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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Background 
1.1.1 White Young Green were appointed by Gateshead Council in June 2005 

to undertake the provision of an Open Space Assessment, to inform the 
Council’s overall strategy, policies and proposals within the Gateshead 
Draft Replacement Unitary Development Plan. 

 
1.1.2 The Council approved a Best Value Review of Leisure in August 2005.  

While this was too late to inform this study significantly, reference to it is 
made in Section 14 Conclusions and Further Work. 

 
1.2 Purpose of the Study 
1.2.1 The Open Space Assessment will inform the formulation of the overall 

strategy, policies and proposals with the draft replacement UDP and SPG 
and potentially contribute to the Greenspace Strategy.   

 
1.2.2 The current PPG17, unlike the formulaic approach of its predecessor, 

places the emphasis on specific needs of each community or 
neighbourhood.  For this reason, while providing a general overall 
assessment of wider needs (for workers and visitors as well as residents) 
the study has focussed on each neighbourhood area within Gateshead.   

 
1.2.3 Whilst taking into account the recommendations of the Council’s Playing 

Pitches Strategy (2002 – 11) and Park Strategy (which considered 
children’s play, urban games, allotments and accessible natural     
greenspace within parks), the principal focus of the Greenspace Strategy 
is to work on general purpose recreational public open space. In order to 
help do this and to produce a workable definition of open space we 
compared the existing typologies for open space produced in PPG17 and 
by Gateshead Council. 
 

1.2.4 The basic aims of the study for each community are to ask: 
 

� How much open space of different types should there be in future and 
where?  

� What new recreation provision or other facilities should there be within 
it?  

� How can spaces be adapted or new space created to meet needs, now 
and in the future?  

 
1.2.5 The study covers all outdoor accessible open space, both public and 

private - and the many activities that can go on it. Most of this will be 
“green”, but civic squares are also included as is space ancillary to other 
uses such as cemeteries and churchyards.  



1.2.6   Much of this space can be used freely by the general public without out 
payment for entry or use, physical barriers or other restrictions. Other 
spaces such as allotments, sports clubs and school playing fields will be 
restricted to certain groups of users. 

 
1.2.7 The five key elements of this report are: 

� An audit of estimation of the extent of smaller open space sites; (see 
paragraphs 6.1, 7.3-7.4, 9.1 and Appendix 6) 

� An assessment of ‘greyspace’ including paved public areas and civic 
space; (see paragraphs 9.1.3-9.1.4 and Appendix 7 

� The determination of a typology of sites and categorisation of open 
space sites into it; (see   ) 

� Through public consultation the identification of locally specific, needs 
based standards for publicly accessible recreational open space and 
the extent to which these standards are met; ( see Section 8 and 9 and 
Appendix 10)  

� Defining recommended priorities and the development of an action 
plan  (see Section 11) 

 
The methodology used for this, general conclusions are contained in 
sections 6 - 12. 

 
1.3 Structure of the Report 
1.3.1 Within this introduction the report examines the open space standards set 

in the adopted UDP and present draft of the replacement UDP (sections 
1.3 and 1.4). Section 1.5 sets the context of the study by examining 
PPS12 which provides advice on producing Local Development 
Frameworks and PPG17 Open Space and its Companion Guide which 
together identify the need for open space, the means for assessing needs 
and quality and for setting local open space standards to be included in 
the LDF. 

 
1.3.2 Section 1.6 looks at the adopted Unitary Development Plan. 
 
1.3.3 Section 2 identifies the Key Task Requirements, while Section 3 identifies 

Related Strategies and Existing Planning Standards developed by 
Gateshead and also looks at the open space strategies of two other 
Tyneside Councils, Newcastle and South Tyneside.  Section 4 Examines 
the Characteristics of the Borough and Future Development Proposals.  
Section 5 examines Trends in Leisure and Recreation which should be 
taken into account in setting standards and identifying potential new 
needs. 

 
1.3.4 Section 6 covers Methodology of the audits and surveys undertaken, while 

Section 7 gives General Findings. 
 



1.3.5 Section 8 proposes Planning Standards for Open Space and Section 9 
identifies Potential Contributions from Small Sites and Greyspace. 

 
1.3.6 Section 10 identifies Areas of Deficiency and Section 11 puts forward an 

Action Plan. 
 
1.3.7 Section 12 looks at potential means of Funding and the Use of Section 

106 Agreements or Planning Obligations, while Section 13 examines the 
means of Monitoring both quality of open space and demand for it. 

 
1.3.8 Section 14 draws Conclusions and suggests future areas of work. 
 
1.4 Context Set by PPS 12 – Local Development Frameworks 
1.4.1 Planning Policy Statement 12 (PPS12) ‘Local Development Frameworks’ 

further advocates the need for local authorities to found policies upon a 
thorough understanding of the needs, opportunities and constraints of 
their area, through developing an up-to-date evidence base of data and 
supporting information at the pre-production stage.  Although the Council 
is preparing a Unitary Development Plan rather than a Local Development 
Framework, it should seek to adhere to these principles as far as 
practicable.  Checklist 5a contained in ‘Creating Local Development 
Frameworks: A Companion Guide to PPS 12’, highlights that this evidence 
base should include open space audits and an analysis of sport and 
recreation provision.  

 
1.5 PPG 17 – Planning for Open Space Sport and Recreation  
1.5.1 The Government’s 2002 revision of Planning Policy Guidance Note 17 

(PPG 17) ‘Planning for Open Space, Sport and Recreation’ requires that 
local authorities undertake robust local assessments of existing and future 
needs of their communities for open spaces (green spaces and civic 
spaces), sports and recreational facilities, as well as auditing provision 
both quantitatively and qualitatively. The results of this should be used to 
set locally-derived, needs-based open space standards. 
 

1.5.2  National guidance on undertaking such local assessments, setting local 
standards and developing open space strategies is provided in the 
Government’s ‘Assessing Needs and Opportunities: a Companion Guide 
to PPG 17’, and the 2004 publication by CABE Space ‘Green Space 
Strategies: A Good Practice Guide’. 

 
1.6 The Gateshead UDP  
1.6.1 The Gateshead Unitary Development Plan was adopted in November 

1998.  The UDP sets out the current situation with regards to open space 
provision and identifies 3 different types of open space for which 
standards of provision should be set; Local Open Space, Neighbourhood 
Open Spaces and Area Parks. 



 
1.6.2 The setting of standards serves two particular purposes.  Firstly they 

provide a target towards which the Council can work in deciding its own 
priorities for provision.  Secondly they can be used to assess the effect of 
development proposals on the provision of Open Space and help to 
decide what to do about it in terms of determining planning applications, 
imposing conditions or seeking Section 106 agreements. 

 
1.6.3 The adopted UDP will be considered below.  However, the Draft 

Replacement Plan and the related Supplementary Planning Guidance are 
considered in Section 3 - Related Strategies and Existing Planning 
Standards. 

 
 Local open space 
1.6.4 Policy C30 of the adopted UDP states  

‘In each residential neighbourhood at least two hectares of Local Open 
Space, in sites of at least 0.2 hectares, should be provided per 1000 
residents’. 
 
In assessing the supply of such space formal parks, maintained and non 
maintained grass areas and thin woodland have been included, whereas 
dense woodland, derelict land, sports grounds, school grounds and golf 
courses have been excluded, as well as any site of less than 0.2 ha area.  
Public playing fields freely accessible for other recreational uses have 
been included. 
 

1.6.5 Policy C33 states that 
‘Open spaces of at least two hectares in size should be provided so that, 
as far as possible, no resident has to travel more than 500 m from home 
or cross a busy main road to reach one’. 
 
In assessing the supply of Neighbourhood Open Spaces it included 
reasonably flat areas of grass at least 2 ha in size, including formal parks 
and sports pitches within these types of area.  Busy roads are defined as 
one carrying a two-way flow of 10,000 vehicles per day or more. 
 

1.6.6 C35 states that 
‘Area Parks of at least five hectares in size should be provided in such a 
way as few residents as possible have to travel more than 1.6 kilometres 
(one mile) to reach one’. 

 
 Allotments 
1.6.7 Policy C43 states that  

‘The loss of allotments either by unauthorised encroachment by uses 
other than cultivation, stock-keeping and passive recreation, or by built 
development, will be unacceptable unless an appropriate advance 



replacement site is made available, or there is a surplus of provision at a 
particular location.  In case of surplus provision, the site (either in whole or 
in part) will be safeguarded against built development if its conversion to 
recreational public open space would contribute to remedying deficiencies 
in the provision specified by Policies C30, C33 and C35’. 
 
Children’s Play Areas 

1.6.8 Four policies cover children’s play space.  Policy C44 states that 
’A satisfactory level of provision of children’s play facilities, suitably 
equipped where appropriate, will be sought throughout the borough for 
each age group.  Safety, minimising nuisance and visual amenity will be 
primary design considerations.  Standards are set for the provision of 
children’s play space. 

 
1.6.9 Policy C45 states that 

’Toddlers’ Play areas, designed principally for children under seven and 
not necessarily equipped, should be provided within 60 metres of all 
homes in the Borough, other than those in isolated locations or in 
settlements with less than 100 inhabitants.  All new sites should be visible 
from adjacent dwellings and not adjoin busy roads or be separated by 
them from the areas they are intended to serve.’    

 
1.6.10 Policy C46 states that: 

‘Juniors’ Equipped Play Areas, designed principally for those aged 7 to 11, 
should be  provided within 420 metres of all homes in the Borough, other 
than those in isolated locations or in settlements with less than 300 
inhabitants.  All new sites should be accessible from the areas they are 
intended to serve without the need to cross busy roads or other barriers.’ 

 
1.6.11 Policy C47 states that: 
 ‘Equipped Recreation Areas for Teenagers, designed for those aged 12 to 
 19, should be provided within 800 metres of all homes in the Borough, 
 other than those in isolated locations or in settlements with less than 300 
 inhabitants.  They should not be across the busiest roads or other major 
 barriers from the areas they are intended to serve. 
 
1.6.12 These policies have been used for development control purposes and 

have been carried forward to the draft Replacement UDP.  One of the 
functions of this report is to determine whether any of these standards 
need to be reviewed in producing the finalised report prior to any Inquiry 
into the Replacement UDP. 

 
 
 



2. KEY TASK REQUIREMENTS 
 
2.1 The Brief 
2.1.1 The brief for this Study was designed to allow the consultant to identify the 

priorities for work to be included in the study and to identify other areas of 
work to be undertaken in the future.  However it was stipulated that the 
Open Space Assessment undertaken should establish the framework for 
the future provision and enhancement of open space in the Borough, so 
that it can fully inform the formulation of the strategy, policies, proposals 
and site-specific land-allocations for the emerging replacement UDP and 
subsequent Local Development Framework over the next 10 to15 years. 

 
2.1.2 The project brief was structured into mini-project tasks to be included as 

part of the overall assessment/Greenspace Strategy, to enable each 
individual task to be commissioned separately or in combination as 
components of a wider project commission.  The tasks agreed with 
Gateshead Council to be included in White Young Green’s brief are set 
out below: 

 
2.1.3 Quantitative Audit of Open Space Provision 

In view of the short time-scale for the current stage of Greenspace 
Strategy preparation work, a full quantitative audit of each open space site 
was not to be carried out at this stage.  Information is already available 
which includes the total amounts of recreational public open space (over 
0.2 ha) available in each of the 91 residential neighbourhoods accounting 
for all residential areas across the Borough. The boundaries of those sites 
over 1 ha in size and of accessible natural green space and allotments 
sites have also been digitised for the UDP Proposals Map.  Further 
records, largely held on paper, categorise each site according to typology, 
map smaller sites (0.2 to 1 hectares) and provide descriptions of all sites 
and the facilities found in them.  Accordingly it was agreed that the 
quantitative survey should identify sites below 0.2 ha which could 
contribute to public open space.   

   
2.1.4 In order to do this and to meet the requirements of PPG17 the following 

table has been included which seeks to relate the typologies used by 
Gateshead with that in PPG17.  In particular it identifies that public open 
space in Gateshead is of three types, identified by size and range of 
facilities - local open space, neighbourhood open spaces and area parks. 
It also shows the current Gateshead standards for area provision and 
maximum distance to new residential development. 

 
 
 



 
PPG17 TYPOLOGY GATESHEAD 

TYPOLOGY 
ACCESSABILTY 
(DISTANCE/ 
TIME) 
STANDARD  

AREA/ 
1000 
RESIDENTS 
STANDARD)  

PARKS & GARDENS 
including 
SMALL PARKS & 
GARDENS* 

AREA PARKS 
 
NEIGHBOURHOOD 
OPEN SPACE 

1.6km 
 
500 m 
 

5 ha 
 
2 ha 
 

NATURAL AND SEMI 
NATURAL GREEN 
SPACE 
 

NEIGHBOURHOOD 
OPEN SPACE, 
+AREA PARKS 
(COUNTRY PARKS) 

500 m 
 
1.6km 

2 ha 
 
5 ha 

GREEN CORRIDORS NO EQUIVALENT (open 
spaces may form parts 
of corridors) 

  
 

OUTDOOR SPORTS NOT INCLUDED except 
area where sports fields 
are accessible for 
general recreation 

Gateshead have 
separate 
standards for 
playing fields. 

 

AMENITY 
GREENSPACE 

LOCAL OPEN SPACE 
(which may include play 
space within open 
space) 

 2 ha 
/1000    

PROVISION-
CHILDREN/YOUNG 
PEOPLE 

PLAYSPACE Toddler – 100m2 

in 1 min – 60m 
(straight line) or 
100m(pedestrian 
route) 
Junior – 400m2 in 
7 min - 420m 
(straight line) or 
600m(pedestrian 
route) 
Teenager 
1000m2 in 15 min 
– 800m(straight 
line) or 1000m 
(pedestrian 
route) 

0.7 ha  
 /1000  
 

ALLOTMENTS ETC ALLOTMENTS   
CEMETERIES/CHURCH 
YARDS 

CEMETERIES/CHURCH 
YARDS 

  

CIVIC/MARKET SQ. GREYSPACE   
* PPG17 does not actually separate out small parks and gardens. 



2.1.5 We were asked to comment on the appropriateness or otherwise of “home 
zones” being included in the definition of children’s play space. In our 
view, the main benefit of home zones is the provision of an area where 
children and adults can walk freely or stop and chat without the fear of 
being run over.  They may link to designated play spaces or open areas, 
but they should not in themselves be regarded as a substitute for these.  

  
2.1.6   Although it was not a required of us to carry out a full quantitative audit of 

all sites at this stage, it will be necessary to consider the need to audit, or 
estimate: 

i) the extent of smaller open space sites (under 0.2 hectares); 
sites which make a genuine contribution to recreation, 
however small, such as ‘pocket parks’, need to be included, 
whilst avoiding the inclusion of sites which function as 
highway verges or otherwise have no recreational use; this 
may be facilitated by the use of aerial photography; 

ii) ‘greyspace’ (paved public open areas, civic squares, etc) 
which has not previously been quantified; 

iii) allotment  sites and accessible natural greenspace sites, 
which have been digitised but not assessed quantitatively; 

iv) children’s play areas. 
 
2.1.7 White Young Green have taken the view that, because it was necessary to 

review open space standards by mid August, it is essential to undertake 
items i) and ii) at this stage.  However the Council’s existing information on 
Allotment sites and Children’s Play areas is relatively up to date and need 
not be reviewed at this point in time.  Recommendations for future 
monitoring and review are included in sections 13 and 14. 

 
2.1.8 PPG17 recommends that open spaces be categorised according to the 

typology set out in PPG17 and its Companion Guide, or a variant of that 
typology based on clear reasoning.  This may be influenced by the public’s 
actual use of certain areas of open space as derived from the public 
consultation exercise.  From the evidence contained in the Viewpoint 
Survey (see Sections 6.3, 7.2 and Appendix 5, the public appear to 
recognise open space by categories of size and range of facilities better 
than ones based on generic types of space (natural green space, amenity 
greenspace etc.) and accordingly the study has retained Gateshead’s 
existing typology. 

 
2.1.9    Ultimately the database of sites should be accessible, understandable and 

 useable to all relevant Council Officers, the public and interest groups. 
 This will not be possible until a late stage in the preparation of the suite of 
 Greenspace Strategy documents when all categories have been audited.  
 Mapping of sites done at this stage should be accessible to officers across 
 the Council, using an appropriate GIS package or packages. 



 
2.1.10 Qualitative Assessment of Open Space Provision 

As part of the final output, qualitative assessment of the smaller sites was 
also required to establish their relative amenity, landscape and biodiversity 
value, accessibility to disabled people, range of facilities, etc, for each site.  
It is however recognised that many smaller sites are often similar in 
nature, so it was agreed be to audit qualitatively only a representative 
sample of the smaller sites.  It was also agreed that the potential 
contribution from greyspace should also be identified.  

 
2.2 Time Scales 
2.2.1 The assessment process should recognise the need to inform and feed 

into the Unitary Development Plan and subsequently the Local 
Development Framework process.  With regard to the replacement UDP, 
the first deposit period took place in 2004 and the Open Space Provision 
Assessment is required to inform the revised draft intended to be re-
deposited in December 2005. 

  
2.2.2 On the presumption that the Council adopts the recommended standards, 

the consultants may be required to provide evidence at the UDP Inquiry in 
support of the Council.  

 
2.3 Public Consultation Process 
2.3.1 In order to develop the required standards related to the needs of the local 

community it will be necessary to undertake a consultation to assess what 
the public considers to be the needs and other issues, regarding all forms 
of open space provision in their local areas.  Demand for every category of 
open space needs to be assessed ultimately, but at this stage the most 
urgent requirement is to assess demand for general public recreational 
open space (including parks, recreation grounds and amenity open space) 
and to a lesser extent for accessible natural greenspace.  This work will 
help to identify whether there are differing views geographically on 
adequacy in different parts of the Borough and whether this is merely a 
function of supply or the differences in demand should be translated into 
different standards applying to different parts of the Borough.  It should be 
recognised that the public’s actual usage of certain areas may effectively 
alter the typology category of any piece of open space.  

 
2.3.2 Consultation should include the widest possible range of members of the 

public which should include as many as possible of the following: 
 
 i) user groups if and where they exist and residents’ associations 
 ii) non user groups 
 iii) groups who are rarely or never consulted about greenspace 
 iv) children and teenagers 
 v) people with disabilities 



 vi) the Jewish community 
 vii) other minority ethnic groups 
 

It may be possible for some of this consultation to be undertaken in 
parallel with other public consultation work.  Consideration should be 
given to the use of the Council’s Viewpoint Panel, their website and the 
Council News residents’ magazine to maximise the potential response.  

 
2.4 Site Analysis and Field Work 
2.4.1 Drawing upon the above stage, the strategy should identify needs-based 

standards for the various types of publicly-accessible open space 
provision in the Borough.  If appropriate they should also cater for any 
anticipated future changes in demand (e.g. 2011 and 2016).  The setting 
of appropriate locally-specific standards should recognise that nationally-
recommended standards (e.g. NPFA 6-acre standard, Sport England 
playing pitch standard, English Nature accessible natural greenspace 
standards) may not be appropriate or realistic for the local situation.  In 
view of the requirement of PPG 17 that public open space should not be 
lost to development unless it has been clearly shown to be surplus to 
requirements, the strategy should also address the checks which ought to 
be applied to determine which sites are truly surplus in situations where 
the standards appear to be comfortably exceeded. This is covered within 
Section 11: Action Plan. 

 
2.4.2 The strategy should consider the geographical level at which each type of 

open space should be assessed and recommended standards based on 
this.  In some cases it may be appropriate to identify such standards for 
geographically-meaningful, neighbourhood sub-areas of the Borough, 
likely to be substantially smaller than wards in order to reflect the needs of 
individual neighbourhoods at a very local level.  Wards or ward-based 
agglomerations also often do not recognise physical barriers to 
movement.  In other cases it may be appropriate to express standards 
either in hectares of provision per 1,000 people, or maximum travel 
distances from home to site, or a combination of the two, or by some other 
measure. 

 
2.4.3 These standards should be visually interpreted to illustrate the 

accessibility coverage against the Borough’s current population 
distribution.  It is anticipated that, as at present, planning obligations will 
be used to ensure that provision in the new developments maintains the 
standards which have been established. 

 
2.4.4 Action Plan  

To contribute towards a deliverable Action Plan of priorities for improving 
the provision of open space and playing fields in the Borough, which 



should be a final outcome of the overall strategy, work at this stage should 
where possible: 

 
i) show where shortfalls in provision are most pronounced, to identify 
 priority areas for amelioration of under-provision.  
ii) include recommendations for redressing identified shortfalls in the 
 quantity, quality and accessibility of provision in particular areas, 
 including identifying approximate locations for new and or 
 enhanced provision. 
iii) identify which if any existing open space sites have little or no 
 inherent value and are in locations where there is already adequate 
 provision, and which can therefore be shown to be genuinely 
 surplus to requirements within the terms of PPG 17. 
iv) indicate priorities for achieving the recommended standards. 
 
It was agreed to also  
vi) identify mechanisms and potential sources of funding for both 

provision and maintenance; also make recommendations on any 
appropriate changes to the Council’s use of planning obligations to 
secure physical or financial contributions to open space provision 
from developers. 

 
2.5 Open Space Studies Already Undertaken 
2.5.1 Parks Strategy 

Work towards a sub-strategy for the 27 sites classified as formal parks is 
already in preparation.  However this focuses on management and 
facilities within the existing parks. These parks make a major contribution 
to public open space and must be included in work to establish demand 
and set standards for levels of provision. 

 
2.6 The Outstanding Work 
2.6.1 To summarise, the key outputs at this stage should include: 
 

i) an audit estimation of the extent of smaller opens spaces sites 
(under 0.2  hectares),  which make a genuine contribution to 
recreation, however small, such as ‘pocket parks’ whilst 
avoiding the inclusion of sites which function as highway 
verges or otherwise have no recreational use; this may be 
facilitated by the use of aerial photography;  

ii) an audit or assessment of ‘greyspace’ (paved public open 
areas, civic squares, etc); 

iii) determination of a typology of sites in accordance with the 
PPG17 Companion Guide typology or a variant of it, and 
classification of open space sites in the Borough into these 
categories. 



iv) identifying, largely through public consultation, locally-specific 
needs-based standards and the extent to which these 
standards are met by existing provision; and  

v) defining recommended priorities and an Action Plan for 
improving the provision of recreational open space in the 
Borough to meet the needs of the local community. 

 
And may include: 
 

vi) revised and updated qualitative audit of at least some of the 
smaller open space sites (less than 0.2 ha). 

 



3. RELATED STRATEGIES AND EXISTING PLANNING 
STANDARDS 

 
3.1 Gateshead Playing Pitches Strategy (2002 – 2011) Final Report March 

2003 
3.1.1 The strategy was conducted by McAlpine, Thorpe & Warrier Limited, 

Leisure and Health Consultants.  The strategy is designed to guide 
planning and provision of playing fields for the main team sports in 
Gateshead up to 2011 as well as improvements required to the Boroughs 
existing facilities.   

 
3.1.2 Detailed analysis of the supply and demand both currently and for the 

future was carried out.  Surveys were undertaken of all primary and 
secondary schools and colleges and local sports clubs.  Site inspection 
conducted of all local authority owned football pitches and ancillary 
facilities and consultations took place with local authority officers, 
governing bodies of sport and league secretaries.  Findings revealed that: 

 
132 playing pitches for different team sports in Gateshead are available 
for community use:-   
104 football pitches 
14 mini soccer pitches 

 
8% of schools make their pitches available to community sports clubs 
(38% secondary schools and 3% primary schools) 

 
3.1.3 In terms of the existing land for outdoor team sports available for 

Community Use in Gateshead, the table below details these.  Specific 
details related to each sport are then set out. 

 
 No. of hectares No of hectares per 1,000 

population 
 

Football  105.9 0.53 
Cricket   18.0 0.091 

Rugby Union   17.6 0.089 
Rugby League     1.26 0.006 
Hockey     1.0 0.005 
Total 143.7 0.73 

 
 
3.1.4 The study predicted continuing growth in participation in team sports; 

however it also noted that these growth rates could be eclipsed by the 
forecasted decline in Borough population. This was predicted to fall by 
2.9% from 195,500 in 2000 to 190,800 in 2011.  This would affect playing 



pitch population which was expected to fall 9% from 105,900 in 2000 to 
96,300 in 2011, due to a significant decline in the 5 to 14 year age groups. 

 
3.1.5 However, since the strategy was produced the Office of National Statistics’ 

Mid-Year estimates of Population have shown two consecutive years of 
growth in population, reversing a very long-established trend. Whilst there 
are no official nationally projections sufficiently up-to-date to take this into 
account, the Council expects that Bridging NewcastleGateshead (the 
Housing Market Renewal Pathfinder) and other factors will ensure a stable 
or slightly growing population to 2016.  This is consistent with policy 
contained in the draft RSS.  Accordingly it would be advisable to closely 
monitor annual mid year population figures to determine which scenario 
most closely reflects reality. 

 
3.1.6 Football  

There are 240 teams in Gateshead, 61% of which are junior teams.  Peak 
demand for football pitches is on Sunday mornings when 61% of all 
matches are played and 74 pitches are required for home matches.  38 
adult pitches are currently unused although this figure will reduce to 24 
unused pitches by 2011 during the peak playing period with 10 pitches to 
accommodate the additional use requested by the clubs for the survey.  It 
should be noted that as only 43% of clubs responded to the team survey it 
is possible that the actual demand for additional use is higher.  There is an 
identified shortfall of 5 junior pitches and 12 mini soccer pitches.  If the 
unused adult pitches were used to address the shortfall of junior/mini 
soccer pitches the number of underused adult pitches would reduce to 11.  
Future growth of football between 2002 and 2011, forecast using a 20% 
growth rate in current team generation rate (TGR), would result in a need 
for a further 4 adult pitches and 1 junior pitch. 

 
3.1.7 Cricket 

There are 60 cricket teams based at 12 clubs, with 32 junior teams.  
Gateshead has a strong junior cricket development programme operating 
in schools.  The peak playing period is Sunday – 8 pitches are required.  
11 pitches out of the 12 have clubs based at them and are required as 
home grounds. 

 
3.1.8 Hockey  

There are 7 adult hockey teams in Gateshead (all based at 1 club), made 
up of 1 female and 6 male teams.  Gateshead hockey team generation 
rate for adults is slightly higher than the Tyne and Wear average.  Current 
facilities include 1 floodlit artificial turf pitch available for hockey, located at 
Blaydon Comprehensive School.  There is an identified shortfall of 2 ATPs 
based on the national average of 1 ATP per 60,000 people and a marginal 
surplus of 1 match during peak play on a Saturday.  Currently there is little 
capacity to accommodate future growth for juniors.  A 20% growth rate is 



envisaged to 2011, which would leave the number of adults’ pitches static, 
due to demographic changes. 

 
3.1.9 Rugby Union 

Currently there are 24 teams based at 4 clubs, and 1 female adult team.  
Peak play time is Saturday afternoon when 43% of matches are played.  7 
pitches are required compared with 14 rugby pitches available.  A 
predicted 20% growth rate on current TGR would result in an additional 2 
teams increasing the demand for pitches by 1 during the peak playing 
period. 

 
3.1.10 Rugby League 

There are 4 junior league teams based at 1 club and clearly this is an 
underdeveloped sport within the area.  Currently there is only one pitch 
available with clubs using existing school pitch facilities.  A 20% growth 
rate is expected on the current TGR which leaves the number of teams 
and pitch requirements static for 2011. 

 
3.2 Parks Strategy 2004 
3.2.1 The report was prepared by Sarah O’Neill and Davyd Jones.  The key 

findings to the report are set out below:  
 

- 57.8% reported visiting a park in the last week 
- the main reasons for not visiting the park are; vandalism, litter and dog 

fouling 
- 40% of responses are residents who visit Saltwell Park most frequently 
- 40% reported visiting local parks on a weekly basis  
- 91.26% use parks between 12pm – 5pm  
- 74.4% state walking as the most popular activity 
- 57.5% rate parks as good – excellent 
- 1/3 of residents feel fairly safe whilst using local parks 
- 1/3  feel unsafe 
- 10% state that this is specifically at night time 
- 1/4 of respondents see appearance as a good point of local parks 
- Anti social behaviour from youths was the most reported bad point of    

local parks (21%) 
- 18% would like to see better play facilities for children, 10% - more 

refreshment facilities, 16% - updated play equipments for toddlers. 
 
3.3 Green Spaces …Your Spaces - Newcastle’s Green Space Strategy 
 April 2004 
3.3.1 The strategy, a fuller appraisal of which is contained at Appendix 13, has 

given priority to the following areas of green space; 



 
 
Parks 
Cemeteries and churchyards 
Outdoor sports areas 
Land around housing estates 
Natural and semi-natural areas 
Green corridors 

 
3.3.2 The strategy links to a number of other key strategies –   

Allotment strategy 
Playing pitch strategy  

           Anti-social behaviour strategy 
           Community Safety strategy 
           Play strategy 
           Tree strategy 
           Biodiversity Action Plan 
 
 Consultation 
3.3.3 A full page questionnaire was sent to all 29,000 Newcastle households 

using the Citylife free magazine.  It revealed the following interesting 
points: 

 
The main reasons given for not using open space – disability, nowhere 
close, lack of interest, lack of time and not feeling safe in green spaces 

 
Good points – good maintenance, historical interest, a good mix of 
different green space types, good access, therapeutic, socially important, 
pleasant, peaceful, spacious, well-used and somewhere to escape in the 
city. 

 
Bad points – litter, dog fouling, feeling unsafe, poor maintenance, anti 
social behaviour and misuse, lack of sporting facilities, under-funding and 
lack of investment, particularly for updating and restoring green spaces. 

 
3.3.4 The Strategy identified a need for detailed information about the supply 

and condition of Newcastle’s green spaces and whether it was meeting 
people’s needs.   Green spaces over 0.1 hectares were classified and 
access, quality and benefit audits of the open space were carried out. 

 
3.3.5 Access Audit 

A pilot project on 27 sites was set up to find out how easy green spaces 
were to access by disabled people.  A form was developed with external 
advisors to look at issues such as paths, parking bays, seating and notice 
boards.  The result of the survey will find out the level of funding needed to 
address these issues.  



 
3.3.6 Quality Audit 

As part of the strategy the team carried out a quality audit of 235 Council 
owned sites over 0.4 ha in the initial phase.  Many smaller sites between 
0.1 and 0.4 ha have been audited and will continue to be assessed.  The 
sites were all visited and information gathered put into a database.  A 
percentage was calculated for each site.  This will act as a benchmark for 
the future.  Each site was given a status rating based on condition – ‘poor’, 
‘fair’ or ‘good’ and ‘declining’, ‘stable’ or ‘improving’.   

 
This combined with the percentage score, gave a picture of the site at the 
time of the audit was done.   

 
3.3.7 The overall percentage scores ranging from highest to lowest were 

calculated in terms of wards, creating an overall picture of the most 
successful wards compared to the least in terms of open spaces. 

 
3.3.8 Green spaces were categorised in accordance with the companion guide 

to PPG 17. The strategy team followed the Government guidance in 
assessing how much green space people need and how close this is to 
their homes.  This information will inform the Councils planning policies 
and development plans. 

 
3.3.9 A consultation questionnaire helped establish residents walking distance 

to green space and about facilities and different types on different types of 
green space.  Meanwhile other research looked at housing types and 
density and its population. 

 
3.3.10 Distance Audit 

- The audit showed by size category whether there is too little open 
space near home or work.   

 
As a result of this research standards have been amended and reveal; 

 
- how much green space is wanted 
- how far people  would travel 
- what facilities you would expect in the different types of green space 

 
Recommendations were summarised under the headings – involving, 
improving, planning and protection.  

 
3.4      South Tyneside Policies 
3.4.1 The Unitary Development Plan adopted in 1999, contains policies for 

sport, recreation and leisure have been developed with regard to advice 
and guidance issued by the Government (Appendix 13) 

 



3.4.2 Policy RL4 covers the standard of open space provision.  It states that: 
 
 ‘The local planning authority will aim to achieve the following standards of 

recreational open space provision: 
 

A) Public and private open space without restricted access: 3.78 ha 
per 1, 000 population within each of the Borough’s twenty electoral 
wards; and  

 B) All dwellings should have access to: 
 (i)     A district park within 3 km; 
 (ii)    A neighbourhood park within 1 kilometre; 
 (iii)   A local park within 400 metres; and  
 (iv)   A pocket park/small open space within 200 metres. 
 
 The basic standard contained at A) is higher than the national standard 

and was reached using the average provision for each ward as the 
standard below which no ward should fall. 

 
3.4.3 Policy RL7 seeks to enhance levels of provision where deficiencies have 

been identified, through the treatment of vacant, underused, derelict, 
despoiled or contaminated land, especially in the inner area.  It also seeks 
to increase the amount of space available for formal team games. 

 
3.5 The Deposit Draft Replacement UDP and Interim SPGs 
3.5.1 The Deposit Draft Replacement UDP, within the chapter on Community 

facilities, contains policies on Public Open Space, Allotments and 
Children’s Play Space which justify and set down the standards of 
provision required.   

 
3.5.2 In addition several other sections of the plan contain related or supporting 

policies.  These are the Spatial Strategy, policies STR13 and STR21, the 
General Development Policies GDC1 and PO1 and PO2.  In addition the 
Chapter on Housing contains supporting policies H13 to H15, covering 
respectively Local Open space, Neighbourhood Open Space and Play 
Areas in Housing Development. There is also a section within the 
Environment Chapter which covers Greening the Urban Area.  This 
contains policies ENV 23 on the safeguarding of urban green space,  ENV 
24, which seeks to improve the network of green corridors for walking and 
cycling and ENV25, which seeks to introduce landscaped areas, wildlife 
habitats and public open space within new retail and employment areas 
where compatible with the site and surroundings These policies are all 
contained in Appendix 10. 

 
3.5.3 The Open Space, Open Space and Landscaping and Play Space Policies 

contained in the Draft Replacement UDP are amplified in a series of 
Supplementary Planning Guidance documents, the key parts of which are 



contained in the paragraphs below.  The SPGs usually repeat and amplify 
the Plan policies, but give a factual rather than policy background.  They 
also give guidance on matters such as design, planning application 
procedures/requirements and how developers’ contributions will be 
calculated. 

 
3.5.4 The following sections concentrate on the SPGs.  However, until the 

Replacement UDP itself has been adopted these SPGs cannot be 
adopted. Accordingly they are being re-titled Interim Policy Advice.  
Although they would appear to have less status than SPGs, they are still 
the latest statement of the Council’s policy.   They mostly interpret policy 
which is unchanged from the adopted UDP and therefore remain material 
considerations.  
 

3.6 Interim SPG 4 – Children’s Play Area Standards 
3.6.1 This document was made available for comment till the end of September 

2004, as part of the Public Consultation requirements for the Replacement 
UDP.  The purpose is to give clear guidelines for developers on the 
provision to be made for play in relation to new residential development.   

 
3.6.2 Principles for play area provision (policies CFR25 to CFR27) will be used 

to review existing provision as well as to secure facilities when new 
housing is built.  The need for children’s play areas in relation to new 
housing development is also set out in Policy H15 (see Appendix 10).   

 
3.6.3 The revised ‘Six acre standard’, published by the National Playing Fields 

Association (NPFA) in 1992, was subsequently raised to 0.6 to 0.8 ha per 
1000 residents.  The Council adopted a standard of 0.7 ha per 1000 
residents in its adopted UDP.   The NPFA standard now lies at 0.8 ha per 
1000 children.  The Council, however, intend to retain the existing 
standard of 0.7 ha per 1,000 residents, together with accessibility 
standards.  Justification for play area standards is contained in the UDP at 
paragraphs 12.31 to 12.34 and the policies are given below. 

 
3.6.4 Policy CFR25 states that: 

’Toddlers’ Play areas designed principally for children under seven and 
not necessarily equipped, should be provided within 60 metres of all 
homes in the Borough, other than those in isolated locations or in 
settlements with less than 100 inhabitants.  All new sites should be visible 
from adjacent dwellings and not adjoin busy roads or be separated by 
them from areas they are intended to serve.’    

 
3.6.5 Policy CFR26 states that: 

‘Juniors’ Equipped Play Areas, designed principally for those aged 7 to 11, 
should be  provided within 420 metres of all homes in the Borough, other 
than those in isolated locations or in settlements with less than 300 



inhabitants.  All new sites should be accessible from the areas they are 
intended to serve without the need to cross busy roads or other barriers.’ 
 

3.6.6 Policy CFR27 states that: 
‘Equipped Recreation Areas for Teenagers, designed for those aged 12 to 
19, should be provided within 800 metres of all homes in the Borough, 
other than those in isolated locations or in settlements with less than 300 
inhabitants.  They should not be across the busiest roads or other major 
barriers from the areas they are intended to serve.’ 

 
3.6.7 The document states that all new residential development should provide 

an appropriate contribution to play area provision, either on – or off site, 
unless the standards are fully met by nearby facilities which will be in the 
prescribed radii, for various age groups, of all homes on the development.   

 
.   The Council have adopted a standard of 7,000 m2 per 1,000 population 

(see paragraph 3.6.3 above).  Specific calculations are established for on 
site and off site developer contributions. 

 
3.7 Interim SPG 5 – Provision of Open Space and Landscaping 
3.7.1 This document was made available for comment till the end of September 

2004, as part of the Public Consultation requirements for the Replacement 
UDP.  SPG has been prepared to amplify and clarify policies in the UDP.  
The guidance supplements the policies contained within the UDP on the 
provision and design of open space and landscaping in new 
developments.   

 
3.7.2 The purpose of this document is; 

- to clarify the amount and type of land which, in the case of some new 
developments, will be required to be provided by developers as public 
open space and/or landscaping;  

- clarify methods of calculating the amount of money; 
 
3.7.3 The UDP contains a number of strategic and general policies in relation to 

the provision of open spaces and landscaping new developments.  
(STR13, STR21, GDC1, PO1, PO2 see Appendix 10). 

 
 Community Facilities and Recreation  
3.7.4 SPG5 makes reference to and repeats the Local and Neighbourhood 

Open space standards from UDP Policies CFR17 & 18.  These policies 
are shown in full in Section 3.8 Draft SPG 10 Open Space Needs and 
Standards.  



 
3.7.5 Calculation of Open Space requirements  

Policies H13 and H14 of the UDP set out the requirements for the amount 
of open space to be provided in housing developments.  Open space to 
satisfy the local open space standard set by policy H13 may take a variety 
of forms including parkland, maintained grassland, and rough grass and 
other natural or semi-natural informally managed areas.  Specific 
calculations are established for on site and off site developer 
contributions. 

 
3.8 Interim SPG 10 – Public Open Space Needs and Standards 
3.8.1 This document was made available for comment till the end of September 

2004, as part of the Public Consultation requirements for the Replacement 
UDP.  Public open space has two important and inter-related roles.  It 
provides opportunities for a range of recreational pursuits and makes a 
valuable contribution to visual and environmental amenity.  It includes 
formal parks, maintained and non maintained grass and thin woodland, all 
of which have a recreational value for informal recreation.  Some of the 
sites will also be nature conservation sites.  Dense woodland, derelict 
land, sports grounds, school grounds, golf courses have all been excluded 
as too have playing fields, except where they are freely open for public 
access for informal recreation.  Previous assessments of public open 
space have excluded sites of less than 0.2 ha.  This study however, also 
looks at the potential to provide public open space of smaller sites down to 
0.1 ha and also that of greyspaces (see paragraph 9.2.1 for a definition).   

 
3.8.2 The Draft Replacement UDP contains a series of standards for the 

provision of recreational public open space.  The SPG shows to what 
extent each of these standards is met in each part of the Borough.    The 
information is primarily factual and is derived from the Council’s database 
on public open space, which is regularly updated.   

 
3.8.3 Standards for Local Open Space  

CFR17 – in each residential neighbourhood at least two ha of local open 
space, in sites of at least 0.2 ha., should be provided per 1,000 residents.  
Where opportunities arise and resources permit additional local open 
space will be provided as a priority in the following locations which fall 
substantially below this standard: 

 
17.1   Crawcrook    17.2   Barmoor/ Meadowfield Pk 
17.3   Whickham North/Swalwell  17.4   Lobley Hill North 
17.5   Bensham North   17.6   Central Gateshead South 
17.7   Shipcote East    17.8   Low Fell North 
17.9   Low Fell East    17.10 Sheriff Hill 
17.11 Lyndhurst    17.12 Deckham 



 
17.13 Eighton Banks/Wrekenton South 17.14 Festival Park 
17.15 Ryton South    17.16 Birtley West 

 
These neighbourhoods currently fall 1 ha below the current standard. 

 
A table reflecting the extent to which each of these neighbourhoods meets 
or does not meet this standard (and also the standard proposed later in 
this report) is included in the document at Appendix 9.  The accompanying 
plan however identifies all Neighbourhoods, but shades the ones falling 
short of the proposed standard not the existing one.  

 
3.8.4 Some areas have very significant shortfall, such as Bensham North which 

has a shortfall of 10.82 ha.  Moreover, there a further 9 neighbourhoods 
which have some shortfall (0.3 ha being the smallest at Barlow). 

 
3.8.5 Standard for Neighbourhood Open Space  

CFR 18 - Open spaces of at least two hectares in size should be provided 
so that, as far as possible, no resident has to travel more than 500 metres 
from home or cross a busy main road to reach one.  In parts of the 
Borough where the provision of Neighbourhood Open Spaces is non-
existent or inadequate, improvements will be made, as opportunities arise 
and resources permit, by upgrading some existing open spaces, making 
new provision within new large housing developments or by bringing other 
land into use as public open space.  

 
3.8.6 Standard for Area Parks 

CFR 19 - Area Parks of at least five hectares in size should be provided in 
such locations that as few residents as possible have to travel more than 
1.6 kilometres (one mile) to reach one.  In parts of the Borough where the 
provision of Area Parks is non-existent or inadequate, improvements will 
be made, as opportunities arise and resources permit, by upgrading some 
existing open spaces or by bringing other land into use as public open 
space. 

 
3.8.7 Calculation of Open Space requirements  

Policies H13 and H14 of the UDP set out the requirements for the amount 
of open space to be provided in housing developments.  Open space to 
satisfy the local open space standard set by policy H13 may take a variety 
of forms including parkland, maintained grassland, and rough grass and 
other natural or semi-natural informally managed areas.   

 
Specific calculations are established for on site and off site developer 
contributions. 

 
 



4.   CHARACTERISTICS OF BOROUGH AND FUTURE      
DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS 

 

4.1 Population and Census data 
4.1.1 Gateshead is a constantly changing borough.  It is located in the 

conurbation of Tyneside and stretches almost 13 miles along the south 
bank of the River Tyne, covering an area of 55 square miles.  It is one of 
the largest of the Tyne and Wear metropolitan authorities, with a 
population that numbered around 191,200 according to the 2001 Census.   

 
4.1.2 Gateshead is a borough of contrasts, much of the borough is rural but it 

has a large urban centre.  It ranges from areas of outstanding countryside 
to heavily industrialised areas.  The area contains a mix of urban areas 
such as Felling, Dunston, Blaydon and Gateshead Town Centre, busy 
commercial and industrial areas such as the Team Valley and rural areas 
such as Greenside, Chopwell and Rowlands Gill.  Within this mix the 
Index of Multiple Deprivation 2000 show that of the twenty two wards in 
Gateshead, nine wards fall within the top ten percent most deprived in 
England.   

 
4.1.3 The population in Gateshead has fallen by 4% since 1991 which follows 

the trend for Tyne and Wear, but represents the largest fall.  This 
compares with a rise of 4% for England and Wales as a whole and is the 
ninth highest fall of all authorities in England and Wales.  The Office of 
National Statistics has projected that the Borough’s population will 
continue to decline from 196,500 in 2001 to 190,800 in 2011.  As with 
previous falls in population the largest component of this is net out 
migration.  Nevertheless, as noted in paragraph 3.1.4 the Office of 
National Statistics’ Mid-Year Estimates of Population since 2001 have 
shown two consecutive years of growth in population, reversing a very 
long-established trend. The Council, therefore, have reason believe that 
they can secure a stable or slightly growing population to 2016. 

 
4.1.4 The average household size in Gateshead is 2.2 persons compared with 

2.4 persons for England and Wales as a whole.  In contrast to the fall in 
population, the number of households has risen slightly from 82,903 in 
1991 to 84,267 in 2001.  This is due to the increase in smaller households.   

 
4.1.5 Gateshead has a relatively low level of married households but high level 

of one person and lone parent households.  33% of households contain a 
single person which is the 37th highest level of all authorities in England 
and Wales.  Overall the number of children has fallen as a result of the 
falling birth rate and the trend for women to delay starting a family.  The 16 
-30 population age group has declined since 1991 which represents the 
level of outward migration within this age bracket from Gateshead.  The 
area also has a larger ageing population than the average for England and 



Wales.  A relatively low level of ethnic minority groups is present within the 
Borough, making up only 1.6% of the population in comparison with 9% 
for England and Wales.   

 
4.1.6 Using 2001 Census information of the total population aged 16 – 74 

(which includes 139, 641 people) 61% were economically active which 
compares to 67% for the whole of England and Wales.  38% of this 
population age group were in full time employment, 12% were employed 
part time and 5% were self employed.   

 
4.1.7 4% of economically active people in Gateshead were unemployed, the 

lowest level in Tyne and Wear. (More up to date figures for July 2005 
show the level of unemployment at 3.9% which represents 2029 people).   
The percentage of long term unemployment in Gateshead was 1.43% 
which was 0.42% higher than the average for England and Wales.  The 
proportion of people aged between 16 – 74 who were permanently sick or 
disabled is 10%, which was the 22nd highest level of 376 authorities in 
England and Wales.  16% were retired.  

 
 4.1.8 The percentage of people that considered their health to be good in 

Gateshead was 63%.  This was broadly similar to levels found across 
Tyne and Wear but compared with the average for England and Wales of 
69%.  The number of residents with a limiting long term illness had 
increased by 39% since 1991.  This was the highest score of all 376 
England and Wales authorities.   

 
4.1.9 In terms of car ownership the percentage of households with at least one 

vehicle had increased with 57% of people owning a vehicle.  This 
compared to the rest of England and Wales (73%) was the 20th lowest 
level of vehicle ownership.     

 
4.2 Ward Statistics 
4.2.1 The borough is divided into 22 wards, however, the ward boundaries (but 

not the number of wards) have changed since the date of the 2001 
Census.  The following information refers to the Ward area and names in 
2001, while all other information in this report on a ward basis uses the 
current names and boundaries.  The change in population between 1991 
and 2001 has not been consistent across Gateshead.  

 
4.2.2 The most significant population changes have taken place in the Bede and 

Felling wards where the population has fallen between 13% and 18%.  All 
other wards have seen a decrease somewhere between 1% and 12% 
apart from Crawcrook & Greenside, Ryton, Dunston, Deckham and 
Wrekendyke which have experienced either stable population or a little 
growth i.e. up to a 3% increase in population.  .     

  



4.3 Neighbourhood Area Information 
4.3.1 For the purposes of quantifying open space on an area basis, 91 

neighbourhood areas have been identified within Gateshead by the 
Council.  These are areas smaller than wards which provide a clearer 
picture of the demographics of actual neighbourhoods. However, they do 
not lie fully within ward boundaries and should not be confused with the 
Council’s five Neighbourhood Management Areas.  While the full census 
information available at the ward level is not available at Neighbourhood 
level, the total population figure for each Neighbourhood, however, is 
available.   A list of all the Neighbourhood Areas, their population, public 
open space needs and supply of public open space is included at 
Appendix 9.  

 
4.4 Future Housing Development 
4.4.1 Newcastle and Gateshead together form one of nine UK areas chosen by 

the Government to receive assistance through the Housing Market 
Renewal Pathfinder to help deal with all the problems linked to a failing 
housing market, including derelict homes and properties in which people 
no longer want to live.  The Pathfinder, now called Bridging 
NewcastleGateshead is a partnership between the two Councils, private 
and social landlords, and Regional Agencies, with a 15 year programme to 
develop and sustain attractive communities in which people want to live. 

  
4.4.2 Gateshead is also a recipient of the Neighbourhood Renewal Fund as it is 

among the 88 most deprived local authority areas in England.  The fund 
can be used to improve services in the deprived communities of the 
borough and should be spent in relation to education, employment, crime, 
health and housing.     

 
4.4.3 While the above measures may help reduce out migration from 
 Gateshead and the RSS seeks to slow and reverse patterns of falling 
 population in the North east, as noted earlier in Section 3.1.4, the Borough 
 population has been predicted through trend analysis to continue to fall by 
 2.9% in the period 2002 to 2011.  Recent mid year population figures 
 indicate, however, that a stable or slightly increased population may be 
 achieved by 2011. 
   
 The Rate of Housing Provision 
4.4.4 Policy H1 seeks to achieve 560 additional net dwellings per year, i.e. the 

surplus between new dwellings and demolitions.  This figure is higher than 
the allocations in the draft Regional Spatial Strategy (465 per annum 2004 
to 11 and 650 per annum 2011 to 2016, but is consistent with the 
Council’s view that their allocation should be higher than in the RSS. 

 
 



 Sites for New Housing 
4.4.5 Policy H3 of the revised UDP identifies 64 housing sites and 17 mixed use 

sites which include some housing.  Together these have an indicative 
capacity of 4485 dwellings on previously developed sites and 1597 
dwellings on Greenfield sites.   It is expected that these figure will alter in 
the re-deposit UDP, with several of the mixed use sites likely to be 
allocated purely to housing.  

 
4.4.6 Using the current standard of 2 ha of open space per 1000 population a 

number of the sites identified in policy H3 are located in neighbourhoods 
where there are deficiencies in public open space.  These are identified in 
Appendix 9.  

 
4.4.7 The neighbourhood areas with a deficit of open space will be examined 

further in Section 9 in relation to any recommended revised open space 
standards identified in Section 8. 

 
4.5 Amount of Open Space 
4.5.1 The figures and map of open space provision, population and 

surplus/deficiency are in Appendix 9. The amount of public open space 
varies extremely widely between neighbourhoods. This might be expected 
in a borough which is intensively rural at one extreme and very urbanised 
at the other, containing high density terraces of Tyneside flats. 

 
4.5.2 However, even some of the more rural neighbourhoods such as Ryton 

South, Barmoor/Meadowfield Park, and Crawcrook are statistically 
deficient in public open space.  These three neighbourhoods are grouped 
together in the northwest corner of the Borough and consideration needs 
to be given to improving the supply of public open space in these areas.  
Both Crawcrook and Ryton have experienced an increase in population 
between 1991 and 2001. 

 
4.5.3 Taking the 91 identified Neighbourhoods the average open space in each 

Neighbourhood is 11.24 ha which would give an average supply of 5.27 
ha per 1000 population. (This figure is based on a ward population figure 
which add up to a total population of 194,168, which is very similar to that 

 predicted for 2011 – 194,602, suggesting that there should be no need to 
adjust ward space requirements in future).  

 
4.5.4 This is a high figure but one which hides the reality of the urban/rural 

character of the borough.  At one extreme there are rural areas like 
Kibblesworth (81 ha), Chopwell (53 ha) in the west and south and more 
urbanised areas but with a good supply of open space, such as Ryton 
North (35ha), Bill Quay South (28 ha), Wardley (28 ha) and Whitehills (38 
ha).  While at the other extreme the densely populated older parts of the 
Borough such as Bensham North (1.15 ha with a population of 5984), 



Shipcote East (0 ha existing provision with a population of 2739), Lobley 
Hill North (4.26 ha with a population of 4898) and Low Fell East (0.45 ha 
with a population of 2431) are severely short of open space. 



5.    TRENDS IN LEISURE AND RECREATION 

5.1 National trends 

5.1.1 Although it is understood that the main determinant of Gateshead’s   future 
 open space and outdoor activities will be local need, it is useful to look at 
 national trends in leisure and recreation. Findings taken from the National 
 Household Survey (2002) and Sport England Survey (2003) can be 
 summarised as follows: 

� Just under 60% of adults regularly (within the last month) take 
 part in a physical activity (43% if walking was excluded) 

� Men are more likely to participate in outdoor activity than women, 
 (the differences were less marked when it came to indoor 
 provision).  Disabled groups and ethnic minorities tend to be under 
 represented. 

� Walking is the most popular outdoor physical activity (46%), 
 followed by cycling (19%)  

� Participation in sport increases with socio-economic group and, as 
 one would expect, decreases with age.  However, that the 
 number of older people taking part in outdoor activities is growing. 

� The number of children taking part in school sports, in and out of 
 lessons, has declined particularly cricket and hockey.  However, 
 there has been a big increase in  girls playing football and a 
 smaller increase in tennis and rounders. 

� To compensate for this, young people are playing a wider range of 
 sports in their leisure time.  Top outdoor sports are cycling (49%), 
 football 37%) - again more girls are playing football. 

 

5.1.2  In addition to active recreation, most authorities report a greater 
awareness, in the last 10 years or so, of wildlife and nature.   The wider 
health, cultural and social benefits of open space are now beginning to be 
recognised, with more use of open space for healthy pursuits, public art 
etc. 

 

5.2.     Trends in Gateshead 

5.2.1 Gateshead International Stadium is one of the country’s leading athletics 
 venues and has been designated as one of ten national sites to become 
 an English Institute of Sport. This puts the authority in a good position to 
 capitalise on the increased interest likely to result from the country winning 
 the Olympics. 



 
5.2.2 It is understood that in recent years there has been a growth in demand 

for the provision for skate board/rollerblading/BMX cycle tracks as well all 
weather courts which can be used for a range of ball activities such as 
basketball and five a side football. There has also been a “Next to Nature” 
initiative to introduce more biodiversity to sites. 

5.2.3  Open space has been provided as part of new developments in line with 
 current policies, but it is understood that no other new parks or major open 
 spaces have been created in recent years.   

5.3 Accessibility 

5.3.1 A number of Council’s in the North East are taking steps to reduce access 
 to playing fields, due to vandalism and health risks associated with dog 
 faeces.  If Gateshead follows this trend then it could have a substantial 
 effect on the supply of open space, since playing fields open to other 
 forms or recreation are included in the open space total areas. 

 



6.    METHODOLOGY 
 
6.1 Sample Audit of Small Sites 
6.1.1 A quantitative assessment of areas of open space below 0.2 ha was 

carried out. Due to the timescales of the project and the information 
already available with regard to areas of open space over 0.2 ha, a full 
quantitative audit of all sites at this stage was not necessary.   

 
6.1.2 Areas of open space under 0.2 ha were identified within each of the 91 

neighbourhood areas.  In general 0.1 ha was chosen as the lower limit, 
although sites smaller than this were included where it was felt that they 
could have a recreational value.    Aerial photography was used to 
facilitate this process and to help identify sites which make a genuine 
contribution to recreation, however small.  Areas of space with no 
recreational use such as highway verges were then excluded from further 
investigation. In recording these care was taken not to duplicate or overlap 
sites which the Council already has on its data base and a check was 
made to ensure that large but fragmented sites which the Council might 
have chosen to omit for this reason, were not excluded. 

 
6.1.3 Areas of greyspace which have not previously been quantified were also 

identified.  These took the form of paved public open areas or civic 
squares.  These sites identified within each neighbourhood area were 
categorised in accordance with Gateshead’s typology. 

  
6.1.4 The quantitative audit was then recorded on a digitised base map showing 

the entire area of Gateshead, using Auto CAD.  This information has been 
printed out on plans for each individual neighbourhood area, which are in 
Appendix 6.  An electronic version of the data would also permit the 
production of one large plan for the whole Borough. 

 
6.1.5 Section 9 covers how the quantitative information was used to supplement 

the Neighbourhood provision of open space provided by larger sites, to 
give a new total supply of open space. 

 
 
6.2 Quality Assessment of a Sample of Smaller Sites 
6.2.1 In addition to the quantitative assessment a small randomly selected 

qualitative audit was undertaken.  44 sites were assessed in total (2 within 
each ward boundary) to establish details of their relative amenity, 
landscape and biodiversity value, accessibility to disabled people and 
range of facilities on each site.  The details are contained in Table 
contained in Appendix 6. 

 
6.2.2 An assessment score sheet was used to help assess each space.  This 

used a scoring technique based on that identified in Annex B of the 



companion guide to PPG17.  In this instance a score of 0 was awarded if 
the feature was not present.  A judgement was then made by the assessor 
in terms of whether the area would benefit from any of the facilities listed 
such as bins, seats, toilets, parking, lighting, information, play equipment 
and goal posts.  A level of priority was then attached to all elements of the 
area of open space which helped to establish what improvements would 
most benefit each area.   Problems such as graffiti, anti social behaviour, 
vandalism and dog fouling which sites may suffer from were also 
recorded.   

 
6.2.3 A grade from 1 – 3 (with 3 being high, 2 being good and 1 being some 

potential) was measured against selected typologies from PPG17, to help 
identify the level of potential in terms of different types of space.  A list of 
the facilities required to achieve the potential uses identified was also 
established.   

 
6.3      View Point Survey Opinion and Needs Survey 
6.3.1 Public consultation was carried out to help relate the needs and other 

issues of the community to the standards developed and provision of open 
space.  The most urgent need for information related to assessing the 
demand for general recreational open space (such as parks, recreational 
grounds and amenity open space) and to a lesser extent for accessible 
natural greenspace.   

 
6.3.2 A questionnaire was developed using the Council’s Viewpoint Panel to 

maximise the potential response (see questionnaire set out at Appendix 
4).  The results of this survey were inputted into SPSS computer package 
to help analyse the data and responses received from the View Point 
Panel.  The results are in Appendix 5. 

 
6.4 Community Groups survey 
6.4.1 As part of the public consultation process a separate questionnaire was 

developed and sent to relevant community groups within Gateshead with 
an interest in public open space and recreation.  The consultees identified 
through the youth strategy were used as guidelines though additional 
community groups were included.  The list of consultees and 
questionnaire is set out at Appendix 2 and 3.  The questions developed 
were intent on the identification of specific areas of open space, the 
distance people are prepared to travel to reach them, reasons why people 
used them or did not as the case may be and how they can be improved. 

 
6.5 The importance of this approach 
6.5.1 The Companion Guide to PPG17 states that providing local planning 

authorities have undertaken assessments of need and audits of existing 
facilities compliant with PPG17, locally determined provision standards will 
meet the tests of reasonableness as originally set out in paragraph 7 of 



Circular 1/97, Planning Obligations.  These are now set out in the 
Secretary of State’s policy tests in paragraph B5 of Annex B to Circular 
5/2005, Planning Obligations. 



7.      GENERAL FINDINGS 
 
7.1 Selected Community Groups Questionnaire 
7.1.1 The questionnaire for the Selected Community Groups and the list of 

groups within Gateshead are at Appendices 2 and 3 respectively.  24 
responses were received to the 225 questionnaires sent out to the 
different community and user groups.  Over 10% response rate was 
achieved.   Most people responded to all eight questions asked within the 
questionnaire; however for those which we’re left empty, it was presumed 
that the respondent did not know.  Where this answer was applicable a 
further response was added here.    

 
7.1.2 Most Groups (68.18%) agreed that there was a sufficient amount of space 

where their organisation was based.  With regard to areas other than 
where the organisation was based, 66.6% of groups again agreed with the 
view that there was sufficient open space.  Out of the groups which felt 
that there is an insufficient amount of space the following areas were 
identified :  

 
- Town Centre, Bensham, Teams, Dunston 
- Leam Lane, Windy Nook 
- Gateshead Stadium 
- Whickham, Sunniside 

 
7.1.3 In connection to the area of space which each group primarily uses, 

62.5% identified the ease of journey as good and only 8.3% considered 
the journey to this area of space to be poor in terms of access.  25% of 
respondents thought disabled access was poor.  A mixed response was 
received in connection to the range of activities with 29.16% of 
respondents referring to them as poor.  In terms of seats, bins, signs etc 
45.83% of respondents classed them as poor.  58.3% considered toilet 
provision to also be poor.   
 

7.1.4 The rest of the questionnaire produced responses specific to areas of 
open space that were of interest to sports groups, allotment holders and 
schools.  This information will be analysed later in this report. 
 

7.2 Viewpoint Panel Questionnaire 
7.2.1  The detailed analysis from the Viewpoint panel questionnaire is included 

in Appendix 4.  The sample size was 471 of whom 18% said they did not 
go to parks or open spaces. Of those who did, nearly 83% said they 
visited one at least once every six months, 72% at least once a month, 
27% once or twice a week and 14% every day.  



 
7.2.2 For those who visited parks, the most popular choice was Saltwell Park 

(30%), followed by Chase Park, Whickham (8%).   Most (78%) also visited 
other parks (again Saltwell Park was the most popular choice).   30% said 
that the park that they usually chose to visit was not the closest one to 
their home. 

 
7.2.3  The main reason for people not visiting parks is that they prefer their 

garden (38%).  However, 33% of this group stated that there were no 
activities that interested them, 25% said they had no time and 18% felt 
unsafe/scared to go on their own.   It is also significant that 16% said that 
it was too far/difficult to get to and related to this, 12% gave 
disability/unable to make the journey as a reason.  No toilets, preferring 
other activities, poor parking and dog mess were also mentioned. 

 
7.2.4 Most people said that they visited parks at different times of the day, 

although the afternoon was the main choice for those who gave a time. 
Most usual activities were walking (29%), enjoying plants and flowers 
(20%) visiting children’s playgrounds (13%) and a family outing (12%).   
Exercising the dog (6%) and informal ballgames (5%) were also 
mentioned.  Sports did not feature greatly, but it should be remembered 
that the Viewpoint panel does not include young people under 17. The 
most mentioned sports were running/exercise and cycling (both 3%).   

 
7.2.4 The majority of users arrive in under 20 minutes, half walking there but 
 almost 40% going by car.  47% stay between one and two hours, 14% 
 longer than this.  A third spend between a half and one hour and 8% 
 under half an hour.      
 
7.2.5 Questions were asked about the quality of various aspects which relate to 

most parks and some open spaces.  Overall (over two thirds in each case) 
these were felt to be good/fair.  Features ranked most highly (over 70% 
good) were ease of journey to get there, quality of footpaths, 
attractiveness, quality of planting.  The worst ranking aspects were control 
of dogs (only 22% ranked this as good) and range of activities (only 30% 
felt these were good) followed by seats and bins, wildlife value, safety and 
disabled access (all under 50% good).  

 
7.2.6  Questions were also asked about the quality of facilities, where provided.   

Generally answers were more negative than before with every aspect 
being ranked as less than 50% good.  Worst ranking aspects were 
facilities for wheelchair users and educational provision, although most 
people did not know enough about the subject to provide answers.  Apart 
from this the most poorly rated facilities were pavilions and toilets (around 
25% good).  Parking and sports provision fared slightly better (30%  good) 
and children’s playgrounds achieved a 40% rating as good. 



 
7.2.7 All respondents were asked what three changes they would like to see in 
 order of importance. The results were as follows 
 

1st 
choice 

More dog bins 
(30%) 

More wardens/safety 
measures (27%) 

More/better toilets 
(24%) 

2nd 
choice  

Control/ban 
dogs/dog dirt 
(25%) 

More activities - all 
ages (19%) 

More/better toilets 
(16%) 

3rd 
choice 

Improved sports/ 
play facilities 
(36%) 

Improved safety/ 
lighting (31%) 

More/better 
sheltered seating 
(17%)  

 
Other changes suggested included better parking, more seating and more 
litter bins. 

 
7.2.8 The response, when asked what types of space people were short of in 

their area, was as follows: 
 

Local Play Areas  25% 

Neighbourhood play areas  24% 
Natural areas good for wildlife  19% 
Wheeled sports areas  16% 
Allotments    8% 
Parks    7%     

 
7.2.9 Only 15 respondents had allotments, mostly less than 5 minutes away 

from where they lived.  Of the 14% of respondents who said they would 
like to have an allotment, the main reason for not having one was that 
there were no vacant plots nearby and others were too far away or difficult 
to get to (40%). For others age/disability (37%), time (19%), and ignorance 
of how to get a plot (14%) were factors. 

 
7.2.10 Lastly, 30% of respondents suggested that there was a piece of land near 

their home which could be converted for public use. Although many 
answers merely referred to “land at the back of my house” the following 
sites were suggested:- 

 
Old Blaydon School and surrounding fields - 35% 
Windy Fields - 20% 
Blaydon Burn - 15% 
Area near Pelaw metro station - 10% 
Swards Rd Area, Felling - 10% 
Marley Hill pit site - 10%  

 



7.2.11 As far as can be identified form the description given, all of these sites are 
over 0.2 has and are therefore outside the remit of this study.  With the 
exception of Marley Hill pit (which lies partly in the adjacent authority) they 
are also already identified as open space. However from these comments. 
it is clear that residents feel that they could contain better provision.  

 
 
7.2.12 The main suggestion as to new uses for these sites was sports/children’s 

play facilities (73%).   14% wanted a community garden/wildlife area.   
Other open space proposals included better paths and allotments. 

 
7.3 Quantitative Assessment 
7.3.1 All the open spaces below 0.2 ha identified in the quantitative assessment 

are recorded on plans in Appendix 6. 
 
7.4 Qualitative Assessment  
7.4.1 44 sites were surveyed in total, two from each ward area.  The sites were 

identified randomly within each ward though an effort was made to take 
one from one side and one from another side so to get a more accurate 
representation of each area.  All the open spaces below 0.2 ha identified 
in the quantitative assessment are recorded on plans in Appendix 6, while 
the findings of the qualitative assessment of the 44 selected sites, 
including site area, are at Appendix 8. 

 
7.4.2 The majority of spaces assessed were located solely in a residential area.  

Some sites were categorised as being within an open and residential area 
or residential and employment area or residential and shopping area.  One 
site near the civic centre in Bridges Ward is categorised as being within an 
open, employment and shopping area.               

 
7.4.3 All areas were assessed in terms of their accessibility.   Ten spaces out of 

the 44 assessed were considered to be not easily accessible from 
residential areas. This was generally due to them being separated from 
houses by garden fences and with little or no access from for example an 
adjacent cul-de-sac. Apart from one site, these sites lie within housing 
areas.  The exception lies within 100m of an existing housing area.  14 
sites are considered to have poor access for disabled people.  All these 
sites lie between 1 – 20 metres from housing.  

 
7.4.4 Each site was assessed in accordance to the companion guide to PPG 17 

against set criteria and a score was achieved.  This looked at quality of the 
main entrance, boundary conditions, road, paths and access, planted 
areas, grass areas and the presence of facilities such as bins, seats, 
toilets, parking, lighting and information.  The cleanliness of the site in 
terms of the amount of litter was also graded.  A mark out of 57 was given 
to each site, spread over 12 criteria, with a mark of 0-5 being given in 



most but not all criteria.  5 was generally the highest and the best quality 
and 0 awarded if the facility was not present.  The assessment form is at 
Appendix 7.  In terms of the overall marks there is a low average score.  
The lowest score achieved for an individual site is 4 and the highest is 28.   

 
7.4.5 In terms of improving these areas it was mostly considered that the 

provision of facilities such as seats and bins should be a high priority.  31 
of the sites assessed do not suffer from any of the problems identified 
such as graffiti, anti social behaviour, vandalism, dog fouling etc.       

 
7.4.6 For those areas not functioning as an area of public open space already, 

they had the highest potential to provide Local Open Space.  Some could 
also be considered for the provision of Playspace. These spaces were 
located on Lingey Lane (Wardley Park Neighbourhood Area), Parklands 
Way (Wardley) and Carr Hill Road (Carr Hill).  A site identified along 
Fullerton Place/Grange Terrace (Deckham Neighbourhood Area) was 
considered to have good potential for a Green Corridor, when linked with 
other similar spaces in the area.   

 
7.4.7 Out of the areas already acting as open space, 12 sites were thought to 

have the potential to reach a high standard within the identified typologies.  
These were considered to have a high potential of operating as an urban 
park, green corridor, amenity space and provision for the young.  Details 
of these findings are set out below.  Where these occur within an area 
considered to be deficient in relation to the open space standard proposed 
in section 8, this is identified by D at the end of the entry. 

 
Land behind Lanchester Avenue, High Fell  - Existing Semi Natural 

Greenspace 
High Potential for Local 
Open Space*. 

 
Lecondale, Windy Nook & Whitehills - Existing Urban Park or 

Garden. 
High Potential for Local 
Open Space. 

 
Edward Road, Lamesley (Birtley West) - Existing Urban Park & 

Amenity Greenspace 
High Potential for Local 
Open Space. 
 
D 

 
Towneley Fields, Chopwell/Rowlands Gill - Existing Amenity 

Greenspace 



 High Potential for Local 
Open Space. 

 
Bridge by Felling Bypass, Pelaw & Heworth Existing Semi Natural 

Greenspace/Amenity 
High potential for Local 
Open Space. 
 

 
Collingwood Gardens, Felling Existing Semi Natural 

Greenspace/Amenity 
High potential for Local 
Open Space. 

 
Ravensworth Road, Dunston & Teams Existing Urban Park/ 

Amenity & Children’s 
provision. 
High potential for Local 
Open Space. 

 
Smithyford, Chowdene Existing Urban Park/ 

Amenity Greenspace & 
Childrens provision 
High potential for Local 
Open Space and for 
Playspace. 

 
John Street, Bridges    Existing Amenity  
                                                                            Greenspace     

High potential for Local 
Open Space and 
Playspace. (However, it is 
understood that the site 
will be lost in future 
residential development. 
NB not an Area of 
deficiency.) 

 
Harrison Gardens, Saltwell Existing Urban Park/ 

Green Corridor/ Amenity 
Greenspace 
High potential for Local 
Open Space and 
Playspace. 

  



Springfell, Birtley Existing Urban Park/ 
Amenity Greenspace 
High potential for Local 
Open Space. 

 
Dartmouth Avenue, Chowdene Existing Urban Park/ 

Amenity Greenspace 
High potential for Local 
Open Space. 

* This site is a Millennium Green (Countryside Agency) initiative, with a 
local community group grant aided to improve it.  As it is not located in an 
area of deficiency it would make a greater contribution as a semi-natural 
greenspace. 

 
7.4.8 The following six sites are already reaching a high standard of provision 

and acting within the specified typologies as set out below: 
 

Civic Centre, Bridges Local Open Space. 
 

Durham Road, Birtley Local Open Space. 
 

The Meadows, Ryton Crookhill  Local Open Space 
& Stella  

 
Brackendene Drive, Low Fell Local Open Space 

 
Napier Road, Whickham North Local Open Space 

 
East Park Gardens, Blaydon Local Open Space 

 
7.4.9 The rest of the sites already act as open space and are considered to 

have good potential within the typology identified above. 
 
7.4.10 Each space was then assessed in terms of the improvements which 

should be installed to allow the space to reach its full potential.  The most 
commonly identified improvements were in the form of planted areas, bins 
and seats though other improvements where considered which were 
specific to the place and typology, such as play equipment.  Other 
suggested improvements related to lighting, information and paths and 
access ways.   

 
7.4.11 The site which can be considered of the highest standard overall is the 

Civic Centre within the Bridges ward.  This site scored the highest in terms 
of its existing facilities and PPG 17; the provision of new facilities was 
considered of low priority and no additional facilities needed to be 
provided to help the area achieve the use identified.   



 
7.4.12 Land behind Lanchester Avenue, High Fell achieved the lowest score 

when assessed in terms of its existing facilities.  The space is categorised 
as a semi natural greenspace and the installation of the following facilities 
was considered necessary to help the area reach its potential as an Urban 
Park.   However, as shown above, this site is a Millennium Green initiative 
where the community’s views will be paramount.  The identified facilities 
include: roads, paths and access ways, grass area, bins, lighting, 
information and play equipment. 

   
7.4.13 Overall most of the spaces assessed already acted as a form of public 

open space as identified within the set typologies.  The majority of these 
spaces had a high potential to be improved to reach the proposed type of 
spaces identified for them by the installation of simple facilities such as 
planting, seating and bins.   



8.    PROPOSED NEEDS BASED PLANNING STANDARDS 
 
8.1 Existing Standards 
8.1.1 The adopted UDP contains standards for Public Open Space of three 

types, Local Open Space, Neighbourhood Open Spaces and Area Parks.  
These have been carried forward, with amended wording, into the Deposit 
Draft Replacement UDP (2004).  The existing standards have been 
related in Section 3.5.   It should also be noted that the Draft Replacement 
UDP also contains standards for accessible natural greenspace within the 
section on Countryside Recreation.  Clearly these areas also provide a 
special type of public open space. 

 
8.1.2 It is important to realise that these standards are not mutually exclusive.  

In particular a neighbourhood which contains a park such as Saltwell Park 
is going to score highly in terms of Local Open Space, because these park 
areas also function as local open space for these neighbourhoods.  In 
addition each type of open space may well contain a children’s play 
space, which are also covered by separate standards and many parks 
also contain playing fields.  Where these are freely accessible to the public 
and also function as open spaces for dog walking etc these are included in 
local open space total areas. 

 
8.1.3 The Companion Guide to PPG 17 recommends that standards have 3 

components:- 

• Qualitative 

• Quantitative - usually expressed as ha/1000 population, as in the 
Council’s present standards for Local Open Space. 

• Accessibility - including distance thresholds, as have been used for the 
Council’s standards for Neighbourhood spaces and Area Parks.  These 
are usually expressed as a maximum distance often calculated as the 
distance of an easily paced 5, 10, or 15 minute walk.  Typically 15 minutes 
represents 1 km distance and 5 minutes represents about 1/3 of this. 
Different Councils have opted for either 300 or 330m in 5 minutes.  
Gateshead’s current standard neighbourhood space - 2 ha in 500m 
probably represents a 71/2 minute walk. 

 
8.1.4 Qualitative standards are useful for 2 reasons 

1. They provide indicators for maintenance purposes and 
priorities for capital expenditure. The WYG survey results 
provide indicators to help in this respect.  If the surveys 
are repeated over time they can indicate trends of 
improvement or deterioration. 

2. They provide design and cost indicators for development 
control purposes. 

 



The existing standards and those proposed in the following paragraphs 
are also qualitative in that the three levels of open space in the hierarchy 
have to be able to perform different functions.  For example area parks will 
need to provide a far greater range of facilities and varied environments 
than local open space, although these will vary from park to park. 

 
8.1.5 White Young Green (WYG) with the assistance of the Council has 

undertaken 2 surveys.  The first was a survey of local residents through 
the Viewpoint Survey (see Section 7.3 above and Appendices 4 & 5) and 
the second directly with Community Groups, see Section 7.1 and 
Appendices 2& 3).  A number of key points emerge from these surveys, 
particularly the Viewpoint Survey. 

 

• A significant number of respondents do think their localities are 
undersupplied with local open space.  Evidence for this is provided in an 
Appendix 5. 

 

• There is a degree of correlation between time/distance people are 
prepared to travel and length of stay; also between length of stay and size 
of space /range of facilities.  This is more pronounced for people walking 
to their chosen open space than it is for those travelling by car.  This may 
be due the fact that there is less effort involved in driving to an open 
space, so distance is less critical.  In addition Saltwell Park tends to skew 
the results, because it is very close to where many residents live, i.e. less 
than 10 minutes walk, but has many attractions so that many respondents 
spend a long time there.   

 
8.1.6 It has not been possible to estimate from the surveys how much more 

open space people would like.  However, South Tyneside MBC used 
information from their 1994 survey to calculate an average area of existing 
local open space for each of their Neighbourhoods/ Wards and used this 
as a standard for the whole Borough. (They also looked at the distances 
that people are prepared to walk to open space - see Appendix 14). 

 
8.1.7 For our calculations we added in the useable space below 0.2 ha 

confirmed by our own desk top surveys and by sample surveys on the 
ground.  Useable space was always of at least 0.1 ha. In the case of 
Gateshead the mean was highly unrepresentative of the level of open 
space existing in most neighbourhoods because of the exceptionally high 
level in a few neighbourhoods. Consequently the mean figures came out 
at:- 

• 5.2 ha per 1000 residents over the whole borough calculated by 
dividing total population/1000 into total area of space and  

• 7.62 ha /1000 residents calculated as the average of  the space /1000 
population calculations for all the neighbourhoods.. 



The figures were skewed by the existing open space in a number of 
neighbourhoods such Bill Quay South which has 27.93 ha (including our 
added in smaller space) but only 331 population, Kibblesworth  (82.51 ha 
and 1607 residents) and Whinlaton Mill (40.1 ha and 837 residents). 

 
8.1.8 Consequently it was decided to use the modal class as the average and 

the existing public open space per 1000 for each populated 
neighbourhood were divided into 7 classes; 0-1.99 ha; 2- 3.99 ha; 4-5.99 
ha; 6-7.99 ha; 8-9.99 ha; 10-1.99 ha; and 12 and over ha. 
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8.1.9 The modal class i.e. class with the highest number of neighbourhoods was 
2-3.99 and accordingly the mid point of this class, approximately 3 ha, was 
selected as the quantitative standard.  It should be noted that over time 
the amount of playing field space which is open to dual use may decline, 
due to increasing pressure to fence off pitches and changing facilities for 
reasons of health (infections from dog faeces) and security.  

 
8.1.10 The Viewpoint survey also provided information on how long residents 

travelled to reach their preferred open space and how long they stayed 
there (questions 19 and 20).  There was also a correlation between the 2 
responses so that it is clear that people are prepared to travel further if 
they are going to spend longer there.  WYG consider it reasonable to 
assume that people spend longer at a space if it is larger and has the 
potential for a wider range of activities.  In particular people tend to spend 
up to 30 minutes in spaces they can reach within 5 minutes (which WYG 
equate to a distance of 330 m).  This relates closely to Local Open Space 
and although Gateshead do not have an accessibility standard Newcastle 



have one of 0.1 ha in 300m (more or less 5 minutes walk time).  WYG 
have added in useable spaces of below 0.2 ha to the overall local space. 

 
8.1.11 Gateshead does not have an accessibility component to their local space 

provision but there are reasons why this should be added. 
1. The PPG 17 Companion Guide says one should be included.  
2. Even if the 2ha or 3ha /1000 population standard is achieved in a 

neighbourhood it is perfectly possible that much of this space is at 
one end of it and elsewhere there are quite long walks to open 
space. 

3. Inclusion of an open space accessibility standard would allow 
planning policies to require residential developments to provide 
accessible local space whereas a quantity standard alone might not 
even when no local space exist close to the site. 

 
8.2 Local Open Space 
8.2.1 To accommodate an accessibility component to the standards and based 

on other findings of this study, White Young Green would recommend the 
following standard be adopted. 
 
In each residential neighbourhood at least 3 hectares of Local Open space 
comprising sites of at least 0.1 ha, should be provided per 1,000 residents, 
such that no resident has to travel more than 330 m from home or cross a 
busy main road to reach one.  Where the provision of local open space 
falls below this standard, improvements will be made as opportunities 
arise and resources permit, by bringing other land into use as public open 
space or through requiring new provision to be made within new housing 
developments  

  
 This would be followed by a list of the more deficient neighbourhoods.  

This list is to be found in Section 10 which identifies areas of deficiency 
after the contributions from small open spaces and greyspace have been 
taken into account in Section 9.  It is proposed that the walking distance of 
330 metres should be taken as a distance of 300m as the crow flies. 

 
8.2.2 With reference to the provision of open space in new housing, the actual 

area required would be calculated on a pro rata basis using the 3ha /1000 
residents’ quantity standard.  However, Gateshead’s method of calculating 
the number of residents takes account of the expected actual population 
based on the number of bedrooms in each dwelling on a development, as 
explained in SPG5.  It is robust, having been based on an analysis of 
population levels in recently-completed developments, and avoids the risk 
of applying average household size to developments regardless of the 
size of dwellings.    



 
8.3 Neighbourhood Open Spaces and Area Parks 
8.3.1 White Young Green would recommend no change to the standards for 

Neighbourhood Open Spaces or for Area Parks, for the following reasons.  
There is a degree of correlation in the Viewpoint survey results between 
travelling 6-10 minutes, which represents up to 660m and staying 30 
minutes to 1 hour.  This relates to the variety likely to be provided by a 
neighbourhood space and the present accessibility standard for such 
spaces.  The Council’s current standard refers to 500m, which represents 
around a 7-7.5 minute walk. Again for calculation purposes this should be 
taken as 450m as the crow flies to the edge of the space.. 

 
8.3.2 The same is also broadly true for Area Parks.  The critical time cut off is 

20 minutes, beyond which relatively few people walk.  This would 
represent about 1.32 km using the easy paced walk times.  The current 
standard is for up to 1.6 km, which is longer than 20 minutes.  
Consideration could, therefore, be given to increasing the standard to 1.5 
km which is closer to the survey findings or 1.35 km as the crow flies. 

 

Area Parks of at least 5 ha should be provided such that as few residents 
as possible have to travel more than 1.5 km from home or cross a busy 
main road to reach one. 

 

 



9. POTENTIAL CONTRIBUTIONS FROM SMALL SITES AND 
 GREYSPACE 
 
9.1 Small Areas of Green Open Space 
9.1.1 The areas were identified through the processes identified in Sections 6.1 

and 6.2 and the findings reported in Sections 7.3 and 7.4. 
 
9.1.2 In total there are 57.05 ha of additional open space in sites between 0.1 

and 0.2 ha.  0.1 ha has been used as a cut-off figure because it is a 
useable area particularly if it were a rectangle of 10 m by 10 m.  This 
figure and the results for individual neighbourhoods are recorded in 
Appendix 6.   In a number of neighbourhoods the contribution to open 
spaces from these small sites is quite large i.e. at least 0.8 ha.  These are 
listed below.  Where the contribution is sufficient to take it out of deficiency 
against the proposed new standard of 3 ha per 1000 residents this is 
indicated by an asterisk. 
 
Bill Quay South   Wardley Park* 
Leam Lane    Heworth* 
Stoneygate    Bog House    
Springwell Estate   Beacon Lough Estate 
Carr Hill    Deckham      
Mount Pleasant   Shipcote East 
Harlow Green   Portobello/Vigo 
Birtley East    Birtley West 
Teams    Redheugh 
Lobley Hill North   Whickham North/Swalwell  
Whickham West   Kibblesworth    
Highfield    Winlaton East   
Winlaton West   Chopwell 
Ryton South    Ryton North 
Crawcrook 

 
9.2 The Contribution of Greyspace 
9.2.1 The contribution from greyspace has also been assessed.  Our definition 

of Greyspace is hard surfaced areas, potentially and sometimes already, 
suitable for public use. It includes incidental hard space between housing 
(such as former garage court areas), hard areas wider than pavements in 
local shopping centres, and public plazas, such as Baltic Square. 

 
9.2.2 The total contribution from greyspace is 4.18 ha, but there is only one 

significant area which Baltic Square in the Gateshead Quays 
neighbourhood.  Nevertheless, the inclusion of greyspace has been 
sufficient to take one neighbourhood, Central Gateshead North, out of a 
slight deficit and into a small surplus. 
 



 

10. IDENTIFIED AREAS OF DEFICIENCY 
 
10.1 By neighbourhood area 
10.1.1 The following is a list of 22 neighbourhoods which fall significantly short of 

the 3ha per 1000 residents standard recommended in Section 8 and 
following the inclusion of small areas of open space and Greyspace 
identified in Section 9.  In this case significant means by at least 1 ha.  
The full list of deficient Neighbourhoods amounts to 34, the details of 
which can be seen in the final column of the schedule in Appendix 9. 

 
1. Deckham    2. Central Gateshead South 

 3. Bensham North   4. Shipcote East 
 5. Low Fell North   6. Sheriff Hill 
 7. Low Fell East   8. Eighton Banks/Wrekenton South 
 9. Lyndhurst   10. Portobello/Vigo      

11. Low Fell West  12. Racecourse Estate   
13. Festival Park   14. Lobley Hill North   
15. Whickham North/Swalwell 16. Sunniside South   
17. Winlaton East  18. Winlaton West   
19. Ryton South   20. Barmoor/Meadowfield Park  
21. Crawcrook   22. Dunston West. 

 
  
10.1.2 The most significant areas of deficiency are:- 

Bensham North -16.8 ha. Due to 5984 population and only 1.15 ha of 
open space. 

Crawcrook – 9.14 ha Due to 4638 population and only 4.78 ha of 
open space. 

Lobley Hill North – 9.10 ha. Due to 4898 population and only 5.59 ha of 
open space. 

  
Whickham North/Swalwell -8.85 ha. Due to 5459 population and only 7.53 

ha of open space.  
 
 

 
 
 
 



11     ACTION PLAN 
 
11.1 Strategy to maintain future open space provision 
11.1.1 The strategy is in 3 parts.  The first concentrates on maintaining the 

present supply of open space even in areas with a supposed surplus of 
provision. The second is designed to show where shortfalls in terms of 
provision in Neighbourhoods and accessibility are most pronounced, to 
redress these shortfalls and identify priorities for achieving the 
recommended standards.  The third part is to identify where open space is 
of little value and is in locations with a genuine surplus of provision within 
the terms of PPG17. 

 
11.2 Maintaining the supply 
11.2.1 Policy CFR20 of the draft Replacement UDP seeks to protect and improve 

existing open space except where “the standards are comfortably 
exceeded” where loss of open space will exceptionally be permitted. 

 
11.2.2 There are a number of neighbourhoods with a significant surplus of open 

space.  However, these tend to be either in the more rural areas such as 
Chopwell, Ryton North, Winlaton Mill, Sunniside North and Blaydon East, 
or in the riverside areas where historical clearance of industrial land has 
freed up open space.  The former areas in particular also provide a sub 
regional facility and provide some of the tourism attraction of Gateshead. 

 
11.2.3 Paragraph 10 of PPG17 requires that before existing open space or the 

sites of sports and recreational buildings can be built on an assessment 
must be undertaken showing that the land or buildings are “surplus to 
requirements”.  If such an assessment has not been undertaken by the 
Local Planning Authority it can be required of the applicant.   The following 
forms a checklist of considerations to examine in respect of individual 
open spaces, even for those areas which appear to be well over-provided 
with such space. 
1. Would the loss of open space in question result in the 

neighbourhood being deficient in terms of quantity? 
 
2. Have other housing sites not yet developed been taken into 

account when deciding whether a Neighbourhood has surplus open 
space?  

 
3.       Is it the only space which serves a particular housing area, such 

that its loss would cause the area to fall below the accessibility 
standard applied to local and neighbourhood open space and area 
parks? 

 



4. Is it of a particularly high quality when assessed against the criteria 
in the PPG 17 Companion Guide Annex B and also in terms of bio-
diversity, where appropriate?  

 
5.  Is the site in question of higher quality or more accessible than 

other sites in the same neighbourhood, which should therefore be 
considered first for possible development? 

 
6 Is the site, or part of it, especially suited for use as future children’s 

play space or playing fields or another type of open space, which 
might be in surplus at present but of which a deficiency might arise 
as housing sites are developed? It might be more suitable for this 
purpose than land able to be provided within those developments. 
This could include sports pitches which have a wider than local 
value.  If this is the case, good reasons should be given as to why 
this land should not be protected for this purpose in future. 

 
7. Has an alternative open space use (including accessible green 

space) in which the area is currently deficient, been considered for 
the site? 

 In this respect it is proposed that the Local Planning Authority 
should extend policy CFR20 or introduce an additional policy, to 
allow it to consider the re-allocation of space, with or without 
improvement, to provide alternative types of provision covered by 
PPG17 before agreeing to the release of the land for development 
purposes. 

 
8.      Has the information on population and open space supply in the 

neighbourhood been checked and if necessary been updated when 
the assessment has been carried out? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



12.     FUNDING AND SECTION 106 CONTRIBUTIONS 
 
12.1  Planning Obligations  
12.1.1 A revised circular (Circular 05/2005) has been issued to replace Circular 

1/97 and provide revised guidance on the use of planning obligations 
under section 106 of the Town & Country Planning Act 1990. 

 
12.1.2 The revised Circular clarifies the basis on which planning obligations 

should be assessed for their acceptability in policy terms and gives further 
guidance on the process of securing obligations.  However, the new 
Circular concerns only the negotiation of planning obligations and does 
not introduce an optional planning charge as proposed in the draft circular 
and the Barker Review. 

 
12.2 Annexes A and B 
12.2.1 As with the original Circular 1/97 the new Circular is divided into two 

Annexes.  Annex A deals with statutory framework for planning 
obligations, including the arrangements to discharge or modify them. 
Annex B provides policy guidance on the use of planning obligations, 
which the Secretary of State will have regard to when determining 
applications or appeals and which the local planning authorities should 
take account of when determining applications and drafting plan policies 
covering obligations. 

 
12.2.2 The new Circular is at pains to explain that it is not legitimate for 

development, unacceptable in planning policy terms, to be permitted 
because of benefits or inducements offered by a developer, which are not 
necessary to make the development acceptable or indeed would fail in 
reality to make it acceptable.  Similarly obligations should not be used 
purely to secure for the local community a share in the profits of 
development, sometimes referred to as a “betterment levy”.  It is due to 
these potential drawbacks that the old circular was reviewed and Annex B 
to new Circular includes a new set of policy tests which planning 
obligations must meet. 

 
12.2.3 The Circular states that planning obligations should meet all the following 

tests:- 
(i) relevant to planning; 
(ii) necessary to make the proposed development acceptable in 

planning terms; 
(iii) directly related to the proposed development; 
(iv) fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the proposed 

development; and  
(v) reasonable in all other respects. 

 



  

Examples of the Use of Planning Obligations  

12.2.4 Paragraphs B12 to B15 give examples of what might reasonably be 
achieved through the use of obligations but in reality the relationship 
between a particular benefit and an individual development is a matter of 
local circumstances. 

 
 Prescribing the Nature of the Development to Achieve Planning 

Objectives 
12.2.5 They could be used to secure the implementation of planning policy in 

order to make acceptable a development proposal which otherwise would 
be unacceptable. For example, in circumstances where it was not possible 
to impose planning conditions, planning obligations could be used to 
secure an element of affordable housing in a residential or mixed use 
development, or to require the provision of open space and play space.  
The Local Development Framework should identify the need for affordable 
housing and set both the site-size threshold above which the specified 
provision would be expected and the amount required per 1000 residents. 

 
 Other Uses  
12.2.6 Mitigating the Impact of a Development. 
 Compensation for Loss or Damage caused by a Development. 
 
 Types of Contribution 
12.2.7 Contributions may either be in kind or financial contribution can be a lump 

sum payment or an endowment, or as phased payments over a period of 
time related to defined dates, events and triggers.  Policies on types of 
payment, including pooling and maintenance payments should be set out 
in the LDF.  Generic policies on payment types should be contained in 
Development Plan Documents and the details of their application 
contained in Supplementary Planning Documents. 

 
 Maintenance Payments 
12.2.8 The Circular seeks to take a balanced approach to the issue, by allowing 

local authorities to require contributions to cover maintenance (i.e. 
physical upkeep) from developers where the facilities provided are 
predominantly for the benefit of the users of the associated development.  
This could be required in perpetuity or for a limited period, where a new 
piece of provision is predominantly for the use of the development 
concerned.  

 

 Pooled Contributions 
12.2.9 Where the combined impact of a number of developments creates the 

need for infrastructure, it may be reasonable for the associated 
developers’ contributions to be pooled, in order to allow the infrastructure 
to be paid for in a fair and equitable way.  It is advised that local 
authorities should set out in advance the need for this joint supporting 



infrastructure and the likelihood of a contribution being required, 
demonstrating the direct relationship between the development and the 
infrastructure and the fair and reasonable scale of the contribution being 
sought.  This may be appropriate where a larger housing scheme with 
significant open space requirement is developed out by several house 
builders.  This would help achieve optimum siting and size of provision 
regardless of the actual subdivision of the site between house builders. 

 
12.3 Bridging NewcastleGateshead (Newcastle and Gateshead Pathfinder) 
 
12.3.1Pathfinder will include proposals and funding for: 

• Significant areas of house demolition and rebuild; 

• Selective demolition 

• Specific programmes on Environmental Improvements. 
  

All these create the opportunity to provide well designed new areas of 
open space in Neighbourhoods currently with high density housing and 
low open space provision.  In particular the Pathfinder area in Gateshead 
includes the following neighbourhoods, in whole or in part, which are 
deficient under the proposed new standard for provision of 3ha per 1000 
population. 

   
Dunston West  Bensham West 
Bensham North  Bensham East 
Felling North  Deckham 
Central Gateshead South. 
 
The Central Gateshead North neighbourhood in the pathfinder area is no 
longer deficient under the proposed new standard because of the addition 
of greyspace.  

 
 
 
 



13.  MONITORING 
 
13.1.1 Quality 
13.1.1 It is recommended that, as and when resources permit, the quality of 

Gateshead’s main open spaces be assessed using the pro-forma in 
Annex B to the Companion Guide to PPG17, or a modification of it. In the 
case of smaller sites, a simpler classification might be more appropriate 
on the lines of ‘good, fair, poor’ or ‘improving, stable, declining’. This 
should be repeated say every 5 years.  Ideally this should be linked to the 
objectives discussed in the Open Space Strategy and Best Value Review 
of Leisure. A set of maintenance objectives and priorities would also be 
useful.   

 
13.1.2 The repeated assessment would help monitor whether strategic objectives 

were being achieved and whether maintenance was satisfactory or 
improving.   

 
13.1.3 Alternatively the Viewpoint Survey undertaken as part of this Study could 

be repeated.  However, the value of this exercise was limited by its 
subjectivity and a survey undertaken by a group of people each of whom 
would visit a selection of the open spaces would produce more 
comparative results. 

 
13.2 Demand 
13.2.1 It will be necessary to keep a check on population change by 

neighbourhood, new house building and new open space developed 
through planning conditions/obligations.   

 
13.3 Supply 
13.3.1 There should be a mechanism for recording new open space created as a 

result of planning conditions attached to planning permissions.  This could 
be triggered by reporting starts on site which are already recorded for the 
purposes of monitoring house building itself. 

 
13.3.2 There should also be a way of recording any losses and change of status. 
 Since losses of open space have to satisfy PPG17 criteria they will be 

recorded.  However, where playing fields become closed off rather than 
open to general public recreation, this too represents a loss of open 
space. 

 



14.  FURTHER WORK 
 
14.1 The Brief for this study recognised that due to pressures of time and 
 resources not everything outlined in the brief could be undertaken and 
 therefore the consultants’ submission should concentrate on key areas of 
 study.  The following paragraphs identify future areas of work contained in 
 the brief but not covered in the study plus other areas of work emerging 
 from the study itself.  Some of the latter have already been covered in 
 Section 13 Monitoring and are not repeated here. 
 

Community Use of School Playing Fields 
14.2 This has the potential to increase the amount of open space available in 

neighbourhoods which include school playing fields.  However, it also 
poses problems of building security and the security of school children, 
where the fields adjoin buildings.  It will be necessary to learn from 
examples  of  current  use  of  playing  fields,  both in Gateshead and 
elsewhere,  the circumstances which work best and those which lead to 
problems. It is considered that open space which is not available for most 
of the time when people want to use it (the Viewpoint panel suggested that 
this was afternoons during the week as well as weekends) should not be 
counted equally with those that are. 

 
Allotments 

14.3 Although allotments are a special form of open space they need to be 
 considered further for a number of reasons.  Firstly there remains a 
 demand for allotments, although some decline has been noted in recent 
 years.  Also increased publicity regarding the availability of allotments 
 could increase demand.     
 
14.4 In addition, given the pressure to develop higher density housing, garden 
 space is declining and it is possible that demand for allotments will rise 
 over time.  It is important that allotment space is not lost in the interim.  It 
 is recommended that the availability and demand for allotments is 
 monitored. 
 
14.5 The adopted and draft replacement UDP policies (C43 and CFR24) 
 indicate that where  allotments are surplus to demand, their conversion to 
 recreational open space will take precedence over built development if 
 there is deficiency in the area. 

 
Electronic Storage of Open Space Data 

14.6 Most of the recommendation contained in this report would be easier to 
 implement if all open space were recorded on linked databases.  Much is 
 currently only held as paper records. 
 



14.7 All open space data (quantitative and qualitative) and data related to 
 housing completions demolitions needs to be recorded at Neighbourhood 
 levels.  In addition housing completions database should also record the 
 areas of open space and play space required by the planning permission, 
 and actually provided by the development (which for design reasons is 
 sometimes larger) thus allowing open space records to be easily updated. 
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GATESHEAD PARKS AND OPEN SPACES QUESTIONNAIRE 
FOR COMMUNITY AND INTEREST GROUPS 
 
Organisation or group…………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
Contact No…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
Location of organisation/group …….…………………………………………………………………. 
 
Which park or open space does your group primarily use? ..................................................... 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………... 
 
 
1. Do you feel there is insufficient open space in:- 

    
a) The area your organisation is based?  Yes  No 
b) Other areas of Gateshead?  Yes  No 
If Yes, where are these areas?............................................................................................ 

 
 

2.    How would you rate the quality of your park/open space for the following? 
 

 
 Good Fair Poor Don’t know 

Availability of information     
Ease of journey to the facility     
Provision and quality of footpaths etc.     
Disabled access     
Level of safety     
Range of activities     
Seats, bins, signs etc     
Cleanliness and upkeep     
Attractiveness     
Quality of planting     
Wildlife value     
Control of dogs     

 
 

3. Where provided generally how would you rate the following? 
         

 Good Fair Poor Don’t know 
Sports provision (e.g. ballcourts)     
Wheeled sports provision     
Children’s playgrounds     
Parking     
Pavilions     
Toilets     
Educational provision     

 
 
 
 



4. What other improvements to facilities and services would you like to see generally 
or in a particular open space? 

 
 
Generally; 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Park/open space____________________ 
Suggested improvement: 

 
 

5. Are there any sports or recreational activities that you would like to see 
expanded or introduced? 

 
 

 
Expanded: 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Introduced: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



QUESTIONS 6-8 ARE FOR THOSE ORGANISATIONS SUCH AS SPORTS CLUBS, 
ALLOTMENT HOLDERS AND SCHOOLS that have an interest in a particular open 
space/recreation ground, whether publicly or privately owned: 

 
6. Location of open space__________________________________________________ 

 
Nature of interest________________________________________________________  

      
Is the space managed by the council? 

 
  Yes  No 

 
7. Where relevant, how do you rate the following? 

  
 Good Fair Poor Don’t know 
Ease of journey to the facility     
Parking     
Facilities     
Condition of ground     
Security     

  
Are there any changes you would like to see? 
  
Please list: 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
8. For schools and sports clubs, is your open space/recreation ground open for use to 

any other groups? 
 
 

  Yes  No 
 
 

 If not, would you be prepared to make this area available for use? 
 
 

  Yes  No 
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Appendix 3  
List of Selected Community Groups 

Access Group 
Dunston Activity Centre  
After School & Holiday Childcare Project 
Air Cadets - 361 (Gateshead) Squadron 
All Saints Pre-School 
All Stars Club 
Allotments Associate - Whickham and District 
Alpine & Rock Garden Group for the North 
East 
Art Club - Dunston 
Art Club - Whickham 
Art Club - Whickham 
Asian Womens Group 
Avenues Community Education Project 
Bahai Faith 
Bangladesh Association - Gateshead 
Bede Community Council 
Bird Club for Northumberland and Tyneside 
Blaydon Harriers & Athletics Club 
Blaydon Rugby Football Club 
Blind Club - Blaydon and District 
Boating Federation - North East 
Bowling Club - Birtley Veterans 
Bowling Club - Crawcrook Bowls Club 
Bowling Club - Dunston Park Veterans 
Bowling Club - Heworth and Felling Veterans 
Bowling Club - Pelaw 
Bowling Club - Ryton Veterans 
Bowling Club for Ladies -  Cotgarth 
Bowling Club for Ladies - Dunston 
Bowling Club for Ladies - Heworth 
Britain in Bloom - Blaydon 
Brownies - 1st Blaydon 
Brownies - Winlaton 
Brownies & Guides - Swalwell 
Brownies & Guides - Whickham 
Byermoor Pre-School 
Cabin Out of School Project 
Caterpillar Club - Birtley 
Children & Young People's Group - Beacon 
Lough Baptist Church 
Community Care Project - Teams 
Community Centre - Dunston 
Community Centre - Felling 
Community Centre - Gladstone Terrace 
Community Centre - Greenside & District 
Community Centre - Leam Lane 
Community Centre - Lobley Hill 
Community Centre - Rowlands Gill 
Community Centre - Ryton 
Community Centre - Springwell 
Community Centre - Swalwell 
Community Centre - Teams 
Community Centre - Whickham  
Community Centre - Winlaton 
Community Centre - Wrekenton 
Conservation Group - Clara Vale 
Cricket Club - Bill Quay 
Cricket Club - Blaydon Cricket Club 
Cricket Club - Gateshead Fell 
Cricket Club - Swalwell 
Day Centre for Older People - Pelaw 
Deaf Childrens Society - Gateshead & South 
Tyneside 
Deaf Club 
Dunston Hill Community Primary School 
Football Club - Blaydon 
Football Club for Women - Newcastle 

Friends of Gibside 
Games & Play - Crookhill After School Club 
Gardeners Association - Whickham 

Gateshead & District Model Flying Club 
Gateshead Borough Youth Organisations 
Council 
Gateshead Rugby Union Football Club 
Golf Club - Garesfield 
Golf Club - Ravensworth 
Golf Club - Ryton Limited 
Golf Club - Tyneside 
Great North Forest Project 
H.E.L.P. Day Club 
Kaleidoscope - NSPCC 
Long Distance Walkers Association - 
Northumbria Group 
Lyndhurst Pre-School 
Mother & Toddlers 
Pelaw Youth Centre 
Pensioners Club 
Pensioners Club 
Rugby League Football Club - Gateshead 
Panthers 
Running Club - Low Fell 
Ryton Rugby Football Club Limited 
Scout Council - Gateshead District 
Streetwise 
Northumbria Police 
Northumbria Police 
Gateshead Primary Care Trust 
Portcullis Tourist Information Centre 
Gateshead Borough Youth Organisation 
Council 
Streets Ahead Youth Project 
Regional Youth Work Unit 
Springwell Activity Centre 
Gateshead Crossroads 
Gateshead Family Resource Centre 
Gateshead Supporting Children is based: 
Gateshead & South Tyneside Health 
Promotion Centre 
Gateshead College 
Gateshead Bangladesh Association 
Gateshead Youth Council 
Gateshead Muslim Society 
Whickham Thorns Outdoor Activity Centre 
Tennis Club - Blaydon 
Time Out - Out of School Childcare Project 
Limited (Pirates Den) 
Tyneside Recreation Club for the Blind 
Whickham Fellside Football - Junior 
Whickham Thorns Outdoor Activity Centre 
Youth Club - Blaydon 
Youth Club - Cedars Special School 
Youth Club - Chopwell 
Youth Club - Deckham 
Youth Club - Eighton Banks 
Youth Club - Fellside 
Youth Club - Fellside Methodist 
Youth Club - Gateshead 
Youth Club - Lobley Hill 
Youth Club - Lord Lawson Youth Wing 
Youth Club - Springwell 
Youth Club - St James' Village Hall 
Youth Club - Teams 
Youth Club - Washington 
Youth Club - Whickham Fellside 
Youth Club - Whitehouse Lane 
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Youth Club - Winlaton 
Youth Club for Deaf Young People 
St Oswald's Roman Catholic Voluntary Aided 
Primary School 
The Drive Community Primary School 
St Aidan's Church of England Primary School 
Harlow Green Junior School 
Colegate Community Primary School 
Fell Dyke Community Primary School 
St Anne's Catholic Primary Shool 
Hill Top School 
Tyne View Community Primary School 
Heworth Grange Comprehensive School 
St Wilfrid's Roman Catholic Voluntary Aided 
Primary School 
Brandling Primary School 
Oakfield Junior School 
St John The Baptist Roman Catholic Primary 
School 
Thomas Hepburn Community 
Comprehensive School 
Windmill Hills Community Primary School 
Joseph Swan School 
Lindisfarne Community Primary School 
St Edmund Campion Roman Catholic School 
Eslington School 
Dryden School 
St Peter's Roman Catholic Voluntary Aided 
Primary School 
Carr Hill Community Primary School 
Gateshead College 
Kells Lane Primary School 
Glynwood Community Primary School 
South Street Community Primary School 
Kelvin Grove Community Primary School 
Corpus Christi Catholic Primary School 
Fella Park Community Primary School 
Brighton Avenue Primary School 
Larkspur Community Primary School 
St Joseph's Roman Catholic Voluntary Aided 
Primary School 
The Cedars School 
Bede Community Primary School 
St Wilfrid's Roman Catholic Voluntary Aided 
Primary School 
Brandling Primary School 
Oakfield Junior School 
St John The Baptist Roman Catholic Primary 
School 
Windmill Hills Community Primary School 
Lindisfarne Community Primary School 
Eslington School 
St Oswald's Roman Catholic Voluntary Aided 
Primary School 
The Drive Community Primary School 
St Aidan's Church of England Primary School 
Harlow Green Junior School 
Colegate Community Primary School 
Fell Dyke Community Primary School 
St Anne's Catholic Primary School 
Tyne View Community Primary School 
St Augustine's Roman Catholic Voluntary 
Aided Primary School 
Lobley Hill Primary School 
Roman Road Primary School 
St Philip Neri Roman Catholic Primary 
School 
ST Vincent's RC Primary School 

Emmanuel College 
St Alban's Catholic Primary School 
Lingey House Primary School 
Wardley Primary School 
Springwell Village Primary School 
White Mere Community Primary School 
Bill Quay Primary School 
Kingsmeadow Community Comprehensive 
School 
Friends of Chopwell Woods 
Townswomens Guild - Calderwood 
Townswomen Guild - Felling 
Townswomens Guild - Leam Lane 
Townswomens Guild - Low Fell 
Townswomens Guild - Whickham Fellside 
Jehovah's Witnesses - Blaydon 
Jewish Community Council - Gateshead 
Jewish Family Service - Gateshead 
Britain in Bloom 
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QUESTIONNAIRE TO VIEWPOINT PANEL 
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QUESTIONS FOR GATESHEAD VIEWPOINT PANEL 
The Council is producing a strategy for its parks and open spaces and is keen to find out the views of both users and non 
users of parks and open spaces, regarding the quantity and quality of its current provision.  
 
1. For those of you who do go to parks or open spaces, which one do you visit most frequently? 

 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 
Is this the nearest park /open 
space to your home? 

Yes    No  Don’t know      

 
     Are there any others that you sometimes go to and if so, where are they located? 
 

    …………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………... 
 

2. If you have not visited a park or open space in the past year – why not? 
(please tick one or more boxes) 

 
 No time  No WC’s Other reason:…………………. 

…………………………………. 
…………………………………. 

 Too far/difficult to get to  Unsafe 
 No activities that interest me  I prefer my garden 

 
For those who do not use parks or open spaces at all please go to question 7 and answer questions 7 to 
11 using your perception or impressions of the park/open space closest to your home. 

 
3. For the park or open space that you visit most, on average how often and what time of day do you usually 

go there? 
       

How often (please tick)     Time of visit (please tick) 

 Almost every day  No particular time 

 Once or twice a week  Before 9am 

 Once a month  9am –1pm 

 Once every six months  1pm to dusk 

 Once a year  After dark 

   Lunchtimes 
 

4.    What activities do you take part in? 
 

 Walking  Visiting children’s play grounds  Bowls 
 Exercising the dog  Basket ball  Informal ball games 
 Enjoying plants and flowers  Organised football  Running/exercise 
 Family outing  Tennis Other………………………………... 

 
5.a How do you get there? 
 

 Walk  Bicycle  Car  bus Other……………………… 
 
5.b How long on average does it take to get there? …………………………………………… minutes 
 
6. How much time do you normally spend there? 
 

 Less  than 30 mins  30 mins to 1 hr  1 – 2 hrs 
 2 – 4 hrs  More than 4 hrs  

 
 
 
 



7.    How would you rate the quality of your park/open space for the following?  
 

 
 

Good Fair Poor Don’t know 

Availability of information     
Ease of journey to the facility     
Provision and quality of footpaths etc.     
Disabled access     
Level of safety     
Range of activities     
Seats, bins, signs etc     
Cleanliness and upkeep     
Attractiveness     
Quality of planting     
Wildlife value     
Control of dogs     

 
8. Where provided how would you rate the following? 
 

 
 

Good Fair Poor Don’t know Not Provided 

Sports provision (e.g. ballcourts)      
Wheeled sports provision      
Children’s playgrounds      
Parking      
Pavilions      
Toilets      
Educational provision      

 
9.   Please list the 3 most important changes that you would like to see in your park  

 
 1._______________________________________________________________________________________ 
 2._______________________________________________________________________________________ 
 3._______________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

10. Of the following, which do you think there is a shortage of in your area, if any? 
 

 Local Play Areas  Natural Areas Good For 
Wildlife 

 Parks 

 Neighbourhood Play Areas  Wheeled Sports Areas   Allotments 
 

 
11. Do you use an allotment? 
 

 No  Yes If so which one………………………………………………………………. 

How long on average does it take to get there? …………………………………………… minutes 
 
12. If you do not use an allotment but would like to, why is this? 

 
 Nearest one is too far/difficult to get to.  No vacant plots at nearest allotments. 

Other reason(s)………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
13. Is there a piece of vacant open space near your home that you feel could be converted for public use? 

  
 

 
What facilities would you like to see there?_________________________________ 

 
14. Any further comments?…………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 No  Yes If so, where?.............................................................................................. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX 5 
 

MAIN FINDINGS FROM VIEWPOINT PANEL 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Gateshead Open Space Strategy 2005 



 

 

 

 

Summer Survey 

Parks and Open Spaces 

(Draft) 

Sarah O’Neill and Davyd Jones  August 2005 



For those of you who do go to parks and open spaces, which one do you visit 
most frequently? 

 

Of the 471 responses, 377 say they visit parks and open spaces, 9 did not answer 
and 85 said they do not visit parks and open spaces. 

8.26 6.57 6.36
2.12 2.12 1.91 1.69 1.48 1.48

18.22

29.87

0

10

20

30

40

50

S
al

tw
el

l P
ar

k

W
hi

ck
ha

m
 C

ha
se

 P
ar

k

D
er

w
en

tw
at

er
 C

ou
nt

ry
 p

ar
k

R
yt

on
 P

ar
k

D
un

st
on

 P
ar

k

S
hi

bd
on

 P
on

d

W
at

er
ga

te
 F

or
es

t P
ar

k

Le
am

 L
an

e 
P

ar
k

O
liv

er
 H

en
de

rs
on

 P
ar

k

C
ho

pw
el

l W
oo

ds

I d
on

’t 
vi

si
t p

ar
ks

 o
r o

pe
n

sp
ac

es

%

 

Of all the parks or open spaces which are frequented by residents, Saltwell Park is 
the most popular with 29.87%. The next most popular park or open space is 
Whickham Chase Park with 8.26%. 18.22% of respondents don’t visit parks or open 
spaces. A full list of all parks and open spaces respondent visit can be found in 

appendix one. 

Is this the nearest park/open space 
to your home? 

The following question was answered 
by 376 respondents, 85 respondents 
did not visit parks/open spaces so 
were unable to answer this question. 
10 respondents did not answer. 

68% of respondents visit this 
park/open space which is the nearest 
to their home. 30% say this isn’t the 
nearest to their home whilst 2% don’t 
know whether this is the nearest to 
their home or not. 

Yes
68%

No
30%

Don’t 
know
2%
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Are there any other parks/open spaces that you sometimes visit? 

This question was answered by 78% (371) of respondents. 85 do not visit parks or 
open spaces so were unable to answer, and 15 left this question blank. 

This graph shows that 78.9% of respondents 
able to answer do visit other park and open 
spaces while 21.2% only visit one park or 
open space. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

If yes, where are they located? 

371 respondents answered this question. 85 were unable to answer, as they don’t 
visit parks or open spaces, 15 respondents did not answer. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Saltwell Park, as well as being the most popular first choice park, is also the most 
popular second choice park with 26.99%.  
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If you have not visited a park or open space in the past year – why not? 

85 people, with some respondents giving more that one answer, answered this 
question. 377 people were unable to answer this question as they do visit parks and 
open spaces. 9 people did not answer this question. 
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The main reason behind people not visiting parks or open spaces seems to be 
respondents prefer their garden, 38%. The second biggest reason is that there are 
no activities which interest people to make them go to the park, 33%. The people 
who answered ‘another reason’ responses are in the graph below. 
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Of all the other reasons that have been given, a disability making them unable to 
make the journey is the biggest reason with 47%.  

Thinking about the park or open space you visit most: 

On average how often and what time of day do you usually go there? 

This question was split into two parts, how often and time of visit. 

377 respondents, with 85 unable to answer due to not visiting parks or open spaces, 
answered both questions. 9 people left this question blank. 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Almost Every Day

Once or twice a
week

Once a month

Once every six
months

Once a year

No particular time
Before 9am
9am - 1pm
1pm to dusk
After dark
Lunchtimes

 

The graph above shows that respondents who visit parks or open spaces once a year 
visit mainly at no particular time, 75%, while 25% go between 1pm to dusk. 

Of respondents who visit parks or open spaces once every six months, 38% visit at 
no particular time, 3% visit before 9am, 7% visit 9am – 1pm and 52% visit 1pm to 
dusk. 

Those who visit parks or open spaces once a month chiefly visit at no particular 
time, 33%. 2% visits before 9pm, 32% visit between 9am – 1pm, 31% visit between 
1pm – dusk and 1% visit after dark. 

Respondents who visit parks or open spaces once or twice a week for the most part 
visit at no particular time, 37%. 2.5% visits before 9am, 24% visit between 9am – 
1pm, 31% visiting 1pm – dusk, 1% visiting after dark and 2.5% visiting at lunchtimes. 

Finally, respondents who visit almost every day mainly visit at no particular time, 
with 47%. 15% visit before 9am and between 9am – 1pm and 22% visiting between 
1pm and dusk. 
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What activities do you take part in? 

85 respondents were unable to answer this question due to not visiting parks or 
open spaces. 1 respondent did not answer this question. 
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With 28.8%, walking is the most popular reason people visit parks or open spaces. 
Enjoying plants and flowers is the second most popular reason with 20.1%. The 
answers given for the ‘other’ field are shown in the graph below. 
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Of all the reasons for visiting parks and open spaces given which were not set 
questions, cycling was given as the most popular reason with 40.91%. Watching 
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wildlife is also a popular reason with 36.36%. Other reasons given were, Yoga, 
picnics and counting butterflies. 

How do you get there? 

As previous questions, 85 respondents were unable answer as they do not visit 
parks or open spaces. Some respondents answered more than one option in this 

question. 

The graph shows that just over half, 
52%, choose to walk to the parks and 
open spaces they visit, whilst 39% 
choose to use their car. Some other 
ways of travel were given, for 
example running and using their 
wheelchair. 

 

 

 

How long on average does it take to get there? 

This question was answered by 377 respondents, 85 were unable to answer and 9 
left the question unanswered. 

This graph shows that the majority of 
people who visit parks or open spaces 
take either 6 – 10 minutes to get 
there, 30%, or 11 – 20 minutes, 31%. 
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On average how long do you normally spend there? 

377 residents answered this question. 85 were unable to answer. Again, 9 people 
did not answer. 

This graph shows that the 
majority of people who visit 
parks or open spaces normally 
spend 1 – 2 hours there, 47%, 
though out of all the 
respondents, only 1% stay 
longer than 4 hours. 

 

 

 

 

How would you rate the quality of your park/open space for the following? 

This question was open to all respondents to answer. 103 of the choices to answer 
were left blank. 

Each section was split into four possible choices, good, fair, poor or don’t know. 
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%

Control of dogs

Wildlife value

Quality of planting

Attractiveness

Cleanliness and upkeep

Seats, bins, signs etc

Range of activities

Level of safety

Disabled access

Provision and quality of footpaths etc

Ease of journey to the facility

Availability of information

Good
Fair
Poor
Dont Know

The chart above shows that for all the options given the main feeling is that the 
respondents think they are of good quality. Ease of journey to the facility used by the 
respondents is the most satisfactory with 71%, followed by provision and quality of the 
footpaths with 68%. 

Less than 30 
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2 - 4 Hours
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More than 4 
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to 1 hour

32%
1 - 2 Hours
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The least satisfactory is control of dogs, with 22% of respondents rating this as 
good, this is followed by range of activities with 30% of residents rating this as 
good. 

Where provided, how would you rate the following? 

This question was split into 7 sections, each with a possible 5 answers to give. 
Overall 246 of these options were left missing. 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100
%

Educational Provision

Toilets

Pavilions

Parking

Childrens
Playgrounds

Wheeled sports
provision

Sports provision (e.g.
ball courts)

Good

Fair

Poor

Dont Know

Not provided

 

The above graph shows the overall consensus from respondents on a range of 
services provided in some of the park or open spaces visited. 

Sports provision (e.g. ball courts) was expressed by 18% of residents who responded 
as being of a good quality. 11% of respondents explained that it is not provided. 

Wheeled sports provision was rated as good by only 6% of respondents, the majority 
of replies highlighted that they either didn’t know about the quality of wheeled 
sports provision, 46%, or that it wasn’t provided, 19%. 

Children’s Playgrounds was said to be of good quality by 31% of respondents and 
fair by 32%. Only 10% said it was not provided. 

Parking provision was said to be good by 22% or respondents, though 23% said it was 
poor. 13% said it wasn’t provided at the park or open space they visit. 

Pavilions are said by the majority to be of poor standard 28%. 20% explained they 
are not provided in the park or open space they visit. 

Toilets are again said by the majority to be of a poor standard, 28%. 20% explained 
they are not provided. 
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A vast majority said they don’t know whether Educational provision was provided 
at their park or open space, 37%. 17% said this was not provided and 17% said it was 
of a fair quality. 

Please list the 3 most important changes that you would like to see in your 
park. 

This question was listed in order of importance, as the graphs below will show. 

1st most important change. 
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The most important change respondents would like to see in their local park or 
open space is the introduction of bins for dog waste, 29.88%. Secondly more 
wardens or security is wanted by 26.83%. Other changes highlighted included more 
lighting and woodwork and craft sessions in the summer holidays. 

2nd Most important change. 
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The graph above shows that the second most important change to their park or 
open space is the control or ban of dogs and dog litter, 25%. The next most 
important change was more activities covering all age groups from children and 
young people to O.A.P’s. Other changes respondents wanted to see was improved 
lighting and park wardens. 

3rd most important change. 

31.43

17.14

35.71

15.71

0

10

20

30

40

50

Imrpoved/install toilets Improved safety e.g. lighting
etc

Sheltered seating Improved sports/play facilties

%

The above graph shows that the third most important change to parks or open 
spaces visited by respondents is improved sports and play facilities, 35.71%. Second 
was improved safety e.g. lighting etc. Other suggestions were more plants and 
sheepdog trials. 

Overall the general feeling from respondents is that they would like to see either 
improved toilet facilities or for toilets to be installed where there are currently 
none.  Dogs and dog waste is also a big problem which respondents would like to 
see improved upon. 

Of the following, which do you think there is a shortage of in your area? 

This question was split into 6 sections. Each option could either be answered yes or 
no. Overall there were 2198 no 
answers to each section. 

 

Local play areas, 25%, and 
neighbourhood play areas, 24%, are 
what the respondents think there is 
a shortage of in their area. 8% of 
respondents only believe there to be 
a shortage of allotments and only 7% 
believe there is a shortage of parks. 
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Do you use an allotment? 

457 respondents answered this question. 14 did not answer. 
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Only 3.18% of respondents use an allotment. 93.84% do not use an allotment. 

If yes please tell us which one. 

Only 15 people where able to answer this question as they use allotments, 457 
people were unable to answer. 
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13.33% of residents who use allotments have plots in Kibblesworth allotments, 
Whittonstall Road, Whinney House, Beech Grove and Saltwell Allotments, this is 2 
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residents out of the 15 who have allotments. 6.67%, or 1 respondent who has an 
allotment, have plots on Gladstone Terrace, Green Grove, Townley allotments, Bill 
Quay and the Hurrocks. 

How long on average does it take to get there? 

The 15 respondents who have allotments again answered this question. 

This question was split into four 
options, the options shown in the 
graph to the left and there was also an 
option of More than 20 minutes, 
though none of the respondents who 
use allotments said it too more than 
20 minutes. 

A vast majority, 60%, said it only takes 
1 – 5 minutes to get to their 
allotment. 

If you do not use an allotment but would like to, why is this? 

65 respondents answered this question. 
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The graph above shows that a vast majority of people who like an allotment have 
their own reasons for not using one, these reasons will be shown on the graph 
below. 23.8% of respondents don’t use an allotment, as there are no vacant plots 
at the nearest allotments. 

Over 16% of respondents feel the nearest allotments are either to far away or to 
difficult to get to. 

 

11 - 20 
Minutes

7%

6 - 10 
minutes

33% 1 - 5 
Minutes

60%

Sarah O’Neill and Davyd Jones  August 2005 



Another reason. 

This graph shows the reasons why people don’t have an allotment.  
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The main reason respondents who want an allotment don’t have one is that they 
just don’t have time to tend them, with 31.43% of respondents saying this. 25.71% 
say they don’t know how to get an allotment. Over 42% say they are either too old 
or have disabilities or are too old to tend an allotment. 

Is there a piece of vacant open space near your home that you feel could be 
converted for public use? 

This question was answered by 405 
respondents, 66 left the question 
blank. 

66% of respondents said there is no 
piece of vacant land, while 34% said 
there is. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Yes
34%

No
66%

Sarah O’Neill and Davyd Jones  August 2005 



If yes please tell us where. 

This question was answered by 34% of respondents though some answers were too 
generic to record, e.g. ‘land at back of my house’. 
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Of all responses able to record, the old Blaydon school site and the surrounding 
fields, with 35% is the most recognised area that residents would like to see 
utilised. 20% of residents feel Windy fields in Windy Nook is the piece of land or 
open space which could be converted for public use. 

When asked what they would like to see on that piece of land there were the 
following suggestions. 
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The majority of respondents, 73%, who answered this question would like to see 
either sports or children’s play facilities installed onto the pieces on land which 
they would like to see used. 14% of respondents would like to see a community 
garden or wildlife area installed. 
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APPENDIX 6 
 

MAPS OF EACH NEIGHBOURHOOD IDENTIFYING 
OPEN SPACES UNDER 0.2Ha AND INFORMATION TABLES 

RELATING TO SPACES IDENTIFIED 
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Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
1 Bill Quay North 1 0.12

2 0.08

Total Area 0.20



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
2 Bill Quay South 3 0.05

Total Area 0.05



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
3 Wardley 4 0.05

5 0.15
6 0.07
7 0.02
8 0.17
9 0.02
10 0.09
11 0.04
12 0.03
13 0.06
14 0.03
15 0.04
16 0.04
17 0.03
18 0.07
19 0.05
20 0.10
21 0.03
22 0.03
23 0.05
24 0.04
25 0.06
26 0.09
27 0.19
28 0.10
29 0.05
30 0.10
31 0.05
32 0.03
33 0.13

Total Area 2.00



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
4 Heworth Grange 34 0.02

Total Area 0.02



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
5 Pelaw 35 0.10

36 0.04
37 0.04
38 0.04
39 0.05
40 0.04
41 0.16

Total Area 0.46



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
6 Wardley Park 42 0.06

43 0.09
44 0.13
45 0.10
46 0.16
47 0.11
48 0.14
49 0.04

Total Area 0.82



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
7 Leam Lane 50 0.11

51 0.03
52 0.06
53 0.02
54 0.07
55 0.06
56 0.04
57 0.11
58 0.07
59 0.10
60 0.02
61 0.05
62 0.11
63 0.18
64 0.18
65 0.06
66 0.07
67 0.06
68 0.05
69 0.09
70 0.02
71 0.02
72 0.02
73 0.02
74 0.02
75 0.06
76 0.10
77 0.10
78 0.12
79 0.07
80 0.02
81 0.02
82 0.01
83 0.03
84 0.01
85 0.05
86 0.07
87 0.17
88 0.05
89 0.18
90 0.01
91 0.01
92 0.01
93 0.02
94 0.06
95 0.02
96 0.05
97 0.03
98 0.02
99 0.06
100 0.02
101 0.11
102 0.16



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

103 0.02
104 0.03
105 0.03
106 0.06
107 0.10
108 0.11
109 0.10
110 0.11
111 0.13

Total Area 3.96



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
8 Heworth 112 0.06

113 0.02
114 0.03
115 0.07
116 0.08
117 0.08
118 0.03
119 0.07
120 0.02
121 0.10
122 0.07
123 0.02
124 0.08
125 0.03
126 0.02
127 0.04
128 0.07
129 0.04
130 0.04
131 0.03
132 0.06

Total Area 1.07



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
9 Stoneygate 133 0.18

134 0.04
135 0.11
136 0.10
137 0.17
138 0.11
139 0.11
140 0.13

Total Area 0.93



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
10 Felling South 141 0.19

142 0.12
143 0.03
144 0.04
145 0.04
146 0.06
147 0.12
148 0.09

Total Area 0.70



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
11 Felling North 149 0.12

150 0.12
151 0.13
152 0.04

Total Area 0.42



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
12 Old Ford North 153 0.08

154 0.10

Total Area 0.18



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
13 Old Ford South 155 0.03

156 0.12
157 0.05
158 0.03
159 0.06
160 0.04
161 0.02
162 0.05
163 0.06
164 0.03

Total Area 0.48



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
14 Felling West 165 0.04

166 0.06
167 0.06
168 0.06
169 0.02
170 0.11

Total Area 0.36



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
15 Bog House 171 0.07

172 0.04
173 0.05
174 0.07
175 0.05
176 0.01
177 0.03
178 0.04
179 0.01
180 0.03
181 0.03
182 0.09
183 0.01
184 0.15
185 0.02
186 0.05
187 0.19
188 0.03
189 0.03
190 0.03
191 0.04

Total Area 1.05



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
16 Windy Nook 192 0.05

193 0.03
194 0.08

Total Area 0.16



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
17 Whitehills 195 0.02

196 0.01
197 0.10
198 0.09
199 0.06
200 0.12
201 0.17
202 0.20

Total Area 0.77



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
18 Springwell Estate 203 0.12

204 0.07
205 0.06
206 0.06
207 0.06
208 0.08
209 0.13
210 0.07
211 0.03
212 0.03
213 0.04
214 0.01
215 0.02
216 0.06
217 0.10
218 0.15
219 0.12
220 0.08
221 0.03
222 0.07

Total Area 1.40



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
19 Wrekenton 223 0.10

224 0.08
225 0.07
226 0.06
227 0.06
228 0.11
229 0.07
230 0.06
231 0.05

Total Area 0.68



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
20 Beacon Lough Estate 232 0.07

233 0.07
234 0.13
235 0.04
236 0.05
237 0.04
238 0.05
239 0.10
240 0.14
241 0.07
242 0.14
243 0.04

Total Area 0.95



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
21 Carr Hill 244 0.12

245 0.08
246 0.08
247 0.06
248 0.08
249 0.07
250 0.15
251 0.08
252 0.05
253 0.11

Total Area 0.88



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
22 Deckham 254 0.08

255 0.03
256 0.05
257 0.05
258 0.48
259 0.01
260 0.04
261 0.09
262 0.07
263 0.10
264 0.08

Total Area 1.08



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
23 Mount Pleasant 265 0.04

266 0.20
267 0.04
268 0.14
269 0.13
270 0.05
271 0.19
272 0.26
273 0.08

Total Area 1.12



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
24 Chandless 274 0.07

275 0.18
276 0.03
277 0.07
278 0.05
279 0.03
280 0.02
281 0.05
282 0.15
283 0.09

Total Area 0.74



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
25 Gateshead Quays

Total Area 0.00



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
26 Central Gateshead North

Total Area 0.00



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
27 Central Gateshead South

Total Area 0.00



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
28 Windmill Hills

Total Area 0.00



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
29 Bensham North

Total Area 0.00



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
30 Bensham South 284 0.06

285 0.06
286 0.05
287 0.05

Total Area 0.20



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
31 Bensham East 288 0.08

Total Area 0.08



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
32 Shipcote East 289 0.06

290 0.07

Total Area 0.14



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
33 Low Fell North 291 0.07

292 0.11

Total Area 0.18



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
34 Sherrif Hill 293 0.12

294 0.15
295 0.16

Total Area 0.43



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
35 Low Fell East 296 0.12

297 0.10

Total Area 0.22



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
36 Beacon Lough  298 0.04

299 0.12
300 0.12
301 0.08
302 0.06
303 0.03
752 0.08

Total Area 0.53



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
37 Eighton Banks/Wrekenton South 304 0.10

305 0.09
306 0.06

Total Area 0.25



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
38 Harlow Green 307 0.11

308 0.14
309 0.13
310 0.06
311 0.04
312 0.03
313 0.03
314 0.12
315 0.02
316 0.03
317 0.09
318 0.08
319 0.05
320 0.06
321 0.13
322 0.07
323 0.09
324 0.10
325 0.09

Total Area 1.47



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
39 Lyndhurst 326 0.04

327 0.08
328 0.07
329 0.03
330 0.04
331 0.19

Total Area 0.44



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
40 Northside 332 0.03

333 0.06
334 0.07
335 0.11
336 0.03
337 0.04
338 0.02
339 0.05

Total Area 0.40



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
41 Portmeads 340 0.13

341 0.08

Total Area 0.21



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
42 Birtley east 342 0.06

343 0.14
344 0.13
345 0.04
346 0.04
347 0.03
348 0.13
349 0.11
350 0.15

Total Area 0.84



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
43 Portobello 351 0.04

352 0.05
353 0.06
354 0.07
355 0.14
356 0.04
357 0.06
358 0.04
359 0.04
360 0.07
361 0.10
362 0.08
363 0.12
364 0.04
365 0.02
366 0.03
367 0.03
368 0.07

Total Area 1.10



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
44 Barley Mow 369 0.04

370 0.05
371 0.03
372 0.06
373 0.16

Total Area 0.34



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
45 Birtley Wast 374 0.16

375 0.08
376 0.16
377 0.06
378 0.06
379 0.03
380 0.03
381 0.04
382 0.04
383 0.03
384 0.07
385 0.03
386 0.04
387 0.03
388 0.12

Total Area 1.00



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
46 Allerdene 389 0.17

390 0.14
391 0.07

Total Area 0.38



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
47 Chowdene East 392 0.09

393 0.05
394 0.19

Total Area 0.33



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
48 Low Fell Central 395 0.08

396 0.19

Total Area 0.27



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
49 Low Fell West

Total Area 0.00



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
50 Teams 397 0.03

398 0.09
399 0.05
400 0.07
401 0.07
402 0.09
403 0.12
404 0.10
405 0.09
406 0.14
407 0.05
408 0.07

Total Area 0.97



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
51 Racecourse Estate 409 0.01

410 0.05
411 0.05
412 0.01
413 0.05
414 0.06

Total Area 0.23



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
52 Bensham West 415 0.04

416 0.07
417 0.19

Total Area 0.30



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
53 Redheugh 418 0.09

419 0.06
420 0.15
421 0.03
422 0.04
423 0.09
424 0.04
425 0.05
426 0.03
427 0.05
428 0.05
429 0.04
430 0.05
431 0.05
432 0.03
433 0.05
434 0.05
435 0.04

Total Area 0.99



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
54 Festival Park

Total Area 0.00



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
55 Lobley Hill North 436 0.07

437 0.11
438 0.10
439 0.04
440 0.10
441 0.10
442 0.02
443 0.15
444 0.06
445 0.06
446 0.04
447 0.02
448 0.02
449 0.07
450 0.06
451 0.08
452 0.10
453 0.13

Total Area 1.33



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
56 Lobley Hill South 454 0.05

455 0.10

Total Area 0.14



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
57 Whickham East 456 0.07

457 0.03
458 0.03
459 0.13
460 0.12
461 0.10

Total Area 0.48



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
58 Dunston Hill 462 0.08

463 0.03
464 0.02
465 0.16
466 0.06

Total Area 0.35



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
59 dunston East 467 0.08

468 0.10
469 0.10
470 0.04
471 0.03
472 0.04
473 0.02

total Area 0.42



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
60 Whickham North/Swalwell 474 0.08

475 0.03
476 0.07
477 0.18
478 0.17
479 0.02
480 0.16
481 0.02
482 0.05
483 0.03
484 0.04
485 0.15
486 0.04
487 0.04
488 0.07
489 0.04
490 0.05
491 0.09
492 0.08
493 0.10
494 0.11
495 0.10
496 0.08
497 0.17
498 0.16
499 0.04
500 0.10
501 0.14
502 0.05
503 0.02
504 0.04
505 0.04

Total Area 2.57



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
61 Whickham West 506 0.20

507 0.11
508 0.19
509 0.19
510 0.07
511 0.03
512 0.03
513 0.11
514 0.09
515 0.05
516 0.05
517 0.06
518 0.11
519 0.09
520 0.04
521 0.08
522 0.02
523 0.14

Total Area 1.65



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
62 Whickham South 524 0.06

525 0.06
526 0.04
527 0.06
528 0.09

Total Area 0.31



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
63 Sunniside North 529 0.14

530 0.06
531 0.08
532 0.04
533 0.02
534 0.05
535 0.04
536 0.07
537 0.02
538 0.02
539 0.02

Total Area 0.55



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
64 Sunniside South 540 0.11

541 0.08
542 0.17

Total Area 0.35



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
65 Kibblesworth 543 0.11

544 0.04
545 0.10
546 0.11
547 0.04
548 0.07
549 0.14
550 0.04
551 0.04
552 0.05
553 0.20
554 0.20
555 0.08
556 0.04
557 0.05
558 0.05
559 0.09
560 0.04
561 0.04
562

Total Area 1.55



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
66 Marley Hill

Total Area 0.00



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
67 Byermoor

Total Area 0.00



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
68 Rowlands Gill 563 0.10

564 0.11
565 0.08

Total Area 0.29



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
69 Highfield 566 0.04

567 0.03
568 0.11
569 0.04
570 0.03
571 0.02
572 0.02
573 0.02
574 0.03
575 0.02
576 0.04
577 0.01
578 0.01
579 0.01
580 0.08
581 0.05
582 0.17
583 0.02
584 0.02
585 0.15
586 0.06
587 0.15
588 0.10

Total Area 1.24



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
70 Sherburn Estates

Total Area 0.00



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
71 Lockhaugh 589 0.18

590 0.09
591 0.11
592 0.09

Total Area 0.46



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
72 Winlaton Mill

Total Area 0.00



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
73 Axwell Park

Total Area 0.00



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
74 Bleach Green 593 0.05

Total Area 0.05



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
75 Blaydon East 594 0.02

595 0.09
596 0.17

Total Area 0.28



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
76 Blaydon West 597 0.08

598 0.04
599 0.06
600 0.04
601 0.04
602 0.06
603 0.04
604 0.03
605 0.04
606 0.05

Total Area 0.48



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
77 Winlaton East 607 0.09

608 0.07
609 0.07
610 0.04
611 0.05
612 0.17
613 0.11
614 0.06
615 0.03
616 0.03
617 0.08
618 0.05
619 0.15
620 0.02
621 0.06
622 0.02
623 0.09

Total Area 1.18



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
78 Winlaton West 624 0.08

625 0.18
626 0.03
627 0.12
628 0.05
629 0.11
630 0.02
631 0.14
632 0.12
633 0.11
634 0.05
635 0.17
636 0.05
637 0.04
638 0.06
639 0.03

Total Area 1.35



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
79 Stella 640 0.04

641 0.09

Total Area 0.12



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
80 Barlow 642 0.14

643 0.13
644 0.07

Total Area 0.33



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
81 High Spen 645 0.17

646 0.06
647 0.07
648 0.08
649 0.09
650 0.09
651 0.03
652 0.03
653 0.03

Total Area 0.65



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
82 Blackhall Mill 654 0.10

655 0.02

Total Area 0.13



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
83 Chopwell 656 0.03

657 0.07
658 0.02
659 0.03
660 0.03
661 0.17
662 0.09
663 0.19
664 0.14
665 0.14
666 0.08
667 0.08
668 0.15
669 0.07
670 0.09
671 0.05
672 0.08
673 0.08
674 0.08
675 0.09
676 0.07
677 0.09
678 0.13
679 0.12
680 0.03

Total Area 2.20



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
84 Greenside 681 0.17

682 0.07
683 0.11
684 0.04
685 0.05

Total Area 0.44



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
85 Ryton South 686 0.04

687 0.06
688 0.01
689 0.14
690 0.14
691 0.04
692 0.03
693 0.01
694 0.12
695 0.12
696 0.06
697 0.09
698 0.03
699 0.08
700 0.11
701 0.04
702 0.06
703 0.07
704 0.15
705 0.05
706 0.03
707 0.03
708 0.05
709 0.20

Total Area 1.77



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
86 Ryton North 710 0.11

711 0.08
712 0.08
713 0.17
714 0.02
715 0.02
716 0.02
717 0.07
718 0.06
719 0.05
720 0.03
721 0.02
722 0.02
723 0.02
724 0.02
725 0.01
726 0.03
727 0.12
728 0.04
729 0.04
730 0.11

Total Area 1.14



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
87 Barnmoor/Meadowfield Park 731 0.05

732 0.06
733 0.03
734 0.03
735 0.17
736 0.10

Total Area 0.43



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
88 Crawcrook 737 0.20

738 0.16
739 0.20
740 0.05
741 0.03
742 0.03
743 0.05
744 0.19
745 0.10
746 0.02
747 0.05

Total Area 1.08



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
89 Clara Vale 748 0.06

Total Area 0.06



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
90 Dunston West 749 0.07

750 0.04

Total Area 0.11



Greenspace

Open Spaces Less Than 0.2ha

Neighbourhood Open Space No. Area (ha)
91 Chowdene West 751 0.13

Total Area 0.13



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX 7 
 

QUALITATIVE ASSESSMENT FORM 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Gateshead Open Space Strategy 2005 



QUALITY/SUITABILITY ASSESSMENT FOR SMALLER SITES 
 
1. Approximate address of site.  Ward …………………………. 
           
       Roads/Streets………………..... 
       …………………………………. 
 
2. What type of area is it located in? Residential                Shopping  
       

Employment             Open            
        

Other              
 
3a. Is the site easily accessible from residential areas? Yes  No 
 
3b. Is it easily accessible for the disabled? Yes   No   
 
3c. How far away is the nearest residential area  

 
Within    Up to100m   100 – 500m  Over 500m  

 
3d. If within housing how close are the nearest houses?........................................... 
 
 The following questions require the site to be assessed with a score (see notes in 
annex b to the PPG17 Companion Guide, also score 0 means feature not present). 
 
4.  
  0 1 2 3 4 5 
Main Entrance        
Boundary conditions        
Roads, Paths & Access        
Planted areas        
Grass areas        
Facilities Bins       
 Seats       
 Toilets       
 Parking       
 Lighting       
 Information       
Cleanliness/litter        
        
 Total score out of 57       
 Score as %       
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Would the area benefit from the provision of any of those facilities listed 
below and if so which ones? 
 

   Priority 
  Benefit High Med Low 
Main Entrance      
Boundary conditions      
Roads, Paths & Access      
Planted areas      
Grass areas      
Facilities Bins     
 Seats     
 Toilets     
 Parking     
 Lighting     
 Information     
 Play equipment     
 Goal posts     
Cleanliness/litter      

 
 

5. Does the site suffer from any of the following problems. 
 
Graffiti  
 
Anti-social behaviour  
 
Vandalism  
 
Dog fouling  
 
Other  

 
 

 
7. Is the area already functioning as public open space.  If not would the 

area be suitable to provide maintained public open space? 
 Choose from the following typologies and under potential insert a number 

1 to 3 to represent level of potential; 3 high, 2 good, 1 some. 
      
                  Already in use as Potential for 

  
Urban park or garden.   
  
Natural/ semi-natural greenspace.    

   
 Green corridor.                                

 
Amenity greenspace    
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Provision for children / young people    
 
Allotments / gardens / urban farms                 

   
 Civic spaces   

 
 

If none why is this?.......................................................................................... 
 

8. From the list in question 4 which facilities should be installed to allow the 
space to achieve the uses identified at 7 above. 
 

  Required 
 

  Yes No 
Main Entrance    
Boundary conditions    
Roads, Paths & Access    
Planted areas    
Grass areas    
Facilities Bins   
 Seats   
 Toilets   
 Parking   
 Lighting   
 Information   
 Play equipment    
 Goal posts   
Cleanliness/litter    
    
 Total score out of 57   
 Score as %   

 
  

9. Any other comments or notes. 
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SCHEDULE OF FINDINGS OF 
QUALITATIVE ASSESSMENT 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Gateshead Open Space Strategy 2005 



FINDINGS OF QUALITATIVE ASSESSMENT

Q1 Approximate Address Q2 Type of area Q3a Easly Ac
Ward Neighbourhood Area Open Space No. Adjacent Roads Residential Shopping Employment Open Other Yes

Area no. 1 Wardley & Leam Lane 7 Leam Lane 53 Lingey Lane  
Area no. 2 Wardley & Leam Lane 3 Wardley 16 Parkland Way  
Area no. 3 Pelaw & Heworth 3 Wardley 26 Bridge by Felling Bypass   
Area no. 4 Pelaw & Heworth 8 Heworth Omitted Parkin Gardens  
Area no. 5 Hign Fell 21 Carr Hill 244 Queen Elizabeth Avenue  Hospital opposite
Area no. 6 High Fell 9 Wrekenton Omitted Land Behind Lanchester Avenue 
Area no. 7 Birtley 45 Birtley West 375 Durham Road (Komatsu)   
Area no. 8 Birtley 41 Portmeads Omitted Springfell Road  
Area no. 9 Chow Dene 47 Chowdene Omitted Dartmouth Avenue  
Area no. 10 Chow Dene 46 Allerdene 389 Smithyford  

Area no. 11 Low Fell 91 Chowdene West 751 St Andrews Drive  
Area no. 12 Low Fell 48 Low Fell Central 396 Brackendene Drive  

Area no. 13 Saltwell 30 Bensham South 285 Harrison Gardens  
Area no. 14 Saltwell 30 Bensham South 284 Dunsmuir Grove   

Area no. 15 Deckham 22 Deckham 264 Fullerton Grange    
Area no. 16 Deckham 21 Carr Hill 250 Carr Hill Road  

Area no. 17 Felling 14 Felling West 166 Falla Park Road 
Area no. 18 Felling 12 Old Fold North Omitted Collingwood Gardens    
Area no. 19 Bridges 24 Chandless 275 John Street   

Area no. 20 Bridges Non Neighbourhood area Omitted Civic Centre   
Area no. 21 Windy Nook & Whitehills 7 Leam Lane Omitted Lecondale  
Area no. 22 Windy Nook & Whitehills 16 Windy Nook 193 Raffhocourt  
Area no. 23 Lobley Hill & Bensham 54 Festival Park Omitted Festival Park Drive   
Area no. 24 Lobley Hill & Bensham 55 Lobley Hill North 436 Oakfield Road   
Area no. 25 Wickham North 57 Whickham East 456 Glebe Walk 
Area no. 26 Wickham North 60 Whickham North 477 Napier Road    
Area no. 27 Blaydon 77 Winlaton East 612 East Park Gardens   
Area no. 28 Blaydon 75 Blaydon East 596 Widdrington Road  
Area no. 29 Dunston & Teams 61 Dunston East 469 Ravensworth Road/Haig Street   
Area no. 30 Dunston & Teams 53 Redheugh Omitted  
Area no. 31 Dunston Hill & Wickham East 55 Lobley Hill North 445 Woodburn Gardens  
Area no. 32 Dunston Hill & Wickham East 58 Dunston Hill Omitted School Lane  Church 
Area no. 33 Winlaton & High Spen 77 Winlaton East 617 Cowen Street  
Area no. 34 Winlaton & High Spen 80 Barlow 643 Barlow Lane   
Area no. 35 Crawcrook & Greenside 84 Greenside 683 Stanhope Street  
Area no. 36 Crawcrook & Greenside 84 Greenside Omitted Green Grove   
Area no. 37 Ryton Crookhill & Stella 87 Ryton South 732 Greenfields  
Area no. 38 Ryton Crookhill & Stella 86 Ryton North 711 The Meadows  Public House
Area no. 39 Chopwell/Rowlands Gill 83 Chopwell Omitted Hall Road  
Area no. 40 Chopwell/Rowlands Gill 69 Highfield 567 Towneley Fields  
Area no. 41 Lamesley 40 Northside Omitted Long Bank  
Area no. 42 Lamesley 45 Birtley west Omitted Edward Road   



FINDINGS OF QUALITATIVE ASSESSMENT

Area no. 1
Area no. 2
Area no. 3
Area no. 4
Area no. 5
Area no. 6
Area no. 7
Area no. 8
Area no. 9
Area no. 10

Area no. 11
Area no. 12

Area no. 13
Area no. 14

Area no. 15
Area no. 16

Area no. 17
Area no. 18
Area no. 19

Area no. 20
Area no. 21
Area no. 22
Area no. 23
Area no. 24
Area no. 25
Area no. 26
Area no. 27
Area no. 28
Area no. 29
Area no. 30
Area no. 31
Area no. 32
Area no. 33
Area no. 34
Area no. 35
Area no. 36
Area no. 37
Area no. 38
Area no. 39
Area no. 40
Area no. 41
Area no. 42

  ccessible Q3b For diabled? Q3c Dist to nearest residential? Q3d If within how close? Q4a Feature Scoring
No Yes No Within Up to 100m 100-500m Over 500m Distance Entrance Boundaries Roads etc. Planting Grass Bins Seats Toilets

  3m 0 2 4 0 5 0 0 0
  2m 3 3 3 3 4 0 0 0
  5m 0 1 2 4 4 2 0 0
  10m 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0

   10m 0 2 0 0 5 0 0 0
   10m 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
   20m 0 2 1 1 4 0 0 0

  5m 0 0 3 4 4 2 0 0
  5m 0 0 1 3 4 0 0 0

  10m 0 1 0 0 5 0 0 0

  5m 0 2 3 3 3 0 0 0
  10m 1 2 3 3 3 0 3 0

  10m 0 0 1 0 5 0 0 0
  10m 1 2 2 2 2 0 0 0

  10m 0 0 2 2 3 0 0 0
   20m 4 3 2 0 3 0 0 0

   10m 2 3 1 1 3 0 0 0
  10m 0 1 1 0 5 0 0 0

  20m 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

   3 3 3 4 3 2 2 0
  5m 0 1 1 1 5 0 0 0
  5m 0 1 1 2 3 0 0 0
  20m 0 1 1 1 4 0 0 0
  5m 0 1 1 2 4 0 0 0

   10m 1 1 0 0 4 0 0 0
  20m 1 3 3 3 2 4 4 0
  15m 0 1 1 1 5 2 0 0

   10m 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
  15m 1 2 1 0 3 2 0 0
  5m 1 0 2 1 3 0 1 0
  5m 0 1 2 2 3 0 0 0
  15m 1 2 2 3 2 0 0 0
  10m 0 1 1 1 4 0 0 0
  20m 2 2 1 2 4 0 0 0
  10m 1 2 2 1 4 2 3 0

  5m 2 2 2 1 2 0 0 0
 10m 0 0 1 2 3 0 0 0

   15m 0 1 1 4 4 0 0 0
  5m 0 1 2 3 3 0 0 0

  5m 1 1 1 2 3 0 0 0
   15m 0 2 1 3 2 0 0 0

  15m 1 2 2 2 2 0 0 0
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Area no. 1
Area no. 2
Area no. 3
Area no. 4
Area no. 5
Area no. 6
Area no. 7
Area no. 8
Area no. 9
Area no. 10

Area no. 11
Area no. 12

Area no. 13
Area no. 14

Area no. 15
Area no. 16

Area no. 17
Area no. 18
Area no. 19

Area no. 20
Area no. 21
Area no. 22
Area no. 23
Area no. 24
Area no. 25
Area no. 26
Area no. 27
Area no. 28
Area no. 29
Area no. 30
Area no. 31
Area no. 32
Area no. 33
Area no. 34
Area no. 35
Area no. 36
Area no. 37
Area no. 38
Area no. 39
Area no. 40
Area no. 41
Area no. 42

Q4b Benefit from (H/M/L)
Parking Lighting Information Cleanliness Total Score Entrance Boundaries Roads etc. Planting Grass Bins Seats Toilets Parking Lighting Information Play equipme

0 4 0 4 19 L L L M n/a Benefit Benefit L L L L L
3 1 0 0 20 L L L L L M H L L M L M
0 4 0 1 18 L L L L L H L L L L L
2 1 2 0 8 L L L M L L L L L L L L
1 1 0 0 9 H L H H L L L L L L L L
0 0 0 2 4 M M L L H H M L L H H H
0 1 0 0 9 L L H M L H H L L M L L
0 2 0 1 16 L M H L L M H L L M L M
0 4 0 2 14 L L H H L H H L L L L M
0 2 0 1 9 M H M L L H H L L M M H

0 3 3 2 19 L L L M L H L L L L L L
1 1 0 1 18 L L L L L H M L L H L L

0 2 0 2 10 L M L M L M H L L L L H
0 3 0 0 12 L L L L L H H L L L H L

0 3 0 2 12 L L L L L M H L L L L L
0 0 0 0 12 L L L M L M M L L H H H

0 3 2 2 17 L L L M L L L L L L L L
2 2 0 0 11 L M M M M H M L L L M M
2 0 0 0 2 M H M M H H H L L M L H

1 3 1 3 28 L L L L L L L L L L L L
0 3 0 4 15 L L L M L M M L L L L L
0 1 0 3 11 L L L L L M M L L M L L
0 1 0 3 11 L L L H L L H L L L L L
1 1 0 3 13 L L L M L H H L L M M L
0 1 0 3 10 L L M M L L L L L L L L
1 1 0 0 22 L L L L L M L L L L M L
1 3 2 4 20 L M M M L L M L L L L M
0 2 0 2 5 L M H H H H H L L L M H
3 2 1 2 17 L L L H L L H L L L L L
0 1 0 2 11 L L L M L M L L L L L L
1 0 1 3 13 L L L M L M M L L M L L
1 3 0 2 16 L L L L L M M L L L M L
0 1 0 2 10 L L L M L M H L L M L M
1 0 0 3 15 L L L L L M M L L M L L
2 3 0 2 22 L L L M L L L L L L L L
0 0 0 3 12 L L L L L M M L L L L L
0 2 0 3 11 L L L M L L M L L L L L
0 1 0 3 14 L L L L L L M L L L L L
0 1 0 3 13 L L L L L M M L L L M L
0 0 0 3 11 L L L M L L M L L L L L
1 1 0 3 13 L L L L L L M L L L L L
0 1 0 3 13 L L L L L M M L L M M L
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Area no. 1
Area no. 2
Area no. 3
Area no. 4
Area no. 5
Area no. 6
Area no. 7
Area no. 8
Area no. 9
Area no. 10

Area no. 11
Area no. 12

Area no. 13
Area no. 14

Area no. 15
Area no. 16

Area no. 17
Area no. 18
Area no. 19

Area no. 20
Area no. 21
Area no. 22
Area no. 23
Area no. 24
Area no. 25
Area no. 26
Area no. 27
Area no. 28
Area no. 29
Area no. 30
Area no. 31
Area no. 32
Area no. 33
Area no. 34
Area no. 35
Area no. 36
Area no. 37
Area no. 38
Area no. 39
Area no. 40
Area no. 41
Area no. 42

Q5 Problems Q7a In use as?
Goal posts Cleanliness Graffiti Anti-social Vandalism Dog Fouling Other Urban Park Semi-natural green Green Corridor Amenity GreenspacProvision for youngAllotments etc.
L L
L
L L Very Busy road    
L L  
L 
L M     
L 
L M  
L  
L M      

L  
L  

L   
L   

L M   
L H    

L M 
M H     Remains of burnt out car  
M M 

L L   
L L 
L L  
L L 
L L  
L L 
L M  
L L  
L M  
L L   
L L    Loud music from houses  
L  
L L  
L L   
M   
L L   
L L   
L 
L  
L 
L L 
L L  
L  



FINDINGS OF QUALITATIVE ASSESSMENT

Area no. 1
Area no. 2
Area no. 3
Area no. 4
Area no. 5
Area no. 6
Area no. 7
Area no. 8
Area no. 9
Area no. 10

Area no. 11
Area no. 12

Area no. 13
Area no. 14

Area no. 15
Area no. 16

Area no. 17
Area no. 18
Area no. 19

Area no. 20
Area no. 21
Area no. 22
Area no. 23
Area no. 24
Area no. 25
Area no. 26
Area no. 27
Area no. 28
Area no. 29
Area no. 30
Area no. 31
Area no. 32
Area no. 33
Area no. 34
Area no. 35
Area no. 36
Area no. 37
Area no. 38
Area no. 39
Area no. 40
Area no. 41
Area no. 42

Potential for? (3=High, 2=Good, 1=Some) Q8 What facilities does the spae need?
Civic spaces Urban Park Semi-natural green Green Corridor Amenity GreenspacProvision for youngAllotments etc. Civic spaces Entrance Boundaries Roads etc. Planting Grass areas

2 1 1 3 0 0 1 N N N N Y
2 0 0 2 3 0 0 N N N N N
2 2 3 2 0 0 0 N N N N N
1 2 N N N Y N

2 Y N Y Y N
3 N Y N N Y

3
3 3
3 3 N N Y Y N
3 3 3 Y Y N N N

2
3 3 N N N N N

3 3 3 N Y N Y N
2 2 N N N N N

2 2 N N N N N
3 3 N N N Y N

N N N Y N
3 3 3 N Y Y Y Y

3 3 3 3 Y Y Y Y Y

 N N N N N
3
2 2
2 2

N N Y Y N
2 N N Y Y N

N N N N N
2 N Y Y N N

2 2 2 N Y Y Y Y
3 N N N Y N

1 1 N N N Y N
N N N Y N
N N N N N

2 N N N Y N
2 N N N N N

N N N Y N
2 N N N Y N
2 2 N N N Y N

N N N N N
N N N N N

3 2 N N N Y N
N N N N N

3 N N N N N
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Area no. 1
Area no. 2
Area no. 3
Area no. 4
Area no. 5
Area no. 6
Area no. 7
Area no. 8
Area no. 9
Area no. 10

Area no. 11
Area no. 12

Area no. 13
Area no. 14

Area no. 15
Area no. 16

Area no. 17
Area no. 18
Area no. 19

Area no. 20
Area no. 21
Area no. 22
Area no. 23
Area no. 24
Area no. 25
Area no. 26
Area no. 27
Area no. 28
Area no. 29
Area no. 30
Area no. 31
Area no. 32
Area no. 33
Area no. 34
Area no. 35
Area no. 36
Area no. 37
Area no. 38
Area no. 39
Area no. 40
Area no. 41
Area no. 42

Q9 Comments
Bins Seats Toilets Parking Lighting Information Play equip Goal posts Cleanliness
Y N N N N N N N N
Y Y N N N N Y N
N Y N N N N N N N
N N N N N N N N N Site trapped by Cul-de-sac road. Close to many residents.
N Y N N N N N N N Housing type would indicate elderly residents.
Y N N N Y Y Y N

Y Y N N N N Y N Steep slope, needs steps to improve access.
Y Y N N Y Y Y N N Good opportunity to link open space with Allerdene Community 

Centre and new housing developments along Smithyford 
Road.

Y Y N N Y N N N Most Surrounding residential houses have adequate gardens 
and greenspace provision. Seating poorly located. Lighting 
poor.

Y Y N N N N Y N Adjacent to cemetery.
N Y Y N N N Y N N Phone box vandalised. Information board linked to community 

centre school and church.
Y Y N N N N N N Very busy road
Y Y N N Y Y Y N Y Gates currently locked. Very busy road. Opposite sub station.

N N N N N N N N Site adjacent to nursery so facilities available within.
Y Y N N N N Y Y Remains of burnt out car on site.
Y Y N N N N Y Y Y Housing recently demolished. Adjacent houses boarded up for 

demolition.
N N N N N N N N

Y Y N N Y Y N N N
N N N N N N N N N
Y N N N N Y N N N
Y Y N N N N Y N N
Y Y N N N N Y N N Very overgrown
N Y N N N N Y N N
Y N N N N N N N N
Y Y N N Y N N N N
Y Y N N N Y N N N Site opposite church
Y Y N N Y N Y N
Y Y N N Y N Y Y N
N N N N N N N N N
Y Y N N N N N N N Adjacent to busy road.
N Y N N Y N N N N Site is occupied by a substation
N Y N N N N N N N Adjacent to very big road
Y Y N N N Y N N N
N Y N N N N N N N
N Y N N N N N N N Adjacent to busy road.
N Y N N Y Y N N N Adjacent to busy road.
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AREA NO. NEIGHBOURHOOD AREA EXISTING SPACE PROVISION ADDITIONAL UNDER 0.2HA GREYSPACE POS AREA POPULATION
POS/1000 (New 

POS/POPULATIONx1000)
POS REQUIRED (2ha) 
(2xPOPULATION/1000)

SURPLUS/DEFICIENCY (2ha) 
(POS AREA-POS REQ 2ha)

POS REQUIRED (3ha) 
(3xPOPULATION/1000)

SURPLUS/DEFICIENCY (3ha) 
(POS AREA-POS REQ 3ha)

1 Bill Quay North 10.09 0.20 10.29 1244 8.27 2.49 7.80 3.73 6.56
2 Bill Quay South 27.88 0.05 27.93 331 84.38 0.66 27.27 0.99 26.94
3 Wardley 27.58 2.00 29.58 3915 7.55 7.83 21.75 11.75 17.83
4 Heworth Grange 3.35 0.02 3.37 576 5.86 1.15 2.22 1.73 1.65
5 Pelaw 21.67 0.46 22.13 2102 10.53 4.20 17.92 6.31 15.82
6 Wardley Park 6.79 0.82 7.61 2368 3.21 4.74 2.87 7.10 0.51
7 Leam Lane 17.09 3.96 21.05 4967 4.24 9.93 11.12 14.90 6.15
8 Heworth 6.95 1.07 8.02 2633 3.05 5.27 2.75 7.90 0.12
9 Stoneygate 0.47 0.93 0.35 1.76 408 4.31 0.82 0.94 1.22 0.53
10 Felling South 4.88 0.70 0.17 5.74 1641 3.50 3.28 2.46 4.92 0.82
11 Felling North 0.71 0.41 1.12 596 1.88 1.19 -0.07 1.79 -0.67 
12 Old Fold North 15.54 0.18 15.72 400 39.29 0.80 14.92 1.20 14.52
13 Old Fold South 4.62 0.49 5.11 1369 3.73 2.74 2.37 4.11 1.00
14 Felling West 8.42 0.36 0.15 8.93 2078 4.30 4.16 4.77 6.23 2.69
15 Bog House 21.60 1.05 22.65 3838 5.90 7.68 14.97 11.51 11.13
16 Windy Nook 33.16 0.16 33.32 2294 14.53 4.59 28.74 6.88 26.44
17 Whitehills 37.74 0.77 38.51 3667 10.50 7.33 31.18 11.00 27.51
18 Springwell Estate 4.95 1.40 6.35 1575 4.03 3.15 3.20 4.73 1.63
19 Wrekenton 7.76 0.68 8.44 1618 5.21 3.24 5.20 4.85 3.58
20 Beacon Lough Estate 12.55 0.95 13.50 2296 5.88 4.59 8.91 6.89 6.61
21 Carr Hill 10.04 0.96 11.00 3974 2.77 7.95 3.06 11.92 -0.92 
22 Deckham 2.85 1.00 3.85 2439 1.58 4.88 -1.03 7.32 -3.47 
23 Mount Pleasant 13.09 1.12 14.21 4151 3.42 8.30 5.91 12.45 1.76
24 Chandless 4.98 0.74 5.72 1731 3.31 3.46 2.26 5.19 0.53
25 Saltmeadows/Gateshead Quays 4.05 1.08 5.13 n.a. 0.00 5.13 0.00 5.13
26 Central Gateshead North 0.00 0.69 0.69 218 3.15 0.44 0.25 0.65 0.03
27 Central Gateshead South 0.00 0.00 653 0.00 1.31 -1.31 1.96 -1.96 
28 Windmill Hills 12.76 12.76 811 15.73 1.62 11.14 2.43 10.33
29 Bensham North 1.15 1.15 5984 0.19 11.97 -10.82 17.95 -16.80 
30 Bensham South 24.99 0.20 25.19 7807 3.23 15.61 9.58 23.42 1.77
31 Bensham East 1.65 0.08 1.73 820 2.11 1.64 0.09 2.46 -0.73 
32 Shipcote East 0.00 1.35 1.35 2739 0.49 5.48 -4.13 8.22 -6.87 
33 Low Fell North 0.45 0.18 0.63 2265 0.28 4.53 -3.90 6.80 -6.16 
34 Sheriff Hill 0.45 0.43 0.88 1689 0.52 3.38 -2.50 5.07 -4.19 
35 Low Fell East 0.45 0.22 0.67 2431 0.28 4.86 -4.19 7.29 -6.62 
36 Beacon Lough  10.90 0.53 11.43 1924 5.94 3.85 7.58 5.77 5.66
37 Eighton Banks/Wrekenton south 3.93 0.25 4.18 2571 1.63 5.14 -0.96 7.71 -3.54 
38 Harlow Green 21.42 1.47 0.17 23.06 2615 8.82 5.23 17.83 7.85 15.22
39 Lyndhurst 3.37 0.44 3.81 3035 1.26 6.07 -2.26 9.11 -5.29 
40 Northside 19.52 0.40 19.92 2740 7.27 5.48 14.44 8.22 11.70
41 Portmeads 7.40 0.21 7.61 694 10.96 1.39 6.22 2.08 5.52
42 Birtley East 5.99 0.84 6.83 1037 6.59 2.07 4.75 3.11 3.72
43 Portobello/Vigo 6.10 1.10 7.20 3240 2.22 6.48 0.72 9.72 -2.52 
44 Barley Mow 8.34 0.34 8.68 1467 5.92 2.93 5.75 4.40 4.28
45 Birtley West 8.23 1.00 9.23 3291 2.80 6.58 2.65 9.87 -0.65 
46 Allerdene 9.41 0.38 9.79 1349 7.26 2.70 7.09 4.05 5.74
47 Chowdene East 5.45 0.33 5.78 2123 2.72 4.25 1.54 6.37 -0.59 
48 Low Fell Central 8.82 0.27 9.09 2467 3.69 4.93 4.16 7.40 1.69
49 Low Fell West 0.09 0.09 651 0.14 1.30 -1.21 1.95 -1.86 
50 Teams 14.15 0.97 15.12 1936 7.81 3.87 11.25 5.81 9.31
51 Racecourse Estate 1.02 0.23 1.25 930 1.35 1.86 -0.61 2.79 -1.54 
52 Bensham West 2.04 0.30 2.34 870 2.69 1.74 0.60 2.61 -0.27 
53 Redheugh 13.55 0.99 0.07 14.61 1733 8.43 3.47 11.14 5.20 9.41
54 Festival Park 0.00 0.00 800 0.00 1.60 -1.60 2.40 -2.40 
55 Lobley Hill North 4.26 1.33 5.59 4898 1.14 9.80 -4.20 14.69 -9.10 
56 Lobley Hill South 23.70 0.14 23.84 2374 10.04 4.75 19.10 7.12 16.72
57 Whickham East 25.17 0.48 25.65 2906 8.83 5.81 19.84 8.72 16.93
58 Dunston Hill 5.14 0.35 0.10 5.59 2032 2.75 4.06 1.53 6.10 -0.50 
59 Dunston East 10.68 0.42 0.07 11.17 3832 2.91 7.66 3.50 11.50 -0.33 
60 Whickham North/Swalwell 4.84 2.57 0.11 7.53 5459 1.38 10.92 -3.39 16.38 -8.85 
61 whickham West 9.45 1.65 11.10 3714 2.99 7.43 3.67 11.14 -0.04 
62 Whickham South 21.64 0.31 21.95 4389 5.00 8.78 13.17 13.17 8.78
63 Sunniside North 25.67 0.55 0.28 26.51 2892 9.17 5.78 20.72 8.68 17.83
64 Sunniside South 0.30 0.35 0.65 557 1.17 1.11 -0.47 1.67 -1.02 
65 Kibblesworth 80.96 1.55 82.51 1607 51.34 3.21 79.30 4.82 77.69
66 Marley Hill 4.45 4.45 364 12.23 0.73 3.72 1.09 3.36
67 Byermoor 2.80 2.80 145 19.31 0.29 2.51 0.44 2.37
68 Rowlands Gill 6.61 0.29 6.90 545 12.67 1.09 5.81 1.64 5.27
69 Highfield 26.86 1.24 0.20 28.30 3639 7.78 7.28 21.02 10.92 17.38
70 Sherburn Estates 9.04 9.04 1385 6.53 2.77 6.27 4.16 4.89
71 Lockhaugh 0.37 0.46 0.02 0.86 615 1.39 1.23 -0.37 1.85 -0.99 
72 Winlaton Mill 40.10 40.10 837 47.91 1.67 38.43 2.51 37.59
73 Axwell Park 7.30 7.30 806 9.06 1.61 5.69 2.42 4.88
74 Bleach Green 8.46 0.53 8.99 2363 3.80 4.73 4.26 7.09 1.90
75 Blaydon East 33.68 0.28 33.96 1650 20.58 3.30 30.66 4.95 29.01
76 Blaydon West 15.40 0.48 0.35 16.23 3061 5.30 6.12 10.11 9.18 7.05
77 Winlaton East 9.64 1.18 10.82 4422 2.45 8.84 1.98 13.27 -2.45 
78 Winlaton West 5.91 1.35 7.26 2782 2.61 5.56 1.70 8.35 -1.08 
79 Stella 7.45 0.12 7.57 704 10.76 1.41 6.17 2.11 5.46
80 Barlow 0.00 0.33 0.33 150 2.20 0.30 0.03 0.45 -0.12 
81 High Spen 11.97 0.65 12.62 1909 6.61 3.82 8.81 5.73 6.90
82 Blackhall Mill 2.42 0.13 2.55 514 4.96 1.03 1.52 1.54 1.01
83 Chopwell 53.01 2.20 0.31 55.52 3212 17.29 6.42 49.10 9.64 45.88
84 Greenside 6.48 0.44 6.92 2539 2.73 5.08 1.84 7.62 -0.70 
85 Ryton South 6.05 1.77 0.06 7.88 4043 1.95 8.09 -0.21 12.13 -4.25 
86 Ryton North 34.94 1.14 36.08 2332 15.47 4.66 31.41 7.00 29.08
87 Barmoor/Meadowfield Park 1.69 0.43 2.12 1773 1.19 3.55 -1.43 5.32 -3.20 
88 Crawcrook 3.70 1.08 4.78 4638 1.03 9.28 -4.50 13.91 -9.14 
89 Clara Vale 4.85 0.06 4.91 310 15.84 0.62 4.29 0.93 3.98
90 Dunston West 1.10 0.11 1.21 766 1.58 1.53 -0.32 2.30 -1.09 
91 Chowdene West 5.90 0.13 6.03 903 6.68 1.81 4.23 2.71 3.32

CURRENT TOTAL ADDITIONAL UNDER 0.2ha ADDITIONAL GREYSPACE NEW TOTAL
1022.43 57.12 4.18 1083.74 194168 691.30
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APPENDIX 10 - Draft Replacement UDP Policies related 
to main Open Space Policies. 

 
STR13- To provide attractive and well designed public spaces both in areas 
serving a wide catchment and at a neighbourhood scale to increase 
accessibility between and within areas. 
 
STR21- At the earliest stage in the development process, supporting 
infrastructure, services an amenities shall be identified and included as part of 
the development proposal, commensurate with the scale of the proposal and 
reasonably related to it. 
 

GDC1- GDC1 Planning permission will be granted for new development only 
where it:  

Environment  

i) Does not have any adverse impact on residential or visual 
amenity; 

ii) Is in keeping with the character and appearance of the 
locality in terms of scale, bulk, height, layout, materials and 
landscape quality; 

iii) Retains and incorporates landscape and natural and historic 
features into the design and layout of the scheme and does 
not have a negative impact on them; 

iv) Would not result in the loss of important open space 
v) Improves public access where required, providing 

adequately for the elderly, disabled and people with children; 
vi) Would not disturb or conflict with adjoining uses; 
vii) Incorporates adequate open space and landscaping within 

its natural design and layout, including the incorporation of 
natural habitats that are beneficial to wildlife; 

viii) Provides adequate foul and storm water drainage within and 
away from the development site, not exceeding the capacity 
of the existing or planned sewerage and drainage system; 

ix) Is located and designed to conserve energy and be energy 
efficient; 

x) Reduces the opportunities for crime by virtue of its design 
and layout 

xi) Would not endanger or damage national, regional or local 
wildlife habitats or have detrimental impact on the ecology or 
geology; 

xii) Is not within 50 metres, in the case of residential buildings, or 
10 metres, in the case of residential gardens, of the 
boundary of al landfill site producing, or with the potential to 
produce, large volumes of methane gas unless, following 
investigation, the applicant can safeguard the future users or 
occupiers of the site; 



xiii) Does not significantly pollute the environment with dust, 
noise, emissions, outfall or discharges of any kind; 

xiv) Has no adverse impact on the substrata drainage or the 
quality of water in watercourses, lakes, pounds or 
groundwater; 

xv) Achieves an improved landform, landscape or more 
beneficial after-use; 

xvi) Would not give rise to unacceptable harm from risk of 
flooding; 

xvii) Incorporates appropriate recycling facilities, including a 
suitable store for wheeled bins and recycling bins for 
individual properties; 

xviii) Includes a waste audit where large volumes of waste or 
secondary aggregates are likely to be produced during 
development; 

xix) Uses sustainable building techniques in construction, where 
appropriate; 

xx) Takes opportunities to undertake advance 
planting/screening; 

xxi) Addresses the issues of potential land contamination, 
derelict land, hazardous substances and ground stability; 

xxii) Contributes to the provision of mineral, energy or other 
resources at local, regional and national levels; 

xxiii) Contributes to the local economy, tourist attractions and 
employment opportunities; 

Highways and transport 

xxiv) Secures safe access to the site and provides adequate 
servicing and cycle parking facilities; 

xxv) Would not create significant additional congestion on the 
road network or have an unacceptable impact on the 
environment and amenity of nearby areas; 

xxvi) Incorporates adequate links to public transport systems 
within the site; 

xxvii) Gives priority to pedestrians and cyclists, provides links into 
the local pedestrian and cycle networks, and, where deemed 
necessary, provides improvements to the local pedestrian 
and cycle networks; 

xxviii) Does not disturb, or result in an inadequate replacement of, 
public rights of way or the core cycle network; and 

xxix) Limits the car parking to that necessary to secure the safe 
and effective operation of the development, as set out in 
SPG15 :Parking Standards. 

PO1– Financial contributions will be obtained from developers to meet needs 
created by their developments, but which cannot be satisfied on site, or which 
need to be provided or maintained over a longer timescale. The totality of 
contributions required will be proportionate to the size and nature of the 



development in question. Such contributions may include, but will not be 
limited to, the following infrastructure, services and amenities: 

a) Affordable housing; 
b) Transport infrastructure, public transport services, travel 

plans and residents’/controlled parking schemes; 
c) Education 
d) Recreational facilities including public open space and 

children’s play areas; 
e) Nature conservation benefits; and 
f) The provision of public art works. 

In determining applications for planning permission, the local authority will 
have regard to the extent to which any such needs are met. 

PO2- The scope and nature of any planning obligation will be based on a land 
use assessment of a proposals floorspace, number of units or other 
quantifiable capacity or measurement. 

H13- New housing development should include at least the equivalent of two 
hectares of recreational public open space per 1,000 anticipated residents, 
unless the standard is already met in the residential neighbourhood 
concerned, and would continue to be met after completion of the 
development. Developments for fewer than 100 anticipated residents should 
provide the required amount on one area of open space. Developments for 
100 anticipated residents or more should provide the required amount on 
areas of open space of at least 0.2 hectares. The requirements of this policy 
relating to development of small sites (of at least two and no more than ten 
dwellings) will be satisfied by payment of a commuted sum to the council to 
assist in the provision of public open space at a location accessible to the site. 

H14- A neighbourhood open space of at least two hectares will be provided 
within each of the following housing sites: 

14.1 Northside Birtley (H2.63); and 
14.2 Stella South (H2.8); 

And will be required on any other site or combination of adjacent sites 
expected to exceed 1,000 residents, where there is no existing 
neighbourhood open space accessible within 0.5 kilometres of the site or 
substantial parts of it. 

H15- All new housing (other than developments exclusively for elderly people) 
should have access to appropriate play areas. Provision should be made on 
site unless appropriate facilities area available, or are secured, off-site. Play 
areas should be designated and maintained to meet the needs of toddler, 
junior and teenage age groups. 

ENV23- Urban green space, and particularly the important major areas, will 
where appropriate be safeguarded, improved and increased. Areas where 



green space does not exist and is unlikely to be created will also be improved 
through landscaping. Improvements will be achieved mainly by enhancing 
tree cover and priority will be given to the older inner areas in particular: 

a) Large areas of older terraced housing, industrial areas and 
shopping centers; 

b) Major areas of urban green space; and 
c) Green space which provides an opportunity to establish green 

corridors, create habitats for wildlife and strengthen and improve 
wildlife corridors. 

ENV24- A network of green corridors is designated to improve opportunities 
for walking cycling in the urban area and to improve access to the 
countryside. As a basis for the gradual development of a network existing 
recreational routes will be protected and maintained. 

ENV25- On all new developments for employment uses, and retail 
developments with a gross area of at least 0.5 hectares, at least 15% of the 
total site area should be provided as landscaped areas, wildlife habitats or 
public open space, including recreation areas where appropriate. Exceptions 
may be made in appropriate town and local centre locations where a 
reduction in this requirement is compatible with the site and its surroundings. 
These areas should be designed to ensure maximum visual value and where 
possible to benefit wildlife. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX 11 
 

HOUSING SITES IN AREAS OF 
OPEN SPACE DEFICIENCY 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Gateshead Open Space Strategy 2005 



APPENDIX 11 
 

The following sites proposed for housing in the Draft Replacement UDP are 
located in Neighbourhoods which currently display at least some deficiency in 
open space under the current 2ha/1000 residents’ standard. 
 
           
           
H3.15   Site of Fewsters Depot, Hexham Rd, Swalwell (50 units – 
             largely built out by December 2003). 
 

Neighbourhood 60 
Whickham North/Swalwell 

H3.16   Site of Dependable Bodies, Clavering (43 units –  
             largely built out by December 2003). 
 

Neighbourhood 60 
Whickham North/Swalwell 

H3.17   Scrap Yard off Long Rigg Road (120 units) 
 

Whickham North/Swalwell 

H3.35   Bottle Bank/Half Moon Lane/Hilton Hotel (121 units –  
             whole site underway) 
 

Non-residential 
neighbourhood.  

H3.41   Haydn service Station, Durham Road Shipcote  
            (18 units – developers on site). 
 

Neighbourhood  32 Shipcote 
East 

H3.48   Renault Garage off Felling Bypass Felling (96 units – 
             Completed 
 

Neighbourhood 11 Felling 
North 

H3.49   Croudace Row 58-70 High Street Felling (30 units) Neighbourhood 11 Felling 
North 

H3.45   Felling Service Station,Split Crow Road (16 units) 
 

Neighbourhood 22 Deckham 

H3.58  Rockcliffe Way/Ravensworth Ave, Eighton Banks (15 units 
           -partly built). 
 

Neighbourhood 37 Eighton 
Banks 
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APPENDIX 12 GREEN SPACES…. YOUR SPACES – 
NEWCASTLE’S GREEN SPACE STRATEGY APRIL 2004 
 
1. The strategy has given priority to the following areas of green space; 

Parks 
Cemeteries and churchyards 
Outdoor sports areas 
Land around housing estates 
Natural and semi-natural areas 
Green corridors 

 
2. The following green spaces are not covered by the strategy. 

Civic spaces 
Private land including gardens, countryside and private sports grounds   

 
3. The strategy links to a number of other key strategies –   

Allotment strategy 
Playing pitch strategy  

           Anti-social behaviour strategy 
           Community Safety strategy 
           Play strategy 
           Tree strategy 
           Biodiversity Action Plan 
 
4. Consultation 

Consultation involved individuals, communities, groups, organisations 
and staff.  The strategy was started by a review of existing consultation 
to establish what had been said before.   

 
As part of this process a Forum representing 52 organisations has 
been set up.  This mix of public and private sector group responded to 
draft documents and discussed the direction and content of the 
strategy.   

 
A full page questionnaire was sent to all 29,000 Newcastle households 
using the City Life free magazine.   

 
5. Consultation revealed the following interesting points: 

The main reasons given for not using open space – disability, nowhere 
close, lack of interest, lack of time and not feeling safe in green spaces 

 
Good points - good maintenance, historical interest, a good mix of 
different green space types, good access, therapeutic, socially 
important, pleasant, peaceful, spacious, well-used and somewhere to 
escape in the city. 

 
Bad points – litter, dog fouling, feeling unsafe, poor maintenance, anti 
social behaviour and misuse, lack of sporting facilities, under-funding 
and lack of investment, particularly for updating and restoring green 
spaces. 



 
Consultation included young people, ethnic minorities, disabled people, 
staff (major role in managing spaces) 

 
6. Strategy identified a need for; 
 

- detailed information about Newcastle’s green spaces 
- what there was 
- what condition it was in, and 
- whether it was meeting people’s needs. 

 
Green spaces over 0.1 hectares (1,000m2 or about the size of two 
tennis courts) were classified. 

 
The team carried out audits of green space.  The audits were as 

follows: 
- how well can sites can be assessed by all? ‘access audits’ 
- what are the good and bad aspects of sites? ‘quality audits’ 
- what purpose does the green space serve? ‘benefit audits’ 

 
7. Access Audit 

A pilot project on 27 sites was set up to find out how easy green 
spaces were to access by disabled people.  A form was developed with 
external advisors to look at issues such as paths, parking bays, seating 
and notice boards.  The result of the survey will find out the level of 
funding needed to address these issues.  Access is seen as 
improvements which can be made a very little cost.   

 
8. Quality Audit 

As part of the strategy the team carried out a quality audit of 235 
council owned sites over 0.4 ha in the initial phase.  Many smaller sites 
between 0.1 and 0.4 ha have been audited and will continue to be 
assessed.  The sites were all visited and information gathered put into 
a database.  A percentage was calculated for each site.  This will act 
as a benchmark for the future.  Each site was given a status rating 
based on condition – ‘poor’, ‘fair’ or ‘good’ and ‘declining’, ‘stable’ or 
‘improving’.   

 
This combined with the percentage score, gives a picture of the site at 
the time of the audit was done.   

 
The term declining was used to describe sites that were not well 
maintained, had problems with anti social behaviour such as vandalism 
and graffiti, but could be improved with investment.   

 
Sites improving were those where there had been recent investment, 
were well used, cared for and generally has a feeling that there was 
more improvement to come.   

 
Sites that were good were well maintained. 



 
The overall percentage scores ranging from highest to lowest were 
calculated in terms of wards, creating an overall picture of the most 
successful wards compared to the least in terms of open spaces. 

 
9. Categories of green space were taken from the companion guide to 

PPG 17, which were; 
 
Parks and gardens 
Natural and semi-natural green spaces, including woodland 
Green corridors 
Outdoor sports facilities 
Amenity green space 
Provision for children and young people 
Allotments, community gardens and urban farms 
Cemeteries, disused churchyards and other burial grounds. 

 
The strategy team followed the Government guidance in assessing 
how much green space people need and how close this is to their 
homes.  This information will inform the Councils planning policies and 
development plans. 

 
10. The questionnaire helped establish residents walking distance to green 

space and about facilities and different types on different types of 
green space.  Meanwhile other research looked at housing types and 
density and its population. 

 
11. Distance Audit 

The audit should whether there is too little open space near home or 
work.  The ‘deficits’ were revealed on plans showing –  

 
- areas within 5 minutes walk of green space, over 0.1 ha 
- areas within 10 minutes walk of green space, over 2 ha 
- areas within 15 minutes walk of a local park, over 6 ha 
- areas within 20 minutes walk of a large park, over 10 ha 
- areas within a half hour walk of a woodland or nature area, over 2 

ha 
- areas within a 15 minute walk of allotments. 

 
As a result of this research standards have been amended and 

reveals; 
 

- how much green space is wanted 
- how far you would travel 
- what facilities you would expect in the different types of green 

space 
 
 
Recommendations are summarised under these headings – involving, 
improving, planning and protection. 
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APPENDIX 13 SOUTH TYNESIDE OPEN SPACE POLICIES 
 
1. The Unitary Development Plan adopted in 1999 covers the whole of 

the Metropolitan Borough.  Policies for sport, recreation and leisure 
have been developed with regard to advice and guidance issued by 
Secretary of State.  

 
2. Policy RL4 covers the standard of open space provision.  It states that: 
 
 ‘The local planning authority will aim to achieve the following standards 

of recreational open space provision: 
 

A) Public and private open space without restricted access: 3.78 ha 
per 1, 000 population within each of the Borough’s twenty 
electoral wards; and  

 B) All dwellings should access to: 
 (i) A district park within 3 km; 
 (ii) A neighbourhood park within 1kilometre; 
 (iii) A local park within 400 metres; and  
 (iv) A pocket park/small open space within 200 metres. 
 
3. Policy RL7 covers open space provision and states that: 
 
 The local planning authority will promote and encourage an increase in 

the amount of recreational open space and the enhancement of 
existing areas.  Priority will be given to: 

 
 A) Areas where there is currently a deficiency, identified by the 

 application of the open space standards specified in this plan; 
 B) Proposals for the treatment of vacant, underused derelict, 

 despoiled or contaminated land, especially in the inner area; 
 C) Proposals for the provision of recreational open space within the 

 Borough’s linked open space system; and 
 D) Proposals to increase the amount of space available for formal 
 team games. 
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APPENDIX 14 
 

Accessibility to Recreational Open Space 
Public Consultation Responses – Summer 2005 

 
 
 Total respondents: 54 
 
Q1 How far do you think would be reasonable for you (or your family) to walk or travel (by car or 

public transport) from your home to each of the following? 
 [The average person can walk 1 mile in 20 minutes, and a car travelling at a speed of 30mph 

would take 2 minutes]. 
  

Distance: 
Walk Time: 
Car/Public Transport Time: 

<¼ mile 
(<5 mins) 

¼ mile 
(5 mins 

½ mile 
(10 mins) 
(1 min) 

1 mile 
(20 mins) 
(2 mins) 

2 miles 
(45 mins) 
(5 mins) 

>2 miles 
(>45 mins) 
(>5 mins) 

 
a small area of grassed open space 46.3% 

25 
 

18.5% 
10 

14.8% 
8 

5.6% 
3 

3.7% 
2 

- 
- 

a formal park 9.3% 
5 

22.2% 
12 

22.2% 
12 

22.2% 
12 

7.4% 
4 

1.9% 
1 
 

a playing field / sports pitch 18.5% 
10 

16.7% 
9 

24.1% 
13 

22.2% 
12 

1.9% 
1 

5.6% 
3 
 

a children’s play area 22.2% 
12 

27.8% 
15 

18.5% 
10 

14.8% 
8 

1.9% 
1 

1.9% 
1 
 

multi-use games area (MUGA) 11.1% 
6 

20.4% 
11 

14.8% 
8 

24.1% 
13 

9.3% 
5 

7.4% 
4 
 

an allotment 11.1% 
6 

13.0% 
7 

13.0% 
7 

22.2% 
12 

7.4% 
4 

16.7% 
9 
 

an area of countryside or woodland 7.4% 
4 

- 9.3% 
5 

22.2% 
12 

22.2% 
12 

24.1% 
13 
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