies in Open Space and Playing Pitch Provision  
• Community Woodlands & Wildflower Meadows 
• Allotments and Community Gardens  
• Greening Gateways and Major Transport Corridors  
• Interim uses for Regeneration Sites 
• Marketing & Promotion 
• Research & Understanding. 
 
These thematic priorities have also been included as eight projects (T1-T8), and given Project Priority scores in the forthcoming project summary.  
Where they provide partial coverage in the Strategic GI Network and within Opportunity Areas, but also include projects outside, scores have been 
adjusted to reflect this. 
 
 
5. Projects Summary 
 
The following tables provide a summary of the major GI projects.  The tables include: 
 
• A unique reference number (spatial projects are prefixed with S, and thematic projects with T). 
• Project Name 
• Policy Context – reference to relevant UDP and Core Strategy policies and a cross-reference to the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. 
• Description - a description of the project and any sub-projects.  Details of timescales, governance and management arrangements are included 

where known.   
• Inputs – where possible the potential costs and funding sources are identified.  However, this is not always possible for longer-term projects, or 

those not sufficiently scoped.  Human and physical resource requirements are also identified here. 
• Key outputs and outcomes – the Project Priority (PP) score, combining spatial priority and multi-functionality, is presented here.  A scoring matrix 

showing how Project Priority scores have been calculated is presented in Appendix 2.  Targets will be identified during project business case 
development.  
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The spatial projects are listed first, from east to west across the borough. 
 
This Delivery Plan can provide only a snapshot reflecting the position in late 2012 regarding current and likely future projects.  Given the long life of the 
Plan, it is inevitable that further projects will be identified in future.  They too can be tested against the Plan priorities and, if appropriate, added to 
updated versions of this document. 
 
 
Contact for further information:  
 
Peter Bell, Senior Planner (Natural Environment), Climate Change & Natural Environment Team, Environment & Regeneration, Development & 
Enterprise, Gateshead Council, Civic Centre, Regent Street, Gateshead, NE8 1HH. 
 
Tel. 0191 433 3526 
 
Email: peterbell@gateshead.gov.uk 
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SPATIAL PROJECTS 
 

Ref Project Name Policy Context Description Inputs Outputs Outcomes 

S1 Wardley Manor 

Forest Park 

• Wardley Manor Forest Park 

Opportunity Area (Site N) 

situated in the Bowes 

Railway East & Bill Quay 

Strategic Corridor.  

• UDP policies: ENV49 (SNCIs/ 

LWS); ENV51 (Wildlife 

Corridors); CFR25 (Urban 

Countryside Sites). 

• CS Policies: CS19 (GI & Nat. 

Env.) 

• IDP: GI3  

 

Substantial multi-functional GI project, tying together 

several disparate reclamation schemes to form the 

Forest Park, providing improved access to the 

countryside. 

 

Land ownership issues will determine timing of 

delivery; three sites have inhibited progress to date. 

These sites, not in Council control, include two 

incompatible uses (a former colliery and a scrap 

yard), whilst a third site (a livery stables) is not 

compatible with the aspirations for the Forest Park in 

its current form.  The relatively high estimated 

capital cost is based upon the need to buy out the 

owners of these three sites. 

 

Timescale: 2012-2030 

Project Governance: 

Project Manager:  

• c.£1.5M capital 

phased 

• Funded from 

discretionary public 

sector resource 

including HLF, 

Landfill Tax & 

Forestry Commission.  

• Potential Community 

Infrastructure Levy 

(CIL) contributions. 

 

• 78 ha of Forest Park 

created 

• Enhancement of Pelaw 

Quarry Pond Local Nature 

Reserve & Local Wildlife 

Site within Park 

• Gateway to the wider 

countryside enhanced, 

with improved links to 

Bowes Railway Path 

• Improved access links to 

South Tyneside & 

Keelman’s Way riverside 

route. 

 

• PP Score = 21 

• Increase in 

accessible 

natural green 

space 

 

S2 Follingsby  • Follingsby Wildlife Corridor 

gap (No 3) situated in the 

Bowes Railway East & Bill 

Quay Strategic Corridor.  

• UDP policies: 

• CS Policies:  CS6 

(employment & economic 

growth); CS19 (GI & Nat. 

Env.); CS21 (Flood risk & 

water management). 

• IDP: GI & W3 

 

 

Wildlife corridor buffer, combining functional 

floodplain along the River Don and sustainable 

drainage systems with biodiversity enhancement, 

and closing the wildlife corridor (network) gaps 

where the A194 (M), the A194 and the A184 (T) 

roads cross the corridor. 

 

Wetland habitat creation and protection of key 

protected species: Great Crested Newt, Otter & 

Water Vole, as well as wading birds.  Scheme will also 

help to maintain greenfield runoff rates. 

 

Scheme essential to facilitate major employment 

opportunity, with expansion of Follingsby Park for 

distribution/logistics sectors. 

Timescale:  

Project Governance: 

Project Manager: 

• Costs not known 

• Funded from 

discretionary public 

sector resource. 

• Potential developer 

contributions.  

 

 

• Km of wildlife corridor 

enhanced 

• Sq.m. of flood storage 

capacity created 

• Greenfield runoff rates. 

• PP Score = 16 

• Reduced risk 

of flooding 

• Populations 

of protected 

species 

safeguarded 
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Ref Project Name Policy Context Description Inputs Outputs Outcomes 

S3 Felling Shore • Felling Shore Opportunity 

Area (Site J) in the River 

Tyne Strategic GI Corridor 

• UDP policies:  

• CS Policies:  CS19 (GI & Nat. 

Env.) 

• IDP: GI & T1 

 

Enhancement of riverside to improve quality of 

access. 

 

Also opportunities for biodiversity enhancements on 

riverside, including enhancement of existing Felling 

Shore LWS. 

 

Parts of this section of riverside currently have 

perceived high levels of misuse, including widespread 

illegal tethered grazing, which act as a deterrent to 

legitimate public use. 

 

There has also been significant investment to date on 

land reclamation on parts of this section of riverside 

– notably at Saltmeadows. 

 

Timescale: 2012-2020 

Project Governance: 

Project Manager:  

 

• Cost not known 

• Mainstream public 

sector funding 

• Discretionary public 

sector funding e.g. 

Landfill Tax. 

 

• 3 ha of Local Wildlife Site 

enhanced 

• Km of Keelman’s Way 

riverside route enhanced 

 

• PP Score = 18 

 

S4 Windy Nook • Windy Nook/Heworth 

Wildlife Gap (No 9) in the 

Eighton Banks, Windy Nook 

& Heworth Strategic 

Corridor 

• UDP policies:  

• CS Policies:  CS19 (GI & Nat. 

Env.) 

• IDP:  

 

Closing of the wildlife corridor gap where the A184 

dual carriageway and other roads cross the corridor 

and enhancing green spaces in corridor around 

Nature Park. 

 

Timescale:  

Project Governance: 

Project Manager:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• Costs not known 

• Funded from 

discretionary public 

sector resource. 

• Km of wildlife corridor re-

connected or enhanced 

 

• PP Score = 8 
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Ref Project Name Policy Context Description Inputs Outputs Outcomes 

S5 Gateshead 

Centre 

• Gateshead Centre 

Opportunity Area (Site E) 

situated in the River Tyne 

Strategic  GI Corridor.  

• UDP policies:  

• CS: CS19 (GI & Nat. Env.); 

CS17 (Promoting Place 

Making); CS21 (Flood risk & 

water management). 

• UCAAP: 8, 20, 21, 25, 50, 52 

& 55. 

• IDP: UC 1-8  

A series of GI interventions in the urban core.  As well 

as creating a new GI network, provision will include 

street trees, living roofs, new green spaces and multi-

functional SuDS, combining GI and surface water 

management.  

 

This will include 4 new urban GI Corridors: Gateshead 

Quays-Baltic Business Quarter; Exemplar 

Neighbourhood; Regent St; and, Riverside Park-

Windmill Hills Park.  These corridors will form a GI 

arch within Gateshead Centre, connecting key 

development sites, with additional connections to 

the wider Strategic GI Network. 

 

It will be important to control surface water run off, 

given the steep topography of the Tyne Gorge and 

the extent of impermeable services.  This should 

include SuDS, such as swales and storage areas, to 

attenuate and convey flows to the Tyne, in 

accordance with the NewcastleGateshead Surface 

Water Management Plan. 

 

Timescale: 2014-2030 

Project Governance: 

Project Manager:  

 

• Cost not known 

• Discretionary 

resourcing from 

public and private 

sector    

• Developer 

contributions/CIL. 

• Ha of green space created 

• Km of access route 

enhanced  

• 4 new urban GI Corridors 

• PP Score = 26 

• Increase in 

accessible 

natural green 

space 

 

S6 Dunston Staiths 

& Saltmarsh 

Garden 

• Dunston Staiths Opportunity 

Area (Site D) situated in the 

Tanfield Railway Strategic 

Corridor  

• UDP Policies: ENV20 (SAM); 

ENV49 (SNCIs/LWSs); ENV51 

(Wildlife Corridors) 

• CS Policies: CS19 (GI & Nat. 

Env.); CS17 (Promoting Place 

Making) 

• IDP: GI & T1  

Partial restoration of Staiths, managed seasonal 

access to part of Staiths, restoration of Saltmarsh 

Garden, other habitat enhancement, and community 

engagement combining historic and natural 

environment. 

 

Project forms part of and is directly linked to wider 

riverside access (Keelman’s Way). 

 

Timescale: 2012-2015 

Project Governance: 

Project Manager: 

 

 

 

• Cost not known 

• Discretionary 

resourcing from 

public sector: HLF for 

Staiths  

• Obligated funding 

from the private 

sector: Wimpey for 

Saltmarsh Gdn.   

 

 

 

• Two Local Wildlife Sites 

enhanced 

• Km of wildlife corridor 

enhanced 

• 1 SAM improved 

• PP Score = 18 
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Ref Project Name Policy Context Description Inputs Outputs Outcomes 

S7 Lower Team 

Valley 

• River Team Wildlife Gap (No 

4)  

• UDP Policies: ENV20 (SAM); 

ENV49 (SNCIs/ LWS); ENV51 

(Wildlife Corridor) 

• CS Policies: CS19 (GI & Nat. 

Env.); CS17 (Promoting Place 

Making); CS21 (Flood Risk & 

Water Management). 

• IDP: GI, T1 & W1  

 

Deculverting, enhancing biodiversity and 

management of surface water and fluvial flood risk, 

improving water quality and improving the 

environment of Team Valley Trading Estate (TVTE).  

This also closes the River Team Wildlife Corridor Gap.  

 

The scheme has potential to deliver economic 

benefits by reducing flood risk for businesses on 

TVTE. 

 

There is also an opportunity to work in partnership 

on an action plan for the Team Valley with the 

Council as Lead Local Flood Authority, the 

Environment Agency and UK Land, following on from 

the Team Valley Integrated Flood Risk Study. 

 

Timescale: 

Project Governance: 

Project Manager:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• Cost not known 

• Discretionary 

resourcing from 

public and private 

sector.   

 

• Km of wildlife corridor re-

connected and enhanced. 

 

• PP Score = 15 
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Ref Project Name Policy Context Description Inputs Outputs Outcomes 

S8 Upper Team 

Valley 

• Team Valley Opportunity 

Area (Site K) situated in the 

Team Valley Strategic GI 

Corridor. 

• UDP Policies: ENV49 

(SNCIs/LWS); ENV51 

(Wildlife Corridors) 

• CS Policies: CS19 (GI & Nat. 

Env.); CS17 (Promoting Place 

Making); CS21 (Flood Risk & 

Water Management). 

• IDP: GI, T1 & W1  

 

Large-scale restoration of riverside flood meadows 

between the A1 and High Urpeth, bringing combined 

biodiversity, landscape and flood management 

benefits, and providing managed public access in 

areas where little currently exists.  

 

This includes an area of functional floodplain.  

Increased vegetation density and meander 

restoration has the potential to attenuate floodwater 

providing an opportunity to reduce flood risk in the 

TVTE downstream.  This would also help to offset 

peak flows due to climate change. 

 

Modelled on the existing HLF-funded Lamesley 

Pastures Project, but potentially up to five times the 

size by land area, extending up to 100 hectares 

(current Lamesley Pastures site being 18 hectares). 

 

Multi-ownership complicates delivery, and has 

inhibited progress to date.  Would require a series of 

additional land acquisitions (or management 

agreements) for long-term security of land. 

 

Timescale: 2012-2030 

Project Governance: 

Project Manager: 

• c£700,000 capital; 

discretionary public 

sector resourcing 

from a combination 

of Local Flood Levy, 

Landfill Tax and HLF. 

Supported by Defra 

Higher Level 

Stewardship.  

 

 

• Sq.m of flood storage 

capacity created  

• c.80 additional ha of 

Durham Biodiversity 

Action Plan priority 

habitat restored or 

created 

 

 

• PP Score = 25 

• Increase in 

accessible 

natural green 

space 

• Increase in 

biodiversity 

• Reduced risk 

of flooding  

 

S9 Tanfield Railway • Bodgins Burn Wildlife Gap 

(No 10) situated in the 

Tanfield Railway Strategic GI 

Corridor. 

• UDP policies: ENV51 

(Wildlife Corridors) 

• CS Policies:  CS19 (GI & Nat. 

Env.) 

Closing of the Wildlife Corridor gap where the A692 

Burnopfield and A6076 Stanley roads cross the 

corridor. 

 

In practice, although this has been identified in 

Gateshead’s Ecological Evidence Base and 

subsequently in the GI Strategy, because this gap 

consists simply of road crossings, the potential for 

ecological improvement is limited. 

 

Timescale:  

Project Governance: 

Project Manager: 

 

• Cost not known 

• Funded from 

discretionary public 

sector resource. 

• Km of wildlife corridor re-

connected. 

 

• PP Score = 7 



Page 22 of 35 

Ref Project Name Policy Context Description Inputs Outputs Outcomes 

S10 Metrogreen • Metrogreen Opportunity 

Area (Site F) and River Tyne 

Wildlife Gap (No 2) situated 

in the River Tyne Strategic GI 

Corridor 

• UDP policies: ENV49 

(SNCIs/LWSs); ENV51 

(Wildlife Corridors) 

• CS Policies: CS2 (Strategic 

Growth Areas); CS19 (GI & 

Nat. Env.); CS21 (Flood Risk 

& Water Management). 

• IDP: G1 & W2 

 

 

Multi-functional GI, combining improved access, 

biodiversity, landscaping, flood defence and surface 

water management using SuDS.  Riverside is 

particularly important for access and biodiversity.  GI 

has key role in creating a setting for and adding value 

to new housing development. 

 

The Metrogreen Flood Management Plan identifies 

potential for a landscaped bund set back from the 

River Tyne frontage to mitigate the tidal and fluvial 

flood risk at Metrogreen.  The forthcoming 

Metrogreen Surface Water Management Plan will 

identify suitable locations for SuDs such as swales 

and storage areas to manage surface water. 

 

Contamination issues on most sites and flood risks to 

be addressed. 

 

Treatment of interface between River Tyne Tidal 

Mudflats LWS and development is key.  The buffer 

strip or bund on the riverside needs to accommodate 

the Keelman’s Way GI riverside route within a 

landscaped setting, and screen mudflats to minimise 

disturbance to feeding waders.   

 

Brownfield habitat loss is anticipated from 

development, but still aim to retain or recreate some 

brownfield habitat. 

 

Timescale: 2020-2030 

Project Governance: Metrogreen Project Board 

Project Manager: 

 

 

 

 

 

• Cost not known 

• Funded from 

discretionary public 

sector resource 

• Developer 

contributions/CIL. 

• Ha of Durham Biodiversity 

Action Plan priority 

habitat retained, 

enhanced or created 

• 25-30 ha of multi-

functional green space 

created 

• Km of access route 

enhanced 

• PP Score = 26 
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Ref Project Name Policy Context Description Inputs Outputs Outcomes 

S11 

 

Lower Derwent 

Valley 

• Lower Derwent Valley 

Opportunity Area (Site M) 

and River Derwent Wildlife 

Corridor Gap (No 5) situated 

in the Derwent Valley 

Strategic GI Corridor 

• UDP policies: ENV51 

(Wildlife Corridors) 

• CS Policies:  CS19 (GI & Nat. 

Env.); CS21 (Flood Risk & 

Water Management).  

• IDP: G1 & W2 

 

The lowest 1200 metres of the Derwent, including 

the Tidal River Derwent LWS and the Hurrocks 

allotments. 

 

Scope for multi-functional GI and surface water 

management/ SuDS, linked with any future 

development.  Shibdon Meadow and the Hurrocks 

are functional floodplain.  Would include improved 

riverside access and biodiversity enhancements. The 

mouth of the Derwent is also considered to present a 

threatening environment to users in some locations.  

 

Includes Shibdon Meadow restoration of LWS to 

provide multi-functional GI, enhancing wetland for 

wildlife, creating managed public access (where none 

currently exists), and providing flood storage 

capacity, in the event of extreme tidal and fluvial 

flood events.  Any future development of this site 

would significantly increase flood risk to the 

industrial estate as flood water would then be 

displaced elsewhere. 

 

Links to the Metrogreen project, but with specific 

issues and opportunities, hence separate treatment 

in the GI Strategy & here in the Delivery Plan. 

 

A partnership bid to the HLF for a wider Derwent 

Valley Project, including the upper valley and 

extending into Durham, is also in preparation in late 

2012. 

 

Timescale: 2012-2020 

Project Governance:   

Project Manager: 

 

 

 

• Cost not known 

• Funded from 

discretionary public 

sector resource e.g. 

Local Flood Levy and 

Landfill Tax 

• Developer 

contributions/CIL.  

• 19 ha of Local Wildlife Site 

enhanced 

• Sq.m of flood storage 

capacity created 

• New cycle route 

connection to Keelman’s 

Way 

• PP Score = 26 

• Increase in 

accessible 

natural green 

space 

• Reduced risk 

of flooding  
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Ref Project Name Policy Context Description Inputs Outputs Outcomes 

S12 Blackhall Mill • River Derwent Wildlife 

Corridor Gap (No 7) situated 

in the Derwent Valley 

Strategic Corridor 

• UDP policies: ENV51 

(Wildlife Corridor) 

• CS Policies:  CS19 (GI & Nat. 

Env.) 

• IDP:    

The riparian component of the wildlife corridor on 

the section of the Derwent as it passes through 

Blackhall Mill is constricted by housing and flood 

defences.  

 

There is potential here to enhance biodiversity by 

creating flood meadows, combined with flood 

storage, on land on the south (Durham) side of the 

river. 

 

Timescale:  

Project Governance:   

Project Manager: 

 

• Cost not known 

• Funded from 

discretionary public 

sector resource e.g. 

Local Flood Levy and 

Landfill Tax 

• CIL. 

• Km of wildlife corridor re-

connected 

• Sq.m of flood storage 

capacity created 

• PP Score = 12 

• Reduced risk 

of flooding 

 

S13 Blaydon Burn • Blaydon Burn Wildlife 

Corridor Gap (No 6) situated 

in the Blaydon & Barlow 

Burns Strategic  GI Corridor 

• UDP policies: ENV51 

(Wildlife Corridors)  

• CS Policies:  CS19 (GI & Nat. 

Env.); CS21 (Flood Risk & 

Water Management). 

 

Closing the gap where the B6317 and the minor 

Blaydon Burn road cross the Blaydon Burn Valley, 

and sections of the Burn have been culverted, by de-

culverting the burn.  Blaydon Burn also has a history 

of flooding which has been associated with culverted 

reaches and trash screens. 

 

Timescale:  

Project Governance:   

Project Manager: 

 

• Cost not known 

• Funded from 

discretionary public 

sector resource 

• CIL. 

• Km of wildlife corridor re-

connected 

 

• PP Score = 14 

 

S14 Stanley Burn • Stanley Burn Wildlife 

Corridor Gap (no 11) 

• UDP policies: ENV51 

(Wildlife Corridors)  

• CS Policies: CS19 (GI & Nat. 

Env.) 

 

Closing the Wildlife Corridor gap where the A695 and 

B6395 roads cross the Stanley Burn. 

 

In practice, although this has been identified in 

Gateshead’s Ecological Evidence Base and 

subsequently in the GI Strategy, because this gap 

consists simply of road crossings, the potential for 

ecological improvement is limited. 

 

Timescale:  

Project Governance:   

Project Manager: 

 

• Cost not known 

• Funded from 

discretionary public 

sector resource. 

• Km of wildlife corridor re-

connected 

 

• PP Score = 3 

 



Page 25 of 35 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Ref Project Name Policy Context Description Inputs Outputs Outcomes 

S15 River Tyne • River Tyne Opportunity Area 

(Site O) covering the whole 

of the River Tyne Strategic 

Corridor 

• UDP policies: ENV49 

(SNCIs/LWSs); ENV51 

(Wildlife Corridors); T6 

(River Tyne Corridor).  

• CS Policies:  CS19 (GI & Nat. 

Env.). 

• IDP:  G1 & T1  

Enhancement of new Local Wildlife Site. 

 

The wintering wading bird population is regionally 

significant but very susceptible to disturbance. 

Riverside public access (the Keelman’s Way) needs to 

be screened and buffered in some areas to prevent 

disturbance, while at the same time giving views of 

the river. 

 

The newly-established Quayside Kittiwake 

Partnership is also developing a project to safeguard 

the unique inland Kittiwake population in central 

Newcastle and Gateshead.  This may involve creation 

of a high-quality new artificial Kittiwake breeding site 

in the central area. 

 

Timescale:  

Project Governance:   

Project Manager: 

 

 

 

 

• Cost not known 

• Funded from 

discretionary public 

sector resource 

• Potential developer 

contributions/CIL 

• HLF is potential 

funding source for 

Quayside Kittiwake 

Project. 

• 300 ha of Local Wildlife 

Site enhanced 

• Km of access route 

enhanced 

• PP Score = 22 
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THEMATIC PROJECTS 

 

Ref Project Name Policy Context Description Inputs Outputs Outcomes 

T1 Access Routes • Access route gaps 

(outstanding items from nos. 

13-26) and others identified 

in the GI Strategy (and 

originally sourced from the 

Tyne & Wear Public Rights of 

Way Improvement Plan). 

• UDP policies:  

• CS Policies:  CS19 (GI & Nat 

Env; CS20 (Open Space). 

• Cycling Strategy for 

Gateshead (currently being 

reviewed). 

 

This project will oversee works to close the gaps on 

the access route network (including Public Rights of 

Way). These have been identified as: 

• Creating a multi-user link from Winlaton Mill to 

Northumberland using the former Chopwell 

Mineral Line 

• Creation of a surfaced multi-user route on 

highway verge along off-road route Winlaton 

Mill to Thornley Woodland Centre 

• Establishing permissive equestrian access routes 

at Spen Burn Woods (scheme already in 

progress, to be completed in 2014) 

• Creating a bridleway link from RB44 to Derwent 

Walk in the Lower Derwent Valley (scheme in 

progress) 

• Establishing a footpath link along the Stargate 

Mineral Line (scheme in progress) 

• Bridging gaps in the surfaced route near Windy 

Nook Nature Park 

• Upgrade Urpeth Bridge to Urpeth Forge to 

bridleway 

• Upgrade the Barlow/Greenside to Coalburns 

route up to bridleway 

 

A further survey of the network is currently being 

commissioned, as part of a rights of way 

management system, which will highlight further 

gaps and areas requiring improvement.  When 

completed, this will update and add to the above list. 

 

Timescale: 2012 - 2030 

Project Governance:   

Project Manager: 

 

• Cost not known 

• Funded from 

discretionary public 

sector resource 

• Potential develop 

contributions/CIL. 

• Km of access route 

enhanced 

• PP Score = 10 
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Ref Project Name Policy Context Description Inputs Outputs Outcomes 

T2 Open Spaces & 

Playing Pitches 

 

• Deficiencies in open space… 

• UDP policies:  

• CS Policies:  CS20: Open 

Space). 

• IDP:    

Specific deficiencies in various types of open space, 

and of sports pitches, have been identified. These are 

set out below: 

• Parks and open spaces in Crawcrook, Ryton, 

Winlaton, Felling, Birtley and some areas of 

Whickham and Sunniside 

• Outdoor pitches at Crawcrook, Ryton, Chopwell, 

Rowlands Gill, Birtley and Felling (subject to 

revision in line with the forthcoming Playing 

Pitch Strategy) 

• Play areas in Gateshead – imperfect distribution 

and in some cases inadequate size 

• Doorstep open spaces in urban neighbourhoods  

 

Timescale: 2012 - 2030 

Project Governance:   

Project Manager: 

 

• Cost not known 

• Funded from 

discretionary public 

sector resource 

• Potential developer 

contributions/CIL. 

• Sq.m of open space 

created 

• Sq.m of playing pitches 

provided 

• PP Score = 10 

 

T3 Woodlands & 

Meadows 

• Deficiencies in open space… 

• UDP policies: ENV44 

(Woodland, tree and 

hedgerow protection and 

enhancement). 

• CS Policies: CS19 (GI & Nat. 

Env.) 

• IDP:    

Changing close-mown amenity grass into both 

community woodlands and wildflower meadows.  

The project seeks to reduce ground maintenance 

costs through management planning rather than 

neglect.  Includes a community woodland project at 

Stella. 

 

This is a direct application of the Council’s Green 

Action Planning work.   

 

Timescale: 2012 - 2017 

Project Governance: Colin Huntington 

Project Manager: Kevin Hills 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• Overall cost not 

known 

• c.£40,000 for Stella 

community 

woodland 

• Mainstream public 

sector funding 

• Discretionary public 

sector funding e.g. 

Big Tree Plant. 

• Sq.m of community 

woodland created 

• No. of trees planted 

• Sq.m of wildflower 

meadows created 

• PP Score = 15 

• Increase in 

accessible 

natural green 

space 

• Increase in 

biodiversity 

• Reduced 

maintenance 

cost 
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T4 Allotments & 

Community 

Gardens 

• UDP policies: CFR27 

(allotments). 

• CS Policies: CS19 (GI & Nat. 

Env.) 

• IDP:    

Improving the supply and condition of allotments 

and community gardens.  

 

Timescale: 2012 - 2017 

Project Governance: Colin Huntington 

Project Manager: Kevin Hills 

 

• Cost not known 

• Mainstream public 

sector funding 

• Discretionary public 

sector funding. 

• No. of allotment plots 

created 

• Sq.m of Community 

Gardens created 

• PP Score = 9 

• Improved 

health and 

wellbeing 

T5 Greening the 

Gateway 

• UDP policies:  

• CS Policies: CS19 (GI & Nat. 

Env.) 

• UCAAP: 8 (GI network); 18 

(Gateways); 23; 25; 48; 50; 

54; 55. 

• IDP:    

A series of greening interventions on key gateways to 

Gateshead and along major transport corridors (road 

and rail) aimed at improving the attractiveness of 

Gateshead and masking unsightly buildings and 

infrastructure.  

 

This is a direct application of the Council’s Green 

Action Planning work. 

 

Timescale: 2012 - 2017 

Project Governance: Colin Huntington 

Project Manager: Kevin Hills 

 

• Cost not known 

• Mainstream public 

sector funding 

• Discretionary public 

sector funding. 

• Sq.m of green space 

enhanced or created 

• PP Score = 9 

• Aesthetic 

improvement 

of gateways 

• Increase in 

biodiversity  

T6 Urban Greening • UDP policies:  

• CS Policies: CS19 (GI & Nat. 

Env.); CS17 (Promoting Place 

Making). 

• IDP:    

Enhancement of urban greenspaces and the linkages 

between them, in areas outside of the urban core, 

therefore beyond the coverage of the Urban Core 

Area Action Plan, e.g. in Bensham and Saltwell. 

 

The detail of projects will be developed through 

subsequent masterplanning work for future schemes. 

 

Timescale: 2012 - 2030 

Project Governance:   

Project Manager:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• Cost not known 

• Mainstream public 

sector funding 

• Discretionary public 

sector funding 

• Potential developer 

contributions/CIL.  

• Sq.m of green space 

enhanced or created 

• Km of Urban GI 

         routes created. 

• PP Score = 15 
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T7 Green Interim 

Uses 

• UDP policies:  

• CS Policies: CS19 (GI & Nat. 

Env.) 

• UCAAP policy: 8 (GI 

network); 25; 50; 55. 

• IDP:    

A number of sites will remain undeveloped for a 

period of time as a consequence of planned phasing 

or viability constraints. The potential to use these for 

temporary green uses, including pocket parks and 

community gardens, or as retention for brownfield 

biodiversity, or for biomass production, will have 

wider community benefit.  

 

The project will seek to identify these sites and 

develop a series of phased sub-projects.  

 

Timescale: 2012 - 2030 

Project Governance:   

Project Manager: 

 

• Cost not known, but 

generally low cost 

interventions 

• Mainstream public 

sector funding 

• Discretionary public 

sector funding. 

• Sq.m of green space 

enhanced or created 

• PP Score = 13 

 

T8 Marketing & 

Promotion 

None  This project will look at the promotion of green 

infrastructure assets.  It will explore opportunities to 

upgrade and update literature for individual sites, for 

one general map or a small number of related maps 

for all of Gateshead, and for the promotion of 

walking and cycling routes.  It will include provision 

for people with disabilities. 

 

It will also look at the coherence of signage and 

waymarking across Gateshead.  

 

Timescale: 2012 - 2030 

Project Governance:   

Project Manager: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• Cost not known 

• Discretionary public 

sector funding. 

• No of leaflets produced 

• No of interpretation 

panels installed. 

• PP Score = 9 

• Increase in 

visitor 

numbers  
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Ref Project Name Policy Context Description Inputs Outputs Outcomes 

T9 Research & 

Understanding 

• UDP policies:  

• CS Policies: CS19 (GI & Nat. 

Env.); CS21 (Flood Risk & 

Water Management). 

• SFRA, NewcastleGateshead 

Surface Water Management 

Plan & Strategy; Gateshead 

Flood Risk Management 

Strategy.  

 

 

A series of research studies over the lifetime of the 

GI Delivery Plan.  

 

Current proposal: 

 

Green Infrastructure and Flood Risk Management 

Study 

 

Additional study to bring together earlier work on GI 

and flood risk management, to develop our 

understanding as to how and where GI could help to 

alleviate flood risk.  This should build upon the 

NewcastleGateshead Surface Water Management 

Strategy and assist the Council as Lead Local Flood 

Authority with forthcoming new responsibilities as a 

SuDS Approving Body. 

 

Would enable further projects to be identified to 

maximise the synergy between these two areas of 

work. 

 
This is an outstanding commitment in evidence 

gathering, in support of both GI delivery and flood 

risk management. 

 
Timescale: 2013 - 2014 

Project Governance: Core Strategy Project Board 

Project Manager: Peter Bell 

 

• £20,000 

• Discretionary public 

sector funding 

including 

Environment Agency 

• Research Study • PP Score = 

N/A 

• Improved 

scoping of 

projects to 

manage flood 

risk and 

enhance GI 
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Appendix 1 

 

Green Infrastructure Projects & Strategic Network Map  
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Appendix 2 

 

Scoring Matrix 

 

A function score of 3 on a function indicates a high contribution or benefit; 2 medium and 1 low.  A spatial score of 3 indicates that a project is 

completely within the GI Network or Opportunity Area – lower scores indicate the approximate extent to which the thematic projects fall within 

the GI Network and Opportunity Areas (1.5 = c.50% within; 1 = c.30% within). 

 

The scoring is based upon the Council’s evidence base as referenced in this Delivery Plan, primarily in the form of the GI Study and Strategy, 

and where appropriate, other documents including the water studies, the Ecological Evidence Base, and the Tyne and Wear Public Rights of 

Way Improvement Plan.  However, this process is qualitative, and inevitably reliant to some extent upon the expertise and judgement of 

officers. 

 

In the interests of consistency and transparency, all projects highlighted by this evidence base have been included.  However, particularly low 

scoring projects are less likely to be implemented.  Furthermore, future projects will be tested against these criteria, and those which score 

highly may displace low scoring projects from this list. 

 
Ref Project Name Function 

Score: 

Biodiversity 

Function 

Score: 

Non-

motorised 

transport 

Function 

Score: 

Recreational 

access 

Function 

Score: 

Enhanced 

economic  

competitive 

-ness 

Function 

Score: 

Setting of 

Heritage 

& Culture 

Function 

Score: 

Enhanced 

landscape 

Function 

Score: 

Water & flood 

risk 

management 

Function 

Score: 

Climate 

change 

mitigation 

& adaptn. 

Spatial 

Score: 

In 

Strategic 

GI 

Network? 

Spatial 

Score: 

In an 

Opportunity 

Area? 

Project 

Priority: 

Total 

Score 

S1 Wardley Manor 

Forest Pk.  

3 3 3 1 2 2 0 1 3 3 21 

S2 Follingsby 3 1 1 3 0 2 3 3 0 0 16 

S3 Felling Shore 3 3 3 1 0 2 0 0 3 3 18 

S4 Windy Nook & 

Heworth 

(Wildlife Corr. 

gap) 

3 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 3 0   8 

S5 Gateshead 

Centre 

1 3 3 3 1 3 3 3 3 3 26 

S6 Dunston Staiths 

& Saltmarsh 

Garden. 

 

 

 

 

3 1 3 1 3 1 0 0 3 3 18 
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Ref Project Name Function 

Score: 

Biodiversity 

Function 

Score: 

Non-

motorised 

transport 

Function 

Score: 

Recreational 

access 

Function 

Score: 

Enhanced 

economic  

competitive 

-ness 

Function 

Score: 

Setting of 

Heritage 

& Culture 

Function 

Score: 

Enhanced 

landscape 

Function 

Score: 

Water & flood 

risk 

management 

Function 

Score: 

Climate 

change 

mitigation 

& adaptn. 

Spatial 

Score: 

In 

Strategic 

GI 

Network? 

Spatial 

Score: 

In an 

Opportunity 

Area? 

Project 

Priority: 

Total 

Score 

S7 Lower Team 

Valley (Wildlife 

Corr. gap) 

3 0 1 3 0 2 3 3 0 0 15 

S8 Upper Team 

Valley 

3 0 3 3 1 3 3 3 3 3 25 

S9 Tanfield 

Railway Pth. 

(Wildlife Corr. 

gap) 

2 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 3 0   7 

S10 Metrogreen 3 3 3 3 0 3 3 2 3 3 26 

S11 Lower Derwent 

Valley 

3 3 3 3 0 3 3 2 3 3 26 

S12 Blackhill Mill 

(Wildlife Corr. 

gap) 

3 0 1 0 0 1 2 2 3 0 12 

S13 Blaydon Burn 

(Wildlife Corr. 

gap) 

3 0 1 0 2 2 1 2 3 0 14 

S14 Stanley Burn 

(Wildlife Corr. 

gap) 

2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0   3 

S15 River Tyne 

(overall project 

– in addn. to 

specific 

projects listed.) 

3 3 3 3 1 2 0 1 3 3 22 

T1 Access route 

gaps (including 

PROW gaps). 

0 3 3 1 0 0 0 0 1.5 

(some 

routes 

only) 

1.5 

(some routes 

only) 

10 

T2 Open spaces & 

playing pitches. 

 

 

 

 

 

1 0 3 1 1 3 0 1 1 

(few sites 

within 

Strategic 

Network) 

1 

(several sites 

in 

Opportunity 

Areas) 

 

 

 

 

 

12 
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Ref Project Name Function 

Score: 

Biodiversity 

Function 

Score: 

Non-

motorised 

transport 

Function 

Score: 

Recreational 

access 

Function 

Score: 

Enhanced 

economic  

competitive 

-ness 

Function 

Score: 

Setting of 

Heritage 

& Culture 

Function 

Score: 

Enhanced 

landscape 

Function 

Score: 

Water & flood 

risk 

management 

Function 

Score: 

Climate 

change 

mitigation 

& adaptn. 

Spatial 

Score: 

In 

Strategic 

GI 

Network? 

Spatial 

Score: 

In an 

Opportunity 

Area? 

Project 

Priority: 

Total 

Score 

T3 Woodlands & 

Meadows 

3 0 3 1 1 3 0 2 1 

(few sites 

within 

Strategic 

Network) 

1 

(several sites 

in 

Opportunity 

Areas) 

15 

T4 Allotments & 

Community 

Gardens 

 

 

 

 

0 0 3 1 0 2 0 1 1 

(several 

sites 

within 

Strategic 

Network) 

1 

(several sites 

within 

Strategic 

Network) 

9 

T5 Greening the 

Gateway 

1 0 0 3 0 3 0 1 1 

(some 

gateways 

within 

Network) 

1 

(some 

gateways 

within 

Opportunity 

Areas) 

  9 

T6 Urban Greening 1 1 3 2 1 3 1 1 1 

(some 

potential 

within 

Network) 

1 

(some 

potential 

within 

Opportunity 

Areas) 

15 

T7 Green Interim 

Uses 

3 0 2 2 0 3 0 1 1 

(some 

within 

Network) 

1 

(some within 

Opportunity 

Areas) 

13 

T8 

 

Marketing & 

Promotion 

0 1 3 2 0 0 0 0 1.5 

(coverage 

within 

Network) 

1.5 

(coverage 

within 

Opportunity 

Areas) 

  9 

T9 Research & 

understanding 

          N/A 
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Appendix 3                                Land Acquisitions and Disposals Checklist 

 

The following ten criteria should be applied when considering a potential land acquisition or disposal: 

 

1) Is the Council the most appropriate land owner, or are there other more appropriate ways of safeguarding the site (if necessary), e.g. via a 

management agreement, or by disposal to an alternative owner?  

 

2) Are resources available to fund a purchase, or if not, is it likely that funding can be raised? 

 

3) What are the resource implications of future management and site development work?  If necessary, can resources be raised from external 

sources, including if appropriate, funding for land reclamation/remediation?  Or is it more appropriate after purchase that the Council hands the 

site over to an outside agency for future management? 

 

4) Is the site under threat?  What would be the consequences of the Council not proceeding with an acquisition? 

 

5) Is the site replaceable if lost?  Ancient semi-natural woodlands are irreplaceable and therefore worthy of particular priority here. 

 

6) What benefit would people gain from an acquisition?  For example, could public access to an area be provided where none currently exists? 

 

7) Would the site add positively to the Council’s (or a partner organisation’s) portfolio of existing land holdings?  For example, is it in an area 

where there is currently a lack of publicly owned or publicly accessible countryside?  Conversely, does it complement and add value to an 

existing publicly-owned site? 

 

8) What is the ecological value or landscape quality of the site (including any designations which apply): a) now? b) potentially, following 

realistic, achievable enhancement, or if appropriate, remediation of contamination? 

 

9) Does the site have special significance in a wider context?  For example, could it contribute to the implementation of a project in this GI 

Delivery Plan, or in the Durham Biodiversity Action Plan, or would it plug a gap, enabling a landscape scale project to proceed? 

 

10) What are the public liability implications (if any) of an acquisition? 

 

(Note: this is an update and adaptation of the land acquisition checklist originally incorporated in ‘Our Countryside’, the Gateshead Countryside 

Strategy, adopted by the Council in November 2003, and now superseded by this GI Delivery Plan.) 

(PTB 29/11/12) 


