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ST2193 I Beattie   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

In addition to the above specifically in relation to the 
justifications stated in your site sustainability 
assessment for BC44 (shown in italics) my objections to 
the Plan are as follows:                                                                                                                                                                                                
·         Adapt to and mitigate the impacts of climate 
change in South Tyneside:  I disagree strongly with the 
neutral rating you have allocated to this objective. The 
impact will clearly be negative as the site floods almost 
every winter. The rear gardens of the properties 
adjoining BC44 (SBC051) flood regularly, please ask the 
residents who obviously are more familiar with the 
location than the Planners. Building more residential 
properties in this location will increase water runoff, 
reduce natural drainage and increase the flood risk. 
South Tyneside Council has stated publically that it 
wishes to reduce the potential impact of CLIMATE 
/I!bD9 ȅŜǘ ƛǘ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ǿƛǎƘŜǎ ǘƻ άƎƭƻǎǎ ƻǾŜǊέ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀƭ 
and current threat of flooding on this site. Your 
assessment is flawed. South Tyneside Council are at 
best paying lip service to this objective and at worst 
adding to the causes of CLIMATE CHANGE. 

ST2193 I Beattie   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

·         Conserve and enhance biodiversity:  This is long 
established GREEN BELT land. The development of BC44 
will have a huge adverse affect on biodiversity. The 
building of an additional 231 houses will result in a very 
significant increase in the volume of traffic using Moor 
Lane which will adversely affect the protected Boldon 
Flats wildlife site and other close by SSSI locations. 
More houses, more people, more vehicles, more traffic, 
more pollution! You state that mitigation will be 
required and that there will be recreational 
disturbance. This is a very severe understatement of the 
impact. An increase in disturbance, traffic fumes, a 
reduction in air quality, domestic pollution, reduction in 



habitat (a minimum of 10ha) are all known factors to 
discourage wildlife.  BC44 itself is currently home to 
many wildlife species, some endangered, including bats, 
birds (including protected species), small rodents and 
mammals such as hedgehogs,  insects. Newts and frogs 
have populated garden ponds adjoining the site so are 
obviously present on, or close to the site.  Migratory 
birds use the site for resting and feeding.  The site also 
forms a very important element of the WILDLIFE 
CORRIDOR linking the coast to inland green areas 
adjoining the river Wear. As has been pointed out 
previously a wire & metal mesh link fence prevents 
wildlife movements on the adjoining Training Academy 
site so any potential development of BC44 will further 
severely restrict wildlife movement through this 
important existing corridor.  The Final Impact rating for 
this category should be the most severely negative - 
RED. 

ST2193 I Beattie   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

·         Safeguarding our environmental assets and 
natural resources:  The impact of developing BC44 will 
significantly increase air pollution with the well 
ǇǳōƭƛŎƛǎŜŘ ƛƳǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘΩǎ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ŀƴŘ 
wellbeing. The Green Belt itself is a natural resource, 
once gone it will be gone for good.  The Council has a 
stated objective of being carbon neutral by 2030 but 
again the declared intentions of the Council are 
contradicted by its actions. The impact of traffic fumes 
and pollution on air quality will increase respiratory 
problems for residents and have a wider ranging impact 
beyond the immediate site. Steps to reduce the impact 
of climate change will be adversely affected by 
increased pollution,building work, lack of infrastructure 
to support development, traffic chaos, increased car 
use, waste generation and removal, sewage, support 
services to potential occupants of an additional 231 
homes. 

ST2193 I Beattie   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 
·         Protecting the Green Belt:  The loss of this site 
which forms an important and substantial area of Green 



Belt will have a serious detrimental impact on the 
Green Belt and as such this aspect should be given the 
highest (RED) rating in keeping with the other similar 
Green Belt sites. Development of this site will reduce 
the Green divide between Cleadon and Sunderland by 
approximately  50% as referred to in the SLR. The 2016 
SLR stated that the development of BC44 would have a 
SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE IMPACT upon άǇǊŜǎŜǊǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 
ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜέΦ 
Development will obviously increase the urban sprawl, 
increase the merging of Cleadon with Sunderland and 
impact significantly on the special character of the 
village, all factors considered to be important in the 
original SLR. 

ST2193 I Beattie   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

·         Enhancing our Green Infrastructure:  I find it 
impossible to understand how you have arrived at this 
neutral rating. Reducing the South Tyneside Green Belt 
by developing 10 ha of productive farm land will have a 
NEGATIVE impact. 

ST2193 I Beattie   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

·         Promote sustainable transport and accessibility:  A 
site of some 231 homes will significantly increase traffic 
levels and pollution. This rating should be NEGATIVE.  
Delays of up to 10 minutes at the East Boldon level 
crossing is commonplace as is the 30 minute crawl 
through East Boldon during the early evening.  Parking 
around the local schools is very difficult and traffic 
levels create congestion.  The speed of the traffic on the 
A1018, Sunderland Road adjoining the proposed 
development is excessive and combined with the very 
high volumes of traffic using this road represents a 
serious danger to the public, particularly to pedestrians. 
Recently hard standing for a speed surveillance vehicle 
has been installed close to the Whitburn Road junction 
but so far this has done little to reduce speeding 
vehicles.  East Boldon metro station is too far away 
from this site for residents to walk to it to access rail 
travel. Therefore they will drive to it by the shortest 
route which will take them through Boldon Flats nature 



reserve, creating disturbance, pollution and destruction 
of habitat for wildlife.  The speed and volume of traffic 
deters residents from crossing this busy road to the bus 
stops on this stretch of road reducing the accessibility 
to transport facilities. Increased housing adjoining this 
road will increase traffic and make the problem even 
worse. 

ST2193 I Beattie   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

·         Ensures the vitality of our town centres and 
villages:  I do not agree at all with the positive 
assessment assigned for this category and object 
strongly to it.  Development will have a very NEGATIVE 
impact upon the local businesses in the village.  
Residents are currently reluctant to visit the shops in 
Cleadon because of the traffic congestion, the accident 
risk and the lack of adequate parking facilities. The 
potential increase in road traffic resulting from 231 
additional houses will further exacerbate this. The 
proposed homes are to be built for families. Parents 
with young children will not walk 1000 metres to visit 
the village.  The impact will be negative. 

ST2193 I Beattie   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 
·         Provide better housing, neighbourhoods and 
design:  Recent developments in the local area clearly 
prove that this impact is negative. 

ST2193 I Beattie   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

·         Promote healthier people and communities:  The 
loss of this area of green belt land is significant. 
Developing it will have a NEGATIVE impact on the 
health of existing residents due to pollution, the 
reduction in air quality, respiratory damage, noise, 
disturbance, traffic congestion, loss of the proven 
beneficial value of green space, fields, trees, 
hedgerows, wildlife. In addition new residents will have 
to cope with these health impacts. The borough is 
already very densely populated which already leads to 
health issues among its residents. 

ST2229 A Mordain   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading.  Specifically:  Point 1. 
όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ 
ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƭƻƻŘǎ 9±9w¸ ȅŜŀǊ ǘƘŀǘ L 



have lived here.  Every climate change forecaster 
expects rainfall to INCREASE not diminish in future 
years.  Covering 10 hectares with impervious surface 
will NOT prevent flooding on the site.  Nor will the 
proposed use of SuDS necessarily prevent flooding on 
the site and associated SEWER flooding ( a problem in 
many areas where SUDS are employed) .  This should be 
rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2229 A Mordain   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity).  It would 
be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the report were 
explained for the public. The migration corridors from 
the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is greatly impacted.  
Many migrating birds are seen on this land each year 
particularly Canadian Geese.  This should be rated RED 
not NEGATIVE. 

ST2229 A Mordain   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental  assets and 
natural resources).  This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. 
It is an asset that could be essential where we have 
problems with importing food into the UK. Once it is 
used for building it cannot be recovered.  It is totally 
disingenuous to state that the size of the site 10.4 
hectares MAY increase the likelihood of air pollution 
and waste generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 
people!!!). It categorically WILL.  This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2229 A Mordain   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt).  Obviously  any 
Greenbelt land is bordered at some point on its 
periphery with buildings.  So I do not understand the 
ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ 
development of this site would result in the loss of an 
area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an existing built up 
ŀǊŜŀέΦ  !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ 
should be developed and Greenbelt should ONLY be 
used for development AS A LAST RESORT AND IN 
9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǊŀǘŜŘ 
RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2229 A Mordain   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 
Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infrastructure.)  The site 
forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE CORRIDOR. 



How on earth can your assessor state that the 
development of 231/234 homes with the consequent 
reduction of habitat facilities and the associated 
increased pollution and traffic congestion have a 
NEUTRAL IMPACT?.  This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN 
INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ENHANCING IT.  This should be 
rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2229 A Mordain   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets).  You state that 
the site is in close proximity to both the Cleadon and 
Whitburn Conservation area. Yes it is. Currently less 
than 200m from the Southeast side of the Cleadon 
West Meadows Conservation area.  The roads in this 
conservation area are already beset with problems 
associated with school parking and traffic congestion.  
Building 231 houses with c460 cars adjacent to this 
conservation area will NOT have a NEUTRAL effect as 
your report states.  This should be NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST2229 A Mordain   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅΦύ  ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ 
public transport and is within 400m of a bus stop, 
however due to the size of the site it could result in 
ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ōȅ ȅƻǳǊ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƻǊ ƛǎ 
almost laughable if it was not so serious.  It WILL result 
in traffic congestion.  There is traffic congestion there 
already and accidents.  It already needs traffic lights, 
particularly if you need to cross Sunderland Road to get 
on the bus to Sunderland.  This is designated NEUTRAL 
and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST2229 A Mordain   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜǎΦύ  ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ 
shopping centre including community facilities and 
shops and therefore scores positively against this 
objectiveέΦ  ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƘŀǊŘƭȅ !b¸ t!wYLbD ƛƴ /ƭŜŀŘƻƴ 
'shopping' centre.  People avoid going there because of 
it.  Hence so many shops failing there over the past few 
years as more and more houses have been built in the 



village. Whoever researched this got this totally wrong.  
Adding more cars/houses will ensure the new residents 
will use neighbouring stores in Sunderland or Newcastle 
as the current residents do.  Oh and by the way we 
usually DRIVE to these places because we cannot find a 
parking space near East Boldon Metro to take us to 
Sunderland/Newcastle. If your assessor had any local 
knowledge  they would know this.  This should be 
designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST2229 A Mordain   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
ǿƛǘƘƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜΦύ  ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ 
ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέΦ  {ƻƳŜōƻŘȅ ƛǎ 
already employed in FARMING the site.  Therefore it 
has a NEGATIVE impact not an IGNORED status. 

ST2229 A Mordain   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.)  As the 
development of this site could result in one person 
losing his employment on the site.  Therefore this 
should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED.  

ST2229 A Mordain   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.)  I cannot believe your assessor has made 
ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ 
housing (234) could contribute to providing BETTER 
housing and NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a 
ǾŜǊȅ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ   [Ŝǘ ǳǎ 
review the BETTER housing statement.  The current 
housing adjacent to this site are aspirational homes 
which enjoy approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each.  Your current 
plan for 231/234 houses on this site would create 
SMALLER houses with only 0.10 acres per dwelling.  
They will NOT be BETTER housing than those currently 
adjacent to the site.  The neighbourhood in Cleadon 
have low incidents of public disorder, vandalism, 
rowdyism, littering.  Houses are well maintained by 
their owners and the area has a well developed and a 
well integrated community spirit.  If there are BETTER 
neighbourhoods in South Tyneside I am not aware of 
them.  If anything the building of 231or 234 high density 



housing will lower the tone of the neighbourhood not 
enhance it.  This should be rated NEGATIVE not DOUBLE 
POSITIVE. 

ST2229 A Mordain   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.)  
How can you possibly state that building these 231/234 
houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards (for whom?).  How can you claim that 
building this large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH  
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. I find this totally 
incomprehensible and nonsensical.  You conclude by 
saying the loss of an open space (FARMLAND lets not 
forget) MAY result in some negative effects!  I think we 
have covered MANY such negative effects in the points 
above.  This point should be assessed as NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST2229 A Mordain   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Assessment Summary.  Your summary states that 
overall the use of this GREENBELT site for building 
231/234  houses would have an overall neutral impact. 
(On what?).   On Cleadon Village residents it would have 
a MASSIVELY NEGATIVE impact.  (On East Boldon 
residents it would have a lesser but still significant 
NEGATIVE impact.)  Cleadon Village has got to the point 
where the facilities and infrastructure of  a village have 
been saturated (schools, medical facilities, shops, 
parking, road accessibility etc.) Adding even more load 
to this infrastructure just cannot be accommodated 
(together with major planned housing developments at 
neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 and RG5, H3.59 this is 
1310 households being added in (477) or within 200 
metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish boundary).  I 
respectfully suggest you abandon this part of your 
building plan on H3.70. 

ST2230 L Mordain   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading.  Specifically:  Point 1. 
όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ 
ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƭƻƻŘǎ 9±9w¸ ȅŜŀǊ ǘƘŀǘ L 
have lived here.  Every climate change forecaster 
expects rainfall to INCREASE not diminish in future 



years.  Covering 10 hectares with impervious surface 
will NOT prevent flooding on the site.  Nor will the 
proposed use of SuDS necessarily prevent flooding on 
the site and associated SEWER flooding ( a problem in 
many areas where SUDS are employed) .  This should be 
rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2230 L Mordain   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity).  It would 
be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the report were 
explained for the public. The migration corridors from 
the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is greatly impacted.  
Many migrating birds are seen on this land each year 
particularly Canadian Geese.  This should be rated RED 
not NEGATIVE. 

ST2230 L Mordain   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental  assets and 
natural resources).  This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. 
It is an asset that could be essential where we have 
problems with importing food into the UK. Once it is 
used for building it cannot be recovered.  It is totally 
disingenuous to state that the size of the site 10.4 
hectares MAY increase the likelihood of air pollution 
and waste generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 
people!!!). It categorically WILL.  This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2230 L Mordain   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt).  Obviously  any 
Greenbelt land is bordered at some point on its 
periphery with buildings.  So I do not understand the 
ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ 
development of this site would result in the loss of an 
area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an existing built up 
ŀǊŜŀέΦ  !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ά.rownfield sites 
should be developed and Greenbelt should ONLY be 
used for development AS A LAST RESORT AND IN 
9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǊŀǘŜŘ 
RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2230 L Mordain   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infractucture.)  The site 
forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE CORRIDOR. 
How on earth can your assessor state that the 
development of 231/234 homes with the consequent 



reduction of habitat facilities and the associated 
increased pollution and traffic congestion have a 
NEUTRAL IMPACT?.  This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN 
INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ENHANCING IT.  This should be 
rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2230 L Mordain   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets).  You state that 
the site is in close proximity to both the Cleadon and 
Whitburn Conservation area. Yes it is. Currently less 
than 200m from the Southeast side of the Cleadon 
West Meadows Conservation area.  The roads in this 
conservation area are already beset with problems 
associated with school parking and traffic congestion.  
Building 231 houses with c460 cars adjacent to this 
conservation area will NOT have a NEUTRAL effect as 
your report states.  This should be NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST2230 L Mordain   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅΦύ  ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ 
public transport and is within 400m of a bus stop, 
however due to the size of the site it could result in 
ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ōȅ ȅƻǳǊ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƻǊ ƛǎ 
almost laughable if it was not so serious.  It WILL result 
in traffic congestion.  There is traffic congestion there 
already and accidents.  It already needs traffic lights, 
particularly if you need to cross Sunderland Road to get 
on the bus to Sunderland.  This is designated NEUTRAL 
and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST2230 L Mordain   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜǎΦύ  ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ 
shopping centre including community facilities and 
shops and therefore scores positively against this 
ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ  ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƘŀǊŘƭȅ !b¸ t!wYLbD in Cleadon 
'shopping' centre.  People avoid going there because of 
it.  Hence so many shops failing there over the past few 
years as more and more houses have been built in the 
village. Whoever researched this got this totally wrong.  
Adding more cars/houses will ensure the new residents 



will use neighbouring stores in Sunderland or Newcastle 
as the current residents do.  Oh and by the way we 
usually DRIVE to these places because we cannot find a 
parking space near East Boldon Metro to take us to 
Sunderland/Newcastle. If your assessor had any local 
knowledge  they would know this.  This should be 
designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST2230 L Mordain   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
ǿƛǘƘƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜΦύ  ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ 
ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέΦ  {ƻƳŜōƻŘȅ ƛǎ 
already employed in FARMING the site.  Therefore it 
has a NEGATIVE impact not an IGNORED status. 

ST2230 L Mordain   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.)  As the 
development of this site could result in one person 
losing his employment on the site.  Therefore this 
should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED.  

ST2230 L Mordain   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.)  I cannot believe your assessor has made 
ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ 
housing (234) could contribute to providing BETTER 
housing and NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a 
ǾŜǊȅ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ   [Ŝǘ ǳǎ 
review the BETTER housing statement.  The current 
housing adjacent to this site are aspirational homes 
which enjoy approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each.  Your current 
plan for 231/234 houses on this site would create 
SMALLER houses with only 0.10 acres per dwelling.  
They will NOT be BETTER housing than those currently 
adjacent to the site.  The neighbourhood in Cleadon 
have low incidents of public disorder, vandalism, 
rowdyism, littering.  Houses are well maintained by 
their owners and the area has a well developed and a 
well integrated community spirit.  If there are BETTER 
neighbourhoods in South Tyneside I am not aware of 
them.  If anything the building of 231or 234 high density 
housing will lower the tone of the neighbourhood not 



enhance it.  This should be rated NEGATIVE not DOUBLE 
POSITIVE. 

ST2230 L Mordain   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.)  
How can you possibly state that building these 231/234 
houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards (for whom?).  How can you claim that 
building this large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH  
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. I find this totally 
incomprehensible and nonsensical.  You conclude by 
saying the loss of an open space (FARMLAND lets not 
forget) MAY result in some negative effects!  I think we 
have covered MANY such negative effects in the points 
above.  This point should be assessed as NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST2230 L Mordain   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Assessment Summary.  Your summary states that 
overall the use of this GREENBELT site for building 
231/234  houses would have an overall neutral impact. 
(On what?).   On Cleadon Village residents it would have 
a MASSIVELY NEGATIVE impact.  (On East Boldon 
residents it would have a lesser but still significant 
NEGATIVE impact.)  Cleadon Village has got to the point 
where the facilities and infrastructure of  a village have 
been saturated (schools, medical facilities, shops, 
parking, road accessibility etc.) Adding even more load 
to this infrastructure just cannot be accommodated 
(together with major planned housing developments at 
neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 and RG5, H3.59 this is 
1310 households being added in (477) or within 200 
metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish boundary).  I 
respectfully suggest you abandon this part of your 
building plan on H3.70. 

ST2239 
Neale 
Thompson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SOUTH TYNESIDE LOCAL PLAN ς SUSTAINABILITY 
APPRAISAL OBJECTION SITE: H3.70 (MOOR 
LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN BELT)  I object to 
the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is inaccurate 
ŀƴŘ ƳƛǎƭŜŀŘƛƴƎΦ  {ǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅΥ  tƻƛƴǘ мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ 
mitigate the impacts of climate change in South 
¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƭƻƻŘǎ 9±9w¸ ȅŜŀǊ ǘƘŀǘ L ƘŀǾŜ ƭƛǾŜŘ 



here.  Every climate change forecaster expects rainfall 
to INCREASE not diminish in future years.  Covering 10 
hectares with impervious surface will NOT prevent 
flooding on the site.  Nor will the proposed use of SuDS 
necessarily prevent flooding on the site and associated 
SEWER flooding ( a problem in many areas where SUDS 
are employed) .This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST2239 
Neale 
Thompson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity).  It would 
be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the report were 
explained for the public. The migration corridors from 
the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is greatly 
impacted.  Many migrating birds are seen on this land 
each year particularly Canadian Geese.  This should be 
rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2239 
Neale 
Thompson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental  assets and 
natural resources).  This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. 
It is an asset that could be essential where we have 
problems with importing food into the UK. Once it is 
used for building it cannot be recovered.  It is totally 
disingenuous to state that the size of the site 10.4 
hectares MAY increase the likelihood of air pollution 
and waste generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 
people!!!). It categorically WILL.This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2239 
Neale 
Thompson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt).  Obviously  any 
Greenbelt land is bordered at some point on its 
periphery with buildings.  So I do not understand the 
ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ 
development of this site would result in the loss of an 
area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an existing built up 
ŀǊŜŀέΦ  !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ 
should be developed and Greenbelt should ONLY be 
used for development AS A LAST RESORT AND IN 
9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǊŀǘŜŘ 
RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2239 
Neale 
Thompson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 
Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infractucture.)The site 
forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE CORRIDOR. 



How on earth can your assessor state that the 
development of 231/234 homes with the consequent 
reduction of habitat facilities and the associated 
increased pollution and traffic congestion have a 
NEUTRAL IMPACT?.This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN 
INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ENHANCING IT.  This should be 
rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2239 
Neale 
Thompson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets).  You state that 
the site is in close proximity to both the Cleadon and 
Whitburn Conservation area. Yes it is. Currently less 
than 200m from the Southeast side of the Cleadon 
West Meadows Conservation area.  The roads in this 
conservation area are already beset with problems 
associated with school parking and traffic 
congestion.  Building 231 houses with c460 cars 
adjacent to this conservation area will NOT have a 
NEUTRAL effect as your report states.  This should be 
NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2239 
Neale 
Thompson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅΦύ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ ǇǳōƭƛŎ 
transport and is within 400m of a bus stop, however 
due to the size of the site it could result in traffic 
ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ  This comment by your assessor is almost 
laughable if it was not so serious.  It WILL result in 
traffic congestion.  There is traffic congestion there 
already and accidents.  It already needs traffic lights, 
particularly if you need to cross Sunderland Road to get 
on the bus to Sunderland.This is designated NEUTRAL 
and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST2239 
Neale 
Thompson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜǎΦύ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ 
shopping centre including community facilities and 
shops and therefore scores positively against this 
ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƘŀǊŘƭȅ ANY PARKING in Cleadon 
'shopping' centre.  People avoid going there because of 
it.  Hence so many shops failing there over the past few 
years as more and more houses have been built in the 



village. Whoever researched this got this totally 
wrong.  Adding more cars/houses will ensure the new 
residents will use neighbouring stores in Sunderland or 
Newcastle as the current residents do.  Oh and by the 
way we usually DRIVE to these places because we 
cannot find a parking space near East Boldon Metro to 
take us to Sunderland/Newcastle. If your assessor had 
any local knowledge  they would know this.  This should 
be designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST2239 
Neale 
Thompson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
ǿƛǘƘƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜΦύ  ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ 
ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέΦ  {ƻƳŜōƻŘȅ ƛǎ 
already employed in FARMING the site.  Therefore it 
has a NEGATIVE impact not an IGNORED status. 

ST2239 
Neale 
Thompson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.)As the 
development of this site could result in one person 
losing his employment on the site.Therefore this should 
be NEGATIVE not IGNORED. 

ST2239 
Neale 
Thompson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.)I cannot believe your assessor has made 
ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ 
housing (234) could contribute to providing BETTER 
housing and NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a 
ǾŜǊȅ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ[Ŝǘ ǳǎ 
review the BETTER housing statement.  The current 
housing adjacent to this site are aspirational homes 
which enjoy approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each.  Your current 
plan for 231/234 houses on this site would create 
SMALLER houses with only 0.10 acres per 
dwelling.  They will NOT be BETTER housing than those 
currently adjacent to the site.  The neighbourhood in 
Cleadon have low incidents of public disorder, 
vandalism, rowdyism, littering.  Houses are well 
maintained by their owners and the area has a well 
developed and a well integrated community spirit.  If 
there are BETTER neighbourhoods in South Tyneside I 
am not aware of them.  If anything the building of 



231or 234 high density housing will lower the tone of 
the neighbourhood not enhance it.  This should be 
rated NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST2239 
Neale 
Thompson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and 
communities.)How can you possibly state that building 
these 231/234 houses MAY also contribute to 
improving living standards (for whom?).  How can you 
claim that building this large number houses will 
REDUCE HEALTH  INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. I find 
this totally incomprehensible and nonsensical.  You 
conclude by saying the loss of an open space 
(FARMLAND lets not forget) MAY result in some 
negative effects!  I think we have covered MANY such 
negative effects in the points above.  This point should 
be assessed as NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2239 
Neale 
Thompson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Assessment Summary:  Your summary states that 
overall the use of this GREENBELT site for building 
231/234  houses would have an overall neutral impact. 
(On what?).  On Cleadon Village residents it would have 
a MASSIVELY NEGATIVE impact.  (On East Boldon 
residents it would have a lesser but still significant 
NEGATIVE impact.)  Cleadon Village has got to the point 
where the facilities and infrastructure of  a village have 
been saturated (schools, medical facilities, shops, 
parking, road accessibility etc.)  Adding even more load 
to this infrastructure just cannot be accommodated 
(together with major planned housing developments at 
neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 and RG5, H3.59 this is 
1310 households being added in (477) or within 200 
metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish boundary).   I 
respectfully suggest you abandon this part of your 
building plan on H3.70. 

ST2273 
Kevin 
Griffiths 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SOUTH TYNESIDE LOCAL PLAN ς SUSTAINABILITY 
APPRAISAL OBJECTION -SITE: H3.70 (MOOR 
LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN BELT):  I object to 
the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is inaccurate 
ŀƴŘ ƳƛǎƭŜŀŘƛƴƎΦ  {ǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅΥ  tƻƛƴǘ мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ 
mitigate the impacts of climate change in South 



¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƭƻƻŘǎ 9±9w¸ ȅŜŀǊ ǘƘŀǘ L ƘŀǾŜ ƭƛǾŜŘ 
here.  Every climate change forecaster expects rainfall 
to INCREASE not diminish in future years.  Covering 10 
hectares with impervious surface will NOT prevent 
flooding on the site.  Nor will the proposed use of SuDS 
necessarily prevent flooding on the site and associated 
SEWER flooding ( a problem in many areas where SUDS 
are employed) .This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST2273 
Kevin 
Griffiths 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity).  It would 
be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the report were 
explained for the public. The migration corridors from 
the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is greatly 
impacted.  Many migrating birds are seen on this land 
each year particularly Canadian Geese.  This should be 
rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2273 
Kevin 
Griffiths 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental  assets and 
natural resources).  This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. 
It is an asset that could be essential where we have 
problems with importing food into the UK. Once it is 
used for building it cannot be recovered.  It is totally 
disingenuous to state that the size of the site 10.4 
hectares MAY increase the likelihood of air pollution 
and waste generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 
people!!!). It categorically WILL.This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2273 
Kevin 
Griffiths 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt).  Obviously  any 
Greenbelt land is bordered at some point on its 
periphery with buildings.  So I do not understand the 
relevance of the qualification in your ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ 
development of this site would result in the loss of an 
area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an existing built up 
ŀǊŜŀέΦ  !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ 
should be developed and Greenbelt should ONLY be 
used for development AS A LAST RESORT AND IN 
9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǊŀǘŜŘ 
RED not NEGATIVE. 



ST2273 
Kevin 
Griffiths 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infractucture.)The site 
forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE CORRIDOR. 
How on earth can your assessor state that the 
development of 231/234 homes with the consequent 
reduction of habitat facilities and the associated 
increased pollution and traffic congestion have a 
NEUTRAL IMPACT?.This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN 
INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ENHANCING IT.  This should be 
rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2273 
Kevin 
Griffiths 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets).  You state that 
the site is in close proximity to both the Cleadon and 
Whitburn Conservation area. Yes it is. Currently less 
than 200m from the Southeast side of the Cleadon 
West Meadows Conservation area.  The roads in this 
conservation area are already beset with problems 
associated with school parking and traffic 
congestion.  Building 231 houses with c460 cars 
adjacent to this conservation area will NOT have a 
NEUTRAL effect as your report states.  This should be 
NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2273 
Kevin 
Griffiths 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅΦύ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ ǇǳōƭƛŎ 
transport and is within 400m of a bus stop, however 
due to the size of the site it could result in traffic 
ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ  This comment by your assessor is almost 
laughable if it was not so serious.  It WILL result in 
traffic congestion.  There is traffic congestion there 
already and accidents.  It already needs traffic lights, 
particularly if you need to cross Sunderland Road to get 
on the bus to Sunderland.This is designated NEUTRAL 
and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST2273 
Kevin 
Griffiths 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
villagesΦύ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ 
shopping centre including community facilities and 
shops and therefore scores positively against this 
ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƘŀǊŘƭȅ !b¸ t!wYLbD ƛƴ /ƭŜŀŘƻƴ 
'shopping' centre.  People avoid going there because of 



it.  Hence so many shops failing there over the past few 
years as more and more houses have been built in the 
village. Whoever researched this got this totally 
wrong.  Adding more cars/houses will ensure the new 
residents will use neighbouring stores in Sunderland or 
Newcastle as the current residents do.  Oh and by the 
way we usually DRIVE to these places because we 
cannot find a parking space near East Boldon Metro to 
take us to Sunderland/Newcastle. If your assessor had 
any local knowledge  they would know this.  This should 
be designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST2273 
Kevin 
Griffiths 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
ǿƛǘƘƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜΦύ  ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ 
ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέΦ  {ƻƳŜōƻŘȅ ƛǎ 
already employed in FARMING the site.  Therefore it 
has a NEGATIVE impact not an IGNORED status. 

ST2273 
Kevin 
Griffiths 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.)As the 
development of this site could result in one person 
losing his employment on the site.Therefore this should 
be NEGATIVE not IGNORED. 

ST2273 
Kevin 
Griffiths 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.)I cannot believe your assessor has made 
ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ 
housing (234) could contribute to providing BETTER 
housing and NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a 
ǾŜǊȅ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ[Ŝǘ ǳǎ 
review the BETTER housing statement.  The current 
housing adjacent to this site are aspirational homes 
which enjoy approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each.  Your current 
plan for 231/234 houses on this site would create 
SMALLER houses with only 0.10 acres per 
dwelling.  They will NOT be BETTER housing than those 
currently adjacent to the site.  The neighbourhood in 
Cleadon have low incidents of public disorder, 
vandalism, rowdyism, littering.  Houses are well 
maintained by their owners and the area has a well 
developed and a well integrated community spirit.  If 



there are BETTER neighbourhoods in South Tyneside I 
am not aware of them.  If anything the building of 
231or 234 high density housing will lower the tone of 
the neighbourhood not enhance it.  This should be 
rated NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST2273 
Kevin 
Griffiths 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and 
communities.)How can you possibly state that building 
these 231/234 houses MAY also contribute to 
improving living standards (for whom?).  How can you 
claim that building this large number houses will 
REDUCE HEALTH  INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. I find 
this totally incomprehensible and nonsensical.  You 
conclude by saying the loss of an open space 
(FARMLAND lets not forget) MAY result in some 
negative effects!  I think we have covered MANY such 
negative effects in the points above.  This point should 
be assessed as NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2273 
Kevin 
Griffiths 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Assessment Summary:Your summary states that overall 
the use of this GREENBELT site for building 
231/234  houses would have an overall neutral impact. 
(On what?).  On Cleadon Village residents it would have 
a MASSIVELY NEGATIVE impact.  (On East Boldon 
residents it would have a lesser but still significant 
NEGATIVE impact.)  Cleadon Village has got to the point 
where the facilities and infrastructure of  a village have 
been saturated (schools, medical facilities, shops, 
parking, road accessibility etc.)  Adding even more load 
to this infrastructure just cannot be accommodated 
(together with major planned housing developments at 
neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 and RG5, H3.59 this is 
1310 households being added in (477) or within 200 
metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish boundary).   I 
respectfully suggest you abandon this part of your 
building plan on H3.70. 

ST2277 
Luisa 
Mordain 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SITE: H3.70 (MOOR LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN 
BELT) : I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis 
that it is inaccurate and misleading.  Specifically:  Point 
мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 



change ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƭƻƻŘǎ 9±9w¸ ȅŜŀǊ 
in this area.  Every climate change forecaster expects 
rainfall to INCREASE not diminish in future years. 
Covering 10 hectares with impervious surface will NOT 
prevent flooding on the site. Nor will the proposed use 
of SuDS necessarily prevent flooding on the site and 
associated SEWER flooding (a problem in many areas 
where SUDS are employed).  This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2277 
Luisa 
Mordain 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity).  It would 
be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the report were 
explained for the public. The migration corridors from 
the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is greatly impacted. 
Many migrating birds are seen on this land each year 
particularly Canadian Geese.  This should be rated RED 
not NEGATIVE. 

ST2277 
Luisa 
Mordain 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental assets and 
natural resources).  This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD! It 
is an asset that could be essential where we have 
problems with importing food into the UK. Once it is 
used for building it cannot be recovered. It is totally 
disingenuous to state that the size of the site 10.4 
hectares MAY increase the likelihood of air pollution 
and waste generation issues? (c.460 cars, c.500 
people!!!). It categorically WILL.  This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2277 
Luisa 
Mordain 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt).  Obviously any 
Greenbelt land is bordered at some point on its 
periphery with buildings. So I do not understand the 
ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ έ¢ƘŜ 
development of this site would result in the loss of an 
area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an existing built up 
ŀǊŜŀέΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ 
should be developed and Greenbelt should ONLY be 
used for development AS A LAST RESORT AND IN 
9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ rated 
RED not NEGATIVE. 



ST2277 
Luisa 
Mordain 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infrastructure.)  The site 
forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE CORRIDOR. 
How on earth can your assessor state that the 
development of 231/234 homes with the consequent 
reduction of habitat facilities and the associated 
increased pollution and traffic congestion have a 
NEUTRAL IMPACT?.  This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN 
INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ENHANCING IT.  This should be 
rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2277 
Luisa 
Mordain 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets).  You state that 
the site is in close proximity to both the Cleadon and 
Whitburn Conservation area. Yes it is. Currently less 
than 200m from the Southeast side of the Cleadon 
West Meadows Conservation area. The roads in this 
conservation area are already beset with problems 
associated with school parking and traffic congestion. 
Building 231 houses with c460 cars adjacent to this 
conservation area will NOT have a NEUTRAL effect as 
your report states. This should be NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST2277 
Luisa 
Mordain 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅΦύ ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ 
public transport and is within 400m of a bus stop, 
however due to the size of the site it could result in 
ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ōȅ ȅƻǳǊ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƻǊ is 
almost laughable if it was not so serious. It WILL result 
in traffic congestion. There is traffic congestion there 
already and accidents. It already needs traffic lights, 
particularly if you need to cross Sunderland Road to get 
on the bus to Sunderland. This is designated NEUTRAL 
and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST2277 
Luisa 
Mordain 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜǎΦύ ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ 
shopping centre including community facilities and 
shops and therefore scores positively against this 
ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ  ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƘŀǊŘƭȅ !b¸ t!wYLbD ƛn Cleadon 
'shopping' centre. People avoid going there because of 



it. Hence so many shops failing there over the past few 
years as more and more houses have been built in the 
village. Whoever researched this got this totally wrong. 
I ran a business for 15 years in the village and traffic 
congestion became an increasing problem. Your 
instruction of a parking officer to police the village 
giving people tickets if they parked over the designated 
time was ludicrous! This put people off coming to the 
village to use the local shops and services. A village 
community SHOULD NOT have to pay for parking. 
Adding even more cars/houses will ensure more 
pollution, more gridlock, less places to park and enjoy 
our little area that we live in. What you do require is 
more parking around our East Boldon metro station as 
this is a real problem ς how on earth you expect that to 
improve with more houses/congestion?? If your 
assessor had any local knowledge they would know this. 
¸ƻǳ ŎŀƴΩǘ ŜǾŜƴ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ ƻǳǊ ǇŀǾŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǊƻŀŘǎ ŀǎ 
they are ς so how on earth are you going to manage the 
extra addition? Our park (green space) is an absolute 
ŘƛǎƎǊŀŎŜ ŀǎ ȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ Ψƴƻ ƳƻƴŜȅ ǘƻ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ ƛǘΩ 
ŀǇǇŀǊŜƴǘƭȅΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜΩǎ bh ŦƭƻǿŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊƪ ς you hardly 
cut the grass, the top area of the park is just weeds.. 
You want to address the current issues you have for the 
area to allow current residents to live in a pleasant 
environment not add more problems to the mix. This 
should be designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST2277 
Luisa 
Mordain 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
ǿƛǘƘƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜΦύ ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ 
ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέ {ƻƳŜōƻŘȅ ƛǎ 
already employed in FARMING the site. Therefore it has 
a NEGATIVE impact not an IGNORED status. 

ST2277 
Luisa 
Mordain 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.)As the 
development of this site could result in one person 
losing his employment on the site. Where is this 
employment taking place ς you fail to attract any 
outward investment in this area for jobs. Our schools 



are currently oversubscribed ς many people in the 
village already fail to get their kids in the local school ς 
just ludicrous! Therefore, this should be NEGATIVE not 
IGNORED. 

ST2277 
Luisa 
Mordain 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.) I cannot believe your assessor has made 
ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ 
housing (234) could contribute to providing BETTER 
housing and NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a 
ǾŜǊȅ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ [Ŝǘ ǳǎ 
review the BETTER housing statement. The current 
housing adjacent to this site are aspirational homes 
which enjoy approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each. Your current 
plan for 231/234 houses on this site would create 
SMALLER houses with only 0.10 acres per dwelling. 
They will NOT be BETTER housing than those currently 
adjacent to the site. The neighbourhood in Cleadon 
have low incidents of public disorder, vandalism, 
rowdyism, littering. Houses are well maintained by their 
owners and the area has a well-developed and a wel- 
integrated community spirit. If there are BETTER 
neighbourhoods in South Tyneside I am not aware of 
them. If anything, the building of 231or 234 high 
density housing will lower the tone of the 
neighbourhood not enhance it. This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST2277 
Luisa 
Mordain 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.) 
How can you possibly state that building these 231/234 
houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards (for whom?). How can you claim that building 
this large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH 
INEQUALITIES in the Borough? I find this totally 
ƛƴŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛōƭŜ ŀƴŘ ƴƻƴǎŜƴǎƛŎŀƭΦ hǳǊ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ! ϧ 9 
dept at South Tyneside Hospital is now operating on 
ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ƘƻǳǊǎΧ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŘŜǇǘǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŎƭƻǎŜŘ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ 
residents in South Tyneside need to drive to Sunderland 
General instead? How are these extra houses 
promoting healthier people in communities when 



ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ŘŜǇƭŜǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŜŜƴ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǊŜŀ 
and reducing our hospital facilities?? You conclude by 
saying the loss of an open space (FARMLAND lets not 
forget) MAY result in some negative effects! I think we 
have covered MANY such negative effects in the points 
above. This point should be assessed as NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST2277 
Luisa 
Mordain 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Assessment Summary:  Your summary states that 
overall the use of this GREENBELT site for building 
231/234 houses would have an overall neutral impact. 
(On what?).  On Cleadon Village residents it would have 
a MASSIVELY NEGATIVE impact.  (On East Boldon 
residents it would have a lesser but still significant 
NEGATIVE impact.)  Cleadon Village has got to the point 
where the facilities and infrastructure of a village have 
been saturated (schools, medical facilities, shops, 
parking, road accessibility, unmaintained parks, roads 
and pavements etc.)  Adding even more load to this 
infrastructure just cannot be accommodated (together 
with major planned housing developments at 
neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 and RG5, H3.59 this is 
1310 households being added in (477) or within 200 
metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish boundary).   I 
respectfully suggest you abandon this part of your 
building plan on H3.70. 

ST1947 
Christopher 
Mordain 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SITE: H3.70 (MOOR LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN 
BELT) : I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis 
that it is inaccurate and misleading.  Specifically:  Point 
мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƭƻƻŘǎ 9±9w¸ ȅŜŀǊ 
that I have lived here.  Every climate change forecaster 
expects rainfall to INCREASE not diminish in future 
years. Covering 10 hectares with impervious surface will 
NOT prevent flooding on the site. Nor will the proposed 
use of SuDS necessarily prevent flooding on the site and 
associated SEWER flooding (a problem in many areas 
where SUDS are employed).  This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 



ST1947 
Christopher 
Mordain 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity).  It would 
be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the report were 
explained for the public. The migration corridors from 
the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is greatly impacted. 
Many migrating birds are seen on this land each year 
particularly Canadian Geese.  This should be rated RED 
not NEGATIVE. 

ST1947 
Christopher 
Mordain 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental assets and 
natural resources).  This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD! It 
is an asset that could be essential where we have 
problems with importing food into the UK. Once it is 
used for building it cannot be recovered. It is totally 
disingenuous to state that the size of the site 10.4 
hectares MAY increase the likelihood of air pollution 
and waste generation issues? (c.460 cars, c.500 
people!!!). It categorically WILL.  This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST1947 
Christopher 
Mordain 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt).  Obviously any 
Greenbelt land is bordered at some point on its 
periphery with buildings. So I do not understand the 
ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ έ¢ƘŜ 
development of this site would result in the loss of an 
area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an existing built up 
ŀǊŜŀέΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ 
should be developed and Greenbelt should ONLY be 
used for development AS A LAST RESORT AND IN 
9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǊŀǘŜŘ 
RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST1947 
Christopher 
Mordain 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infrastructure.)  The site 
forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE CORRIDOR. 
How on earth can your assessor state that the 
development of 231/234 homes with the consequent 
reduction of habitat facilities and the associated 
increased pollution and traffic congestion have a 
NEUTRAL IMPACT?.  This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN 
INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ENHANCING IT.  This should be 
rated RED not NEGATIVE. 



ST1947 
Christopher 
Mordain 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets).  You state that 
the site is in close proximity to both the Cleadon and 
Whitburn Conservation area. Yes it is. Currently less 
than 200m from the Southeast side of the Cleadon 
West Meadows Conservation area. The roads in this 
conservation area are already beset with problems 
associated with school parking and traffic congestion. 
Building 231 houses with c460 cars adjacent to this 
conservation area will NOT have a NEUTRAL effect as 
your report states. This should be NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST1947 
Christopher 
Mordain 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅΦύ ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ 
public transport and is within 400m of a bus stop, 
however due to the size of the site it could result in 
ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ōȅ ȅƻǳǊ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƻǊ is 
almost laughable if it was not so serious. It WILL result 
in traffic congestion. There is traffic congestion there 
already and accidents. It already needs traffic lights, 
particularly if you need to cross Sunderland Road to get 
on the bus to Sunderland. This is designated NEUTRAL 
and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST1947 
Christopher 
Mordain 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜǎΦύ ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ 
shopping centre including community facilities and 
shops and therefore scores positively against this 
ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ 
There is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' 
centre.  People avoid going there because of it.  Hence 
so many shops failing there over the past few years as 
more and more houses have been built in the village. 
Whoever researched this got this totally wrong.  Adding 
more cars/houses will ensure the new residents will use 
neighbouring stores in Sunderland or Newcastle as the 
current residents do.  Oh and by the way we usually 
DRIVE to these places because we cannot find a parking 
space near East Boldon Metro to take us to 



Sunderland/Newcastle. If your assessor had any local 
knowledge  they would know this. 
This should be designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST1947 
Christopher 
Mordain 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
ǿƛǘƘƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜΦύ ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ 
ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέ {ƻƳŜōƻŘȅ ƛǎ 
already employed in FARMING the site. Therefore it has 
a NEGATIVE impact not an IGNORED status. 

ST1947 
Christopher 
Mordain 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.)As the 
development of this site could result in one person 
losing his employment on the site. Therefore, this 
should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED. 

ST1947 
Christopher 
Mordain 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.) I cannot believe your assessor has made 
ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ 
housing (234) could contribute to providing BETTER 
housing and NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a 
very poǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ [Ŝǘ ǳǎ 
review the BETTER housing statement. The current 
housing adjacent to this site are aspirational homes 
which enjoy approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each. Your current 
plan for 231/234 houses on this site would create 
SMALLER houses with only 0.10 acres per dwelling. 
They will NOT be BETTER housing than those currently 
adjacent to the site. The neighbourhood in Cleadon 
have low incidents of public disorder, vandalism, 
rowdyism, littering. Houses are well maintained by their 
owners and the area has a well-developed and a wel- 
integrated community spirit. If there are BETTER 
neighbourhoods in South Tyneside I am not aware of 
them. If anything, the building of 231or 234 high 
density housing will lower the tone of the 
neighbourhood not enhance it. This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST1947 
Christopher 
Mordain 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 
Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.) 
How can you possibly state that building these 231/234 
houses MAY also contribute to improving living 



standards (for whom?).  How can you claim that 
building this large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH  
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. I find this totally 
incomprehensible and nonsensical. 
You conclude by saying the loss of an open space 
(FARMLAND lets not forget) MAY result in some 
negative effects! 
I think we have covered MANY such negative effects in 
the points above. 
This point should be assessed as NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST1947 
Christopher 
Mordain 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Your summary states that overall the use of this 
GREENBELT site for building 231/234  houses would 
have an overall neutral impact. (On what?).   
On Cleadon Village residents it would have a MASSIVELY 
NEGATIVE impact. 
(On East Boldon residents it would have a lesser but still 
significant NEGATIVE impact.) 
Cleadon Village has got to the point where the facilities 
and infrastructure of  a village have been saturated 
(schools, medical facilities, shops, parking, road 
accessibility etc.)  
Adding even more load to this infrastructure just cannot 
be accommodated (together with major planned 
housing developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 
and RG5, H3.59 this is 1310 households being added in 
(477) or within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 
boundary).  I respectfully suggest you abandon this part 
of your building plan on H3.70. 

ST1959 
Anna 
Preston 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SOUTH TYNESIDE LOCAL PLAN ς SUSTAINABILITY 
APPRAISAL OBJECTION :  SITE: H3.70 (MOOR 
LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN BELT)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading.  Specifically:                    Point 
мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ŀ ŦƭƻƻŘ ǊƛǎƪΦ 
Climate change will increase this risk. Your comments 
are unintelligible to the layman and refer to other 



reports that we are not familiar with . This site floods 
EVERY year that I have lived here.  Every climate change 
forecaster expects rainfall to INCREASE not diminish in 
future years.  Covering 10 hectares with impervious 
surface will NOT prevent flooding on the site.  Nor will 
the proposed use of SuDS necessarily prevent flooding 
on the site and associated SEWER flooding ( a problem 
in many areas where SUDS are employed) .       This 
should be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL.                                                                                                                                           

ST1959 
Anna 
Preston 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity).                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public. The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted.  Many migrating birds are seen on 
this land each year particularly Canadian Geese.  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST1959 
Anna 
Preston 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental assets and 
natural resources).  This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD! It 
is an asset that could be essential where we have 
problems with importing food into the UK. Once it is 
used for building it cannot be recovered. It is totally 
disingenuous to state that the size of the site 10.4 
hectares MAY increase the likelihood of air pollution 
and waste generation issues? (c.460 cars, c.500 
people!!!). It categorically WILL.  This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST1959 
Anna 
Preston 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt).  Obviously any 
Greenbelt land is bordered at some point on its 
periphery with buildings. So I do not understand the 
ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ έ¢ƘŜ 
development of this site would result in the loss of an 
area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an existing built up 
ŀǊŜŀέΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ 
should be developed and Greenbelt should ONLY be 
used for development AS A LAST RESORT AND IN 
9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǊŀǘŜŘ 
RED not NEGATIVE. 



ST1959 
Anna 
Preston 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infrastructure.)  The site 
forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE CORRIDOR. 
How on earth can your assessor state that the 
development of 231/234 homes with the consequent 
reduction of habitat facilities and the associated 
increased pollution and traffic congestion have a 
NEUTRAL IMPACT?.  This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN 
INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ENHANCING IT.  This should be 
rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST1959 
Anna 
Preston 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets).  You state that 
the site is in close proximity to both the Cleadon and 
Whitburn Conservation area. Yes it is. Currently less 
than 200m from the Southeast side of the Cleadon 
West Meadows Conservation area. The roads in this 
conservation area are already beset with problems 
associated with school parking and traffic congestion. 
Building 231 houses with c460 cars adjacent to this 
conservation area will NOT have a NEUTRAL effect as 
your report states. This should be NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST1959 
Anna 
Preston 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅΦύ ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ 
public transport and is within 400m of a bus stop, 
however due to the size of the site it could result in 
ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ōȅ ȅƻǳǊ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƻǊ is 
almost laughable if it was not so serious. It WILL result 
in traffic congestion. There is traffic congestion there 
already and accidents. It already needs traffic lights, 
particularly if you need to cross Sunderland Road to get 
on the bus to Sunderland. This is designated NEUTRAL 
and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST1959 
Anna 
Preston 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜǎΦύ ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ 
shopping centre including community facilities and 
shops and therefore scores positively against this 
ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ 
There is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' 



centre.  People avoid going there because of it.  Hence 
so many shops failing there over the past few years as 
more and more houses have been built in the village. 
Whoever researched this got this totally wrong.  Adding 
more cars/houses will ensure the new residents will use 
neighbouring stores in Sunderland or Newcastle as the 
current residents do.  Oh and by the way we usually 
DRIVE to these places because we cannot find a parking 
space near East Boldon Metro to take us to 
Sunderland/Newcastle. If your assessor had any local 
knowledge  they would know this. 
This should be designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST1959 
Anna 
Preston 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
ǿƛǘƘƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜΦύ ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ 
ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέ {ƻƳŜōƻŘȅ ƛǎ 
already employed in FARMING the site. Therefore it has 
a NEGATIVE impact not an IGNORED status. 

ST1959 
Anna 
Preston 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.)As the 
development of this site could result in one person 
losing his employment on the site. Therefore, this 
should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED. 

ST1959 
Anna 
Preston 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.) I cannot believe your assessor has made 
ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ 
housing (234) could contribute to providing BETTER 
housing and NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a 
ǾŜǊȅ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ [Ŝǘ ǳǎ 
review the BETTER housing statement. The current 
housing adjacent to this site are aspirational homes 
which enjoy approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each. Your current 
plan for 231/234 houses on this site would create 
SMALLER houses with only 0.10 acres per dwelling. 
They will NOT be BETTER housing than those currently 
adjacent to the site. The neighbourhood in Cleadon 
have low incidents of public disorder, vandalism, 
rowdyism, littering. Houses are well maintained by their 
owners and the area has a well-developed and a wel- 



integrated community spirit. If there are BETTER 
neighbourhoods in South Tyneside I am not aware of 
them. If anything, the building of 231or 234 high 
density housing will lower the tone of the 
neighbourhood not enhance it. This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST1959 
Anna 
Preston 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.) 
How can you possibly state that building these 231/234 
houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards (for whom?).  How can you claim that 
building this large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH  
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. I find this totally 
incomprehensible and nonsensical.  You conclude by 
saying the loss of an open space (FARMLAND lets not 
forget) MAY result in some negative effects!  I think we 
have covered MANY such negative effects in the points 
above.  This point should be assessed as NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST1959 
Anna 
Preston 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Your summary states that overall the use of this 
GREENBELT site for building 231/234  houses would 
have an overall neutral impact. (On what?).   
On Cleadon Village residents it would have a MASSIVELY 
NEGATIVE impact. 
(On East Boldon residents it would have a lesser but still 
significant NEGATIVE impact.) 
Cleadon Village has got to the point where the facilities 
and infrastructure of  a village have been saturated 
(schools, medical facilities, shops, parking, road 
accessibility etc.)  
Adding even more load to this infrastructure just cannot 
be accommodated (together with major planned 
housing developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 
and RG5, H3.59 this is 1310 households being added in 
(477) or within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 
boundary).  I respectfully suggest you abandon this part 
of your building plan on H3.70. 

ST1960 Matt Preston    Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 
SOUTH TYNESIDE LOCAL PLAN ς SUSTAINABILITY 
APPRAISAL OBJECTION :  SITE: H3.70 (MOOR 



LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN BELT)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading.  Specifically:                    Point 
мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ŀ ŦƭƻƻŘ ǊƛǎƪΦ 
Climate change will increase this risk. Your comments 
are unintelligible to the layman and refer to other 
reports that we are not familiar with . This site floods 
EVERY year that I have lived here.  Every climate change 
forecaster expects rainfall to INCREASE not diminish in 
future years.  Covering 10 hectares with impervious 
surface will NOT prevent flooding on the site.  Nor will 
the proposed use of SuDS necessarily prevent flooding 
on the site and associated SEWER flooding ( a problem 
in many areas where SUDS are employed) .       This 
should be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL.                                                                                                                                           

ST1960 Matt Preston    Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity).                                                                                                                                                                   
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public. The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted.  Many migrating birds are seen on 
this land each year particularly Canadian Geese.  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST1960 Matt Preston    Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental assets and 
natural resources).  This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD! It 
is an asset that could be essential where we have 
problems with importing food into the UK. Once it is 
used for building it cannot be recovered. It is totally 
disingenuous to state that the size of the site 10.4 
hectares MAY increase the likelihood of air pollution 
and waste generation issues? (c.460 cars, c.500 
people!!!). It categorically WILL.  This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST1960 Matt Preston    Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt).  Obviously any 
Greenbelt land is bordered at some point on its 
periphery with buildings. So I do not understand the 
ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ έ¢ƘŜ 
development of this site would result in the loss of an 



area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an existing built up 
ŀǊŜŀέΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ sites 
should be developed and Greenbelt should ONLY be 
used for development AS A LAST RESORT AND IN 
9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǊŀǘŜŘ 
RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST1960 Matt Preston    Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infrastructure.)  The site 
forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE CORRIDOR. 
How on earth can your assessor state that the 
development of 231/234 homes with the consequent 
reduction of habitat facilities and the associated 
increased pollution and traffic congestion have a 
NEUTRAL IMPACT?.  This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN 
INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ENHANCING IT.  This should be 
rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST1960 Matt Preston    Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets).  You state that 
the site is in close proximity to both the Cleadon and 
Whitburn Conservation area. Yes it is. Currently less 
than 200m from the Southeast side of the Cleadon 
West Meadows Conservation area. The roads in this 
conservation area are already beset with problems 
associated with school parking and traffic congestion. 
Building 231 houses with c460 cars adjacent to this 
conservation area will NOT have a NEUTRAL effect as 
your report states. This should be NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST1960 Matt Preston    Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅΦύ ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ 
public transport and is within 400m of a bus stop, 
however due to the size of the site it could result in 
ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ōȅ ȅƻǳǊ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƻǊ ƛǎ 
almost laughable if it was not so serious. It WILL result 
in traffic congestion. There is traffic congestion there 
already and accidents. It already needs traffic lights, 
particularly if you need to cross Sunderland Road to get 
on the bus to Sunderland. This is designated NEUTRAL 
and should be NEGATIVE. 



ST1960 Matt Preston    Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜǎΦύ ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ 
shopping centre including community facilities and 
shops and therefore scores positively against this 
ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ 
There is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' 
centre.  People avoid going there because of it.  Hence 
so many shops failing there over the past few years as 
more and more houses have been built in the village. 
Whoever researched this got this totally wrong.  Adding 
more cars/houses will ensure the new residents will use 
neighbouring stores in Sunderland or Newcastle as the 
current residents do.  Oh and by the way we usually 
DRIVE to these places because we cannot find a parking 
space near East Boldon Metro to take us to 
Sunderland/Newcastle. If your assessor had any local 
knowledge  they would know this. 
This should be designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST1960 Matt Preston    Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
ǿƛǘƘƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜΦύ ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ 
ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέ {ƻƳŜōƻŘȅ ƛǎ 
already employed in FARMING the site. Therefore it has 
a NEGATIVE impact not an IGNORED status. 

ST1960 Matt Preston    Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.)As the 
development of this site could result in one person 
losing his employment on the site. Therefore, this 
should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED. 

ST1960 Matt Preston    Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.) I cannot believe your assessor has made 
ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ 
housing (234) could contribute to providing BETTER 
housing and NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a 
ǾŜǊȅ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ [Ŝǘ ǳǎ 
review the BETTER housing statement. The current 
housing adjacent to this site are aspirational homes 
which enjoy approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each. Your current 
plan for 231/234 houses on this site would create 



SMALLER houses with only 0.10 acres per dwelling. 
They will NOT be BETTER housing than those currently 
adjacent to the site. The neighbourhood in Cleadon 
have low incidents of public disorder, vandalism, 
rowdyism, littering. Houses are well maintained by their 
owners and the area has a well-developed and a wel- 
integrated community spirit. If there are BETTER 
neighbourhoods in South Tyneside I am not aware of 
them. If anything, the building of 231or 234 high 
density housing will lower the tone of the 
neighbourhood not enhance it. This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST1960 Matt Preston    Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.) 
How can you possibly state that building these 231/234 
houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards (for whom?).  How can you claim that 
building this large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH  
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. I find this totally 
incomprehensible and nonsensical.   You conclude by 
saying the loss of an open space (FARMLAND lets not 
forget) MAY result in some negative effects! I think we 
have covered MANY such negative effects in the points 
above.  This point should be assessed as NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST1960 Matt Preston    Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Your summary states that overall the use of this 
GREENBELT site for building 231/234  houses would 
have an overall neutral impact. (On what?).   
On Cleadon Village residents it would have a MASSIVELY 
NEGATIVE impact. 
(On East Boldon residents it would have a lesser but still 
significant NEGATIVE impact.) 
Cleadon Village has got to the point where the facilities 
and infrastructure of  a village have been saturated 
(schools, medical facilities, shops, parking, road 
accessibility etc.)  
Adding even more load to this infrastructure just cannot 
be accommodated (together with major planned 
housing developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 



and RG5, H3.59 this is 1310 households being added in 
(477) or within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 
boundary).  I respectfully suggest you abandon this part 
of your building plan on H3.70. 

ST1961 Andy Swan   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SOUTH TYNESIDE LOCAL PLAN ς SUSTAINABILITY 
APPRAISAL OBJECTION :  SITE: H3.70 (MOOR 
LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN BELT)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading.  Specifically:                    Point 
мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ŀ ŦƭƻƻŘ ǊƛǎƪΦ 
Climate change will increase this risk. Your comments 
are unintelligible to the layman and refer to other 
reports that we are not familiar with . This site floods 
EVERY year that I have lived here.  Every climate change 
forecaster expects rainfall to INCREASE not diminish in 
future years.  Covering 10 hectares with impervious 
surface will NOT prevent flooding on the site.  Nor will 
the proposed use of SuDS necessarily prevent flooding 
on the site and associated SEWER flooding ( a problem 
in many areas where SUDS are employed) .       This 
should be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL.                                                                                                                                           

ST1961 Andy Swan   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity).                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public. The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted.  Many migrating birds are seen on 
this land each year particularly Canadian Geese.  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST1961 Andy Swan   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental assets and 
natural resources).  This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD! It 
is an asset that could be essential where we have 
problems with importing food into the UK. Once it is 
used for building it cannot be recovered. It is totally 
disingenuous to state that the size of the site 10.4 
hectares MAY increase the likelihood of air pollution 
and waste generation issues? (c.460 cars, c.500 



people!!!). It categorically WILL.  This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST1961 Andy Swan   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt).  Obviously any 
Greenbelt land is bordered at some point on its 
periphery with buildings. So I do not understand the 
ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ έ¢ƘŜ 
development of this site would result in the loss of an 
area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an existing built up 
ŀǊŜŀέΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ 
should be developed and Greenbelt should ONLY be 
used for development AS A LAST RESORT AND IN 
9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǊŀǘŜŘ 
RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST1961 Andy Swan   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infrastructure.)  The site 
forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE CORRIDOR. 
How on earth can your assessor state that the 
development of 231/234 homes with the consequent 
reduction of habitat facilities and the associated 
increased pollution and traffic congestion have a 
NEUTRAL IMPACT?.  This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN 
INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ENHANCING IT.  This should be 
rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST1961 Andy Swan   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets).  You state that 
the site is in close proximity to both the Cleadon and 
Whitburn Conservation area. Yes it is. Currently less 
than 200m from the Southeast side of the Cleadon 
West Meadows Conservation area. The roads in this 
conservation area are already beset with problems 
associated with school parking and traffic congestion. 
Building 231 houses with c460 cars adjacent to this 
conservation area will NOT have a NEUTRAL effect as 
your report states. This should be NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST1961 Andy Swan   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅΦύ ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ 
public transport and is within 400m of a bus stop, 
however due to the size of the site it could result in 



ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ōȅ ȅƻǳǊ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƻǊ is 
almost laughable if it was not so serious. It WILL result 
in traffic congestion. There is traffic congestion there 
already and accidents. It already needs traffic lights, 
particularly if you need to cross Sunderland Road to get 
on the bus to Sunderland. This is designated NEUTRAL 
and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST1961 Andy Swan   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜǎΦύ ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ 
shopping centre including community facilities and 
shops and therefore scores positively against this 
ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ 
There is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' 
centre.  People avoid going there because of it.  Hence 
so many shops failing there over the past few years as 
more and more houses have been built in the village. 
Whoever researched this got this totally wrong.  Adding 
more cars/houses will ensure the new residents will use 
neighbouring stores in Sunderland or Newcastle as the 
current residents do.  Oh and by the way we usually 
DRIVE to these places because we cannot find a parking 
space near East Boldon Metro to take us to 
Sunderland/Newcastle. If your assessor had any local 
knowledge  they would know this. 
This should be designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST1961 Andy Swan   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.)As the 
development of this site could result in one person 
losing his employment on the site. Therefore, this 
should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED. 

ST1961 Andy Swan   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.) I cannot believe your assessor has made 
ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ 
housing (234) could contribute to providing BETTER 
housing and NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a 
ǾŜǊȅ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ [Ŝǘ ǳǎ 
review the BETTER housing statement. The current 
housing adjacent to this site are aspirational homes 



which enjoy approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each. Your current 
plan for 231/234 houses on this site would create 
SMALLER houses with only 0.10 acres per dwelling. 
They will NOT be BETTER housing than those currently 
adjacent to the site. The neighbourhood in Cleadon 
have low incidents of public disorder, vandalism, 
rowdyism, littering. Houses are well maintained by their 
owners and the area has a well-developed and a wel- 
integrated community spirit. If there are BETTER 
neighbourhoods in South Tyneside I am not aware of 
them. If anything, the building of 231or 234 high 
density housing will lower the tone of the 
neighbourhood not enhance it. This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST1961 Andy Swan   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.) 
How can you possibly state that building these 231/234 
houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards (for whom?).  How can you claim that 
building this large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH  
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. I find this totally 
incomprehensible and nonsensical.  You conclude by 
saying the loss of an open space (FARMLAND lets not 
forget) MAY result in some negative effects!  I think we 
have covered MANY such negative effects in the points 
above.  This point should be assessed as NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST1961 Andy Swan   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Your summary states that overall the use of this 
GREENBELT site for building 231/234  houses would 
have an overall neutral impact. (On what?).   
On Cleadon Village residents it would have a MASSIVELY 
NEGATIVE impact. 
(On East Boldon residents it would have a lesser but still 
significant NEGATIVE impact.)  Cleadon Village has got 
to the point where the facilities and infrastructure of  a 
village have been saturated (schools, medical facilities, 
shops, parking, road accessibility etc.)   Adding even 
more load to this infrastructure just cannot be 
accommodated (together with major planned housing 



developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 and RG5, 
H3.59 this is 1310 households being added in (477) or 
within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 
boundary).  I respectfully suggest you abandon this part 
of your building plan on H3.70. 

ST1962 
Carol 
Cramman 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SOUTH TYNESIDE LOCAL PLAN ς SUSTAINABILITY 
APPRAISAL OBJECTION :  SITE: H3.70 (MOOR 
LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN BELT)                                                                                                                                                                                     
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading.  Specifically:                    Point 
мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘe is a flood risk. 
Climate change will increase this risk. Your comments 
are unintelligible to the layman and refer to other 
reports that we are not familiar with . This site floods 
EVERY year that I have lived here.  Every climate change 
forecaster expects rainfall to INCREASE not diminish in 
future years.  Covering 10 hectares with impervious 
surface will NOT prevent flooding on the site.  Nor will 
the proposed use of SuDS necessarily prevent flooding 
on the site and associated SEWER flooding ( a problem 
in many areas where SUDS are employed) .       This 
should be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL.                                                                                                                                           

ST1962 
Carol 
Cramman 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity).                                                                                                                                                                   
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public. The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted.  Many migrating birds are seen on 
this land each year particularly Canadian Geese.  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST1962 
Carol 
Cramman 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental assets and 
natural resources).  This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD! It 
is an asset that could be essential where we have 
problems with importing food into the UK. Once it is 
used for building it cannot be recovered. It is totally 
disingenuous to state that the size of the site 10.4 
hectares MAY increase the likelihood of air pollution 
and waste generation issues? (c.460 cars, c.500 



people!!!). It categorically WILL.  This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST1962 
Carol 
Cramman 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt).  Obviously any 
Greenbelt land is bordered at some point on its 
periphery with buildings. So I do not understand the 
relevance of the ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ έ¢ƘŜ 
development of this site would result in the loss of an 
area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an existing built up 
ŀǊŜŀέΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ 
should be developed and Greenbelt should ONLY be 
used for development AS A LAST RESORT AND IN 
9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǊŀǘŜŘ 
RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST1962 
Carol 
Cramman 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infrastructure.)  The site 
forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE CORRIDOR. 
How on earth can your assessor state that the 
development of 231/234 homes with the consequent 
reduction of habitat facilities and the associated 
increased pollution and traffic congestion have a 
NEUTRAL IMPACT?.  This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN 
INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ENHANCING IT.  This should be 
rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST1962 
Carol 
Cramman 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets).  You state that 
the site is in close proximity to both the Cleadon and 
Whitburn Conservation area. Yes it is. Currently less 
than 200m from the Southeast side of the Cleadon 
West Meadows Conservation area. The roads in this 
conservation area are already beset with problems 
associated with school parking and traffic congestion. 
Building 231 houses with c460 cars adjacent to this 
conservation area will NOT have a NEUTRAL effect as 
your report states. This should be NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST1962 
Carol 
Cramman 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅΦύ ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ 
public transport and is within 400m of a bus stop, 
however due to the size of the site it could result in 



ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ōȅ ȅƻǳǊ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƻǊ is 
almost laughable if it was not so serious. It WILL result 
in traffic congestion. There is traffic congestion there 
already and accidents. It already needs traffic lights, 
particularly if you need to cross Sunderland Road to get 
on the bus to Sunderland. This is designated NEUTRAL 
and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST1962 
Carol 
Cramman 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜǎΦύ ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ 
shopping centre including community facilities and 
shops and therefore scores positively against this 
ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ 
There is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' 
centre.  People avoid going there because of it.  Hence 
so many shops failing there over the past few years as 
more and more houses have been built in the village. 
Whoever researched this got this totally wrong.  Adding 
more cars/houses will ensure the new residents will use 
neighbouring stores in Sunderland or Newcastle as the 
current residents do.  Oh and by the way we usually 
DRIVE to these places because we cannot find a parking 
space near East Boldon Metro to take us to 
Sunderland/Newcastle. If your assessor had any local 
knowledge  they would know this. 
This should be designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST1962 
Carol 
Cramman 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
ǿƛǘƘƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜΦύ ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ 
ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέ {ƻƳŜōƻŘȅ ƛǎ 
already employed in FARMING the site. Therefore it has 
a NEGATIVE impact not an IGNORED status. 

ST1962 
Carol 
Cramman 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.)As the 
development of this site could result in one person 
losing his employment on the site. Therefore, this 
should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED. 

ST1962 
Carol 
Cramman 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 
Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.) I cannot believe your assessor has made 
ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ 



housing (234) could contribute to providing BETTER 
housing and NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a 
ǾŜǊȅ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ [Ŝǘ ǳǎ 
review the BETTER housing statement. The current 
housing adjacent to this site are aspirational homes 
which enjoy approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each. Your current 
plan for 231/234 houses on this site would create 
SMALLER houses with only 0.10 acres per dwelling. 
They will NOT be BETTER housing than those currently 
adjacent to the site. The neighbourhood in Cleadon 
have low incidents of public disorder, vandalism, 
rowdyism, littering. Houses are well maintained by their 
owners and the area has a well-developed and a wel- 
integrated community spirit. If there are BETTER 
neighbourhoods in South Tyneside I am not aware of 
them. If anything, the building of 231or 234 high 
density housing will lower the tone of the 
neighbourhood not enhance it. This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST1962 
Carol 
Cramman 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.) 
How can you possibly state that building these 231/234 
houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards (for whom?).  How can you claim that 
building this large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH  
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. I find this totally 
incomprehensible and nonsensical. 
You conclude by saying the loss of an open space 
(FARMLAND lets not forget) MAY result in some 
negative effects! 
I think we have covered MANY such negative effects in 
the points above. 
This point should be assessed as NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST1962 
Carol 
Cramman 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Your summary states that overall the use of this 
GREENBELT site for building 231/234  houses would 
have an overall neutral impact. (On what?).   
On Cleadon Village residents it would have a MASSIVELY 
NEGATIVE impact. 



(On East Boldon residents it would have a lesser but still 
significant NEGATIVE impact.) 
Cleadon Village has got to the point where the facilities 
and infrastructure of  a village have been saturated 
(schools, medical facilities, shops, parking, road 
accessibility etc.)  
Adding even more load to this infrastructure just cannot 
be accommodated (together with major planned 
housing developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 
and RG5, H3.59 this is 1310 households being added in 
(477) or within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 
boundary).  I respectfully suggest you abandon this part 
of your building plan on H3.70. 

ST1963 Lisa Murphy   

Resident    * 3 x 
comments 
received of 
same objection 

App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SOUTH TYNESIDE LOCAL PLAN ς SUSTAINABILITY 
APPRAISAL OBJECTION :  SITE: H3.70 (MOOR 
LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN BELT)                                                                                                                                                                                     
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading.  Specifically:                    Point 
мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ  This site is a flood risk. 
Climate change will increase this risk. Your comments 
are unintelligible to the layman and refer to other 
reports that we are not familiar with . This site floods 
EVERY year that I have lived here.  Every climate change 
forecaster expects rainfall to INCREASE not diminish in 
future years.  Covering 10 hectares with impervious 
surface will NOT prevent flooding on the site.  Nor will 
the proposed use of SuDS necessarily prevent flooding 
on the site and associated SEWER flooding ( a problem 
in many areas where SUDS are employed) .       This 
should be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL.                                                                                                                                           

ST1963 Lisa Murphy   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity).                                                                                                                                                                   
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public. The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted.  Many migrating birds are seen on 
this land each year particularly Canadian Geese.  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 



ST1963 Lisa Murphy   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental assets and 
natural resources).  This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD! It 
is an asset that could be essential where we have 
problems with importing food into the UK. Once it is 
used for building it cannot be recovered. It is totally 
disingenuous to state that the size of the site 10.4 
hectares MAY increase the likelihood of air pollution 
and waste generation issues? (c.460 cars, c.500 
people!!!). It categorically WILL.  This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST1963 Lisa Murphy   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt).  Obviously any 
Greenbelt land is bordered at some point on its 
periphery with buildings. So I do not understand the 
ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ έ¢ƘŜ 
development of this site would result in the loss of an 
area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an existing built up 
ŀǊŜŀέΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ 
should be developed and Greenbelt should ONLY be 
used for development AS A LAST RESORT AND IN 
9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǊŀǘŜŘ 
RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST1963 Lisa Murphy   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infrastructure.)  The site 
forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE CORRIDOR. 
How on earth can your assessor state that the 
development of 231/234 homes with the consequent 
reduction of habitat facilities and the associated 
increased pollution and traffic congestion have a 
NEUTRAL IMPACT?.  This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN 
INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ENHANCING IT.  This should be 
rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST1963 Lisa Murphy   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets).  You state that 
the site is in close proximity to both the Cleadon and 
Whitburn Conservation area. Yes it is. Currently less 
than 200m from the Southeast side of the Cleadon 
West Meadows Conservation area. The roads in this 
conservation area are already beset with problems 
associated with school parking and traffic congestion. 



Building 231 houses with c460 cars adjacent to this 
conservation area will NOT have a NEUTRAL effect as 
your report states. This should be NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST1963 Lisa Murphy   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅΦύ ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ 
public transport and is within 400m of a bus stop, 
however due to the size of the site it could result in 
ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ōȅ ȅƻǳǊ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƻǊ is 
almost laughable if it was not so serious. It WILL result 
in traffic congestion. There is traffic congestion there 
already and accidents. It already needs traffic lights, 
particularly if you need to cross Sunderland Road to get 
on the bus to Sunderland. This is designated NEUTRAL 
and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST1963 Lisa Murphy   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜǎΦύ ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ 
shopping centre including community facilities and 
shops and therefore scores positively against this 
ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ 
There is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' 
centre.  People avoid going there because of it.  Hence 
so many shops failing there over the past few years as 
more and more houses have been built in the village. 
Whoever researched this got this totally wrong.  Adding 
more cars/houses will ensure the new residents will use 
neighbouring stores in Sunderland or Newcastle as the 
current residents do.  Oh and by the way we usually 
DRIVE to these places because we cannot find a parking 
space near East Boldon Metro to take us to 
Sunderland/Newcastle. If your assessor had any local 
knowledge  they would know this. 
This should be designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST1963 Lisa Murphy   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
ǿƛǘƘƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜΦύ ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ 
ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέ {ƻƳŜōƻŘȅ ƛǎ 
already employed in FARMING the site. Therefore it has 
a NEGATIVE impact not an IGNORED status. 



ST1963 Lisa Murphy   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.)As the 
development of this site could result in one person 
losing his employment on the site. Therefore, this 
should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED. 

ST1963 Lisa Murphy   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.) I cannot believe your assessor has made 
ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ 
housing (234) could contribute to providing BETTER 
housing and NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a 
very positive efŦŜŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ [Ŝǘ ǳǎ 
review the BETTER housing statement. The current 
housing adjacent to this site are aspirational homes 
which enjoy approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each. Your current 
plan for 231/234 houses on this site would create 
SMALLER houses with only 0.10 acres per dwelling. 
They will NOT be BETTER housing than those currently 
adjacent to the site. The neighbourhood in Cleadon 
have low incidents of public disorder, vandalism, 
rowdyism, littering. Houses are well maintained by their 
owners and the area has a well-developed and a wel- 
integrated community spirit. If there are BETTER 
neighbourhoods in South Tyneside I am not aware of 
them. If anything, the building of 231or 234 high 
density housing will lower the tone of the 
neighbourhood not enhance it. This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST1963 Lisa Murphy   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.) 
How can you possibly state that building these 231/234 
houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards (for whom?).  How can you claim that 
building this large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH  
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. I find this totally 
incomprehensible and nonsensical. 
You conclude by saying the loss of an open space 
(FARMLAND lets not forget) MAY result in some 
negative effects! 
I think we have covered MANY such negative effects in 



the points above. 
This point should be assessed as NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST1963 Lisa Murphy   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Your summary states that overall the use of this 
GREENBELT site for building 231/234  houses would 
have an overall neutral impact. (On what?).   
On Cleadon Village residents it would have a MASSIVELY 
NEGATIVE impact.  (On East Boldon residents it would 
have a lesser but still significant NEGATIVE impact.) 
Cleadon Village has got to the point where the facilities 
and infrastructure of  a village have been saturated 
(schools, medical facilities, shops, parking, road 
accessibility etc.)  
Adding even more load to this infrastructure just cannot 
be accommodated (together with major planned 
housing developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 
and RG5, H3.59 this is 1310 households being added in 
(477) or within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 
boundary).  I respectfully suggest you abandon this part 
of your building plan on H3.70. 

ST1965 
John 
Cramman 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SOUTH TYNESIDE LOCAL PLAN ς SUSTAINABILITY 
APPRAISAL OBJECTION                                                                               
SITE: H3.70 (MOOR LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς 
GREEN BELT)                                                                                                                                        
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading.  Specifically:Point 1. 
όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ 
ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ                                                                                                                                         
This site floods EVERY year that I have lived here.  Every 
climate change forecaster expects rainfall to INCREASE 
not diminish in future years.  Covering 10 hectares with 
impervious surface will NOT prevent flooding on the 
site.  Nor will the proposed use of SuDS necessarily 
prevent flooding on the site and associated SEWER 
flooding ( a problem in many areas where SUDS are 
employed) .  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 



ST1965 
John 
Cramman 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity).                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public. The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted.  Many migrating birds are seen on 
this land each year particularly Canadian Geese.  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST1965 
John 
Cramman 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental  assets and 
natural resources).                                                                        
This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. It is an asset that 
could be essential where we have problems with 
importing food into the UK. Once it is used for building 
it cannot be recovered.  It is totally disingenuous to 
state that the size of the site 10.4 hectares MAY 
increase the likelihood of air pollution and waste 
generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 people!!!). It 
categorically WILL.  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST1965 
John 
Cramman 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt).                                                                                                                                        
Obviously  any Greenbelt land is bordered at some 
point on its periphery with buildings.  So I do not 
understand the relevance of the qualification in your 
ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ 
the loss of an area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an 
ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ōǳƛƭǘ ǳǇ ŀǊŜŀέΦ  !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 
ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭd be developed and Greenbelt 
should ONLY be used for development AS A LAST 
w9{hw¢ !b5 Lb 9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST1965 
John 
Cramman 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infractucture.)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    
The site forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 
CORRIDOR. How on earth can your assessor state that 
the development of 231/234 homes with the 
consequent reduction of habitat facilities and the 
associated increased pollution and traffic congestion 
have a NEUTRAL IMPACT?.  This is DESTROYING OUR 
GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ENHANCING IT.  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 



ST1965 
John 
Cramman 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets).                                                                                                             
You state that the site is in close proximity to both the 
Cleadon and Whitburn Conservation area. Yes it is. 
Currently less than 200m from the Southeast side of the 
Cleadon West Meadows Conservation area.  The roads 
in this conservation area are already beset with 
problems associated with school parking and traffic 
congestion.  Building 231 houses with c460 cars 
adjacent to this conservation area will NOT have a 
NEUTRAL effect as your report states.  This should be 
NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST1965 
John 
Cramman 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
accessibility.)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ 
and is within 400m of a bus stop, however due to the 
ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ 
comment by your assessor is almost laughable if it was 
not so serious.  It WILL result in traffic congestion.  
There is traffic congestion there already and accidents.  
It already needs traffic lights, particularly if you need to 
cross Sunderland Road to get on the bus to Sunderland.  
This is designated NEUTRAL and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST1965 
John 
Cramman 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
villages.)                                                                   You state 
ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ ŎŜƴǘǊŜ 
including community facilities and shops and therefore 
scores ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ  ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƘŀǊŘƭȅ 
ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' centre.  People 
avoid going there because of it.  Hence so many shops 
failing there over the past few years as more and more 
houses have been built in the village. Whoever 
researched this got this totally wrong.  Adding more 
cars/houses will ensure the new residents will use 
neighbouring stores in Sunderland or Newcastle as the 
current residents do.  Oh and by the way we usually 
DRIVE to these places because we cannot find a parking 
space near East Boldon Metro to take us to 



Sunderland/Newcastle. If your assessor had any local 
knowledge  they would know this.  This should be 
designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST1965 
John 
Cramman 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
within South Tyneside.)                                                                                                                                
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛtable for 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέΦ  {ƻƳŜōƻŘȅ ƛǎ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƛƴ 
FARMING the site.  Therefore it has a NEGATIVE impact 
not an IGNORED status. 

ST1965 
John 
Cramman 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.)                                  
As the development of this site could result in one 
person losing his employment on the site.  Therefore 
this should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED.  

ST1965 
John 
Cramman 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.)                                                                                          
I cannot believe your assessor has made the statement 
ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾelopment of this site for housing (234) could 
contribute to providing BETTER housing and 
NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a very positive 
ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ   [Ŝǘ ǳǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŜ 
BETTER housing statement.  The current housing 
adjacent to this site are aspirational homes which enjoy 
approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each.  Your current plan for 
231/234 houses on this site would create SMALLER 
houses with only 0.10 acres per dwelling.  They will NOT 
be BETTER housing than those currently adjacent to the 
site.   The neighbourhood in Cleadon have low incidents 
of public disorder, vandalism, rowdyism, littering.  
Houses are well maintained by their owners and the 
area has a well developed and a well integrated 
community spirit.  If there are BETTER neighbourhoods 
in South Tyneside I am not aware of them.  If anything 
the building of 231or 234 high density housing will 
lower the tone of the neighbourhood not enhance it.  
This should be rated NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST1965 
John 
Cramman 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 
Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              
How can you possibly state that building these 231/234 



houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards (for whom?).  How can you claim that 
building this large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH  
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. I find this totally 
incomprehensible and nonsensical.  You conclude by 
saying the loss of an open space (FARMLAND lets not 
forget) MAY result in some negative effects!  I think we 
have covered MANY such negative effects in the points 
above.  This point should be assessed as NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST1965 
John 
Cramman 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Assessment Summary.                                                                                                                                                                                                
Your summary states that overall the use of this 
GREENBELT site for building 231/234  houses would 
have an overall neutral impact. (On what?).  On Cleadon 
Village residents it would have a MASSIVELY NEGATIVE 
impact.  (On East Boldon residents it would have a 
lesser but still significant NEGATIVE impact.)  Cleadon 
Village has got to the point where the facilities and 
infrastructure of  a village have been saturated (schools, 
medical facilities, shops, parking, road accessibility etc.)   
Adding even more load to this infrastructure just cannot 
be accommodated (together with major planned 
housing developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 
and RG5, H3.59 this is 1310 households being added in 
(477) or within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 
boundary).  I respectfully suggest you abandon this part 
of your building plan on H3.70. 

ST1966 
Chrsitian 
James 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SOUTH TYNESIDE LOCAL PLAN ς SUSTAINABILITY 
APPRAISAL OBJECTION                                                                               
SITE: H3.70 (MOOR LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς 
GREEN BELT)                                                                                                                                        
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading.  Specifically:                                                                                                                                                                      
tƻƛƴǘ мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ                                                                                                                                         
This site floods EVERY year that I have lived here.  Every 
climate change forecaster expects rainfall to INCREASE 
not diminish in future years.  Covering 10 hectares with 



impervious surface will NOT prevent flooding on the 
site.  Nor will the proposed use of SuDS necessarily 
prevent flooding on the site and associated SEWER 
flooding ( a problem in many areas where SUDS are 
employed) .  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST1966 
Chrsitian 
James 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity).                                                                                                                                                                    
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public. The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted.  Many migrating birds are seen on 
this land each year particularly Canadian Geese.  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST1966 
Chrsitian 
James 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental  assets and 
natural resources).                                                                        
This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. It is an asset that 
could be essential where we have problems with 
importing food into the UK. Once it is used for building 
it cannot be recovered.  It is totally disingenuous to 
state that the size of the site 10.4 hectares MAY 
increase the likelihood of air pollution and waste 
generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 people!!!). It 
categorically WILL.  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST1966 
Chrsitian 
James 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt).                                                                                                                                        
Obviously  any Greenbelt land is bordered at some 
point on its periphery with buildings.  So I do not 
understand the relevance of the qualification in your 
ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ 
the loss of an area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an 
ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ōǳƛƭǘ ǳǇ ŀǊŜŀέΦ  !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 
ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭd be developed and Greenbelt 
should ONLY be used for development AS A LAST 
w9{hw¢ !b5 Lb 9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST1966 
Chrsitian 
James 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 
Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infractucture.)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          
The site forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 
CORRIDOR. How on earth can your assessor state that 



the development of 231/234 homes with the 
consequent reduction of habitat facilities and the 
associated increased pollution and traffic congestion 
have a NEUTRAL IMPACT?.  This is DESTROYING OUR 
GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ENHANCING IT.  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST1966 
Chrsitian 
James 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets).                                                                                                             
You state that the site is in close proximity to both the 
Cleadon and Whitburn Conservation area. Yes it is. 
Currently less than 200m from the Southeast side of the 
Cleadon West Meadows Conservation area.  The roads 
in this conservation area are already beset with 
problems associated with school parking and traffic 
congestion.  Building 231 houses with c460 cars 
adjacent to this conservation area will NOT have a 
NEUTRAL effect as your report states.  This should be 
NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST1966 
Chrsitian 
James 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
accessibility.)                                                                                                                                                                        
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ served by public transport 
and is within 400m of a bus stop, however due to the 
ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ 
comment by your assessor is almost laughable if it was 
not so serious.  It WILL result in traffic congestion.  
There is traffic congestion there already and accidents.  
It already needs traffic lights, particularly if you need to 
cross Sunderland Road to get on the bus to Sunderland.  
This is designated NEUTRAL and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST1966 
Chrsitian 
James 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
villages.)                                                                   You state 
ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ ŎŜƴǘǊŜ 
including community facilities and shops and therefore 
ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ  ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƘŀǊŘƭȅ 
ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' centre.  People 
avoid going there because of it.  Hence so many shops 
failing there over the past few years as more and more 
houses have been built in the village. Whoever 



researched this got this totally wrong.  Adding more 
cars/houses will ensure the new residents will use 
neighbouring stores in Sunderland or Newcastle as the 
current residents do.  Oh and by the way we usually 
DRIVE to these places because we cannot find a parking 
space near East Boldon Metro to take us to 
Sunderland/Newcastle. If your assessor had any local 
knowledge  they would know this.  This should be 
designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST1966 
Chrsitian 
James 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
within South Tyneside.)                                                                                                                                
You ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέΦ  {ƻƳŜōƻŘȅ ƛǎ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƛƴ 
FARMING the site.  Therefore it has a NEGATIVE impact 
not an IGNORED status. 

ST1966 
Chrsitian 
James 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.)                                  
As the development of this site could result in one 
person losing his employment on the site.  Therefore 
this should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED.  

ST1966 
Chrsitian 
James 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.)                                                                                          
I cannot believe your assessor has made the statement 
ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ όно4) could 
contribute to providing BETTER housing and 
NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a very positive 
ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ   [Ŝǘ ǳǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŜ 
BETTER housing statement.  The current housing 
adjacent to this site are aspirational homes which enjoy 
approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each.  Your current plan for 
231/234 houses on this site would create SMALLER 
houses with only 0.10 acres per dwelling.  They will NOT 
be BETTER housing than those currently adjacent to the 
site.   The neighbourhood in Cleadon have low incidents 
of public disorder, vandalism, rowdyism, littering.  
Houses are well maintained by their owners and the 
area has a well developed and a well integrated 
community spirit.  If there are BETTER neighbourhoods 



in South Tyneside I am not aware of them.  If anything 
the building of 231or 234 high density housing will 
lower the tone of the neighbourhood not enhance it.  
This should be rated NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST1966 
Chrsitian 
James 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.)                                                              
How can you possibly state that building these 231/234 
houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards (for whom?).  How can you claim that 
building this large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH  
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. I find this totally 
incomprehensible and nonsensical.  You conclude by 
saying the loss of an open space (FARMLAND lets not 
forget) MAY result in some negative effects!  I think we 
have covered MANY such negative effects in the points 
above.  This point should be assessed as NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST1966 
Chrsitian 
James 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Assessment Summary.                                                                                                                                                                                                
Your summary states that overall the use of this 
GREENBELT site for building 231/234  houses would 
have an overall neutral impact. (On what?).  On Cleadon 
Village residents it would have a MASSIVELY NEGATIVE 
impact.  (On East Boldon residents it would have a 
lesser but still significant NEGATIVE impact.)  Cleadon 
Village has got to the point where the facilities and 
infrastructure of  a village have been saturated (schools, 
medical facilities, shops, parking, road accessibility etc.)   
Adding even more load to this infrastructure just cannot 
be accommodated (together with major planned 
housing developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 
and RG5, H3.59 this is 1310 households being added in 
(477) or within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 
boundary).  I respectfully suggest you abandon this part 
of your building plan on H3.70. 

ST1972 Iain Paterson     App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SOUTH TYNESIDE LOCAL PLAN ς SUSTAINABILITY 
APPRAISAL OBJECTION                                                                               
SITE: H3.70 (MOOR LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς 
GREEN BELT)                                                                                                                                        
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 



inaccurate and misleading.  Specifically:Point 1. 
όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ 
ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ                                                                                                                                         
This site floods EVERY year that I have lived here.  Every 
climate change forecaster expects rainfall to INCREASE 
not diminish in future years.  Covering 10 hectares with 
impervious surface will NOT prevent flooding on the 
site.  Nor will the proposed use of SuDS necessarily 
prevent flooding on the site and associated SEWER 
flooding ( a problem in many areas where SUDS are 
employed) .  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST1972 Iain Paterson     App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity).                                                                                                                                                              
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public. The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted.  Many migrating birds are seen on 
this land each year particularly Canadian Geese.  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST1972 Iain Paterson     App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental  assets and 
natural resources).                                                                        
This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. It is an asset that 
could be essential where we have problems with 
importing food into the UK. Once it is used for building 
it cannot be recovered.  It is totally disingenuous to 
state that the size of the site 10.4 hectares MAY 
increase the likelihood of air pollution and waste 
generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 people!!!). It 
categorically WILL.  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST1972 Iain Paterson     App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt).                                                                                                                                        
Obviously  any Greenbelt land is bordered at some 
point on its periphery with buildings.  So I do not 
understand the relevance of the qualification in your 
ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛn 
the loss of an area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an 
ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ōǳƛƭǘ ǳǇ ŀǊŜŀέΦ  !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 
ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŀƴŘ DǊŜŜƴōŜƭǘ 



should ONLY be used for development AS A LAST 
w9{hw¢ !b5 Lb 9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST1972 Iain Paterson     App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infractucture.)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        
The site forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 
CORRIDOR. How on earth can your assessor state that 
the development of 231/234 homes with the 
consequent reduction of habitat facilities and the 
associated increased pollution and traffic congestion 
have a NEUTRAL IMPACT?.  This is DESTROYING OUR 
GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ENHANCING IT.  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST1972 Iain Paterson     App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets).                                                                                                             
You state that the site is in close proximity to both the 
Cleadon and Whitburn Conservation area. Yes it is. 
Currently less than 200m from the Southeast side of the 
Cleadon West Meadows Conservation area.  The roads 
in this conservation area are already beset with 
problems associated with school parking and traffic 
congestion.  Building 231 houses with c460 cars 
adjacent to this conservation area will NOT have a 
NEUTRAL effect as your report states.  This should be 
NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST1972 Iain Paterson     App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
accessibility.)                                                                                                                                        
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ 
and is within 400m of a bus stop, however due to the 
ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ 
comment by your assessor is almost laughable if it was 
not so serious.  It WILL result in traffic congestion.  
There is traffic congestion there already and accidents.  
It already needs traffic lights, particularly if you need to 
cross Sunderland Road to get on the bus to Sunderland.  
This is designated NEUTRAL and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST1972 Iain Paterson     App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 
Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
villages.)                                                                   You state 
ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ ŎŜƴǘǊŜ 



including community facilities and shops and therefore 
scores ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ  ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƘŀǊŘƭȅ 
ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' centre.  People 
avoid going there because of it.  Hence so many shops 
failing there over the past few years as more and more 
houses have been built in the village. Whoever 
researched this got this totally wrong.  Adding more 
cars/houses will ensure the new residents will use 
neighbouring stores in Sunderland or Newcastle as the 
current residents do.  Oh and by the way we usually 
DRIVE to these places because we cannot find a parking 
space near East Boldon Metro to take us to 
Sunderland/Newcastle. If your assessor had any local 
knowledge  they would know this.  This should be 
designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST1972 Iain Paterson     App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
within South Tyneside.)                                                                                                                                
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ for 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέΦ  {ƻƳŜōƻŘȅ ƛǎ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƛƴ 
FARMING the site.  Therefore it has a NEGATIVE impact 
not an IGNORED status. 

ST1972 Iain Paterson     App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.)                                  
As the development of this site could result in one 
person losing his employment on the site.  Therefore 
this should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED.  

ST1972 Iain Paterson     App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.)                                                                                          
I cannot believe your assessor has made the statement 
ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ όно4) could 
contribute to providing BETTER housing and 
NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a very positive 
ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ   [Ŝǘ ǳǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŜ 
BETTER housing statement.  The current housing 
adjacent to this site are aspirational homes which enjoy 
approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each.  Your current plan for 
231/234 houses on this site would create SMALLER 
houses with only 0.10 acres per dwelling.  They will NOT 



be BETTER housing than those currently adjacent to the 
site.   The neighbourhood in Cleadon have low incidents 
of public disorder, vandalism, rowdyism, littering.  
Houses are well maintained by their owners and the 
area has a well developed and a well integrated 
community spirit.  If there are BETTER neighbourhoods 
in South Tyneside I am not aware of them.  If anything 
the building of 231or 234 high density housing will 
lower the tone of the neighbourhood not enhance it.  
This should be rated NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST1972 Iain Paterson     App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.)                                                              
How can you possibly state that building these 231/234 
houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards (for whom?).  How can you claim that 
building this large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH  
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. I find this totally 
incomprehensible and nonsensical.  You conclude by 
saying the loss of an open space (FARMLAND lets not 
forget) MAY result in some negative effects!  I think we 
have covered MANY such negative effects in the points 
above.  This point should be assessed as NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST1972 Iain Paterson     App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Assessment Summary.                                                                                                                                                                                                
Your summary states that overall the use of this 
GREENBELT site for building 231/234  houses would 
have an overall neutral impact. (On what?).  On Cleadon 
Village residents it would have a MASSIVELY NEGATIVE 
impact.  (On East Boldon residents it would have a 
lesser but still significant NEGATIVE impact.)  Cleadon 
Village has got to the point where the facilities and 
infrastructure of  a village have been saturated (schools, 
medical facilities, shops, parking, road accessibility etc.)   
Adding even more load to this infrastructure just cannot 
be accommodated (together with major planned 
housing developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 
and RG5, H3.59 this is 1310 households being added in 
(477) or within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 



boundary).  I respectfully suggest you abandon this part 
of your building plan on H3.70. 

ST1977 Steven Lee   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SOUTH TYNESIDE LOCAL PLAN ς SUSTAINABILITY 
APPRAISAL OBJECTION                                                                                                                                                                                                                      
SITE: H3.70 (MOOR LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN 
BELT)                                                                                                                                        
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading.  Specifically:   Point 1. 
όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ 
ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ                                                                                                                                                                                                                    
This site floods EVERY year that I have lived here.  Every 
climate change forecaster expects rainfall to INCREASE 
not diminish in future years.  Covering 10 hectares with 
impervious surface will NOT prevent flooding on the 
site.  Nor will the proposed use of SuDS necessarily 
prevent flooding on the site and associated SEWER 
flooding ( a problem in many areas where SUDS are 
employed) .  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST1977 Steven Lee   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity).                                                                                    
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public. The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted.  Many migrating birds are seen on 
this land each year particularly Canadian Geese.  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST1977 Steven Lee   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental  assets and 
natural resources).                                                                        
This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. It is an asset that 
could be essential where we have problems with 
importing food into the UK. Once it is used for building 
it cannot be recovered.  It is totally disingenuous to 
state that the size of the site 10.4 hectares MAY 
increase the likelihood of air pollution and waste 
generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 people!!!). It 
categorically WILL.  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 



ST1977 Steven Lee   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt).                                                                                                                                        
Obviously  any Greenbelt land is bordered at some 
point on its periphery with buildings.  So I do not 
understand the relevance of the qualification in your 
ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ 
the loss of an area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an 
ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ōǳƛƭǘ ǳǇ ŀǊŜŀέΦ  !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 
ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭd be developed and Greenbelt 
should ONLY be used for development AS A LAST 
w9{hw¢ !b5 Lb 9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST1977 Steven Lee   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infrastructure.)                                                                            
The site forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 
CORRIDOR. How on earth can your assessor state that 
the development of 231/234 homes with the 
consequent reduction of habitat facilities and the 
associated increased pollution and traffic congestion 
have a NEUTRAL IMPACT?.  This is DESTROYING OUR 
GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ENHANCING IT.  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST1977 Steven Lee   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets).                                                                                                             
You state that the site is in close proximity to both the 
Cleadon and Whitburn Conservation area. Yes it is. 
Currently less than 200m from the Southeast side of the 
Cleadon West Meadows Conservation area.  The roads 
in this conservation area are already beset with 
problems associated with school parking and traffic 
congestion.  Building 231 houses with c460 cars 
adjacent to this conservation area will NOT have a 
NEUTRAL effect as your report states.  This should be 
NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST1977 Steven Lee   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
accessibility.)                                                    You state 
ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ 
400m of a bus stop, however due to the size of the site 
it could result in ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ōȅ 
your assessor is almost laughable if it was not so 



serious.  It WILL result in traffic congestion.  There is 
traffic congestion there already and accidents.  It 
already needs traffic lights, particularly if you need to 
cross Sunderland Road to get on the bus to Sunderland.  
This is designated NEUTRAL and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST1977 Steven Lee   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
villages.)                                                                   You state 
ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ ŎŜƴǘǊŜ 
including community facilities and shops and therefore 
ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ  ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƘŀǊŘƭȅ 
ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' centre.  People 
avoid going there because of it.  Hence so many shops 
failing there over the past few years as more and more 
houses have been built in the village. Whoever 
researched this got this totally wrong.  Adding more 
cars/houses will ensure the new residents will use 
neighbouring stores in Sunderland or Newcastle as the 
current residents do.  Oh and by the way we usually 
DRIVE to these places because we cannot find a parking 
space near East Boldon Metro to take us to 
Sunderland/Newcastle. If your assessor had any local 
knowledge  they would know this.  This should be 
designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST1977 Steven Lee   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
within South Tyneside.)                                                                                                                                
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέΦ  {ƻƳŜōƻŘȅ ƛǎ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƛƴ 
FARMING the site.  Therefore it has a NEGATIVE impact 
not an IGNORED status. 

ST1977 Steven Lee   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.)                                  
As the development of this site could result in one 
person losing his employment on the site.  Therefore 
this should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED.  

ST1977 Steven Lee   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.)                                                                                          
I cannot believe your assessor has made the statement 
ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ όнопύ ŎƻǳƭŘ 



contribute to providing BETTER housing and 
NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a very positive 
ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ   [Ŝǘ ǳǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŜ 
BETTER housing statement.  The current housing 
adjacent to this site are aspirational homes which enjoy 
approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each.  Your current plan for 
231/234 houses on this site would create SMALLER 
houses with only 0.10 acres per dwelling.  They will NOT 
be BETTER housing than those currently adjacent to the 
site.   The neighbourhood in Cleadon have low incidents 
of public disorder, vandalism, rowdyism, littering.  
Houses are well maintained by their owners and the 
area has a well developed and a well integrated 
community spirit.  If there are BETTER neighbourhoods 
in South Tyneside I am not aware of them.  If anything 
the building of 231or 234 high density housing will 
lower the tone of the neighbourhood not enhance it.  
This should be rated NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST1977 Steven Lee   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.)                                                              
How can you possibly state that building these 231/234 
houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards (for whom?).  How can you claim that 
building this large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH  
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. I find this totally 
incomprehensible and nonsensical.  You conclude by 
saying the loss of an open space (FARMLAND lets not 
forget) MAY result in some negative effects!  I think we 
have covered MANY such negative effects in the points 
above.  This point should be assessed as NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST1977 Steven Lee   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Assessment Summary.                                                                                                                                                                                                
Your summary states that overall the use of this 
GREENBELT site for building 231/234  houses would 
have an overall neutral impact. (On what?).  On Cleadon 
Village residents it would have a MASSIVELY NEGATIVE 
impact.  (On East Boldon residents it would have a 
lesser but still significant NEGATIVE impact.)  Cleadon 
Village has got to the point where the facilities and 



infrastructure of  a village have been saturated (schools, 
medical facilities, shops, parking, road accessibility etc.)   
Adding even more load to this infrastructure just cannot 
be accommodated (together with major planned 
housing developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 
and RG5, H3.59 this is 1310 households being added in 
(477) or within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 
boundary).  I respectfully suggest you abandon this part 
of your building plan on H3.70. 

ST1978 Michelle Lee   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SOUTH TYNESIDE LOCAL PLAN ς SUSTAINABILITY 
APPRAISAL OBJECTION      SITE: H3.70 (MOOR 
LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN BELT)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading.  Specifically:                                                                                                                                                                    
tƻƛƴǘ мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ                                                                                                                                                                                           
This site floods EVERY year that I have lived here.  Every 
climate change forecaster expects rainfall to INCREASE 
not diminish in future years.  Covering 10 hectares with 
impervious surface will NOT prevent flooding on the 
site.  Nor will the proposed use of SuDS necessarily 
prevent flooding on the site and associated SEWER 
flooding ( a problem in many areas where SUDS are 
employed) .  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST1978 Michelle Lee   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity).                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public. The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted.  Many migrating birds are seen on 
this land each year particularly Canadian Geese.  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST1978 Michelle Lee   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental  assets and 
natural resources).                                                                        
This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. It is an asset that 
could be essential where we have problems with 
importing food into the UK. Once it is used for building 
it cannot be recovered.  It is totally disingenuous to 



state that the size of the site 10.4 hectares MAY 
increase the likelihood of air pollution and waste 
generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 people!!!). It 
categorically WILL.  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST1978 Michelle Lee   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt).                                                                                                                                        
Obviously  any Greenbelt land is bordered at some 
point on its periphery with buildings.  So I do not 
understand the relevance of the qualification in your 
ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ 
the loss of an area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an 
ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ōǳƛƭǘ ǳǇ ŀǊŜŀέΦ  !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 
ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭd be developed and Greenbelt 
should ONLY be used for development AS A LAST 
w9{hw¢ !b5 Lb 9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST1978 Michelle Lee   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infrastructure.)                                                                                                                                                                                               
The site forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 
CORRIDOR. How on earth can your assessor state that 
the development of 231/234 homes with the 
consequent reduction of habitat facilities and the 
associated increased pollution and traffic congestion 
have a NEUTRAL IMPACT?.  This is DESTROYING OUR 
GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ENHANCING IT.  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST1978 Michelle Lee   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets).                                                                                                             
You state that the site is in close proximity to both the 
Cleadon and Whitburn Conservation area. Yes it is. 
Currently less than 200m from the Southeast side of the 
Cleadon West Meadows Conservation area.  The roads 
in this conservation area are already beset with 
problems associated with school parking and traffic 
congestion.  Building 231 houses with c460 cars 
adjacent to this conservation area will NOT have a 
NEUTRAL effect as your report states.  This should be 
NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 



ST1978 Michelle Lee   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
accessibility.)                                                                                                
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ 
and is within 400m of a bus stop, however due to the 
ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ 
comment by your assessor is almost laughable if it was 
not so serious.  It WILL result in traffic congestion.  
There is traffic congestion there already and accidents.  
It already needs traffic lights, particularly if you need to 
cross Sunderland Road to get on the bus to Sunderland.  
This is designated NEUTRAL and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST1978 Michelle Lee   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
villages.)                                                                                   
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ 
centre including community facilities and shops and 
tƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ  
There is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' 
centre.  People avoid going there because of it.  Hence 
so many shops failing there over the past few years as 
more and more houses have been built in the village. 
Whoever researched this got this totally wrong.  Adding 
more cars/houses will ensure the new residents will use 
neighbouring stores in Sunderland or Newcastle as the 
current residents do.  Oh and by the way we usually 
DRIVE to these places because we cannot find a parking 
space near East Boldon Metro to take us to 
Sunderland/Newcastle. If your assessor had any local 
knowledge  they would know this.  This should be 
designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST1978 Michelle Lee   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
within South Tyneside.)                                                                                                                                
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻt considered suitable for 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέΦ  {ƻƳŜōƻŘȅ ƛǎ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƛƴ 
FARMING the site.  Therefore it has a NEGATIVE impact 
not an IGNORED status. 

ST1978 Michelle Lee   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 
Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.)                                  
As the development of this site could result in one 



person losing his employment on the site.  Therefore 
this should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED.  

ST1978 Michelle Lee   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.)                                                                                          
I cannot believe your assessor has made the statement 
ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ όно4) could 
contribute to providing BETTER housing and 
NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a very positive 
ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ   [Ŝǘ ǳǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŜ 
BETTER housing statement.  The current housing 
adjacent to this site are aspirational homes which enjoy 
approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each.  Your current plan for 
231/234 houses on this site would create SMALLER 
houses with only 0.10 acres per dwelling.  They will NOT 
be BETTER housing than those currently adjacent to the 
site.   The neighbourhood in Cleadon have low incidents 
of public disorder, vandalism, rowdyism, littering.  
Houses are well maintained by their owners and the 
area has a well developed and a well integrated 
community spirit.  If there are BETTER neighbourhoods 
in South Tyneside I am not aware of them.  If anything 
the building of 231or 234 high density housing will 
lower the tone of the neighbourhood not enhance it.  
This should be rated NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST1978 Michelle Lee   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               
How can you possibly state that building these 231/234 
houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards (for whom?).  How can you claim that 
building this large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH  
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. I find this totally 
incomprehensible and nonsensical.  You conclude by 
saying the loss of an open space (FARMLAND lets not 
forget) MAY result in some negative effects!  I think we 
have covered MANY such negative effects in the points 
above.  This point should be assessed as NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST1978 Michelle Lee   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 
Assessment Summary.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    
Your summary states that overall the use of this 



GREENBELT site for building 231/234  houses would 
have an overall neutral impact. (On what?).  On Cleadon 
Village residents it would have a MASSIVELY NEGATIVE 
impact.  (On East Boldon residents it would have a 
lesser but still significant NEGATIVE impact.)  Cleadon 
Village has got to the point where the facilities and 
infrastructure of  a village have been saturated (schools, 
medical facilities, shops, parking, road accessibility etc.)   
Adding even more load to this infrastructure just cannot 
be accommodated (together with major planned 
housing developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 
and RG5, H3.59 this is 1310 households being added in 
(477) or within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 
boundary).  I respectfully suggest you abandon this part 
of your building plan on H3.70. 

ST1980 
Ashan 
Ahmed 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SOUTH TYNESIDE LOCAL PLAN ς SUSTAINABILITY 
APPRAISAL OBJECTION                                                                               
SITE: H3.70 (MOOR LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς 
GREEN BELT)                                                                                                                                        
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading.  Specifically:Point 1. 
όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ 
ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ                                                                                                                                         
This site floods EVERY year that I have lived here.  Every 
climate change forecaster expects rainfall to INCREASE 
not diminish in future years.  Covering 10 hectares with 
impervious surface will NOT prevent flooding on the 
site.  Nor will the proposed use of SuDS necessarily 
prevent flooding on the site and associated SEWER 
flooding ( a problem in many areas where SUDS are 
employed) .  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST1980 
Ashan 
Ahmed 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity).                                                                                                                                                          
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public. The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted.  Many migrating birds are seen on 



this land each year particularly Canadian Geese.  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST1980 
Ashan 
Ahmed 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental  assets and 
natural resources).                                                                        
This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. It is an asset that 
could be essential where we have problems with 
importing food into the UK. Once it is used for building 
it cannot be recovered.  It is totally disingenuous to 
state that the size of the site 10.4 hectares MAY 
increase the likelihood of air pollution and waste 
generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 people!!!). It 
categorically WILL.  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST1980 
Ashan 
Ahmed 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt).                                                                                                                                        
Obviously  any Greenbelt land is bordered at some 
point on its periphery with buildings.  So I do not 
understand the relevance of the qualification in your 
ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎult in 
the loss of an area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an 
ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ōǳƛƭǘ ǳǇ ŀǊŜŀέΦ  !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 
ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŀƴŘ DǊŜŜƴōŜƭǘ 
should ONLY be used for development AS A LAST 
w9{hw¢ !b5 Lb 9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ  ¢his 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST1980 
Ashan 
Ahmed 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infractucture.)                                                                                                                                                                                                     
The site forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 
CORRIDOR. How on earth can your assessor state that 
the development of 231/234 homes with the 
consequent reduction of habitat facilities and the 
associated increased pollution and traffic congestion 
have a NEUTRAL IMPACT?.  This is DESTROYING OUR 
GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ENHANCING IT.  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST1980 
Ashan 
Ahmed 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets).                                                                                                             
You state that the site is in close proximity to both the 
Cleadon and Whitburn Conservation area. Yes it is. 
Currently less than 200m from the Southeast side of the 



Cleadon West Meadows Conservation area.  The roads 
in this conservation area are already beset with 
problems associated with school parking and traffic 
congestion.  Building 231 houses with c460 cars 
adjacent to this conservation area will NOT have a 
NEUTRAL effect as your report states.  This should be 
NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST1980 
Ashan 
Ahmed 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
accessibility.)                                                    You state 
ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ 
400m of a bus stop, however due to the size of the site 
it could result in ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ōȅ 
your assessor is almost laughable if it was not so 
serious.  It WILL result in traffic congestion.  There is 
traffic congestion there already and accidents.  It 
already needs traffic lights, particularly if you need to 
cross Sunderland Road to get on the bus to Sunderland.  
This is designated NEUTRAL and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST1980 
Ashan 
Ahmed 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
villages.)                                                                   You state 
ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ ŎŜƴǘǊŜ 
including community facilities and shops and therefore 
scores ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ  ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƘŀǊŘƭȅ 
ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' centre.  People 
avoid going there because of it.  Hence so many shops 
failing there over the past few years as more and more 
houses have been built in the village. Whoever 
researched this got this totally wrong.  Adding more 
cars/houses will ensure the new residents will use 
neighbouring stores in Sunderland or Newcastle as the 
current residents do.  Oh and by the way we usually 
DRIVE to these places because we cannot find a parking 
space near East Boldon Metro to take us to 
Sunderland/Newcastle. If your assessor had any local 
knowledge  they would know this.  This should be 
designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST1980 
Ashan 
Ahmed 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 
Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
within South Tyneside.)                                                                                                                                



¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊed suitable for 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέΦ  {ƻƳŜōƻŘȅ ƛǎ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƛƴ 
FARMING the site.  Therefore it has a NEGATIVE impact 
not an IGNORED status. 

ST1980 
Ashan 
Ahmed 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.)                                  
As the development of this site could result in one 
person losing his employment on the site.  Therefore 
this should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED.  

ST1980 
Ashan 
Ahmed 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.)                                                                                          
I cannot believe your assessor has made the statement 
ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ όно4) could 
contribute to providing BETTER housing and 
NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a very positive 
ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ   [Ŝǘ ǳǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŜ 
BETTER housing statement.  The current housing 
adjacent to this site are aspirational homes which enjoy 
approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each.  Your current plan for 
231/234 houses on this site would create SMALLER 
houses with only 0.10 acres per dwelling.  They will NOT 
be BETTER housing than those currently adjacent to the 
site.   The neighbourhood in Cleadon have low incidents 
of public disorder, vandalism, rowdyism, littering.  
Houses are well maintained by their owners and the 
area has a well developed and a well integrated 
community spirit.  If there are BETTER neighbourhoods 
in South Tyneside I am not aware of them.  If anything 
the building of 231or 234 high density housing will 
lower the tone of the neighbourhood not enhance it.  
This should be rated NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST1980 
Ashan 
Ahmed 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.)                                                                                                                                               
How can you possibly state that building these 231/234 
houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards (for whom?).  How can you claim that 
building this large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH  
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. I find this totally 
incomprehensible and nonsensical.  You conclude by 



saying the loss of an open space (FARMLAND lets not 
forget) MAY result in some negative effects!  I think we 
have covered MANY such negative effects in the points 
above.  This point should be assessed as NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST1980 
Ashan 
Ahmed 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Assessment Summary.                                                                                                                                                                                                
Your summary states that overall the use of this 
GREENBELT site for building 231/234  houses would 
have an overall neutral impact. (On what?).  On Cleadon 
Village residents it would have a MASSIVELY NEGATIVE 
impact.  (On East Boldon residents it would have a 
lesser but still significant NEGATIVE impact.)  Cleadon 
Village has got to the point where the facilities and 
infrastructure of  a village have been saturated (schools, 
medical facilities, shops, parking, road accessibility etc.)   
Adding even more load to this infrastructure just cannot 
be accommodated (together with major planned 
housing developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 
and RG5, H3.59 this is 1310 households being added in 
(477) or within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 
boundary).  I respectfully suggest you abandon this part 
of your building plan on H3.70. 

ST2343 
Dr Robert M 
Lee 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SOUTH TYNESIDE LOCAL PLAN ς SUSTAINABILITY 
APPRAISAL OBJECTION 
 
SITE: H3.70 (MOOR LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN 
BELT) 
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading. 
 
Specifically: 
tƻƛƴǘ мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ 
 
This site floods EVERY year that I have lived here.  Every 
climate change forecaster expects rainfall to INCREASE 
not diminish in future years.  Covering 10 hectares with 
impervious surface will NOT prevent flooding on the 



site.  Nor will the proposed use of SuDS necessarily 
prevent flooding on the site and associated SEWER 
flooding ( a problem in many areas where SUDS are 
employed) . 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2343 
Dr Robert M 
Lee 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity). 
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public. The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted.  Many migrating birds are seen on 
this land each year particularly Canadian Geese. 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2343 
Dr Robert M 
Lee 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental  assets and 
natural resources). 
This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. It is an asset that 
could be essential where we have problems with 
importing food into the UK. Once it is used for building 
it cannot be recovered.  It is totally disingenuous to 
state that the size of the site 10.4 hectares MAY 
increase the likelihood of air pollution and waste 
generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 people!!!). It 
categorically WILL. 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2343 
Dr Robert M 
Lee 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt). 
Obviously  any Greenbelt land is bordered at some 
point on its periphery with buildings.  So I do not 
understand the relevance of the qualification in your 
ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ 
the loss of an area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an 
existing ōǳƛƭǘ ǳǇ ŀǊŜŀέΦ  !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 
ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŀƴŘ DǊŜŜƴōŜƭǘ 
should ONLY be used for development AS A LAST 
w9{hw¢ !b5 Lb 9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2343 
Dr Robert M 
Lee 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infractucture.) 
The site forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 
CORRIDOR. How on earth can your assessor state that 
the development of 231/234 homes with the 



consequent reduction of habitat facilities and the 
associated increased pollution and traffic congestion 
have a NEUTRAL IMPACT?. 
This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE NOT 
ENHANCING IT. 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2343 
Dr Robert M 
Lee 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets). 
You state that the site is in close proximity to both the 
Cleadon and Whitburn Conservation area. Yes it is. 
Currently less than 200m from the Southeast side of the 
Cleadon West Meadows Conservation area.  The roads 
in this conservation area are already beset with 
problems associated with school parking and traffic 
congestion.  Building 231 houses with c460 cars 
adjacent to this conservation area will NOT have a 
NEUTRAL effect as your report states. 
This should be NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2343 
Dr Robert M 
Lee 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
accessibility.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ 
and is within 400m of a bus stop, however due to the 
size of the site it ŎƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ 
comment by your assessor is almost laughable if it was 
not so serious.  It WILL result in traffic congestion.  
There is traffic congestion there already and accidents.  
It already needs traffic lights, particularly if you need to 
cross Sunderland Road to get on the bus to Sunderland. 
This is designated NEUTRAL and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST2343 
Dr Robert M 
Lee 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
villages.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ 
centre including community facilities and shops and 
ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ 
There is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' 
centre.  People avoid going there because of it.  Hence 
so many shops failing there over the past few years as 
more and more houses have been built in the village. 



Whoever researched this got this totally wrong.  Adding 
more cars/houses will ensure the new residents will use 
neighbouring stores in Sunderland or Newcastle as the 
current residents do.  Oh and by the way we usually 
DRIVE to these places because we cannot find a parking 
space near East Boldon Metro to take us to 
Sunderland/Newcastle. If your assessor had any local 
knowledge  they would know this. 
This should be designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST2343 
Dr Robert M 
Lee 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
within South Tyneside.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ considered suitable for 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέ  {ƻƳŜōƻŘȅ ƛǎ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƛƴ 
FARMING the site.  Therefore it has a NEGATIVE impact 
not an IGNORED status. 

ST2343 
Dr Robert M 
Lee 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.) 
As the development of this site could result in one 
person losing his employment on the site. 
Therefore this should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED.  

ST2343 
Dr Robert M 
Lee 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.) 
I cannot believe your assessor has made the statement 
ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ όнопύ ŎƻǳƭŘ 
contribute to providing BETTER housing and 
NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a very positive 
ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ 
Let us review the BETTER housing statement.  The 
current housing adjacent to this site are aspirational 
homes which enjoy approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each.  Your 
current plan for 231/234 houses on this site would 
create SMALLER houses with only 0.10 acres per 
dwelling.  They will NOT be BETTER housing than those 
currently adjacent to the site. 
The neighbourhood in Cleadon have low incidents of 
public disorder, vandalism, rowdyism, littering.  Houses 
are well maintained by their owners and the area has a 
well developed and a well integrated community spirit.  



If there are BETTER neighbourhoods in South Tyneside I 
am not aware of them. 
If anything the building of 231or 234 high density 
housing will lower the tone of the neighbourhood not 
enhance it. 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST2343 
Dr Robert M 
Lee 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.) 
How can you possibly state that building these 231/234 
houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards (for whom?).  How can you claim that 
building this large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH  
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. I find this totally 
incomprehensible and nonsensical. 
You conclude by saying the loss of an open space 
(FARMLAND lets not forget) MAY result in some 
negative effects! 
I think we have covered MANY such negative effects in 
the points above. 
This point should be assessed as NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST2343 
Dr Robert M 
Lee 

    App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Assessment Summary. 
Your summary states that overall the use of this 
GREENBELT site for building 231/234  houses would 
have an overall neutral impact. (On what?).   
On Cleadon Village residents it would have a MASSIVELY 
NEGATIVE impact. 
(On East Boldon residents it would have a lesser but still 
significant NEGATIVE impact.) 
Cleadon Village has got to the point where the facilities 
and infrastructure of  a village have been saturated 
(schools, medical facilities, shops, parking, road 
accessibility etc.)  
Adding even more load to this infrastructure just cannot 
be accommodated (together with major planned 
housing developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 
and RG5, H3.59 this is 1310 households being added in 
(477) or within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 



boundary).  I respectfully suggest you abandon this part 
of your building plan on H3.70. 

ST2366 Ian Palmer   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SITE: H3.70 (MOOR LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN 
BELT) 
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
ƛƴŀŎŎǳǊŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǎƭŜŀŘƛƴƎΦ{ǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅΥ tƻƛƴǘ мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ 
to and mitigate the impacts of climate change in South 
¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƭƻƻŘǎ 9±9w¸ Φ L ƘŀǾŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ 
knowledge of this.. Every climate change forecaster 
expects rainfall to INCREASE not diminish in future 
years. Covering 10 
hectares with impervious surface will NOT prevent 
flooding on the site. Nor will the proposed use of SuDS 
necessarily prevent flooding on the site and associated 
SEWER 
flooding ( a problem in many areas where SUDS are 
employed) . This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST2366 Ian Palmer   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity). 
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public.  The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted. Many migrating birds are seen on this 
land each year particularly Canadian Geese.  This should 
be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2366 Ian Palmer   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental assets and 
natural resources). 
This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. It is an asset that 
could be essential where we have problems with 
importing food into the UK. Once it is used for building 
it cannot be recovered. It is totally disingenuous to 
state that the size of the site 10.4 hectares MAY 
increase the likelihood of air pollution and waste 
generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 people!!!). It 
categorically WILL.  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST2366 Ian Palmer   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 
Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt). 
Obviously any Greenbelt land is bordered at some point 



on its periphery with buildings.  So I do not understand 
ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ  
development of this site would result in the loss of an 
area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an existing built up 
ŀǊŜŀέΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ 
should be developed and Greenbelt should ONLY be 
used for development AS A LAST RESORT AND IN 
9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǊŀǘŜŘ 
RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2366 Ian Palmer   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infractucture) 
The site forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 
CORRIDOR. How on earth can your assessor state that 
the development of 231/234 homes with the 
consequent reduction of habitat facilities and the 
associated increased pollution and traffic congestion 
have a NEUTRAL IMPACT?.  This is DESTROYING OUR 
GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ENHANCING IT. This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2366 Ian Palmer   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets). 
You correctly state that the site is in close proximity to 
both the Cleadon and Whitburn Conservation area. 
Currently less than 200m from the Southeast side of the 
Cleadon West Meadows Conservation area. The roads 
in this conservation area are already beset with 
problems associated with school parking and traffic 
congestion. Building 231 houses with c460 cars adjacent 
to this conservation area will NOT have a NEUTRAL 
effect as your report states.  This should be NEGATIVE 
not NEUTRAL. 

ST2366 Ian Palmer   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
accessibility.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ 
and is within 400m of a bus stop, however due to the 
ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 
comment by your assessor is almost laughable if it was 
not so serious. It WILL result in traffic congestion. There 
is traffic congestion there already and accidents. It 



already needs traffic lights, particularly if you need to 
cross Sunderland Road to get on the bus to Sunderland.  
This is designated NEUTRAL and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST2366 Ian Palmer   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
villages.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ 
centre including community facilities and shops and 
ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ  
There is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' 
centre. People avoid going there because of it. Hence so 
many shops failing there over the past few years as 
more and more houses have been built in the village. 
This is poorly researched. Adding more cars/ houses will 
ensure the new residents will use neighbouring stores 
in Sunderland or Newcastle as the current residents 
do.Residents usually DRIVE to these places because we 
cannot find a parking space near East Boldon Metro to 
take us to Sunderland/ Newcastle.This demonstrates a 
complete lack of local knowledge by your assessor.  This 
should be designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST2366 Ian Palmer   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
within South Tyneside.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ considered suitable for 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέ {ƻƳŜƻƴŜ ƛǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƛƴ 
FARMING the site.  Therefore it has a NEGATIVE impact 
not an IGNORED status. 

ST2366 Ian Palmer   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.) 
As the development of this site could result in one 
person losing his employment on the site.  Therefore 
this should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED. 

ST2366 Ian Palmer   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.) 
It is astounding that your assessor has made the 
ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ 
(234) could contribute to providing BETTER housing and 
NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a very positive 
ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ  [Ŝǘ ǳǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŜ 



BETTER housing statement. The current housing 
adjacent to this site 
are aspirational homes which enjoy approx 0.2 to 0.5 
acres each. Your current plan for 231/234 houses on 
this site would create SMALLER houses with only 0.10 
acres per dwelling. They will NOT be BETTER housing 
than those currently adjacent to the site.  The 
neighbourhood in Cleadon have low incidents of public 
disorder, vandalism, rowdyism, littering. Houses are 
well maintained by their owners and the area has a well 
developed and a well integrated community spirit. I am 
unaware of BETTER neighbourhoods in South Tyneside.  
The building of 231or 234 high density housing will be 
detrimental to the tone of the neighbourhood as 
opposed to enhancing it.  This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST2366 Ian Palmer   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.) 
It is astonishing that you state that building these 
231/234 houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards. What evidence is there that building this 
large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH 
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. This tis otally 
incomprehensible and nonsensical.  You conclude by 
saying the loss of an open space (FARMLAND lets not 
forget) MAY result in some negative effects! I have 
raised MANY such negative effects in the points above.  
This point should be assessed as NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST2366 Ian Palmer   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Assessment Summary. 
All of these building proposals should be rejected Your 
summary states that overall the use of this GREENBELT 
site for building 231/234 houses would have an overall 
neutral impact.  I disagree. On Cleadon Village residents 
it would have a MASSIVELY NEGATIVE impact.  (On East 
Boldon residents it would have a lesser but still 
significant NEGATIVE impact.)  Cleadon Village has got 
to the point where the facilities and infrastructure of a 
village have been saturated (schools, medical facilities, 



shops, parking, road accessibility etc.)  Adding even 
more load to this infrastructure just cannot be 
accommodated (together with major planned housing 
developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 and RG5, 
H3.59 this is 1310 households being added in (477) or 
within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 
boundary).  I respectfully suggest you abandon your 
building plan on H3.2 and H3.3 and H3.70. 

ST2367 
Pauline 
Palmer 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SITE: H3.70 (MOOR LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN 
BELT) 
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading.Specifically: 
tƻƛƴǘ мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ climate 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƭƻƻŘǎ 9±9w¸ Φ L 
have personal knowledge of this.. Every climate change 
forecaster expects rainfall to INCREASE not diminish in 
future years. Covering 10 hectares with impervious 
surface will NOT prevent flooding on the site. Nor will 
the proposed use of SuDS necessarily prevent flooding 
on the site and associated SEWER flooding ( a problem 
in many areas where SUDS are employed) .  This should 
be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2367 
Pauline 
Palmer 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity). 
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public.  The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted. Many migrating birds are seen on this 
land each year particularly Canadian Geese.  This should 
be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2367 
Pauline 
Palmer 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental assets and 
natural resources). 
This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. It is an asset that 
could be essential where we have problems with 
importing food into the UK. Once it is used for building 
it cannot be recovered. It is totally disingenuous to 
state that the size of the site 10.4 hectares MAY 
increase the likelihood of air pollution and waste 
generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 people!!!). It 



categorically WILL.  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST2367 
Pauline 
Palmer 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt). 
Obviously any Greenbelt land is bordered at some point 
on its periphery with buildings.  So I do not understand 
ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ 
development of this site would result in the loss of an 
area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an existing built up 
ŀǊŜŀέΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ 
should be developed and Greenbelt should ONLY be 
used for development AS A LAST RESORT AND IN 
9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǊŀǘŜŘ 
RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2367 
Pauline 
Palmer 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infractucture) 
The site forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 
CORRIDOR. How on earth can your assessor state that 
the development of 231/234 homes with the 
consequent reduction of habitat facilities and the 
associated increased pollution and traffic congestion 
have a NEUTRAL IMPACT?.  This is DESTROYING OUR 
GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ENHANCING IT.  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2367 
Pauline 
Palmer 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets). 
You correctly state that the site is in close proximity to 
both the Cleadon and Whitburn Conservation area. 
Currently less than 200m from the Southeast side of the 
Cleadon West Meadows Conservation area. The roads 
in this conservation area are already beset with 
problems associated with school parking and traffic 
congestion. Building 231 houses with c460 cars adjacent 
to this conservation area will NOT have a NEUTRAL 
effect as your report states.  This should be NEGATIVE 
not NEUTRAL. 

ST2367 
Pauline 
Palmer 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
accessibility.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ 
and is within 400m of a bus stop, however due to the 



ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 
comment by your assessor is almost laughable if it was 
not so serious. It WILL result in traffic congestion. There 
is traffic congestion there already and accidents. It 
already needs traffic lights, particularly if you need to 
cross Sunderland Road to get on the bus to Sunderland.  
This is designated NEUTRAL and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST2367 
Pauline 
Palmer 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
villages.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ 
centre including community facilities and shops and 
therefore scoǊŜǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ 
There is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' 
centre. People avoid going there because of it. Hence so 
many shops failing there over the past few years as 
more and more houses have been built in the village. 
This is poorly researched. Adding more cars/ houses will 
ensure the new residents will use neighbouring stores 
in Sunderland or Newcastle as the current residents 
do.Residents usually DRIVE to these places because we 
cannot find a parking space near East Boldon Metro to 
take us to Sunderland/ Newcastle.This demonstrates a 
complete lack of local knowledge by your assessor.  This 
should be designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST2367 
Pauline 
Palmer 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
within South Tyneside.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέ {ƻƳŜƻƴŜ ƛǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƛƴ 
FARMING the site.  Therefore it has a NEGATIVE impact 
not an IGNORED status. 

ST2367 
Pauline 
Palmer 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.) 
As the development of this site could result in one 
person losing his employment on the site.  Therefore 
this should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED. 

ST2367 
Pauline 
Palmer 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 
Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.) 
It is astounding that your assessor has made the 



statement ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ 
(234) could contribute to providing BETTER housing and 
NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a very positive 
ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ  [Ŝǘ ǳǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŜ 
BETTER housing statement. The current housing 
adjacent to this site are aspirational homes which enjoy 
approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each. Your current plan for 
231/234 houses on this site would create SMALLER 
houses with only 0.10 acres per dwelling. They will NOT 
be BETTER housing than those currently adjacent to the 
site.  The neighbourhood in Cleadon have low incidents 
of public disorder, vandalism, rowdyism, littering. 
Houses are well maintained by their owners and the 
area has a well developed and a well integrated 
community spirit. I am unaware of BETTER 
neighbourhoods in South Tyneside.  The building of 
231or 234 high density housing will be detrimental to 
the tone of the neighbourhood as opposed to 
enhancing it.  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST2367 
Pauline 
Palmer 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.) 
It is astonishing that you state that building these 
231/234 houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards. What evidence is there that building this 
large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH 
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. This tis otally 
incomprehensible and nonsensical.  You conclude by 
saying the loss of an open space (FARMLAND lets not 
forget) MAY result in some negative effects!  I have 
raised MANY such negative effects in the points above. 
This point should be assessed as NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST2367 
Pauline 
Palmer 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Assessment Summary. 
All of these building proposals should be rejected Your 
summary states that overall the use of this GREENBELT 
site for building 231/234 houses would have an overall 
neutral impact.  I disagree. On Cleadon Village residents 
it would have a MASSIVELY NEGATIVE impact.  (On East 



Boldon residents it would have a lesser but still 
significant NEGATIVE impact.) Cleadon Village has got to 
the point where the facilities and infrastructure of a 
village have been saturated (schools, medical facilities, 
shops, parking, road accessibility etc.)  Adding even 
more load to this infrastructure just cannot be 
accommodated (together with major planned housing 
developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 and RG5, 
H3.59 this is 1310 households being added in (477) or 
within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 
boundary). I respectfully suggest you abandon your 
building plan on H3.2 and H3.3 and H3.70. 

ST2368 Vicki Elsey   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SOUTH TYNESIDE LOCAL PLAN ς SUSTAINABILITY 
APPRAISAL OBJECTION 
 
SITE: H3.70 (MOOR LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN 
BELT)   
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading.Specifically: 
tƻƛƴǘ мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ 
 
This site floods EVERY year that I have lived here.  Every 
climate change forecaster expects rainfall to INCREASE 
not diminish in future years.  Covering 10 hectares with 
impervious surface will NOT prevent flooding on the 
site.  Nor will the proposed use of SuDS necessarily 
prevent flooding on the site and associated SEWER 
flooding ( a problem in many areas where SUDS are 
employed) . 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2368 Vicki Elsey   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity). 
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public. The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted.  Many migrating birds are seen on 
this land each year particularly Canadian Geese. 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 



ST2368 Vicki Elsey   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental  assets and 
natural resources). 
This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. It is an asset that 
could be essential where we have problems with 
importing food into the UK. Once it is used for building 
it cannot be recovered.  It is totally disingenuous to 
state that the size of the site 10.4 hectares MAY 
increase the likelihood of air pollution and waste 
generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 people!!!). It 
categorically WILL. 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2368 Vicki Elsey   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt). 
Obviously  any Greenbelt land is bordered at some 
point on its periphery with buildings.  So I do not 
understand the relevance of the qualification in your 
ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ 
the loss of an area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an 
ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ōǳƛƭǘ ǳǇ ŀǊŜŀέΦ  !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 
ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŀƴŘ DǊŜŜƴōŜƭǘ 
should ONLY be used for development AS A LAST 
w9{hw¢ !b5 Lb 9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2368 Vicki Elsey   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infractucture.) 
The site forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 
CORRIDOR. How on earth can your assessor state that 
the development of 231/234 homes with the 
consequent reduction of habitat facilities and the 
associated increased pollution and traffic congestion 
have a NEUTRAL IMPACT?. 
This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE NOT 
ENHANCING IT. 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2368 Vicki Elsey   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets). 
You state that the site is in close proximity to both the 
Cleadon and Whitburn Conservation area. Yes it is. 
Currently less than 200m from the Southeast side of the 
Cleadon West Meadows Conservation area.  The roads 



in this conservation area are already beset with 
problems associated with school parking and traffic 
congestion.  Building 231 houses with c460 cars 
adjacent to this conservation area will NOT have a 
NEUTRAL effect as your report states. 
This should be NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2368 Vicki Elsey   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
accessibility.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ 
and is within 400m of a bus stop, however due to the 
ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ 
comment by your assessor is almost laughable if it was 
not so serious.  It WILL result in traffic congestion.  
There is traffic congestion there already and accidents.  
It already needs traffic lights, particularly if you need to 
cross Sunderland Road to get on the bus to Sunderland. 
This is designated NEUTRAL and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST2368 Vicki Elsey   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
villages.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ 
centre including community facilities and shops and 
ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ 
There is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' 
centre.  People avoid going there because of it.  Hence 
so many shops failing there over the past few years as 
more and more houses have been built in the village. 
Whoever researched this got this totally wrong.  Adding 
more cars/houses will ensure the new residents will use 
neighbouring stores in Sunderland or Newcastle as the 
current residents do.  Oh and by the way we usually 
DRIVE to these places because we cannot find a parking 
space near East Boldon Metro to take us to 
Sunderland/Newcastle. If your assessor had any local 
knowledge  they would know this. 
This should be designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST2368 Vicki Elsey   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 
Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
within South Tyneside.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ 



ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέΦ  {ƻƳŜōƻŘȅ ƛǎ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƛƴ 
FARMING the site.  Therefore it has a NEGATIVE impact 
not an IGNORED status. 

ST2368 Vicki Elsey   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.) 
As the development of this site could result in one 
person losing his employment on the site.  Therefore 
this should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED.  

ST2368 Vicki Elsey   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.) 
I cannot believe your assessor has made the statement 
ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ όнопύ ŎƻǳƭŘ 
contribute to providing BETTER housing and 
NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a very positive 
effect agŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ 
Let us review the BETTER housing statement.  The 
current housing adjacent to this site are aspirational 
homes which enjoy approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each.  Your 
current plan for 231/234 houses on this site would 
create SMALLER houses with only 0.10 acres per 
dwelling.  They will NOT be BETTER housing than those 
currently adjacent to the site. 
The neighbourhood in Cleadon have low incidents of 
public disorder, vandalism, rowdyism, littering.  Houses 
are well maintained by their owners and the area has a 
well developed and a well integrated community spirit.  
If there are BETTER neighbourhoods in South Tyneside I 
am not aware of them. 
If anything the building of 231or 234 high density 
housing will lower the tone of the neighbourhood not 
enhance it. 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST2368 Vicki Elsey   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.) 
How can you possibly state that building these 231/234 
houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards (for whom?).  How can you claim that 
building this large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH  
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. I find this totally 



incomprehensible and nonsensical.  You conclude by 
saying the loss of an open space (FARMLAND lets not 
forget) MAY result in some negative effects! I think we 
have covered MANY such negative effects in the points 
above.  This point should be assessed as NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST2368 Vicki Elsey   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Assessment Summary. 
Your summary states that overall the use of this 
GREENBELT site for building 231/234  houses would 
have an overall neutral impact. (On what?).   
On Cleadon Village residents it would have a MASSIVELY 
NEGATIVE impact. 
(On East Boldon residents it would have a lesser but still 
significant NEGATIVE impact.) 
Cleadon Village has got to the point where the facilities 
and infrastructure of  a village have been saturated 
(schools, medical facilities, shops, parking, road 
accessibility etc.)  
Adding even more load to this infrastructure just cannot 
be accommodated (together with major planned 
housing developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 
and RG5, H3.59 this is 1310 households being added in 
(477) or within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 
boundary). 
 
I respectfully suggest you abandon this part of your 
building plan on H3.70. 

ST2369 Ian Tufts   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SOUTH TYNESIDE LOCAL PLAN ς SUSTAINABILITY 
APPRAISAL OBJECTION 
 
SITE: H3.70 (MOOR LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN 
BELT)   
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading.Specifically: 
tƻƛƴǘ мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέ). 
 
This site floods EVERY year that I have lived here.  Every 



climate change forecaster expects rainfall to INCREASE 
not diminish in future years.  Covering 10 hectares with 
impervious surface will NOT prevent flooding on the 
site.  Nor will the proposed use of SuDS necessarily 
prevent flooding on the site and associated SEWER 
flooding ( a problem in many areas where SUDS are 
employed) . 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2369 Ian Tufts   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity). 
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public. The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted.  Many migrating birds are seen on 
this land each year particularly Canadian Geese. 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2369 Ian Tufts   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental  assets and 
natural resources). 
This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. It is an asset that 
could be essential where we have problems with 
importing food into the UK. Once it is used for building 
it cannot be recovered.  It is totally disingenuous to 
state that the size of the site 10.4 hectares MAY 
increase the likelihood of air pollution and waste 
generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 people!!!). It 
categorically WILL. 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2369 Ian Tufts   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt). 
Obviously  any Greenbelt land is bordered at some 
point on its periphery with buildings.  So I do not 
understand the relevance of the qualification in your 
ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ 
the loss of an area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an 
ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ōǳƛƭǘ ǳǇ ŀǊŜŀέΦ  !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 
ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŀƴŘ DǊŜŜƴōŜƭǘ 
should ONLY be used for development AS A LAST 
w9{hw¢ !b5 Lb 9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 



ST2369 Ian Tufts   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infractucture.) 
The site forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 
CORRIDOR. How on earth can your assessor state that 
the development of 231/234 homes with the 
consequent reduction of habitat facilities and the 
associated increased pollution and traffic congestion 
have a NEUTRAL IMPACT?. 
This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE NOT 
ENHANCING IT. 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2369 Ian Tufts   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets). 
You state that the site is in close proximity to both the 
Cleadon and Whitburn Conservation area. Yes it is. 
Currently less than 200m from the Southeast side of the 
Cleadon West Meadows Conservation area.  The roads 
in this conservation area are already beset with 
problems associated with school parking and traffic 
congestion.  Building 231 houses with c460 cars 
adjacent to this conservation area will NOT have a 
NEUTRAL effect as your report states. 
This should be NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2369 Ian Tufts   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
accessibility.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ 
and is within 400m of a bus stop, however due to the 
ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ 
comment by your assessor is almost laughable if it was 
not so serious.  It WILL result in traffic congestion.  
There is traffic congestion there already and accidents.  
It already needs traffic lights, particularly if you need to 
cross Sunderland Road to get on the bus to Sunderland. 
This is designated NEUTRAL and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST2369 Ian Tufts   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
villages.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ 
centre including community facilities and shops and 
ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ 



There is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' 
centre.  People avoid going there because of it.  Hence 
so many shops failing there over the past few years as 
more and more houses have been built in the village. 
Whoever researched this got this totally wrong.  Adding 
more cars/houses will ensure the new residents will use 
neighbouring stores in Sunderland or Newcastle as the 
current residents do.  Oh and by the way we usually 
DRIVE to these places because we cannot find a parking 
space near East Boldon Metro to take us to 
Sunderland/Newcastle. If your assessor had any local 
knowledge  they would know this. 
This should be designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST2369 Ian Tufts   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
within South Tyneside.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέ {ƻƳŜōƻŘȅ ƛǎ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƛƴ 
FARMING the site.  Therefore it has a NEGATIVE impact 
not an IGNORED status. 

ST2369 Ian Tufts   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.) 
As the development of this site could result in one 
person losing his employment on the site.  Therefore 
this should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED.  

ST2369 Ian Tufts   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.) 
I cannot believe your assessor has made the statement 
ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ όнопύ ŎƻǳƭŘ 
contribute to providing BETTER housing and 
NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a very positive 
effect against thŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ  [Ŝǘ ǳǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŜ 
BETTER housing statement.  The current housing 
adjacent to this site are aspirational homes which enjoy 
approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each.  Your current plan for 
231/234 houses on this site would create SMALLER 
houses with only 0.10 acres per dwelling.  They will NOT 
be BETTER housing than those currently adjacent to the 
site.  The neighbourhood in Cleadon have low incidents 



of public disorder, vandalism, rowdyism, littering.  
Houses are well maintained by their owners and the 
area has a well developed and a well integrated 
community spirit.  If there are BETTER neighbourhoods 
in South Tyneside I am not aware of them. 
If anything the building of 231or 234 high density 
housing will lower the tone of the neighbourhood not 
enhance it. 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST2369 Ian Tufts   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.) 
How can you possibly state that building these 231/234 
houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards (for whom?).  How can you claim that 
building this large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH  
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. I find this totally 
incomprehensible and nonsensical. 
You conclude by saying the loss of an open space 
(FARMLAND lets not forget) MAY result in some 
negative effects! 
I think we have covered MANY such negative effects in 
the points above. 
This point should be assessed as NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST2369 Ian Tufts   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Assessment Summary. 
Your summary states that overall the use of this 
GREENBELT site for building 231/234  houses would 
have an overall neutral impact. (On what?).   
On Cleadon Village residents it would have a MASSIVELY 
NEGATIVE impact. 
(On East Boldon residents it would have a lesser but still 
significant NEGATIVE impact.) 
Cleadon Village has got to the point where the facilities 
and infrastructure of  a village have been saturated 
(schools, medical facilities, shops, parking, road 
accessibility etc.)  
Adding even more load to this infrastructure just cannot 
be accommodated (together with major planned 
housing developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 



and RG5, H3.59 this is 1310 households being added in 
(477) or within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 
boundary). 
 
I respectfully suggest you abandon this part of your 
building plan on H3.70. 

ST2370 
Ashley 
Thirlwell 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SOUTH TYNESIDE LOCAL PLAN ς SUSTAINABILITY 
APPRAISAL OBJECTION 
 
SITE: H3.70 (MOOR LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN 
BELT)   
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading.Specifically: 
tƻƛƴǘ мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ 
 
This site floods EVERY year that I have lived here.  Every 
climate change forecaster expects rainfall to INCREASE 
not diminish in future years.  Covering 10 hectares with 
impervious surface will NOT prevent flooding on the 
site.  Nor will the proposed use of SuDS necessarily 
prevent flooding on the site and associated SEWER 
flooding ( a problem in many areas where SUDS are 
employed) . 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2370 
Ashley 
Thirlwell 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity). 
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public. The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted.  Many migrating birds are seen on 
this land each year particularly Canadian Geese. 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2370 
Ashley 
Thirlwell 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental  assets and 
natural resources). 
This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. It is an asset that 
could be essential where we have problems with 
importing food into the UK. Once it is used for building 
it cannot be recovered.  It is totally disingenuous to 



state that the size of the site 10.4 hectares MAY 
increase the likelihood of air pollution and waste 
generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 people!!!). It 
categorically WILL. 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2370 
Ashley 
Thirlwell 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt). 
Obviously  any Greenbelt land is bordered at some 
point on its periphery with buildings.  So I do not 
understand the relevance of the qualification in your 
ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ 
the loss of an area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an 
ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ōǳƛƭǘ ǳǇ ŀǊŜŀέΦ  !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 
ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŀƴŘ DǊŜŜƴōŜƭǘ 
should ONLY be used for development AS A LAST 
w9{hw¢ !b5 Lb 9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2370 
Ashley 
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  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infractucture.) 
The site forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 
CORRIDOR. How on earth can your assessor state that 
the development of 231/234 homes with the 
consequent reduction of habitat facilities and the 
associated increased pollution and traffic congestion 
have a NEUTRAL IMPACT?. 
This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE NOT 
ENHANCING IT. 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2370 
Ashley 
Thirlwell 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets). 
You state that the site is in close proximity to both the 
Cleadon and Whitburn Conservation area. Yes it is. 
Currently less than 200m from the Southeast side of the 
Cleadon West Meadows Conservation area.  The roads 
in this conservation area are already beset with 
problems associated with school parking and traffic 
congestion.  Building 231 houses with c460 cars 
adjacent to this conservation area will NOT have a 
NEUTRAL effect as your report states. 
This should be NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 



ST2370 
Ashley 
Thirlwell 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
accessibility.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ 
and is within 400m of a bus stop, however due to the 
ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ 
comment by your assessor is almost laughable if it was 
not so serious.  It WILL result in traffic congestion.  
There is traffic congestion there already and accidents.  
It already needs traffic lights, particularly if you need to 
cross Sunderland Road to get on the bus to Sunderland. 
This is designated NEUTRAL and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST2370 
Ashley 
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  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
villages.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ 
centre including community facilities and shops and 
ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ 
There is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' 
centre.  People avoid going there because of it.  Hence 
so many shops failing there over the past few years as 
more and more houses have been built in the village. 
Whoever researched this got this totally wrong.  Adding 
more cars/houses will ensure the new residents will use 
neighbouring stores in Sunderland or Newcastle as the 
current residents do.  Oh and by the way we usually 
DRIVE to these places because we cannot find a parking 
space near East Boldon Metro to take us to 
Sunderland/Newcastle. If your assessor had any local 
knowledge  they would know this. 
This should be designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST2370 
Ashley 
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  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
within South Tyneside.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέ 
Somebody is already employed in FARMING the site. 
Therefore it has a NEGATIVE impact not an IGNORED 
status. 

ST2370 
Ashley 
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  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 
Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.) 



As the development of this site could result in one 
person losing his employment on the site. 
Therefore this should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED.  

ST2370 
Ashley 
Thirlwell 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.) 
I cannot believe your assessor has made the statement 
ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ όнопύ ŎƻǳƭŘ 
contribute to providing BETTER housing and 
NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a very positive 
ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ 
Let us review the BETTER housing statement.  The 
current housing adjacent to this site are aspirational 
homes which enjoy approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each.  Your 
current plan for 231/234 houses on this site would 
create SMALLER houses with only 0.10 acres per 
dwelling.  They will NOT be BETTER housing than those 
currently adjacent to the site. 
The neighbourhood in Cleadon have low incidents of 
public disorder, vandalism, rowdyism, littering.  Houses 
are well maintained by their owners and the area has a 
well developed and a well integrated community spirit.  
If there are BETTER neighbourhoods in South Tyneside I 
am not aware of them. 
If anything the building of 231or 234 high density 
housing will lower the tone of the neighbourhood not 
enhance it. 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST2370 
Ashley 
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  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
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OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.) 
How can you possibly state that building these 231/234 
houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards (for whom?).  How can you claim that 
building this large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH  
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. I find this totally 
incomprehensible and nonsensical. 
You conclude by saying the loss of an open space 
(FARMLAND lets not forget) MAY result in some 
negative effects! 
I think we have covered MANY such negative effects in 



the points above. 
This point should be assessed as NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 
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  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
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Summary Objection 

Assessment Summary. 
Your summary states that overall the use of this 
GREENBELT site for building 231/234  houses would 
have an overall neutral impact. (On what?).   
On Cleadon Village residents it would have a MASSIVELY 
NEGATIVE impact. 
(On East Boldon residents it would have a lesser but still 
significant NEGATIVE impact.) 
Cleadon Village has got to the point where the facilities 
and infrastructure of  a village have been saturated 
(schools, medical facilities, shops, parking, road 
accessibility etc.)  
Adding even more load to this infrastructure just cannot 
be accommodated (together with major planned 
housing developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 
and RG5, H3.59 this is 1310 households being added in 
(477) or within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 
boundary). 
 
I respectfully suggest you abandon this part of your 
building plan on H3.70. 

ST1985 
Angela 
Beattie 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

  

Objection 

Response to South Tyneside Council SLR Sustainability 
Appraisal for SHLAA Ref:SBC051 SLR Site Ref BC44 
Land at West Hall Farm, Moor Lane/Sunderland Road, 
Cleadon 
 
The following represents a formal objection from 
Angela Beattie to the South Tyneside SLR Sustainability 
Appraisal for SHLAA Ref:SBC051 - SLR Site referenced 
BC44, published August 2019 in the pre-publication 
Local Plan. 
I wish to object in the strongest possible terms to the 
proposal to build houses on the green belt site SLR 
reference BC44, SHLAA ref SB051. 
Furthermore I wish to challenge the release of any 



South Tyneside Green Belt land for development as the 
estimated future South Tyneside population figures DO 
NOT JUSTIFY BUILDING HOUSES ON GREEN BELT. 

ST1985 
Angela 
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  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
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OBJ01 Objection 

In addition to the above specifically in relation to the 
justifications stated in your site sustainability 
assessment for BC44 (shown in italics) my objections to 
the Plan point by point, are as follows: 
ω мΦ !ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 
change in South Tyneside 
I disagree strongly with the neutral rating you have 
allocated to this objective. The impact will clearly be 
NEGATIVE as the site floods almost every winter and 
building an additional 231 houses will only exacerbate 
the impact of climate change. The rear gardens of the 
properties adjoining BC44 (SBC051) flood regularly, 
please ask the residents who obviously are more 
familiar with the location than the Planners. Building 
more residential properties in this location will increase 
water runoff, reduce natural drainage and increase the 
flood risk. South Tyneside Council has stated publically 
that it wishes to reduce the potential impact of 
/[La!¢9 /I!bD9 ȅŜǘ ƛǘ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ǿƛǎƘŜǎ ǘƻ άƎƭƻǎǎ ƻǾŜǊέ 
the real and current threat of flooding on this site. Your 
assessment is flawed. South Tyneside Council are at 
best paying lip service to this objective and at worst 
adding to the causes of CLIMATE CHANGE. 
Please provide the evidence you have to support your 
rating. 

ST1985 
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  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
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OBJ02 Objection 

ω нΦ Conserve and enhance biodiversity. 
This is long established GREEN BELT land. The site has 
been farmed for many years producing crops very 
successfully. The development of BC44 will have a huge 
adverse affect on biodiversity. The building of an 
additional 231 houses will result in a very significant 
increase in the volume of traffic using Moor Lane which 
will adversely affect the protected Boldon Flats wildlife 
site and other close by SSSI locations. More houses, 
more people, more vehicles, more traffic, more 



pollution! You state that mitigation will be required and 
that there will be recreational disturbance. This is a very 
severe understatement of the impact. An increase in 
disturbance, traffic fumes, a reduction in air quality, 
domestic pollution, reduction in habitat (a minimum of 
10ha) are all known factors to discourage wildlife. 
 
BC44 itself is currently home to many wildlife species, 
some endangered, including bats, birds (including 
protected species), small rodents and mammals such as 
hedgehogs,  insects. Newts and frogs have populated 
garden ponds adjoining the site so are obviously 
present on, or close to the site.  
Migratory birds use the site for resting and feeding. 
 
The site also forms a very important element of the 
WILDLIFE CORRIDOR linking the coast to inland green 
areas adjoining the river Wear. As has been pointed out 
previously a wire & metal mesh link fence prevents 
wildlife movements on the adjoining Training Academy 
site so any potential development of BC44 will further 
severely restrict wildlife movement through this 
important existing corridor. 
The Final Impact rating for this category should be the 
most severely negative - RED. 

ST1985 
Angela 
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  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
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OBJ03 Objection 

3. Safeguarding our environmental assets and natural 
resources 
BC44 is a food producing arable farming site. This 
resource will be lost!  
The Green Belt itself is a natural resource, once gone it 
will be gone for good. This asset will be lost! 
The wildlife which currently occupy the site is a natural 
resource and an asset. This will suffer if the site is 
developed. 
The impact of developing BC44 will significantly 
increase air pollution with the well publicised 
ƛƳǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘΩǎ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ŀƴŘ ǿŜƭƭōŜƛƴƎΦ  
The Council has a stated objective of being carbon 



neutral by 2030 but again the declared intentions of the 
Council are contradicted by its actions. The impact of 
traffic fumes and pollution on air quality will increase 
respiratory problems for residents and have a wider 
ranging impact beyond the immediate site. Steps to 
reduce the impact of climate change will be adversely 
affected by increased pollution, building work, lack of 
infrastructure to support development, traffic chaos, 
increased car use, waste generation and removal, 
sewage, support services to potential occupants of an 
additional 231 homes. This rating should be NEGATIVE 
RATHER THAN THE VERY MISLEADING RATING OF 
NEUTRAL ALLOCATED IN THE PLAN.  

ST1985 
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  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

ω пΦ tǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ DǊŜŜƴ .Ŝƭǘ 
The loss of this site which forms an important and 
substantial area of Green Belt will have a serious 
detrimental impact on the Green Belt and as such this 
aspect should be given the highest (RED) rating in 
keeping with the other similar Green Belt sites. 
Development of this site will reduce the Green divide 
between Cleadon and Sunderland by approximately  
50% as referred to in the SLR. The 2016 SLR stated that 
the development of BC44 would have a SIGNIFICANT 
ADVERSE Lat!/¢ ǳǇƻƴ άǇǊŜǎŜǊǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ 
ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜέΦ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ 
will obviously increase the urban sprawl, increase the 
merging of Cleadon with Sunderland and impact 
significantly on the special character of the village, all 
factors considered to be important in the original SLR. 
This highly disproportionate use of Greenbelt 
surrounding Cleadon is not justified in the Plan, is 
unacceptable to the residents and should be 
abandoned before lasting damage is done to the area, 
the environment, the wildlife and the residents. Please 
provide the evidence you have to support your rating. 

ST1985 
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  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
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OBJ05 Objection 
ω рΦ 9ƴƘŀƴŎƛƴƎ ƻǳǊ DǊŜŜƴ LƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ 
I find it impossible to understand how you have arrived 
at this neutral rating. Reducing the South Tyneside 



Green Belt by developing 10 ha of productive farm land 
will have a NEGATIVE impact. Please explain how you 
came to this rating. What evidence do you have to 
support this claim? 

ST1985 
Angela 
Beattie 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
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OBJ06 Objection 

ω сΦ tǊƻǘŜŎǘΣ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜΩǎ 
heritage and cultural assets. 
This site is highly visible on approach from Sunderland 
or Whitburn and as such is critical in portraying the 
image and farming heritage of a North East coast 
village. This will be destroyed by any proposed housing 
development. The site is very close to a conservation 
area which will be adversely affected by increased 
traffic, parking and pollution from the proposed 
development. This impact rating should be NEGATIVE 
NOT NEUTRAL. Please explain why you have allocated a 
neutral rating. 
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  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
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OBJ07 Objection 

ω тΦ Promote sustainable transport and accessibility. 
A site of some 231 homes will significantly increase 
traffic levels and pollution. This rating should be 
NEGATIVE.  
Delays of up to 10 minutes at the East Boldon level 
crossing is commonplace as is the 30 minute crawl 
through East Boldon during the early evening.  
 
Parking around the local schools is very difficult and 
traffic levels create congestion. 
 
The speed of the traffic on the A1018, Sunderland Road 
adjoining the proposed development is excessive and 
combined with the very high volumes of traffic using 
this road represents a serious danger to the public, 
particularly to pedestrians. Recently hard standing for a 
speed surveillance vehicle has been installed close to 
the Whitburn Road junction but so far this has done 
little to reduce speeding vehicles.  
 
East Boldon metro station is too far away from this site 
for residents to walk to it to access rail travel. Therefore 



they will drive to it by the shortest route which will take 
them through Boldon Flats nature reserve, creating 
disturbance, pollution and destruction of habitat for 
wildlife. 
 
The speed and volume of traffic deters residents from 
crossing this busy road to the bus stops on this stretch 
of road reducing the accessibility to transport facilities. 
Increased housing adjoining this road will increase 
traffic and make the problem even worse.  
 
Please confirm the evidence to support your rating. 

ST1985 
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  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
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OBJ08 Objection 

ω уΦ 9ƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŜ vitality of our town centres and villages. 
 
I do not agree at all with the positive assessment 
assigned for this category and object strongly to it. 
Development will have a very NEGATIVE impact upon 
the local businesses in the village. Residents are 
currently reluctant to visit the shops in Cleadon because 
of the traffic congestion, the accident risk and the lack 
of adequate parking facilities. The potential increase in 
road traffic resulting from 231 additional houses will 
further exacerbate this. The proposed homes are to be 
built for families. Parents with young children will not 
walk 1000 metres to visit the village.  
The impact will be negative. Believe me ς I live here. 
How have you arrived at this positive rating? I suspect 
that you have used a desk top assessment? I look 
forward to receiving your supporting data. 
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  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
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OBJ09 Objection 

ω фΦ 9ƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ 
South Tyneside. 
By building houses on this Greenbelt land you may well 
put agricultural workers out of jobs at a time when we 
have been told by National Government that farming 
and food production is critical to the future of the UK. 
So this rating should be NEGATIVE.  
Please explain why you have ignored this employment 
impact? 
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  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
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OBJ10 Objection 

ω млΦ LƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ 
education and improve living standards. 
Development of this site will reduce employment and 
as described. It will also result in reduced living 
standards for residents. It should therefore be 
NEGATIVE IMPACT.   
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  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
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OBJ12 Objection 

ω мнΦ tǊƻǾƛŘŜ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎΣ neighbourhoods and 
design. 
Recent developments in the local area clearly prove 
that this impact is negative. Building 231 houses on a 
site of 10 hectares will reduce the quality of housing 
stock and adversely affect the neighbourhood. Council 
need to provide evidence to support  their very 
subjective rating in the Plan. 
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  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
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OBJ13 Objection 

ω моΦ tǊƻƳƻǘŜ ƘŜŀƭǘƘƛŜǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΦ 
The loss of this area of green belt land is significant. 
Developing it will have a NEGATIVE impact on the 
health of existing residents due to pollution, the 
reduction in air quality, respiratory damage, noise, 
disturbance, traffic congestion, loss of the proven 
beneficial value of green space, fields, trees, 
hedgerows, wildlife. In addition new residents will have 
to cope with these health impacts. The borough is 
already very densely populated which already leads to 
health issues among its residents. Please provide me 
the evidence you have to support your rating. It is 
nonsense. 

ST2377 
Lousie 
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  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
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OBJ01 Objection 

SOUTH TYNESIDE LOCAL PLAN ς SUSTAINABILITY 
APPRAISAL OBJECTION 
 
SITE: H3.70 (MOOR LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN 
BELT)   
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading.Specifically: 
tƻƛƴǘ мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ 
 
This site floods EVERY year that I have lived here.  Every 



climate change forecaster expects rainfall to INCREASE 
not diminish in future years.  Covering 10 hectares with 
impervious surface will NOT prevent flooding on the 
site.  Nor will the proposed use of SuDS necessarily 
prevent flooding on the site and associated SEWER 
flooding ( a problem in many areas where SUDS are 
employed) . 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 
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  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
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OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity). 
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public. The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted.  Many migrating birds are seen on 
this land each year particularly Canadian Geese. 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 
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  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
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OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental  assets and 
natural resources). 
This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. It is an asset that 
could be essential where we have problems with 
importing food into the UK. Once it is used for building 
it cannot be recovered.  It is totally disingenuous to 
state that the size of the site 10.4 hectares MAY 
increase the likelihood of air pollution and waste 
generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 people!!!). It 
categorically WILL. 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2377 
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  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt). 
Obviously  any Greenbelt land is bordered at some 
point on its periphery with buildings.  So I do not 
understand the relevance of the qualification in your 
ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ 
the loss of an area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an 
ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ōǳƛƭǘ ǳǇ ŀǊŜŀέΦ  !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 
ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭd be developed and Greenbelt 
should ONLY be used for development AS A LAST 
w9{hw¢ !b5 Lb 9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 
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  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
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OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infractucture.) 
The site forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 
CORRIDOR. How on earth can your assessor state that 
the development of 231/234 homes with the 
consequent reduction of habitat facilities and the 
associated increased pollution and traffic congestion 
have a NEUTRAL IMPACT?. 
This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE NOT 
ENHANCING IT. 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2377 
Lousie 
Bulmer 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets). 
You state that the site is in close proximity to both the 
Cleadon and Whitburn Conservation area. Yes it is. 
Currently less than 200m from the Southeast side of the 
Cleadon West Meadows Conservation area.  The roads 
in this conservation area are already beset with 
problems associated with school parking and traffic 
congestion.  Building 231 houses with c460 cars 
adjacent to this conservation area will NOT have a 
NEUTRAL effect as your report states. 
This should be NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2377 
Lousie 
Bulmer 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
accessibility.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ 
and is within 400m of a bus stop, however due to the 
ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ 
comment by your assessor is almost laughable if it was 
not so serious.  It WILL result in traffic congestion.  
There is traffic congestion there already and accidents.  
It already needs traffic lights, particularly if you need to 
cross Sunderland Road to get on the bus to Sunderland. 
This is designated NEUTRAL and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST2377 
Lousie 
Bulmer 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
villages.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ 
centre including community facilities and shops and 
ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ 



There is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' 
centre.  People avoid going there because of it.  Hence 
so many shops failing there over the past few years as 
more and more houses have been built in the village. 
Whoever researched this got this totally wrong.  Adding 
more cars/houses will ensure the new residents will use 
neighbouring stores in Sunderland or Newcastle as the 
current residents do.  Oh and by the way we usually 
DRIVE to these places because we cannot find a parking 
space near East Boldon Metro to take us to 
Sunderland/Newcastle. If your assessor had any local 
knowledge  they would know this. 
This should be designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST2377 
Lousie 
Bulmer 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
within South Tyneside.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέ 
Somebody is already employed in FARMING the site. 
Therefore it has a NEGATIVE impact not an IGNORED 
status. 

ST2377 
Lousie 
Bulmer 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.) 
As the development of this site could result in one 
person losing his employment on the site. 
Therefore this should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED.  

ST2377 
Lousie 
Bulmer 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.) 
I cannot believe your assessor has made the statement 
ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ όнопύ could 
contribute to providing BETTER housing and 
NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a very positive 
ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ 
Let us review the BETTER housing statement.  The 
current housing adjacent to this site are aspirational 
homes which enjoy approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each.  Your 
current plan for 231/234 houses on this site would 
create SMALLER houses with only 0.10 acres per 
dwelling.  They will NOT be BETTER housing than those 



currently adjacent to the site. 
The neighbourhood in Cleadon have low incidents of 
public disorder, vandalism, rowdyism, littering.  Houses 
are well maintained by their owners and the area has a 
well developed and a well integrated community spirit.  
If there are BETTER neighbourhoods in South Tyneside I 
am not aware of them. 
If anything the building of 231or 234 high density 
housing will lower the tone of the neighbourhood not 
enhance it. 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST2377 
Lousie 
Bulmer 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.) 
How can you possibly state that building these 231/234 
houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards (for whom?).  How can you claim that 
building this large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH  
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. I find this totally 
incomprehensible and nonsensical. 
You conclude by saying the loss of an open space 
(FARMLAND lets not forget) MAY result in some 
negative effects! 
I think we have covered MANY such negative effects in 
the points above. 
This point should be assessed as NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST2377 
Lousie 
Bulmer 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Assessment Summary. 
Your summary states that overall the use of this 
GREENBELT site for building 231/234  houses would 
have an overall neutral impact. (On what?).   
On Cleadon Village residents it would have a MASSIVELY 
NEGATIVE impact. 
(On East Boldon residents it would have a lesser but still 
significant NEGATIVE impact.) 
Cleadon Village has got to the point where the facilities 
and infrastructure of  a village have been saturated 
(schools, medical facilities, shops, parking, road 
accessibility etc.)  
Adding even more load to this infrastructure just cannot 



be accommodated (together with major planned 
housing developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 
and RG5, H3.59 this is 1310 households being added in 
(477) or within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 
boundary). 
 
I respectfully suggest you abandon this part of your 
building plan on H3.70. 

ST2379 
Kathleen 
Clingly 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SITE: H3.70 (MOOR LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN 
BELT) 
 
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading. 
  
Specifically: 
tƻƛƴǘ мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ 
  
This site floods EVERY year that I have lived here.  Every 
climate change forecaster expects rainfall to INCREASE 
not diminish in future years.  Covering 10 hectares with 
impervious surface will NOT prevent flooding on the 
site.  Nor will the proposed use of SuDS necessarily 
prevent flooding on the site and associated SEWER 
flooding ( a problem in many areas where SUDS are 
employed) . 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2379 
Kathleen 
Clingly 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity). 
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public. The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted.  Many migrating birds are seen on 
this land each year particularly Canadian Geese. 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2379 
Kathleen 
Clingly 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental  assets and 
natural resources). 
This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. It is an asset that 
could be essential where we have problems with 



importing food into the UK. Once it is used for building 
it cannot be recovered.  It is totally disingenuous to 
state that the size of the site 10.4 hectares MAY 
increase the likelihood of air pollution and waste 
generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 people!!!). It 
categorically WILL. 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 
  

ST2379 
Kathleen 
Clingly 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt). 
Obviously  any Greenbelt land is bordered at some 
point on its periphery with buildings.  So I do not 
understand the relevance of the qualification in your 
ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ 
the loss of an area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an 
ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ōǳƛƭǘ ǳǇ ŀǊŜŀέΦ  !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 
ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŀƴŘ DǊŜŜƴōŜƭǘ 
should ONLY be used for development AS A LAST 
w9{hw¢ !b5 Lb 9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2379 
Kathleen 
Clingly 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infractucture.) 
The site forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 
CORRIDOR. How on earth can your assessor state that 
the development of 231/234 homes with the 
consequent reduction of habitat facilities and the 
associated increased pollution and traffic congestion 
have a NEUTRAL IMPACT?. 
This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE NOT 
ENHANCING IT. 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2379 
Kathleen 
Clingly 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets). 
You state that the site is in close proximity to both the 
Cleadon and Whitburn Conservation area. Yes it is. 
Currently less than 200m from the Southeast side of the 
Cleadon West Meadows Conservation area.  The roads 
in this conservation area are already beset with 
problems associated with school parking and traffic 
congestion.  Building 231 houses with c460 cars 



adjacent to this conservation area will NOT have a 
NEUTRAL effect as your report states. 
This should be NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2379 
Kathleen 
Clingly 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
accessibility.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ 
and is within 400m of a bus stop, however due to the 
size of the site it ŎƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ 
comment by your assessor is almost laughable if it was 
not so serious.  It WILL result in traffic congestion.  
There is traffic congestion there already and accidents.  
It already needs traffic lights, particularly if you need to 
cross Sunderland Road to get on the bus to Sunderland. 
This is designated NEUTRAL and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST2379 
Kathleen 
Clingly 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
villages.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ 
centre including community facilities and shops and 
ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ 
There is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' 
centre.  People avoid going there because of it.  Hence 
so many shops failing there over the past few years as 
more and more houses have been built in the village. 
Whoever researched this got this totally wrong.  Adding 
more cars/houses will ensure the new residents will use 
neighbouring stores in Sunderland or Newcastle as the 
current residents do.  Oh and by the way we usually 
DRIVE to these places because we cannot find a parking 
space near East Boldon Metro to take us to 
Sunderland/Newcastle. If your assessor had any local 
knowledge they would know this. 
This should be designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST2379 
Kathleen 
Clingly 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
within South Tyneside.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ considered suitable for 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέ {ƻƳŜōƻŘȅ ƛǎ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƛƴ 
FARMING the site.  Therefore it has a NEGATIVE impact 
not an IGNORED status. 



ST2379 
Kathleen 
Clingly 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.) 
As the development of this site could result in one 
person losing his employment on the site.  Therefore 
this should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED.  

ST2379 
Kathleen 
Clingly 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.) 
I cannot believe your assessor has made the statement 
ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ όнопύ ŎƻǳƭŘ 
contribute to providing BETTER housing and 
NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a very positive 
ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ 
Let us review the BETTER housing statement.  The 
current housing adjacent to this site are aspirational 
homes which enjoy approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each.  Your 
current plan for 231/234 houses on this site would 
create SMALLER houses with only 0.10 acres per 
dwelling.  They will NOT be BETTER housing than those 
currently adjacent to the site. 
The neighbourhood in Cleadon have low incidents of 
public disorder, vandalism, rowdyism, littering.  Houses 
are well maintained by their owners and the area has a 
well developed and a well integrated community spirit.  
If there are BETTER neighbourhoods in South Tyneside I 
am not aware of them. 
If anything the building of 231or 234 high density 
housing will lower the tone of the neighbourhood not 
enhance it. 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST2379 
Kathleen 
Clingly 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.) 
How can you possibly state that building these 231/234 
houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards (for whom?).  How can you claim that 
building this large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH  
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. I find this totally 
incomprehensible and nonsensical. 
You conclude by saying the loss of an open space 
(FARMLAND lets not forget) MAY result in some 



negative effects! 
I think we have covered MANY such negative effects in 
the points above. 
This point should be assessed as NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST2379 
Kathleen 
Clingly 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Assessment Summary. 
Your summary states that overall the use of this 
GREENBELT site for building 231/234  houses would 
have an overall neutral impact. (On what?).   
On Cleadon Village residents it would have a MASSIVELY 
NEGATIVE impact. 
(On East Boldon residents it would have a lesser but still 
significant NEGATIVE impact.) 
Cleadon Village has got to the point where the facilities 
and infrastructure of  a village have been saturated 
(schools, medical facilities, shops, parking, road 
accessibility etc.)  
Adding even more load to this infrastructure just cannot 
be accommodated (together with major planned 
housing developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 
and RG5, H3.59 this is 1310 households being added in 
(477) or within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 
boundary). 
  
I respectfully suggest you abandon this part of your 
building plan on H3.70. 

ST2104 
Andrew 
Hodgson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SOUTH TYNESIDE LOCAL PLAN ς SUSTAINABILITY 
APPRAISAL OBJECTION :  SITE: H3.70 (MOOR 
LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN BELT)                                                                                                                                                                                     
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading.  Specifically:                    Point 
мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘe is a flood risk. 
Climate change will increase this risk. Your comments 
are unintelligible to the layman and refer to other 
reports that we are not familiar with . This site floods 
EVERY year that I have lived here.  Every climate change 
forecaster expects rainfall to INCREASE not diminish in 



future years.  Covering 10 hectares with impervious 
surface will NOT prevent flooding on the site.  Nor will 
the proposed use of SuDS necessarily prevent flooding 
on the site and associated SEWER flooding ( a problem 
in many areas where SUDS are employed) .       This 
should be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL.                                                                                                                                           

ST2104 
Andrew 
Hodgson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity).                                                                                                                                                                   
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public. The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted.  Many migrating birds are seen on 
this land each year particularly Canadian Geese.  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2104 
Andrew 
Hodgson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental assets and 
natural resources).  This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD! It 
is an asset that could be essential where we have 
problems with importing food into the UK. Once it is 
used for building it cannot be recovered. It is totally 
disingenuous to state that the size of the site 10.4 
hectares MAY increase the likelihood of air pollution 
and waste generation issues? (c.460 cars, c.500 
people!!!). It categorically WILL.  This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2104 
Andrew 
Hodgson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt).  Obviously any 
Greenbelt land is bordered at some point on its 
periphery with buildings. So I do not understand the 
ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ έ¢ƘŜ 
development of this site would result in the loss of an 
area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an existing built up 
ŀǊŜŀέΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ 
should be developed and Greenbelt should ONLY be 
used for development AS A LAST RESORT AND IN 
9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǊŀǘŜŘ 
RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2104 
Andrew 
Hodgson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infrastructure.)  The site 
forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE CORRIDOR. 
How on earth can your assessor state that the 
development of 231/234 homes with the consequent 



reduction of habitat facilities and the associated 
increased pollution and traffic congestion have a 
NEUTRAL IMPACT?.  This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN 
INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ENHANCING IT.  This should be 
rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2104 
Andrew 
Hodgson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets).  You state that 
the site is in close proximity to both the Cleadon and 
Whitburn Conservation area. Yes it is. Currently less 
than 200m from the Southeast side of the Cleadon 
West Meadows Conservation area. The roads in this 
conservation area are already beset with problems 
associated with school parking and traffic congestion. 
Building 231 houses with c460 cars adjacent to this 
conservation area will NOT have a NEUTRAL effect as 
your report states. This should be NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST2104 
Andrew 
Hodgson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅΦύ ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ 
public transport and is within 400m of a bus stop, 
however due to the size of the site it could result in 
ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ōȅ ȅƻǳǊ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƻǊ is 
almost laughable if it was not so serious. It WILL result 
in traffic congestion. There is traffic congestion there 
already and accidents. It already needs traffic lights, 
particularly if you need to cross Sunderland Road to get 
on the bus to Sunderland. This is designated NEUTRAL 
and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST2104 
Andrew 
Hodgson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜǎΦύ ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ 
shopping centre including community facilities and 
shops and therefore scores positively against this 
ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ 
There is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' 
centre.  People avoid going there because of it.  Hence 
so many shops failing there over the past few years as 
more and more houses have been built in the village. 
Whoever researched this got this totally wrong.  Adding 



more cars/houses will ensure the new residents will use 
neighbouring stores in Sunderland or Newcastle as the 
current residents do.  Oh and by the way we usually 
DRIVE to these places because we cannot find a parking 
space near East Boldon Metro to take us to 
Sunderland/Newcastle. If your assessor had any local 
knowledge  they would know this. 
This should be designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST2104 
Andrew 
Hodgson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
ǿƛǘƘƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜΦύ ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ 
ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέ {ƻƳŜōƻŘȅ ƛǎ 
already employed in FARMING the site. Therefore it has 
a NEGATIVE impact not an IGNORED status. 

ST2104 
Andrew 
Hodgson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.)As the 
development of this site could result in one person 
losing his employment on the site. Therefore, this 
should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED. 

ST2104 
Andrew 
Hodgson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.) I cannot believe your assessor has made 
ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ 
housing (234) could contribute to providing BETTER 
housing and NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a 
ǾŜǊȅ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ [Ŝǘ ǳǎ 
review the BETTER housing statement. The current 
housing adjacent to this site are aspirational homes 
which enjoy approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each. Your current 
plan for 231/234 houses on this site would create 
SMALLER houses with only 0.10 acres per dwelling. 
They will NOT be BETTER housing than those currently 
adjacent to the site. The neighbourhood in Cleadon 
have low incidents of public disorder, vandalism, 
rowdyism, littering. Houses are well maintained by their 
owners and the area has a well-developed and a wel- 
integrated community spirit. If there are BETTER 
neighbourhoods in South Tyneside I am not aware of 
them. If anything, the building of 231or 234 high 
density housing will lower the tone of the 



neighbourhood not enhance it. This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST2104 
Andrew 
Hodgson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.) 
How can you possibly state that building these 231/234 
houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards (for whom?).  How can you claim that 
building this large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH  
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. I find this totally 
incomprehensible and nonsensical. 
You conclude by saying the loss of an open space 
(FARMLAND lets not forget) MAY result in some 
negative effects! 
I think we have covered MANY such negative effects in 
the points above. 
This point should be assessed as NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST2104 
Andrew 
Hodgson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Your summary states that overall the use of this 
GREENBELT site for building 231/234  houses would 
have an overall neutral impact. (On what?).   
On Cleadon Village residents it would have a MASSIVELY 
NEGATIVE impact. 
(On East Boldon residents it would have a lesser but still 
significant NEGATIVE impact.) 
Cleadon Village has got to the point where the facilities 
and infrastructure of  a village have been saturated 
(schools, medical facilities, shops, parking, road 
accessibility etc.)  
Adding even more load to this infrastructure just cannot 
be accommodated (together with major planned 
housing developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 
and RG5, H3.59 this is 1310 households being added in 
(477) or within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 
boundary).  I respectfully suggest you abandon this part 
of your building plan on H3.70. 

ST2105 
Gillian 
Hodgson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SOUTH TYNESIDE LOCAL PLAN ς SUSTAINABILITY 
APPRAISAL OBJECTION :  SITE: H3.70 (MOOR 
LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN BELT)                                                                                                                                                                                     
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 



inaccurate and misleading.  Specifically:                    Point 
мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ŀ ŦƭƻƻŘ ǊƛǎƪΦ 
Climate change will increase this risk. Your comments 
are unintelligible to the layman and refer to other 
reports that we are not familiar with . This site floods 
EVERY year that I have lived here.  Every climate change 
forecaster expects rainfall to INCREASE not diminish in 
future years.  Covering 10 hectares with impervious 
surface will NOT prevent flooding on the site.  Nor will 
the proposed use of SuDS necessarily prevent flooding 
on the site and associated SEWER flooding ( a problem 
in many areas where SUDS are employed) .       This 
should be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL.                                                                                                                                           

ST2105 
Gillian 
Hodgson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity).                                                                                                                                                                   
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public. The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted.  Many migrating birds are seen on 
this land each year particularly Canadian Geese.  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2105 
Gillian 
Hodgson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental assets and 
natural resources).  This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD! It 
is an asset that could be essential where we have 
problems with importing food into the UK. Once it is 
used for building it cannot be recovered. It is totally 
disingenuous to state that the size of the site 10.4 
hectares MAY increase the likelihood of air pollution 
and waste generation issues? (c.460 cars, c.500 
people!!!). It categorically WILL.  This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2105 
Gillian 
Hodgson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt).  Obviously any 
Greenbelt land is bordered at some point on its 
periphery with buildings. So I do not understand the 
ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ έ¢ƘŜ 
development of this site would result in the loss of an 
area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an existing built up 
ŀǊŜŀέΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ 



should be developed and Greenbelt should ONLY be 
used for development AS A LAST RESORT AND IN 
9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǊŀǘŜd 
RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2105 
Gillian 
Hodgson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infrastructure.)  The site 
forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE CORRIDOR. 
How on earth can your assessor state that the 
development of 231/234 homes with the consequent 
reduction of habitat facilities and the associated 
increased pollution and traffic congestion have a 
NEUTRAL IMPACT?.  This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN 
INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ENHANCING IT.  This should be 
rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2105 
Gillian 
Hodgson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets).  You state that 
the site is in close proximity to both the Cleadon and 
Whitburn Conservation area. Yes it is. Currently less 
than 200m from the Southeast side of the Cleadon 
West Meadows Conservation area. The roads in this 
conservation area are already beset with problems 
associated with school parking and traffic congestion. 
Building 231 houses with c460 cars adjacent to this 
conservation area will NOT have a NEUTRAL effect as 
your report states. This should be NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST2105 
Gillian 
Hodgson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅΦύ ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ 
public transport and is within 400m of a bus stop, 
however due to the size of the site it could result in 
ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ōȅ ȅƻǳǊ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƻǊ ƛǎ 
almost laughable if it was not so serious. It WILL result 
in traffic congestion. There is traffic congestion there 
already and accidents. It already needs traffic lights, 
particularly if you need to cross Sunderland Road to get 
on the bus to Sunderland. This is designated NEUTRAL 
and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST2105 
Gillian 
Hodgson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 
Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜǎΦύ ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ 



shopping centre including community facilities and 
shops and therefore scores positively against this 
ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ 
There is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' 
centre.  People avoid going there because of it.  Hence 
so many shops failing there over the past few years as 
more and more houses have been built in the village. 
Whoever researched this got this totally wrong.  Adding 
more cars/houses will ensure the new residents will use 
neighbouring stores in Sunderland or Newcastle as the 
current residents do.  Oh and by the way we usually 
DRIVE to these places because we cannot find a parking 
space near East Boldon Metro to take us to 
Sunderland/Newcastle. If your assessor had any local 
knowledge  they would know this. 
This should be designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST2105 
Gillian 
Hodgson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
ǿƛǘƘƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜΦύ ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ 
ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέ {ƻƳŜōƻŘȅ ƛǎ 
already employed in FARMING the site. Therefore it has 
a NEGATIVE impact not an IGNORED status. 

ST2105 
Gillian 
Hodgson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.)As the 
development of this site could result in one person 
losing his employment on the site. Therefore, this 
should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED. 

ST2105 
Gillian 
Hodgson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.) I cannot believe your assessor has made 
ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ 
housing (234) could contribute to providing BETTER 
housing and NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a 
ǾŜǊȅ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ [Ŝǘ ǳǎ 
review the BETTER housing statement. The current 
housing adjacent to this site are aspirational homes 
which enjoy approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each. Your current 
plan for 231/234 houses on this site would create 
SMALLER houses with only 0.10 acres per dwelling. 
They will NOT be BETTER housing than those currently 



adjacent to the site. The neighbourhood in Cleadon 
have low incidents of public disorder, vandalism, 
rowdyism, littering. Houses are well maintained by their 
owners and the area has a well-developed and a wel- 
integrated community spirit. If there are BETTER 
neighbourhoods in South Tyneside I am not aware of 
them. If anything, the building of 231or 234 high 
density housing will lower the tone of the 
neighbourhood not enhance it. This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST2105 
Gillian 
Hodgson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.) 
How can you possibly state that building these 231/234 
houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards (for whom?).  How can you claim that 
building this large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH  
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. I find this totally 
incomprehensible and nonsensical. 
You conclude by saying the loss of an open space 
(FARMLAND lets not forget) MAY result in some 
negative effects! 
I think we have covered MANY such negative effects in 
the points above. 
This point should be assessed as NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST2105 
Gillian 
Hodgson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Your summary states that overall the use of this 
GREENBELT site for building 231/234  houses would 
have an overall neutral impact. (On what?).   
On Cleadon Village residents it would have a MASSIVELY 
NEGATIVE impact. 
(On East Boldon residents it would have a lesser but still 
significant NEGATIVE impact.) 
Cleadon Village has got to the point where the facilities 
and infrastructure of  a village have been saturated 
(schools, medical facilities, shops, parking, road 
accessibility etc.)  
Adding even more load to this infrastructure just cannot 
be accommodated (together with major planned 
housing developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 



and RG5, H3.59 this is 1310 households being added in 
(477) or within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 
boundary).  I respectfully suggest you abandon this part 
of your building plan on H3.70. 

ST2395 Julie Allison   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SOUTH TYNESIDE LOCAL PLAN ς SUSTAINABILITY 
APPRAISAL OBJECTION 
 
SITE: H3.70 (MOOR LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN 
BELT) 
 
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading. 
Specifically: 
tƻƛƴǘ мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 
change in {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ 
 
This site floods EVERY year that I have lived here.  Every 
climate change forecaster expects rainfall to INCREASE 
not diminish in future years.  Covering 10 hectares with 
impervious surface will NOT prevent flooding on the 
site.  Nor will the proposed use of SuDS necessarily 
prevent flooding on the site and associated SEWER 
flooding ( a problem in many areas where SUDS are 
employed) . 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2395 Julie Allison   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity). 
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public. The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted.  Many migrating birds are seen on 
this land each year particularly Canadian Geese. 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2395 Julie Allison   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental  assets and 
natural resources). 
This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. It is an asset that 
could be essential where we have problems with 
importing food into the UK. Once it is used for building 
it cannot be recovered.  It is totally disingenuous to 



state that the size of the site 10.4 hectares MAY 
increase the likelihood of air pollution and waste 
generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 people!!!). It 
categorically WILL. 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2395 Julie Allison   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt). 
Obviously  any Greenbelt land is bordered at some 
point on its periphery with buildings.  So I do not 
understand the relevance of the qualification in your 
ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ 
the loss of an area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an 
ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ōǳƛƭǘ ǳǇ ŀǊŜŀέΦ  !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 
ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŀƴŘ DǊŜŜƴōŜƭǘ 
should ONLY be used for development AS A LAST 
w9{hw¢ !b5 Lb 9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2395 Julie Allison   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infractucture.) 
The site forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 
CORRIDOR. How on earth can your assessor state that 
the development of 231/234 homes with the 
consequent reduction of habitat facilities and the 
associated increased pollution and traffic congestion 
have a NEUTRAL IMPACT?. 
This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE NOT 
ENHANCING IT. 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2395 Julie Allison   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets). 
You state that the site is in close proximity to both the 
Cleadon and Whitburn Conservation area. Yes it is. 
Currently less than 200m from the Southeast side of the 
Cleadon West Meadows Conservation area.  The roads 
in this conservation area are already beset with 
problems associated with school parking and traffic 
congestion.  Building 231 houses with c460 cars 
adjacent to this conservation area will NOT have a 
NEUTRAL effect as your report states. 
This should be NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 



ST2395 Julie Allison   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
accessibility.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ 
and is within 400m of a bus stop, however due to the 
ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ 
comment by your assessor is almost laughable if it was 
not so serious.  It WILL result in traffic congestion.  
There is traffic congestion there already and accidents.  
It already needs traffic lights, particularly if you need to 
cross Sunderland Road to get on the bus to Sunderland. 
This is designated NEUTRAL and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST2395 Julie Allison   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
villages.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ 
centre including community facilities and shops and 
ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ 
There is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' 
centre.  People avoid going there because of it.  Hence 
so many shops failing there over the past few years as 
more and more houses have been built in the village. 
Whoever researched this got this totally wrong.  Adding 
more cars/houses will ensure the new residents will use 
neighbouring stores in Sunderland or Newcastle as the 
current residents do.  Oh and by the way we usually 
DRIVE to these places because we cannot find a parking 
space near East Boldon Metro to take us to 
Sunderland/Newcastle. If your assessor had any local 
knowledge  they would know this. 
This should be designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST2395 Julie Allison   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
within South Tyneside.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέ {ƻƳŜōƻŘȅ ƛǎ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƛƴ 
FARMING the site.  Therefore it has a NEGATIVE impact 
not an IGNORED status. 

ST2395 Julie Allison   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 
Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.) 
As the development of this site could result in one 



person losing his employment on the site.  Therefore 
this should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED.  

ST2395 Julie Allison   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.) 
I cannot believe your assessor has made the statement 
ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ όнопύ ŎƻǳƭŘ 
contribute to providing BETTER housing and 
NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a very positive 
effect aƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ 
Let us review the BETTER housing statement.  The 
current housing adjacent to this site are aspirational 
homes which enjoy approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each.  Your 
current plan for 231/234 houses on this site would 
create SMALLER houses with only 0.10 acres per 
dwelling.  They will NOT be BETTER housing than those 
currently adjacent to the site. 
The neighbourhood in Cleadon have low incidents of 
public disorder, vandalism, rowdyism, littering.  Houses 
are well maintained by their owners and the area has a 
well developed and a well integrated community spirit.  
If there are BETTER neighbourhoods in South Tyneside I 
am not aware of them. 
If anything the building of 231or 234 high density 
housing will lower the tone of the neighbourhood not 
enhance it. 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST2395 Julie Allison   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.) 
How can you possibly state that building these 231/234 
houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards (for whom?).  How can you claim that 
building this large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH  
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. I find this totally 
incomprehensible and nonsensical. 
You conclude by saying the loss of an open space 
(FARMLAND lets not forget) MAY result in some 
negative effects! 
I think we have covered MANY such negative effects in 
the points above. 



This point should be assessed as NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST2395 Julie Allison   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Assessment Summary. 
Your summary states that overall the use of this 
GREENBELT site for building 231/234  houses would 
have an overall neutral impact. (On what?).   
On Cleadon Village residents it would have a MASSIVELY 
NEGATIVE impact. 
(On East Boldon residents it would have a lesser but still 
significant NEGATIVE impact.) 
Cleadon Village has got to the point where the facilities 
and infrastructure of  a village have been saturated 
(schools, medical facilities, shops, parking, road 
accessibility etc.)  
Adding even more load to this infrastructure just cannot 
be accommodated (together with major planned 
housing developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 
and RG5, H3.59 this is 1310 households being added in 
(477) or within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 
boundary). 
 
I respectfully suggest you abandon this part of your 
building plan on H3.70. 

ST0065 Ian Fielding   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SOUTH TYNESIDE LOCAL PLAN ς SUSTAINABILITY 
APPRAISAL OBJECTION -SITE: H3.70 (MOOR 
LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN BELT):  I object to 
the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is inaccurate 
ŀƴŘ ƳƛǎƭŜŀŘƛƴƎΦ  {ǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅΥ  tƻƛƴǘ мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ 
mitigate the impacts of climate change in South 
¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƭƻƻŘǎ 9±9w¸ ȅŜŀǊ ǘƘŀǘ L ƘŀǾŜ ƭƛǾŜŘ 
here.  Every climate change forecaster expects rainfall 
to INCREASE not diminish in future years.  Covering 10 
hectares with impervious surface will NOT prevent 
flooding on the site.  Nor will the proposed use of SuDS 
necessarily prevent flooding on the site and associated 
SEWER flooding ( a problem in many areas where SUDS 
are employed) .This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 



ST0065 Ian Fielding   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity).  It would 
be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the report were 
explained for the public. The migration corridors from 
the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is greatly 
impacted.  Many migrating birds are seen on this land 
each year particularly Canadian Geese.  This should be 
rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0065 Ian Fielding   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental  assets and 
natural resources).  This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. 
It is an asset that could be essential where we have 
problems with importing food into the UK. Once it is 
used for building it cannot be recovered.  It is totally 
disingenuous to state that the size of the site 10.4 
hectares MAY increase the likelihood of air pollution 
and waste generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 
people!!!). It categorically WILL.This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST0066 Ian Fielding   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt).  Obviously  any 
Greenbelt land is bordered at some point on its 
periphery with buildings.  So I do not understand the 
ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ 
development of this site would result in the loss of an 
area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an existing built up 
ŀǊŜŀέΦ  !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ 
should be developed and Greenbelt should ONLY be 
used for development AS A LAST RESORT AND IN 
9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǊŀǘŜŘ 
RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0066 Ian Fielding   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infractucture.)The site 
forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE CORRIDOR. 
How on earth can your assessor state that the 
development of 231/234 homes with the consequent 
reduction of habitat facilities and the associated 
increased pollution and traffic congestion have a 
NEUTRAL IMPACT?.This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN 
INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ENHANCING IT.  This should be 
rated RED not NEGATIVE. 



ST0066 Ian Fielding   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets).  You state that 
the site is in close proximity to both the Cleadon and 
Whitburn Conservation area. Yes it is. Currently less 
than 200m from the Southeast side of the Cleadon 
West Meadows Conservation area.  The roads in this 
conservation area are already beset with problems 
associated with school parking and traffic 
congestion.  Building 231 houses with c460 cars 
adjacent to this conservation area will NOT have a 
NEUTRAL effect as your report states.  This should be 
NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST0066 Ian Fielding   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅΦύ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ served by public 
transport and is within 400m of a bus stop, however 
due to the size of the site it could result in traffic 
ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ  This comment by your assessor is almost 
laughable if it was not so serious.  It WILL result in 
traffic congestion.  There is traffic congestion there 
already and accidents.  It already needs traffic lights, 
particularly if you need to cross Sunderland Road to get 
on the bus to Sunderland.This is designated NEUTRAL 
and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST0066 Ian Fielding   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜǎΦύ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ 
shopping centre including community facilities and 
shops and therefore scores positively against this 
ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƘŀǊŘƭȅ !b¸ t!wYLbD ƛƴ /ƭŜŀŘƻƴ 
'shopping' centre.  People avoid going there because of 
it.  Hence so many shops failing there over the past few 
years as more and more houses have been built in the 
village. Whoever researched this got this totally 
wrong.  Adding more cars/houses will ensure the new 
residents will use neighbouring stores in Sunderland or 
Newcastle as the current residents do.  Oh and by the 
way we usually DRIVE to these places because we 
cannot find a parking space near East Boldon Metro to 
take us to Sunderland/Newcastle. If your assessor had 



any local knowledge  they would know this.  This should 
be designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST0066 Ian Fielding   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
ǿƛǘƘƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜΦύ  ¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ 
ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέΦ  {ƻƳŜōƻŘȅ ƛǎ 
already employed in FARMING the site.  Therefore it 
has a NEGATIVE impact not an IGNORED status. 

ST0066 Ian Fielding   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.)As the 
development of this site could result in one person 
losing his employment on the site.Therefore this should 
be NEGATIVE not IGNORED. 

ST0066 Ian Fielding   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.)I cannot believe your assessor has made 
the statement that άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ 
housing (234) could contribute to providing BETTER 
housing and NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a 
ǾŜǊȅ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ[Ŝǘ ǳǎ 
review the BETTER housing statement.  The current 
housing adjacent to this site are aspirational homes 
which enjoy approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each.  Your current 
plan for 231/234 houses on this site would create 
SMALLER houses with only 0.10 acres per 
dwelling.  They will NOT be BETTER housing than those 
currently adjacent to the site.  The neighbourhood in 
Cleadon have low incidents of public disorder, 
vandalism, rowdyism, littering.  Houses are well 
maintained by their owners and the area has a well 
developed and a well integrated community spirit.  If 
there are BETTER neighbourhoods in South Tyneside I 
am not aware of them.  If anything the building of 
231or 234 high density housing will lower the tone of 
the neighbourhood not enhance it.  This should be 
rated NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST0066 Ian Fielding   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and 
communities.)How can you possibly state that building 
these 231/234 houses MAY also contribute to 
improving living standards (for whom?).  How can you 



claim that building this large number houses will 
REDUCE HEALTH  INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. I find 
this totally incomprehensible and nonsensical.  You 
conclude by saying the loss of an open space 
(FARMLAND lets not forget) MAY result in some 
negative effects!  I think we have covered MANY such 
negative effects in the points above.  This point should 
be assessed as NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST0066 Ian Fielding   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Assessment Summary:Your summary states that overall 
the use of this GREENBELT site for building 
231/234  houses would have an overall neutral impact. 
(On what?).  On Cleadon Village residents it would have 
a MASSIVELY NEGATIVE impact.  (On East Boldon 
residents it would have a lesser but still significant 
NEGATIVE impact.)  Cleadon Village has got to the point 
where the facilities and infrastructure of  a village have 
been saturated (schools, medical facilities, shops, 
parking, road accessibility etc.)  Adding even more load 
to this infrastructure just cannot be accommodated 
(together with major planned housing developments at 
neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 and RG5, H3.59 this is 
1310 households being added in (477) or within 200 
metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish boundary). 

ST0067 
Valerie 
Calderwood 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SOUTH TYNESIDE LOCAL PLAN - SUSTAINABILITY 
APPRAISAL OBJECTION                           SITE H3.70  
(MOOR LANE/ SUNDERLAND ROAD - GREEN BELT)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
I object tot the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading.                                                                                                                                                                                                   
1. Adapt & mitigate the effects of climate change: This 
cannot possibly be considered neutral as the 
construction of 231 houses will lead to increased run off 
from surface water exacerbating an existing problem 
with flooding.  The site is often waterlogged at the 
southern end which is given over to pasture as the 
farmer states it is too wet to plant arable crops.  
Additionally, water often lies on the surface at the 
northern end for several weeks.  It is now widely 
accepted that climate change is causing widespread 



flooding so it has to be asked why STC have given this 
site a neutral rating.  It should be NEGATIVE. 

ST0067 
Valerie 
Calderwood 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

2. Conserve and enhance biodiversity: This site 
comproses arable land under constant cultivation.  It is 
not grazing land.  It provides a haven for wildlife as it 
adjoins a wildlife corridor.  Presumably 231 houses will 
result in well over 200 cars using Moor 
Lane/Sunderland Road daily.  This will impact 
significantly on the environment viz vehicle/household 
emissions, reduction in wildlife habitat, noise and 
general pollution.  If H3.70 is developed the wildlife 
corridor will be reduced to little more than the width of 
Sunderland Road at the junction of Moor Lane.  This is 
due to the fact that the Sunderland Football Academy is 
entirely encircles by a close mesh fence rendering it 
impassable to roaming animals.  This site is home to 
bats, Grey Partridge (which breed on arable land and 
are on the RSPB "at risk" register) pheasants, hawks, 
foxes, hedgehogs, amphibians etc.  Large numbers of 
migratory birds rest here overnight including flocks of 
Greylag Geese.  This should be rated RED. 

ST0067 
Valerie 
Calderwood 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

3. Safeguarding our environmental assets and natural 
resources: The impact of traffic fumes and air pollution 
from this number of homes will severely affect air 
quality not only in the immediate vicinity but also in 
East Boldon and Cleadon village as people try to find 
parking spaces.  Development of this site will negate 
the benefits provided by 10ha of green belt land.  This 
must surely have a NEGATIVE impact. 

ST0067 
Valerie 
Calderwood 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

4. Protecting our green belt: This is obviously 
something in which STC have no interest whatsoever.  
Development will contravene Planning Practice 
Guidelines although it appears that STC are writing their 
own in order to justify the sacrifice of this site to 
developers.  This should be rated RED. 

ST0067 
Valerie 
Calderwood 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 
5. Enhancing our green infrastructure: How can the 
development of 10ha of green belt adjacent to a 
wildlife corridor be considered to have only a neutral 



impact?  Who was responsible for this nonsense?  This 
should be rated RED. 

ST0067 
Valerie 
Calderwood 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

6. Protect, enhance and promote ST's heritage and 
cultural assets: H3.70 is in a prominent location and 
development will certainly have a significant effect on 
the landscape.  STC's assessment is surely subjective as 
there would be significant visual impact when 
approaching Cleadon from Sunderland or Whitburn.  
From this site thee are unrestricted views across the 
green belt to Penshaw monument, Cleadon water 
tower and the sea.  Farming has taken place round 
Cleadon for centuries.  Development of arable land such 
as H3.70 will contribute towards making farming 
unsustainable thus ending a traditional occupation.  
According to the farmer 10% of his turnover comes 
from H3.70.  A high density modern housing estate here 
would be entirely out of keeping with the nature of the 
village.  It is very doubtful that there is sufficient need 
for additional housing to merit development of this site 
and it should be regarded as having NEGATIVE impact. 

ST0067 
Valerie 
Calderwood 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

7. Promote sustainable transport and accessibility: 231 
houses, 200 plus cars with engines idling as they 
attempt to access the already busy Sunderland Road, 
Moor Lane becoming a "rat run", insufficient parking in 
Cleadon and East Boldon Metro station, existing 
problems with parking near schools will have a 
NEGATIVE not neutral effect on the area. 

ST0067 
Valerie 
Calderwood 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

8. Ensure the vitality of our town centre and villages: 
Development of this site will have a significant impact.  
Possibly one part of the site MAY be just 500m from the 
village shops but the southern end will be significantly 
further away.  Assuming people will not walk this 
distance alongside a very busy main road to the village 
shops or drive there when it is impossible to park, they 
will travel to Morrisons in Seaburn, Asda in Boldon, or 
to Sunderland meaning there will be little or no benefit 
to local businesses.  Trying to cross Sunderland Road on 



foot at busy times is difficult at present.  This should be 
considered NEGATIVE. 

ST0067 
Valerie 
Calderwood 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 
10. Agricultural workers may lose their jobs so this 
should be considered NEGATIVE. 

ST0067 
Valerie 
Calderwood 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

12. Providing better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design: This is risible.  How can the construction 
of 231 new houses on green belt improve a 
neighbourhood?  The impact will be devastating,  The 
building plots proposed will be so small as to be suitable 
for low cost housing completely out of character with 
the surrounding area.  This must surely have a 
NEGATIVE impact. 

ST0067 
Valerie 
Calderwood 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

13. Promote healthier people and communities: 
Pollution levels will increase and have a negative effect.  
Loss of green belt resulting in high density housing will 
have a detrimetal effect on air quality and your 
conclusion that construction of 230+ houses will 
promote healthier communities is risible.  The impact 
should be considered NEGATIVE 

ST0067 
Valerie 
Calderwood 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

 
SUMMARY 
All the above comments were made by the writer 
following the initial focus group meeting in July 2016 
and following the site assessment of H3.70 the same 
year.  No comment was ever made by STC and it would 
appear that the comments were never considered or 
even read.  The overwhelming conclusion must be that 
the political decision to develop H3.70 was taken long 
before the initial consultation process even began and 
the planners given the task of justifying it. 

ST0068 
Iain 
Calderwood 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SOUTH TYNESIDE LOCAL PLAN - SUSTAINABILITY 
APPRAISAL OBJECTION                           SITE H3.70  
(MOOR LANE/ SUNDERLAND ROAD - GREEN BELT)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
I object tot the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading.                                                                                                                                                                                                   
1. Adapt & mitigate the effects of climate change: This 
cannot possibly be considered neutral as the 
construction of 231 houses will lead to increased run off 



from surface water exacerbating an existing problem 
with flooding.  The site is often waterlogged at the 
southern end which is given over to pasture as the 
farmer states it is too wet to plant arable crops.  
Additionally, water often lies on the surface at the 
northern end for several weeks.  It is now widely 
accepted that climate change is causing widespread 
flooding so it has to be asked why STC have given this 
site a neutral rating.  It should be NEGATIVE. 

ST0068 
Iain 
Calderwood 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

2. Conserve and enhance biodiversity: This site 
comproses arable land under constant cultivation.  It is 
not grazing land.  It provides a haven for wildlife as it 
adjoins a wildlife corridor.  Presumably 231 houses will 
result in well over 200 cars using Moor 
Lane/Sunderland Road daily.  This will impact 
significantly on the environment viz vehicle/household 
emissions, reduction in wildlife habitat, noise and 
general pollution.  If H3.70 is developed the wildlife 
corridor will be reduced to little more than the width of 
Sunderland Road at the junction of Moor Lane.  This is 
due to the fact that the Sunderland Football Academy is 
entirely encircles by a close mesh fence rendering it 
impassable to roaming animals.  This site is home to 
bats, Grey Partridge (which breed on arable land and 
are on the RSPB "at risk" register) pheasants, hawks, 
foxes, hedgehogs, amphibians etc.  Large numbers of 
migratory birds rest here overnight including flocks of 
Greylag Geese.  This should be rated RED. 

ST0068 
Iain 
Calderwood 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

3. Safeguarding our environmental assets and natural 
resources: The impact of traffic fumes and air pollution 
from this number of homes will severely affect air 
quality not only in the immediate vicinity but also in 
East Boldon and Cleadon village as people try to find 
parking spaces.  Development of this site will negate 
the benefits provided by 10ha of green belt land.  This 
must surely have a NEGATIVE impact. 

ST0068 
Iain 
Calderwood 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 
4. Protecting our green belt: This is obviously 
something in which STC have no interest whatsoever.  



Development will contravene Planning Practice 
Guidelines although it appears that STC are writing their 
own in order to justify the sacrifice of this site to 
developers.  This should be rated RED. 

ST0068 
Iain 
Calderwood 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

5. Enhancing our green infrastructure: How can the 
development of 10ha of green belt adjacent to a 
wildlife corridor be conidered to have only a neutral 
impact?  Who was responsible for this nonsense?  This 
should be rated RED. 

ST0068 
Iain 
Calderwood 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

6. Protect, enhance and promote ST's heritgae and 
cultural assets: H3.70 is in a prominent location and 
development will certainly have a significant effect on 
the landscape.  STC's assessment is surely subjective as 
there would be significant visual impact when 
approaching Cleadon from Sunderland or Whitburn.  
From this site thee are unrestricted views across the 
green belt to Penshaw monument, Cleadon water 
tower and the sea.  Farming has taken place round 
Cleadon for centuries.  Development of arable land such 
as H3.70 will contribute towards making farming 
unsustainable thus ending a traditional occupation.  
According to the farmer 10% of his turnover comes 
from H3.70.  A high density modern housing estate here 
would be entirely out of keeping with the nature of the 
village.  It is very doubtful that there is sufficient need 
for additional housing to merit development of this site 
and it should be regarded as having NEGATIVE impact. 

ST0068 
Iain 
Calderwood 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

7. Promote sustainable transport and accessibility: 231 
houses, 200 plus cars with engines idling as they 
attempt to access the already busy Sunderland Road, 
Moor Lane becoming a "rat run", insufficient parking in 
Cleadon and East Boldon Metro station, existing 
problems with parking near schools will have a 
NEGATIVE not neutral effect on the area. 

ST0068 
Iain 
Calderwood 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

8. Ensure the vitality of our town centre and villages: 
Development of this site will have a significant impact.  
Possibly one part of the site MAY be just 500m from the 
village shops but the southern end will be significantly 



further away.  Assuming people will not walk this 
distance alongside a very busy main road to the village 
shops or drive there when it is impossible to park, they 
will travel to Morrisons in Seaburn, Asda in Boldon, or 
to Sunderland meaning there will be little or no benefit 
to local businesses.  Trying to cross Sunderland Road on 
foot at busy times is difficult at present.  This should be 
considered NEGATIVE. 

ST0068 
Iain 
Calderwood 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 
10. Agricultural workers may lose their jobs so this 
should be considered NEGATIVE. 

ST0068 
Iain 
Calderwood 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

12. Providing better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design: This is risible.  How can the construction 
of 231 new houses on green belt improve a 
neighbourhood?  The impact will be devastating,  The 
building plots proposed will be so small as to be suitable 
for low cost housing completely out of character with 
the surrounding area.  This must surely have a 
NEGATIVE impact. 

ST0068 
Iain 
Calderwood 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

13. Promote healthier people and communities: 
Pollution levels will increase and have a negative effect.  
Loss of green belt resulting in high density housing will 
have a detrimetal effect on air quality and your 
conclusion that construction of 230+ houses will 
promote healthier communities is risible.  The impact 
should be considered NEGATIVE 

ST0068 
Iain 
Calderwood 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

 
SUMMARY 
All the above comments were made by the writer 
following the initial focus group meeting in July 2016 
and following the site assessment of H3.70 the same 
year.  No comment was ever made by STC and it would 
appear that the comments were never considered or 
even read.  The overwhelming conclusion must be that 
the political decision to develop H3.70 was taken long 
before the initial consultation process even began and 
the planners given the task of justifying it. 

ST2401 
Stephen 
Watson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 
SOUTH TYNESIDE LOCAL PLAN ς SUSTAINABILITY 
APPRAISAL OBJECTION 



 
SITE: H3.70 (MOOR LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN 
BELT) 
 
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading. 
 
Specifically: 
tƻƛƴǘ мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ 
 
This site floods EVERY year that I have lived here.  Every 
climate change forecaster expects rainfall to INCREASE 
not diminish in future years.  Covering 10 hectares with 
impervious surface will NOT prevent flooding on the 
site.  Nor will the proposed use of SuDS necessarily 
prevent flooding on the site and associated SEWER 
flooding ( a problem in many areas where SUDS are 
employed) . 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2401 
Stephen 
Watson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity). 
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public. The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted.  Many migrating birds are seen on 
this land each year particularly Canadian Geese. 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2401 
Stephen 
Watson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental  assets and 
natural resources). 
This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. It is an asset that 
could be essential where we have problems with 
importing food into the UK. Once it is used for building 
it cannot be recovered.  It is totally disingenuous to 
state that the size of the site 10.4 hectares MAY 
increase the likelihood of air pollution and waste 
generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 people!!!). It 
categorically WILL. 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 



ST2401 
Stephen 
Watson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt). 
Obviously  any Greenbelt land is bordered at some 
point on its periphery with buildings.  So I do not 
understand the relevance of the qualification in your 
ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ 
the loss of an area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an 
ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ōǳƛƭǘ ǳǇ ŀǊŜŀέΦ  !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 
ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŀƴŘ DǊŜŜƴōŜƭǘ 
should ONLY be used for development AS A LAST 
w9{hw¢ !b5 Lb 9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2401 
Stephen 
Watson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infractucture.) 
The site forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 
CORRIDOR. How on earth can your assessor state that 
the development of 231/234 homes with the 
consequent reduction of habitat facilities and the 
associated increased pollution and traffic congestion 
have a NEUTRAL IMPACT?. 
This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE NOT 
ENHANCING IT. 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2401 
Stephen 
Watson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets). 
You state that the site is in close proximity to both the 
Cleadon and Whitburn Conservation area. Yes it is. 
Currently less than 200m from the Southeast side of the 
Cleadon West Meadows Conservation area.  The roads 
in this conservation area are already beset with 
problems associated with school parking and traffic 
congestion.  Building 231 houses with c460 cars 
adjacent to this conservation area will NOT have a 
NEUTRAL effect as your report states. 
This should be NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2401 
Stephen 
Watson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
accessibility.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ 
and is within 400m of a bus stop, however due to the 
ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ 



comment by your assessor is almost laughable if it was 
not so serious.  It WILL result in traffic congestion.  
There is traffic congestion there already and accidents.  
It already needs traffic lights, particularly if you need to 
cross Sunderland Road to get on the bus to Sunderland. 
This is designated NEUTRAL and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST2401 
Stephen 
Watson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
villages.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ 
centre including community facilities and shops and 
ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ 
There is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' 
centre.  People avoid going there because of it.  Hence 
so many shops failing there over the past few years as 
more and more houses have been built in the village. 
Whoever researched this got this totally wrong.  Adding 
more cars/houses will ensure the new residents will use 
neighbouring stores in Sunderland or Newcastle as the 
current residents do.  Oh and by the way we usually 
DRIVE to these places because we cannot find a parking 
space near East Boldon Metro to take us to 
Sunderland/Newcastle. If your assessor had any local 
knowledge  they would know this. 
This should be designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST2401 
Stephen 
Watson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
within South Tyneside.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέ {ƻƳŜōƻŘȅ ƛǎ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƛƴ 
FARMING the site.  Therefore it has a NEGATIVE impact 
not an IGNORED status. 

ST2401 
Stephen 
Watson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.) 
As the development of this site could result in one 
person losing his employment on the site.  Therefore 
this should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED.   

ST2401 
Stephen 
Watson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 
Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.) 
I cannot believe your assessor has made the statement 



ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ όнопύ ŎƻǳƭŘ 
contribute to providing BETTER housing and 
NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a very positive 
effect agŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ 
Let us review the BETTER housing statement.  The 
current housing adjacent to this site are aspirational 
homes which enjoy approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each.  Your 
current plan for 231/234 houses on this site would 
create SMALLER houses with only 0.10 acres per 
dwelling.  They will NOT be BETTER housing than those 
currently adjacent to the site.  The neighbourhood in 
Cleadon have low incidents of public disorder, 
vandalism, rowdyism, littering.  Houses are well 
maintained by their owners and the area has a well 
developed and a well integrated community spirit.  If 
there are BETTER neighbourhoods in South Tyneside I 
am not aware of them.  If anything the building of 
231or 234 high density housing will lower the tone of 
the neighbourhood not enhance it. 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST2401 
Stephen 
Watson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.) 
How can you possibly state that building these 231/234 
houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards (for whom?).  How can you claim that 
building this large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH  
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. I find this totally 
incomprehensible and nonsensical.  You conclude by 
saying the loss of an open space (FARMLAND lets not 
forget) MAY result in some negative effects! I think we 
have covered MANY such negative effects in the points 
above.  This point should be assessed as NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST2401 
Stephen 
Watson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Assessment Summary. 
Your summary states that overall the use of this 
GREENBELT site for building 231/234  houses would 
have an overall neutral impact. (On what?).   
On Cleadon Village residents it would have a MASSIVELY 
NEGATIVE impact. 



(On East Boldon residents it would have a lesser but still 
significant NEGATIVE impact.) 
Cleadon Village has got to the point where the facilities 
and infrastructure of  a village have been saturated 
(schools, medical facilities, shops, parking, road 
accessibility etc.)  
Adding even more load to this infrastructure just cannot 
be accommodated (together with major planned 
housing developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 
and RG5, H3.59 this is 1310 households being added in 
(477) or within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 
boundary). 
 
I respectfully suggest you abandon this part of your 
building plan on H3.70. 

ST2402 Cecil Watson   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SOUTH TYNESIDE LOCAL PLAN ς SUSTAINABILITY 
APPRAISAL OBJECTION 
 
SITE: H3.70 (MOOR LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN 
BELT) 
 
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading. 
 
Specifically: 
tƻƛƴǘ мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 
change in {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ 
 
This site floods EVERY year that I have lived here.  Every 
climate change forecaster expects rainfall to INCREASE 
not diminish in future years.  Covering 10 hectares with 
impervious surface will NOT prevent flooding on the 
site.  Nor will the proposed use of SuDS necessarily 
prevent flooding on the site and associated SEWER 
flooding ( a problem in many areas where SUDS are 
employed) . 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 



ST2402 Cecil Watson   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity). 
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public. The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted.  Many migrating birds are seen on 
this land each year particularly Canadian Geese. 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2402 Cecil Watson   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental  assets and 
natural resources). 
This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. It is an asset that 
could be essential where we have problems with 
importing food into the UK. Once it is used for building 
it cannot be recovered.  It is totally disingenuous to 
state that the size of the site 10.4 hectares MAY 
increase the likelihood of air pollution and waste 
generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 people!!!). It 
categorically WILL. 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2402 Cecil Watson   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt). 
Obviously  any Greenbelt land is bordered at some 
point on its periphery with buildings.  So I do not 
understand the relevance of the qualification in your 
ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ 
the loss of an area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an 
ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ōǳƛƭǘ ǳǇ ŀǊŜŀέΦ  !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 
ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŀƴŘ DǊŜŜƴōŜƭǘ 
should ONLY be used for development AS A LAST 
w9{hw¢ !b5 Lb 9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2402 Cecil Watson   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infractucture.) 
The site forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 
CORRIDOR. How on earth can your assessor state that 
the development of 231/234 homes with the 
consequent reduction of habitat facilities and the 
associated increased pollution and traffic congestion 
have a NEUTRAL IMPACT?. 
This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE NOT 



ENHANCING IT. 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2402 Cecil Watson   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets). 
You state that the site is in close proximity to both the 
Cleadon and Whitburn Conservation area. Yes it is. 
Currently less than 200m from the Southeast side of the 
Cleadon West Meadows Conservation area.  The roads 
in this conservation area are already beset with 
problems associated with school parking and traffic 
congestion.  Building 231 houses with c460 cars 
adjacent to this conservation area will NOT have a 
NEUTRAL effect as your report states. 
This should be NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2402 Cecil Watson   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
accessibility.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ 
and is within 400m of a bus stop, however due to the 
ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ 
comment by your assessor is almost laughable if it was 
not so serious.  It WILL result in traffic congestion.  
There is traffic congestion there already and accidents.  
It already needs traffic lights, particularly if you need to 
cross Sunderland Road to get on the bus to Sunderland. 
This is designated NEUTRAL and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST2402 Cecil Watson   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
villages.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ 
centre including community facilities and shops and 
ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ 
There is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' 
centre.  People avoid going there because of it.  Hence 
so many shops failing there over the past few years as 
more and more houses have been built in the village. 
Whoever researched this got this totally wrong.  Adding 
more cars/houses will ensure the new residents will use 
neighbouring stores in Sunderland or Newcastle as the 
current residents do.  Oh and by the way we usually 



DRIVE to these places because we cannot find a parking 
space near East Boldon Metro to take us to 
Sunderland/Newcastle. If your assessor had any local 
knowledge  they would know this. 
This should be designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST2402 Cecil Watson   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
within South Tyneside.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέΦ  {ƻƳŜōƻŘȅ ƛǎ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƛƴ 
FARMING the site.  Therefore it has a NEGATIVE impact 
not an IGNORED status. 

ST2402 Cecil Watson   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.) 
As the development of this site could result in one 
person losing his employment on the site. 
Therefore this should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED.   

ST2402 Cecil Watson   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.) 
I cannot believe your assessor has made the statement 
ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ όнопύ ŎƻǳƭŘ 
contribute to providing BETTER housing and 
NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a very positive 
effect against thŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ 
Let us review the BETTER housing statement.  The 
current housing adjacent to this site are aspirational 
homes which enjoy approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each.  Your 
current plan for 231/234 houses on this site would 
create SMALLER houses with only 0.10 acres per 
dwelling.  They will NOT be BETTER housing than those 
currently adjacent to the site. 
The neighbourhood in Cleadon have low incidents of 
public disorder, vandalism, rowdyism, littering.  Houses 
are well maintained by their owners and the area has a 
well developed and a well integrated community spirit.  
If there are BETTER neighbourhoods in South Tyneside I 
am not aware of them. 
If anything the building of 231or 234 high density 
housing will lower the tone of the neighbourhood not 



enhance it. 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST2402 Cecil Watson   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.) 
How can you possibly state that building these 231/234 
houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards (for whom?).  How can you claim that 
building this large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH  
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. I find this totally 
incomprehensible and nonsensical. 
You conclude by saying the loss of an open space 
(FARMLAND lets not forget) MAY result in some 
negative effects! 
I think we have covered MANY such negative effects in 
the points above. 
This point should be assessed as NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST2402 Cecil Watson   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Assessment Summary. 
Your summary states that overall the use of this 
GREENBELT site for building 231/234  houses would 
have an overall neutral impact. (On what?).   
On Cleadon Village residents it would have a MASSIVELY 
NEGATIVE impact. 
(On East Boldon residents it would have a lesser but still 
significant NEGATIVE impact.) 
Cleadon Village has got to the point where the facilities 
and infrastructure of  a village have been saturated 
(schools, medical facilities, shops, parking, road 
accessibility etc.)  
Adding even more load to this infrastructure just cannot 
be accommodated (together with major planned 
housing developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 
and RG5, H3.59 this is 1310 households being added in 
(477) or within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 
boundary). 
 
I respectfully suggest you abandon this part of your 
building plan on H3.70. 



ST0403 
Simon 
Watson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SOUTH TYNESIDE LOCAL PLAN ς SUSTAINABILITY 
APPRAISAL OBJECTION 
 
SITE: H3.70 (MOOR LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN 
BELT) 
 
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading. 
 
Specifically: 
tƻƛƴǘ мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ 
 
This site floods EVERY year that I have lived here.  Every 
climate change forecaster expects rainfall to INCREASE 
not diminish in future years.  Covering 10 hectares with 
impervious surface will NOT prevent flooding on the 
site.  Nor will the proposed use of SuDS necessarily 
prevent flooding on the site and associated SEWER 
flooding ( a problem in many areas where SUDS are 
employed) . 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST0403 
Simon 
Watson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity). 
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public. The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted.  Many migrating birds are seen on 
this land each year particularly Canadian Geese. 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0403 
Simon 
Watson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental  assets and 
natural resources). 
This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. It is an asset that 
could be essential where we have problems with 
importing food into the UK. Once it is used for building 
it cannot be recovered.  It is totally disingenuous to 
state that the size of the site 10.4 hectares MAY 
increase the likelihood of air pollution and waste 
generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 people!!!). It 



categorically WILL. 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST0403 
Simon 
Watson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt). 
Obviously  any Greenbelt land is bordered at some 
point on its periphery with buildings.  So I do not 
understand the relevance of the qualification in your 
ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ 
the loss of an area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an 
ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ōǳƛƭǘ ǳǇ ŀǊŜŀέΦ  !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 
ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŀƴŘ DǊŜŜƴōŜƭǘ 
should ONLY be used for development AS A LAST 
w9{hw¢ !b5 Lb 9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0403 
Simon 
Watson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infractucture.) 
The site forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 
CORRIDOR. How on earth can your assessor state that 
the development of 231/234 homes with the 
consequent reduction of habitat facilities and the 
associated increased pollution and traffic congestion 
have a NEUTRAL IMPACT?. 
This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE NOT 
ENHANCING IT. 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0403 
Simon 
Watson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets). 
You state that the site is in close proximity to both the 
Cleadon and Whitburn Conservation area. Yes it is. 
Currently less than 200m from the Southeast side of the 
Cleadon West Meadows Conservation area.  The roads 
in this conservation area are already beset with 
problems associated with school parking and traffic 
congestion.  Building 231 houses with c460 cars 
adjacent to this conservation area will NOT have a 
NEUTRAL effect as your report states. 
This should be NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST0403 
Simon 
Watson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 
Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
accessibility.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ 



and is within 400m of a bus stop, however due to the 
ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ 
comment by your assessor is almost laughable if it was 
not so serious.  It WILL result in traffic congestion.  
There is traffic congestion there already and accidents.  
It already needs traffic lights, particularly if you need to 
cross Sunderland Road to get on the bus to Sunderland. 
This is designated NEUTRAL and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST0403 
Simon 
Watson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
villages.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ 
centre including community facilities and shops and 
ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ 
There is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' 
centre.  People avoid going there because of it.  Hence 
so many shops failing there over the past few years as 
more and more houses have been built in the village. 
Whoever researched this got this totally wrong.  Adding 
more cars/houses will ensure the new residents will use 
neighbouring stores in Sunderland or Newcastle as the 
current residents do.  Oh and by the way we usually 
DRIVE to these places because we cannot find a parking 
space near East Boldon Metro to take us to 
Sunderland/Newcastle. If your assessor had any local 
knowledge  they would know this. 
This should be designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST0403 
Simon 
Watson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
within South Tyneside.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέΦ  {ƻƳŜōƻŘȅ ƛǎ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƛƴ 
FARMING the site.  Therefore it has a NEGATIVE impact 
not an IGNORED status. 

ST0403 
Simon 
Watson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.) 
As the development of this site could result in one 
person losing his employment on the site.  Therefore 
this should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED.   



ST0403 
Simon 
Watson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.) 
I cannot believe your assessor has made the statement 
ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ όнопύ ŎƻǳƭŘ 
contribute to providing BETTER housing and 
NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a very positive 
effect agŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ 
Let us review the BETTER housing statement.  The 
current housing adjacent to this site are aspirational 
homes which enjoy approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each.  Your 
current plan for 231/234 houses on this site would 
create SMALLER houses with only 0.10 acres per 
dwelling.  They will NOT be BETTER housing than those 
currently adjacent to the site. 
The neighbourhood in Cleadon have low incidents of 
public disorder, vandalism, rowdyism, littering.  Houses 
are well maintained by their owners and the area has a 
well developed and a well integrated community spirit.  
If there are BETTER neighbourhoods in South Tyneside I 
am not aware of them. 
If anything the building of 231or 234 high density 
housing will lower the tone of the neighbourhood not 
enhance it. 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST0403 
Simon 
Watson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.) 
How can you possibly state that building these 231/234 
houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards (for whom?).  How can you claim that 
building this large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH  
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. I find this totally 
incomprehensible and nonsensical. 
You conclude by saying the loss of an open space 
(FARMLAND lets not forget) MAY result in some 
negative effects! 
I think we have covered MANY such negative effects in 
the points above. 
This point should be assessed as NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 



ST0403 
Simon 
Watson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Assessment Summary. 
Your summary states that overall the use of this 
GREENBELT site for building 231/234  houses would 
have an overall neutral impact. (On what?).   
On Cleadon Village residents it would have a MASSIVELY 
NEGATIVE impact. 
(On East Boldon residents it would have a lesser but still 
significant NEGATIVE impact.) 
Cleadon Village has got to the point where the facilities 
and infrastructure of  a village have been saturated 
(schools, medical facilities, shops, parking, road 
accessibility etc.)  
Adding even more load to this infrastructure just cannot 
be accommodated (together with major planned 
housing developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 
and RG5, H3.59 this is 1310 households being added in 
(477) or within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 
boundary). 
 
I respectfully suggest you abandon this part of your 
building plan on H3.70. 

ST2466 
Stephen 
Walker 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SITE: H3.70 (MOOR LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN 
BELT)  
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading 
 
Specifically: 
tƻƛƴǘ мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ 
 
This site floods EVERY year that I have lived here.  Every 
climate change forecaster expects rainfall to INCREASE 
not diminish in future years.  Covering 10 hectares with 
impervious surface will NOT prevent flooding on the 
site.  Nor will the proposed use of SuDS necessarily 
prevent flooding on the site and associated SEWER 
flooding (a problem in many areas where SUDS are 



employed) . 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2466 
Stephen 
Walker 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity). 
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public. The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted.  Many migrating birds are seen on 
this land each year particularly Canadian Geese. 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2466 
Stephen 
Walker 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental assets and 
natural resources). 
This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. It is an asset that 
could be essential where we have problems with 
importing food into the UK. Once it is used for building 
it cannot be recovered.  It is totally disingenuous to 
state that the size of the site 10.4 hectares MAY 
increase the likelihood of air pollution and waste 
generation issues? (c.460 cars, c.500 people!!!). It 
categorically WILL. 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2466 
Stephen 
Walker 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt). 
Obviously any Greenbelt land is bordered at some point 
on its periphery with buildings.  So I do not understand 
the relevance of the qualification in your comment: 
ά¢ƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭƻǎǎ ƻŦ 
an area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an existing built 
ǳǇ ŀǊŜŀέΦ  !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ 
sites should be developed and Greenbelt should ONLY 
be used for development AS A LAST RESORT AND IN 
9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2466 
Stephen 
Walker 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infrastructure.) 
The site forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 
CORRIDOR. How on earth can your assessor state that 
the development of 231/234 homes with the 
consequent reduction of habitat facilities and the 
associated increased pollution and traffic congestion 
have a NEUTRAL IMPACT?. 



This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE NOT 
ENHANCING IT. 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST2466 
Stephen 
Walker 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets). 
You state that the site is in close proximity to both the 
Cleadon and Whitburn Conservation area. Yes it is. 
Currently less than 200m from the Southeast side of the 
Cleadon West Meadows Conservation area.  The roads 
in this conservation area are already beset with 
problems associated with school parking and traffic 
congestion.  Building 231 houses with c460 cars 
adjacent to this conservation area will NOT have a 
NEUTRAL effect as your report states. 
This should be NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST2466 
Stephen 
Walker 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
accessibility.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ public transport 
and is within 400m of a bus stop, however due to the 
ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ 
comment by your assessor is almost laughable if it was 
not so serious.  It WILL result in traffic congestion.  
There is traffic congestion there already and accidents.  
It already needs traffic lights, particularly if you need to 
cross Sunderland Road to get on the bus to Sunderland. 
This is designated NEUTRAL and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST2466 
Stephen 
Walker 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
villages.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ 
centre including community facilities and shops and 
therefore scores positively against this objecǘƛǾŜέΦ 
There is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' 
centre.  People avoid going there because of it.  Hence 
so many shops failing there over the past few years as 
more and more houses have been built in the village. 
Whoever researched this got this totally wrong.  Adding 
more cars/houses will ensure the new residents will use 
neighbouring stores in Sunderland or Newcastle as the 



current residents do.  Oh and by the way we usually 
DRIVE to these places because we cannot find a parking 
space near East Boldon Metro to take us to 
Sunderland/Newcastle. If your assessor had any local 
knowledge they would know this. 
This should be designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST2466 
Stephen 
Walker 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
within South Tyneside.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέΦ  {ƻƳŜōƻŘȅ ƛǎ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƛƴ 
FARMING the site.  Therefore it has a NEGATIVE impact 
not an IGNORED status. 

ST2466 
Stephen 
Walker 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.) 
As the development of this site could result in one 
person losing his employment on the site.  Therefore 
this should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED.  

ST2466 
Stephen 
Walker 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.) 
I cannot believe your assessor has made the statement 
that άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ όнопύ ŎƻǳƭŘ 
contribute to providing BETTER housing and 
NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a very positive 
ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ 
Let us review the BETTER housing statement.  The 
current housing adjacent to this site are aspirational 
homes which enjoy approx. 0.2 to 0.5 acres each.  Your 
current plan for 231/234 houses on this site would 
create SMALLER houses with only 0.10 acres per 
dwelling.  They will NOT be BETTER housing than those 
currently adjacent to the site. 
The neighbourhood in Cleadon have low incidents of 
public disorder, vandalism, littering etc.  Houses are 
well maintained by their owners and the area has a 
well-developed and a well-integrated community spirit.  
If there are BETTER neighbourhoods in South Tyneside I 
am not aware of them. 
If anything the building of 231or 234 high density 



housing will lower the tone of the neighbourhood not 
enhance it. 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST2466 
Stephen 
Walker 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.) 
How can you possibly state that building these 231/234 
houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards (for whom?).  How can you claim that 
building this large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH 
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. I find this totally 
incomprehensible and nonsensical. 
You conclude by saying the loss of an open space 
όC!wa[!b5 ƭŜǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ŦƻǊƎŜǘύ a!¸ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǎƻƳŜ 
negative effects! 
I think we have covered MANY such negative effects in 
the points above. 
This point should be assessed as NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST2466 
Stephen 
Walker 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Assessment Summary. 
Your summary states that overall the use of this 
GREENBELT site for building 231/234 houses would 
have an overall neutral impact. (On what?).   
On Cleadon Village residents it would have a MASSIVELY 
NEGATIVE impact. 
(On East Boldon residents it would have a lesser but still 
significant NEGATIVE impact.) 
Cleadon Village has got to the point where the facilities 
and infrastructure of a village have been saturated 
(schools, medical facilities, shops, parking, road 
accessibility etc.)  
Adding even more load to this infrastructure just cannot 
be accommodated (together with major planned 
housing developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 
and RG5, H3.59 this is 1310 households being added in 
(477) or within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 
boundary). 
 
I respectfully suggest you abandon this part of your 
building plan on H3.70. 



ST0122 
Judith 
Robinson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 
Responding to the points as set out in  the document: 
1.       The site floods on a regular basis and should be 
rated as NEGATIVE  

ST0122 
Judith 
Robinson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 
2.       The land and surrounding hedgerows are 
important habitats for a range of birds and wildlife  

ST0122 
Judith 
Robinson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

3.       Housing would not safeguard environmental 
assets. This food producing field would be lost and 
replaced with an increase in air pollution and waste 
generation  

ST0122 
Judith 
Robinson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

4.       GREENBELT - SHOULD ONLY BE USED FOR 
DEVELOPMENT IF NO OTHER SUITABLE LAND IS 
AVAILABLE. THERE ARE MANY BROWNFIELD SITES 
ACROSS SOUTH TYNESIDE THAT COULD BE DEVELOPED. 
THIS SHOULD BE RATED NEGATIVE  

ST0122 
Judith 
Robinson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 
5.        A large housing estate would diminish the green 
infrastructure corridor. This should be rated RED  

ST0122 
Judith 
Robinson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 
6.       Building within 200m of the conservation area will 
have a NEGATIVE effect. Not neutral  

ST0122 
Judith 
Robinson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

7.       This site is close to 2 bus stops. But, Sunderland 
Road is already dangerous to cross due to the volume of 
traffic. Add another 230 homes will greatly increase the 
number of accidents and congestion  

ST0122 
Judith 
Robinson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 
8.       Due to considerable lack of parking it is difficult to 
shop in the village unless you walk.  This should be 
rated negative  

ST0122 
Judith 
Robinson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 
9.       This point states that the site is not considered 
suitable for employment. It already is used as a farm 
which employs people   

ST0122 
Judith 
Robinson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

12.   The document states that the new housing would 
be smaller (0.10 acres per dwelling). This is considerably 
smaller than most houses in the village so it will not 
provide better housing or neighbourhoods. This should 
be rated Negative.  

ST0122 
Judith 
Robinson 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

13.   I do not understand how 230 homes would 
promote healthier people and communities ??? 
Providing Cleadon with a medical centre would do that 
but we have to travel to Shields, Boldon or Whitburn to 
see a doctor. This should be NEGATIVE not neutral  I 



genuinely cannot see how building on this greenbelt 
site can have a negative impact on Cleadon Village. The 
school is at capacity, there are no medical facilities, no 
parking and the traffic is a major problem already. 

ST0208 T Purvis   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SOUTH TYNESIDE LOCAL PLAN ς SUSTAINABILITY 
APPRAISAL OBJECTION 
 
SITE: H3.70 (MOOR LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN 
BELT) 
 
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading. 
 
Specifically: 
tƻƛƴǘ мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ 
 
This site floods EVERY year that I have lived here.  Every 
climate change forecaster expects rainfall to INCREASE 
not diminish in future years.  Covering 10 hectares with 
impervious surface will NOT prevent flooding on the 
site.  Nor will the proposed use of SuDS necessarily 
prevent flooding on the site and associated SEWER 
flooding ( a problem in many areas where SUDS are 
employed) . 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST0208 T Purvis   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity). 
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public. The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted.  Many migrating birds are seen on 
this land each year particularly Canadian Geese. 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0208 T Purvis   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental  assets and 
natural resources). 
This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. It is an asset that 
could be essential where we have problems with 
importing food into the UK. Once it is used for building 



it cannot be recovered.  It is totally disingenuous to 
state that the size of the site 10.4 hectares MAY 
increase the likelihood of air pollution and waste 
generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 people!!!). It 
categorically WILL. 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST0208 T Purvis   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt). 
Obviously  any Greenbelt land is bordered at some 
point on its periphery with buildings.  So I do not 
understand the relevance of the qualification in your 
ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ 
the loss of an area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an 
ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ōǳƛƭǘ ǳǇ ŀǊŜŀέΦ  !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 
ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŀƴŘ Greenbelt 
should ONLY be used for development AS A LAST 
w9{hw¢ !b5 Lb 9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0208 T Purvis   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infractucture.) 
The site forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 
CORRIDOR. How on earth can your assessor state that 
the development of 231/234 homes with the 
consequent reduction of habitat facilities and the 
associated increased pollution and traffic congestion 
have a NEUTRAL IMPACT?. 
This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE NOT 
ENHANCING IT. 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0208 T Purvis   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets). 
You state that the site is in close proximity to both the 
Cleadon and Whitburn Conservation area. Yes it is. 
Currently less than 200m from the Southeast side of the 
Cleadon West Meadows Conservation area.  The roads 
in this conservation area are already beset with 
problems associated with school parking and traffic 
congestion.  Building 231 houses with c460 cars 
adjacent to this conservation area will NOT have a 



NEUTRAL effect as your report states. 
This should be NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST0208 T Purvis   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
accessibility.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ 
and is within 400m of a bus stop, however due to the 
ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ 
comment by your assessor is almost laughable if it was 
not so serious.  It WILL result in traffic congestion.  
There is traffic congestion there already and accidents.  
It already needs traffic lights, particularly if you need to 
cross Sunderland Road to get on the bus to Sunderland. 
This is designated NEUTRAL and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST0208 T Purvis   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
villages.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ 
centre including community facilities and shops and 
ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ 
There is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' 
centre.  People avoid going there because of it.  Hence 
so many shops failing there over the past few years as 
more and more houses have been built in the village. 
Whoever researched this got this totally wrong.  Adding 
more cars/houses will ensure the new residents will use 
neighbouring stores in Sunderland or Newcastle as the 
current residents do.  Oh and by the way we usually 
DRIVE to these places because we cannot find a parking 
space near East Boldon Metro to take us to 
Sunderland/Newcastle. If your assessor had any local 
knowledge  they would know this. 
This should be designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST0208 T Purvis   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
within South Tyneside.) 
You state tƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέ 
Somebody is already employed in FARMING the site. 
Therefore it has a NEGATIVE impact not an IGNORED 
status. 



ST0208 T Purvis   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.) 
As the development of this site could result in one 
person losing his employment on the site. 
Therefore this should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED.   

ST0222 John Cucchi   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SITE: H3.70 (MOOR LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN 
BELT) 
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading.  Specifically: 
tƻƛƴǘ мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ Ŏƭimate 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ 
This site floods EVERY . I have personal knowledge of 
this.. Every climate change forecaster expects rainfall to 
INCREASE not diminish in future years. Covering 10 
hectares with impervious surface will NOT prevent 
flooding on the site. Nor will the proposed use of SuDS 
necessarily prevent flooding on the site and associated 
SEWER  flooding ( a problem in many areas where SUDS 
are employed) . 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST0222 John Cucchi   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity). 
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public.  The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted. Many migrating birds are seen on this 
land each year particularly Canadian Geese. This should 
be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0222 John Cucchi   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental assets and 
natural resources). 
This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. It is an asset that 
could be essential where we have problems with 
importing food into the UK. Once it is used for building 
it cannot be recovered. It is totally disingenuous to 
state that the size of the site 10.4 hectares MAY 
increase the likelihood of air pollution and waste 
generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 people!!!). It 
categorically WILL.  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 



ST0222 John Cucchi   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt). 
Obviously any Greenbelt land is bordered at some point 
on its periphery with buildings.  So I do not understand 
ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ 
development of this site would result in the loss of an 
area of Greenbelt land adjacent to 
ŀƴ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ōǳƛƭǘ ǳǇ ŀǊŜŀέΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 
ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŀƴŘ DǊŜŜƴōŜƭǘ 
should ONLY be used for development AS A LAST 
w9{hw¢ !b5 Lb 9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0222 John Cucchi   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infractucture) 
The site forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 
CORRIDOR. How on earth can your assessor state that 
the development of 231/234 homes with the 
consequent reduction of habitat facilities and the 
associated increased pollution and traffic congestion 
have a 
NEUTRAL IMPACT?.  This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN 
INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ENHANCING IT.  This should be 
rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0222 John Cucchi   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets). 
You correctly state that the site is in close proximity to 
both the Cleadon and Whitburn Conservation area. 
Currently less than 200m from the Southeast side of the 
Cleadon West Meadows Conservation area. The roads 
in this conservation area are already beset with 
problems associated with school parking and traffic 
congestion. Building 231 houses with c460 cars adjacent 
to this conservation area will NOT have a NEUTRAL 
effect as your report states.  This should be NEGATIVE 
not NEUTRAL. 

ST0222 John Cucchi   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
accessibility.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ 
and is within 400m of a bus stop, however due to the 
size of the site it could result in ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 



comment by your assessor is almost laughable if it was 
not so serious. It WILL result in traffic 
congestion. There is traffic congestion there already 
and accidents. It already needs traffic lights, particularly 
if you need to cross Sunderland Road to get on the bus 
to Sunderland.  This is designated NEUTRAL and should 
be NEGATIVE. 

ST0222 John Cucchi   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
villages.) 
You ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ 
centre including community facilities and shops and 
ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ  
There is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' 
centre. People avoid going there 
because of it. Hence so many shops failing there over 
the past few years as more and more houses have been 
built in the village. This is poorly researched. Adding 
more cars/ houses will ensure the new residents will 
use neighbouring stores in Sunderland or Newcastle as 
the current residents do.Residents usually DRIVE to 
these places because we cannot find a parking space 
near East Boldon Metro to take us to Sunderland/ 
Newcastle.This demonstrates a complete lack of local 
knowledge by your assessor.  This should be designated 
NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST0222 John Cucchi   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
within South Tyneside.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέΦ  {ƻƳŜƻƴŜ ƛǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƛƴ 
FARMING the site.  Therefore it has a NEGATIVE impact 
not an IGNORED status. 

ST0222 John Cucchi   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living 
standards.) 
As the development of this site could result in one 
person losing his employment on the site.  Therefore 
this should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED. 



ST0222 John Cucchi   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.) 
It is astounding that your assessor has made the 
ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ 
(234) could contribute to providing BETTER housing and 
NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a very positive 
ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ  [Ŝǘ ǳǎ ǊŜǾiew the 
BETTER housing statement. The current housing 
adjacent to this site are aspirational homes which enjoy 
approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each. Your current plan for 
231/234 houses on this site would create SMALLER 
houses with only 0.10 acres per dwelling. They will NOT 
be BETTER housing than those currently adjacent to the 
site.  The neighbourhood in Cleadon have low incidents 
of public disorder, vandalism, rowdyism, littering. 
Houses are well maintained by their owners and the 
area has a well developed and a well integrated 
community spirit. I am unaware of BETTER 
neighbourhoods in South Tyneside.  The building of 
231or 234 high density housing will be detrimental to 
the tone of the neighbourhood as opposed to 
enhancing it.  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST0222 John Cucchi   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.) 
It is astonishing that you state that building these 
231/234 houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards. What evidence is there that building this 
large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH 
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. This tis otally 
incomprehensible 
and nonsensical.  You conclude by saying the loss of an 
open space (FARMLAND lets not forget) MAY result in 
some negative effects!  I have raised MANY such 
negative effects in the points above.  This point should 
be assessed as NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST0222 John Cucchi   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 
Assessment Summary. 
All of these building proposals should be rejected  Your 
summary states that overall the use of this GREENBELT 



site for building 231/234 houses would have an overall 
neutral impact.  I disagree. On Cleadon Village residents 
it would have a MASSIVELY NEGATIVE impact.  (On East 
Boldon residents it would have a lesser but still 
significant NEGATIVE impact.)  Cleadon Village has got 
to the point where the facilities and infrastructure of a 
village have been saturated (schools, medical facilities, 
shops, parking, road accessibility etc.)  Adding even 
more load to this infrastructure just cannot be 
accommodated (together with major planned housing 
developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 and RG5, 
H3.59  this is 1310 households being added in (477) or 
within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 
boundary).  I respectfully suggest you abandon your 
building plan on H3.2 and H3.3 and H3.70. 

ST0191 Janet Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SITE: H3.70 (MOOR LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN 
BELT) 
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading.  Specifically: Point 1. 
όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ 
ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ  This site floods EVERY . I have 
personal knowledge of this.. Every climate change 
forecaster expects rainfall to INCREASE not diminish in 
future years. Covering 10 hectares with impervious 
surface will NOT prevent flooding on the site. Nor will 
the proposed use of SuDS necessarily prevent flooding 
on the site and associated SEWER flooding ( a problem 
in many areas where SUDS are employed) .  This should 
be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST0191 Janet Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity). 
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public.  The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted. Many migrating birds are seen on this 
land each year particularly Canadian Geese.  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0191 Janet Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 
Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental assets and 
natural resources). 



This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. It is an asset that 
could be essential where we have problems with 
importing food into the UK. Once it is used for building 
it cannot be recovered. It is totally disingenuous to 
state that the size of the site 10.4 hectares MAY 
increase the likelihood of air pollution and waste 
generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 people!!!). It 
categorically WILL.  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST0191 Janet Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt). 
Obviously any Greenbelt land is bordered at some point 
on its periphery with buildings.  So I do not understand 
ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ 
development of this site would result in the loss of an 
area of Greenbelt land adjacent to 
ŀƴ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ōǳƛƭǘ ǳǇ ŀǊŜŀέΦ !ccording to the government 
ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŀƴŘ DǊŜŜƴōŜƭǘ 
should ONLY be used for development AS A LAST 
w9{hw¢ !b5 Lb 9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0191 Janet Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infractucture) 
The site forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 
CORRIDOR. How on earth can your assessor state that 
the development of 231/234 homes with the 
consequent reduction of habitat facilities and the 
associated increased pollution and traffic congestion 
have a 
NEUTRAL IMPACT?. This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN 
INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ENHANCING IT.  This should be 
rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0191 Janet Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets). 
You correctly state that the site is in close proximity to 
both the Cleadon and Whitburn Conservation area. 
Currently less than 200m from the Southeast side of the 
Cleadon West Meadows Conservation area. The roads 
in this conservation area are already beset with 
problems associated with school parking and traffic 



congestion. Building 231 houses with c460 cars adjacent 
to this conservation area will NOT have a NEUTRAL 
effect as your report states.  This should be NEGATIVE 
not NEUTRAL. 

ST0191 Janet Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
accessibility.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ public transport 
and is within 400m of a bus stop, however due to the 
ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 
comment by your assessor is almost laughable if it was 
not so serious. It WILL result in traffic 
congestion. There is traffic congestion there already 
and accidents. It already needs traffic lights, particularly 
if you need to cross Sunderland Road to get on the bus 
to Sunderland.  This is designated NEUTRAL and should 
be NEGATIVE. 

ST0191 Janet Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
villages.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ 
centre including community facilities and shops and 
ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ  
There is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' 
centre. People avoid going there because of it. Hence so 
many shops failing there over the past few years as 
more and more houses have been built in the village. 
This is poorly researched. Adding more cars/ houses will 
ensure the new residents will use neighbouring stores 
in Sunderland or 
Newcastle as the current residents do.Residents usually 
DRIVE to these places because we cannot find a parking 
space near East Boldon Metro to take us to Sunderland/ 
Newcastle.This demonstrates a complete lack of local 
knowledge by your assessor.  This should be designated 
NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST0191 Janet Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
within South Tyneside.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέ {ƻƳŜƻƴŜ ƛǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƛƴ 



FARMING the site. 
Therefore it has a NEGATIVE impact not an IGNORED 
status. 

ST0191 Janet Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve livingstandards.) 
As the development of this site could result in one 
person losing his employment on the site.  Therefore 
this should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED. 

ST0191 Janet Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.) 
It is astounding that your assessor has made the 
ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ 
(234) could contribute to providing BETTER housing and 
NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a very positive 
effect against theǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ [Ŝǘ ǳǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŜ 
BETTER housing statement. The current housing 
adjacent to this site are aspirational homes which enjoy 
approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each. Your current plan for 
231/234 houses on this site would create SMALLER 
houses with only 0.10 acres per 
dwelling. They will NOT be BETTER housing than those 
currently adjacent to the site.  The neighbourhood in 
Cleadon have low incidents of public disorder, 
vandalism, rowdyism, littering. Houses are well 
maintained by their owners and the area has a well 
developed and a well integrated community spirit. I am 
unaware of BETTER neighbourhoods in  South Tyneside.  
The building of 231or 234 high density housing will be 
detrimental to the tone of the neighbourhood as 
opposed to enhancing it.  This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST0191 Janet Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.) 
It is astonishing that you state that building these 
231/234 houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards. What evidence is there that building this 
large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH 
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. This tis otally 
incomprehensible 



and nonsensical.  You conclude by saying the loss of an 
open space (FARMLAND lets not forget) MAY result  in 
some negative effects!  I have raised MANY such 
negative effects in the points above.  This point should 
be assessed as NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST0191 Janet Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Assessment Summary. 
All of these building proposals should be rejected Your 
summary states that overall the use of this GREENBELT 
site for building 231/234 houses would have an overall 
neutral impact.  I disagree. On Cleadon Village residents 
it would have a MASSIVELY NEGATIVE impact.  (On East 
Boldon residents it would have a lesser but still 
significant NEGATIVE impact.)  Cleadon Village has got 
to the point where the facilities and infrastructure of a 
village have been saturated (schools, medical facilities, 
shops, parking, road accessibility etc.)  Adding even 
more load to this infrastructure just cannot be 
accommodated (together with major planned housing 
developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 and RG5, 
H3.59 this is 1310 households being added in (477) or 
within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 
boundary).  I respectfully suggest you abandon your 
building plan on H3.2 and H3.3 and H3.70. 

ST0192 Patrick Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SITE: H3.70 (MOOR LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN 
BELT) 
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading.  Specifically: 
tƻƛƴǘ мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ 
This site floods EVERY . I have personal knowledge of 
this.. Every climate change forecaster expects rainfall to 
INCREASE not diminish in future years. Covering 10 
hectares with impervious surface will NOT prevent 
flooding on the site. Nor will the 
proposed use of SuDS necessarily prevent flooding on 
the site and associated SEWER flooding ( a problem in 
many areas where SUDS are employed) .  This should 
be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 



ST0192 Patrick Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity). 
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public.  The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted. Many migrating birds are seen on this 
land each year particularly Canadian Geese.  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0192 Patrick Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental assets and 
natural resources). 
This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. It is an asset that 
could be essential where we have problems with 
importing food into the UK. Once it is used for building 
it cannot be recovered. It is totally disingenuous to 
state that the size of the site 10.4 hectares MAY 
increase the likelihood of air pollution and waste 
generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 people!!!). It 
categorically WILL.  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST0192 Patrick Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt). 
Obviously any Greenbelt land is bordered at some point 
on its periphery with buildings.  So I do not understand 
ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ 
development of this site would result in the loss of an 
area of Greenbelt land adjacent to 
an exƛǎǘƛƴƎ ōǳƛƭǘ ǳǇ ŀǊŜŀέΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 
ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŀƴŘ DǊŜŜƴōŜƭǘ 
should ONLY be used for development AS A LAST 
w9{hw¢ !b5 Lb 9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0192 Patrick Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infractucture) 
The site forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 
CORRIDOR. How on earth can your assessor state that 
the development of 231/234 homes with the 
consequent reduction of habitat facilities and the 
associated increased pollution and traffic congestion 
have a NEUTRAL IMPACT?.  This is DESTROYING OUR 
GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ENHANCING IT.  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 



ST0192 Patrick Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets). 
You correctly state that the site is in close proximity to 
both the Cleadon and Whitburn Conservation area. 
Currently less than 200m from the Southeast side of the 
Cleadon West Meadows Conservation area. The roads 
in this conservation area are already beset with 
problems associated with school parking and traffic 
congestion. Building 231 houses with c460 cars adjacent 
to this conservation area will NOT have a NEUTRAL 
effect as your report states.  This should be NEGATIVE 
not NEUTRAL. 

ST0192 Patrick Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
accessibility.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ is well served by public transport 
and is within 400m of a bus stop, however due to the 
ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 
comment by your assessor is almost laughable if it was 
not so serious. It WILL result in traffic 
congestion. There is traffic congestion there already 
and accidents. It already needs traffic lights, particularly 
if you need to cross Sunderland Road to get on the bus 
to Sunderland.  This is designated NEUTRAL and should 
be NEGATIVE. 

ST0192 Patrick Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
villages.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ 
centre including community facilities and shops and 
therefore scores ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ 
is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' centre. 
People avoid going there 
because of it. Hence so many shops failing there over 
the past few years as more and more houses have been 
built in the village. This is poorly researched. Adding 
more cars/ houses will ensure the new residents will 
use neighbouring stores in Sunderland or 
Newcastle as the current residents do.Residents usually 
DRIVE to these places because we cannot find a parking 



space near East Boldon Metro to take us to 
Sunderland/Newcastle.This demonstrates a complete 
lack of local knowledge by your assessor.  This should 
be designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST0192 Patrick Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
within South Tyneside.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέ {ƻƳŜƻƴŜ ƛǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƛƴ 
FARMING the site. Therefore it has a NEGATIVE impact 
not an IGNORED status. 

ST0192 Patrick Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.) 
As the development of this site could result in one 
person losing his employment on the site. 
Therefore this should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED. 

ST0192 Patrick Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.) 
It is astounding that your assessor has made the 
ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ 
(234) could contribute to providing BETTER housing and 
NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a very positive 
ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ 
Let us review the BETTER housing statement. The 
current housing adjacent to this site are aspirational 
homes which enjoy approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each. Your 
current plan for 231/234 houses on this site would 
create SMALLER houses with only 0.10 acres per 
dwelling. They will NOT be BETTER housing than those 
currently adjacent to the site.  The neighbourhood in 
Cleadon have low incidents of public disorder, 
vandalism, rowdyism, littering. Houses are well 
maintained by their owners and the area has a well 
developed 
and a well integrated community spirit. I am unaware of 
BETTER neighbourhoods in South Tyneside.  The 
building of 231or 234 high density housing will be 
detrimental to the tone of the neighbourhood as 



opposed to enhancing it.  This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST0192 Patrick Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.) 
It is astonishing that you state that building these 
231/234 houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards. What evidence is there that building this 
large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH 
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. This tis otally 
incomprehensible and nonsensical.  You conclude by 
saying the loss of an open space (FARMLAND lets not 
forget) MAY result in some negative effects!  I have 
raised MANY such negative effects in the points above.  
This point should be assessed as NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST0192 Patrick Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Assessment Summary. 
All of these building proposals should be rejected 
Your summary states that overall the use of this 
GREENBELT site for building 231/234 houses would 
have an overall neutral impact.  I disagree. On Cleadon 
Village residents it would have a MASSIVELY NEGATIVE 
impact. (On East Boldon residents it would have a lesser 
but still significant NEGATIVE impact.)  Cleadon Village 
has got to the point where the facilities and 
infrastructure of a village have been saturated (schools, 
medical facilities, shops, parking, road accessibility etc.)  
Adding even more load to this infrastructure just cannot 
be accommodated (together with major planned 
housing developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 
and RG5, H3.59 this is 1310 households being added in 
(477) or within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 
boundary).  I respectfully suggest you abandon your 
building plan on H3.2 and H3.3 and H3.70. 

ST0191 Juliet Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SITE: H3.70 (MOOR LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN 
BELT) 
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading.  Specifically: 
tƻƛƴǘ мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ 



This site floods EVERY . I have personal knowledge of 
this.. Every climate change forecaster expects rainfall to 
INCREASE not diminish in future years. Covering 10 
hectares with impervious surface will NOT prevent 
flooding on the site. Nor will the proposed use of SuDS 
necessarily prevent flooding on the site and associated 
SEWER flooding ( a problem in many areas where SUDS 
are employed) .  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST0191 Juliet Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity). 
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public.  The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted. Many migrating birds are seen on this 
land each year particularly Canadian Geese. 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0191 Juliet Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental assets and 
natural resources). 
This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. It is an asset that 
could be essential where we have problems with 
importing food into the UK. Once it is used for building 
it cannot be recovered. It is totally disingenuous to 
state that the size of the site 10.4 hectares MAY 
increase the likelihood of air pollution and waste 
generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 people!!!). It 
categorically WILL.  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST0191 Juliet Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt). 
Obviously any Greenbelt land is bordered at some point 
on its periphery with buildings.  So I do not understand 
ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ 
development of this site would result in the loss of an 
area of Greenbelt land adjacent to 
ŀƴ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ōǳƛƭǘ ǳǇ ŀǊŜŀέΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 
ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ should be developed and Greenbelt 
should ONLY be used for development AS A LAST 
w9{hw¢ !b5 Lb 9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 



ST0191 Juliet Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infractucture) 
The site forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 
CORRIDOR. How on earth can your assessor state that 
the development of 231/234 homes with the 
consequent reduction of habitat facilities and the 
associated increased pollution and traffic congestion 
have a 
NEUTRAL IMPACT?.  This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN 
INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ENHANCING IT.  This should be 
rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0191 Juliet Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets). 
You correctly state that the site is in close proximity to 
both the Cleadon and Whitburn Conservation area. 
Currently less than 200m from the Southeast side of the 
Cleadon West Meadows Conservation area. The roads 
in this conservation area are already beset with 
problems associated with school parking and traffic 
congestion. Building 231 houses with c460 cars adjacent 
to this conservation area will NOT have a NEUTRAL 
effect as your report states.  This should be NEGATIVE 
not NEUTRAL. 

ST0191 Juliet Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
accessibility.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ 
and is within 400m of a bus stop, however due to the 
ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 
comment by your assessor is almost laughable if it was 
not so serious. It WILL result in traffic 
congestion. There is traffic congestion there already 
and accidents. It already needs traffic lights, particularly 
if you need to cross Sunderland Road to get on the bus 
to Sunderland.  This is designated NEUTRAL and should 
be NEGATIVE. 

ST0191 Juliet Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
villages.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ 
centre including community facilities and shops and 



ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ  
There is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' 
centre. People avoid going there 
because of it. Hence so many shops failing there over 
the past few years as more and more houses have been 
built in the village. This is poorly researched. Adding 
more cars/ houses will ensure the new residents will 
use neighbouring stores in Sunderland or 
Newcastle as the current residents do.Residents usually 
DRIVE to these places because we cannot find a parking 
space near East Boldon Metro to take us to 
Sunderland/Newcastle.This demonstrates a complete 
lack of local knowledge by your assessor.  This should 
be designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST0191 Juliet Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
within South Tyneside.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέ {ƻƳŜƻƴŜ ƛǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƛƴ 
FARMING the site.  Therefore it has a NEGATIVE impact 
not an IGNORED status. 

ST0191 Juliet Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.) 
As the development of this site could result in one 
person losing his employment on the site.  Therefore 
this should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED. 

ST0191 Juliet Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.) 
It is astounding that your assessor has made the 
ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ 
(234) could contribute to providing BETTER housing and 
NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a very positive 
effeŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ 
Let us review the BETTER housing statement. The 
current housing adjacent to this site are aspirational 
homes which enjoy approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each. Your 
current plan for 231/234 houses on this site would 
create SMALLER houses with only 0.10 acres per 
dwelling. They will NOT be BETTER housing than those 



currently adjacent to the site.  The neighbourhood in 
Cleadon have low incidents of public disorder, 
vandalism, rowdyism, littering. Houses are well 
maintained by their owners and the area has a well 
developed 
and a well integrated community spirit. I am unaware of 
BETTER neighbourhoods in South Tyneside.  The 
building of 231or 234 high density housing will be 
detrimental to the tone of the neighbourhood as 
opposed to enhancing it.  This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST0191 Juliet Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.) 
It is astonishing that you state that building these 
231/234 houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards. What evidence is there that building this 
large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH 
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. This tis otally 
incomprehensible 
and nonsensical.  You conclude by saying the loss of an 
open space (FARMLAND lets not forget) MAY result in 
some negative effects!  I have raised MANY such 
negative effects in the points above.  This point should 
be assessed as NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST0191 Juliet Melia   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Assessment Summary. 
All of these building proposals should be rejected.  Your 
summary states that overall the use of this GREENBELT 
site for building 231/234 houses would have an overall 
neutral impact.  I disagree. On Cleadon Village residents 
it would have a MASSIVELY NEGATIVE impact. (On East 
Boldon residents it would have a lesser but still 
significant NEGATIVE impact.) Cleadon Village has got to 
the point where the facilities and infrastructure of a 
village have been saturated (schools, medical facilities, 
shops, parking, road accessibility etc.)  Adding even 
more load to this infrastructure just cannot be 
accommodated (together with major planned housing 
developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 and RG5, 
H3.59 this is 1310 households being added in (477) or 



within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 
boundary).  I respectfully suggest you abandon your 
building plan on H3.2 and H3.3 and H3.70. 

ST0053 Susan Ridge   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SITE: H3.70 (MOOR LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN 
BELT) 
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading.  Specifically: 
tƻƛƴǘ мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ 
This site floods EVERY . I have personal knowledge of 
this.. Every climate change forecaster expects rainfall to 
INCREASE not diminish in future years. Covering 10 
hectares with impervious surface will NOT prevent 
flooding on the site. Nor will the proposed use of SuDS 
necessarily prevent flooding on the site and associated 
SEWER flooding ( a problem in many areas where SUDS 
are employed) .  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST0053 Susan Ridge   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity). 
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public.  The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted. Many migrating birds are seen on this 
land each year particularly Canadian Geese.  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0053 Susan Ridge   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental assets and 
natural resources). 
This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. It is an asset that 
could be essential where we have problems with 
importing food into the UK. Once it is used for building 
it cannot be recovered. It is totally disingenuous to 
state that the size of the site 10.4 hectares MAY 
increase the likelihood of air pollution and waste 
generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 people!!!). It 
categorically WILL.  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST0053 Susan Ridge   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 
Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt). 
Obviously any Greenbelt land is bordered at some point 



on its periphery with buildings.  So I do not understand 
ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ 
development of this site would result in the loss of an 
area of Greenbelt land adjacent to 
ŀƴ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ōǳƛƭǘ ǳǇ ŀǊŜŀέΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 
ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŀƴŘ DǊŜŜƴōŜƭǘ 
should ONLY be used for development AS A LAST 
w9{hw¢ !b5 Lb 9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0053 Susan Ridge   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infractucture) 
The site forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 
CORRIDOR. How on earth can your assessor state that 
the development of 231/234 homes with the 
consequent reduction of habitat facilities and the 
associated increased pollution and traffic congestion 
have a 
NEUTRAL IMPACT?.  This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN 
INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ENHANCING IT.  This should be 
rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0053 Susan Ridge   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets). 
You correctly state that the site is in close proximity to 
both the Cleadon and Whitburn Conservation area. 
Currently less than 200m from the Southeast side of the 
Cleadon West Meadows Conservation area. The roads 
in this conservation area are already beset with 
problems associated with school parking and traffic 
congestion. Building 231 houses with c460 cars adjacent 
to this conservation area will NOT have a NEUTRAL 
effect as your report states.  This should be NEGATIVE 
not NEUTRAL. 

ST0053 Susan Ridge   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
accessibility.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ 
and is within 400m of a bus stop, however due to the 
ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 
comment by your assessor is almost laughable if it was 
not so serious. It WILL result in traffic congestion. There 



is traffic congestion there already and accidents. It 
already needs traffic lights, particularly if you need to 
cross Sunderland Road to get on the bus to Sunderland.  
This is designated NEUTRAL and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST0053 Susan Ridge   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
villages.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ 
centre including community facilities and shops and 
ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ  
There is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' 
centre. People avoid going there 
because of it. Hence so many shops failing there over 
the past few years as more and more houses have been 
built in the village. This is poorly researched. Adding 
more cars/ houses will ensure the new residents will 
use neighbouring stores in Sunderland or Newcastle as 
the current residents do.Residents usually DRIVE to 
these places because we cannot find a parking space 
near East Boldon Metro to take us to 
Sunderland/Newcastle.This demonstrates a complete 
lack of local knowledge by your assessor.  This should 
be designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST0053 Susan Ridge   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
within South Tyneside.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέ {ƻƳŜƻƴŜ ƛǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƛƴ 
FARMING the site.  Therefore it has a NEGATIVE impact 
not an IGNORED status. 

ST0053 Susan Ridge   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.) 
As the development of this site could result in one 
person losing his employment on the site.  Therefore 
this should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED. 

ST0053 Susan Ridge   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.) 
It is astounding that your assessor has made the 
ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ 
(234) could contribute to providing BETTER housing and 



NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a very positive 
effect againǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ 
Let us review the BETTER housing statement. The 
current housing adjacent to this site are aspirational 
homes which enjoy approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each. Your 
current plan for 231/234 houses on this site would 
create SMALLER houses with only 0.10 acres per 
dwelling. They will NOT be BETTER housing than those 
currently adjacent to the site.  The neighbourhood in 
Cleadon have low incidents of public disorder, 
vandalism, rowdyism, littering. Houses are well 
maintained by their owners and the area has a well 
developed and a well integrated community spirit. I am 
unaware of BETTER neighbourhoods in South Tyneside.  
The building of 231or 234 high density housing will be 
detrimental to the tone of the neighbourhood as 
opposed to enhancing it.  This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST0053 Susan Ridge   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.) 
It is astonishing that you state that building these 
231/234 houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards. What evidence is there that building this 
large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH 
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. This tis otally 
incomprehensible 
and nonsensical.  You conclude by saying the loss of an 
open space (FARMLAND lets not forget) MAY result in 
some negative effects!  I have raised MANY such 
negative effects in the points above.  This point should 
be assessed as NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST0053 Susan Ridge   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Assessment Summary. 
All of these building proposals should be rejected Your 
summary states that overall the use of this GREENBELT 
site for building 231/234 houses would have an overall 
neutral impact. 
I disagree. On Cleadon Village residents it would have a 
MASSIVELY NEGATIVE impact.  (On East Boldon 
residents it would have a lesser but still significant 



NEGATIVE impact.) Cleadon Village has got to the point 
where the facilities and infrastructure of a village have 
been saturated (schools, medical facilities, shops, 
parking, road accessibility etc.)  Adding even more load 
to this infrastructure just cannot be accommodated 
(together with major planned housing developments at 
neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 and RG5, H3.59 
this is 1310 households being added in (477) or within 
200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish boundary).  I 
respectfully suggest you abandon your building plan 
on H3.2 and H3.3 and H3.70. 

ST0212 Harry Scott   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SITE: H3.70 (MOOR LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN 
BELT) 
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading.  Specifically: 
tƻƛƴǘ мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ 
This site floods EVERY . I have personal knowledge of 
this.. Every climate change forecaster expects rainfall to 
INCREASE not diminish in future years. Covering 10 
hectares with impervious surface will NOT prevent 
flooding on the site. Nor will the proposed use of SuDS 
necessarily prevent flooding on the site and associated 
SEWER flooding ( a problem in many areas where SUDS 
are employed) .  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST0212 Harry Scott   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity). 
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public.  The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted. Many migrating birds are seen on this 
land each year particularly Canadian Geese.  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0212 Harry Scott   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental assets and 
natural resources). 
This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. It is an asset that 
could be essential where we have problems with 
importing food into the UK. Once it is used for building 



it cannot be recovered. It is totally disingenuous to 
state that the size of the site 10.4 hectares MAY 
increase the likelihood of air pollution and waste 
generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 people!!!). It 
categorically WILL.  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST0212 Harry Scott   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt). 
Obviously any Greenbelt land is bordered at some point 
on its periphery with buildings.  So I do not understand 
ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ 
development of this site would result in the loss of an 
area of Greenbelt land adjacent to 
ŀƴ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ōǳƛƭǘ ǳǇ ŀǊŜŀέΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 
ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŀƴŘ DǊŜŜƴōŜƭǘ 
should ONLY be used for development AS A LAST 
w9{hw¢  !b5 Lb 9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0212 Harry Scott   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infractucture) 
The site forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 
CORRIDOR. How on earth can your assessor state that 
the development of 231/234 homes with the 
consequent reduction of habitat facilities and the 
associated increased pollution and traffic congestion 
have a 
NEUTRAL IMPACT?.  This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN 
INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ENHANCING IT.  This should be 
rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0212 Harry Scott   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets). 
You correctly state that the site is in close proximity to 
both the Cleadon and Whitburn Conservation area. 
Currently less than 200m from the Southeast side of the 
Cleadon West Meadows Conservation area. The roads 
in this conservation area are already beset with 
problems associated with school parking and traffic 
congestion. Building 231 houses with c460 cars adjacent 
to this conservation area will NOT have a NEUTRAL 



effect as your report states.  This should be NEGATIVE 
not NEUTRAL. 

ST0212 Harry Scott   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
accessibility.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ 
and is within 400m of a bus stop, however due to the 
ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 
comment by your assessor is almost laughable if it was 
not so serious. It WILL result in traffic congestion. There 
is traffic congestion there already and accidents. It 
already needs traffic lights, particularly if you need to 
cross Sunderland Road to get on the bus to Sunderland.  
This is designated NEUTRAL and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST0212 Harry Scott   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
villages.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ 
centre including community facilities and shops and 
ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ  
There is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' 
centre. People avoid going there because of it. Hence so 
many shops failing there over the past few years as 
more and more houses have been built in the village. 
This is poorly researched. Adding more cars/houses will 
ensure the new residents will use neighbouring stores 
in Sunderland or Newcastle as the current residents 
do.Residents usually DRIVE to these places because we 
cannot find a parking space near East Boldon Metro to 
take us to Sunderland/ Newcastle.This demonstrates a 
complete lack of local knowledge by your assessor.  This 
should be designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST0212 Harry Scott   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
within South Tyneside.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέ {ƻƳŜƻƴŜ ƛǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƛƴ 
FARMING the site.  Therefore it has a NEGATIVE impact 
not an IGNORED status. 

ST0212 Harry Scott   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 
Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.) 



As the development of this site could result in one 
person losing his employment on the site.  Therefore 
this should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED. 

ST0212 Harry Scott   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.) 
It is astounding that your assessor has made the 
ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ 
(234) could contribute to providing BETTER housing and 
NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a very positive 
ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ 
Let us review the BETTER housing statement. The 
current housing adjacent to this site are aspirational 
homes which enjoy approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each. Your 
current plan for 231/234 houses on this site would 
create SMALLER houses with only 0.10 acres per 
dwelling. They will NOT be BETTER housing than those 
currently adjacent to the site.  The neighbourhood in 
Cleadon have low incidents of public disorder, 
vandalism, rowdyism, littering. Houses are well 
maintained by their owners and the area has a well 
developed 
and a well integrated community spirit. I am unaware of 
BETTER neighbourhoods in South Tyneside.  The 
building of 231or 234 high density housing will be 
detrimental to the tone of the neighbourhood as 
opposed to enhancing it.  This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST0212 Harry Scott   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.) 
It is astonishing that you state that building these 
231/234 houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards. What evidence is there that building this 
large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH 
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. This tis otally 
incomprehensible 
and nonsensical.  You conclude by saying the loss of an 
open space (FARMLAND lets not forget) MAY result in 
some negative effects!  I have raised MANY such 



negative effects in the points above.  This point should 
be assessed as NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST0212 Harry Scott   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Assessment Summary. 
All of these building proposals should be rejected.  Your 
summary states that overall the use of this GREENBELT 
site for building 231/234 houses would have an overall 
neutral impact. 
I disagree. On Cleadon Village residents it would have a 
MASSIVELY NEGATIVE impact.  (On East Boldon 
residents it would have a lesser but still significant 
NEGATIVE impact.) Cleadon Village has got to the point 
where the facilities and infrastructure of a village have 
been saturated (schools, medical facilities, shops, 
parking, road accessibility etc.)  Adding even more load 
to this infrastructure just cannot be accommodated 
(together with major planned housing developments at 
neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 and RG5, H3.59 
this is 1310 households being added in (477) or within 
200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish boundary).  I 
respectfully suggest you abandon your building plan 
on H3.2 and H3.3 and H3.70. 

ST0211 
Robert 
Cassidy 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SITE: H3.70 (MOOR LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN 
BELT) 
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading.  Specifically: 
tƻƛƴǘ мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ 
This site floods EVERY . I have personal knowledge of 
this.. Every climate change forecaster expects rainfall to 
INCREASE not diminish in future years. Covering 10 
hectares with impervious surface will NOT prevent 
flooding on the site. Nor will the proposed use of SuDS 
necessarily prevent flooding on the site and associated 
SEWER flooding ( a problem in many areas where SUDS 
are employed) .  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST0211 
Robert 
Cassidy 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 
Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity). 
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 



report were explained for the public.  The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted. Many migrating birds are seen on this 
land each year particularly Canadian Geese.  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0211 
Robert 
Cassidy 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental assets and 
natural resources). 
This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. It is an asset that 
could be essential where we have problems with 
importing food into the UK. Once it is used for building 
it cannot be recovered. It is totally disingenuous to 
state that the size of the site 10.4 hectares MAY 
increase the likelihood of air pollution and waste 
generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 people!!!). It 
categorically WILL.  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST0211 
Robert 
Cassidy 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt). 
Obviously any Greenbelt land is bordered at some point 
on its periphery with buildings.  So I do not understand 
ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ 
development of this site would result in the loss of an 
area of Greenbelt land adjacent to 
ŀƴ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ōǳƛƭǘ ǳǇ ŀǊŜŀέ. According to the government 
ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŀƴŘ DǊŜŜƴōŜƭǘ 
should ONLY be used for development AS A LAST 
w9{hw¢ !b5 Lb 9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0211 
Robert 
Cassidy 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infractucture) 
The site forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 
CORRIDOR. How on earth can your assessor state that 
the development of 231/234 homes with the 
consequent reduction of habitat facilities and the 
associated increased pollution and traffic congestion 
have a 
NEUTRAL IMPACT?.  This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN 
INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ENHANCING IT.  This should be 
rated RED not NEGATIVE. 



ST0211 
Robert 
Cassidy 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets). 
You correctly state that the site is in close proximity to 
both the Cleadon and Whitburn Conservation area. 
Currently less than 200m from the Southeast side of the 
Cleadon West Meadows Conservation area. The roads 
in this conservation area are already beset with 
problems associated with school parking and traffic 
congestion. Building 231 houses with c460 cars adjacent 
to this conservation area will NOT have a NEUTRAL 
effect as your report states.  This should be NEGATIVE 
not NEUTRAL. 

ST0211 
Robert 
Cassidy 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
accessibility.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ is well served by public transport 
and is within 400m of a bus stop, however due to the 
ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 
comment by your assessor is almost laughable if it was 
not so serious. It WILL result in traffic 
congestion. There is traffic congestion there already 
and accidents. It already needs traffic lights, particularly 
if you need to cross Sunderland Road to get on the bus 
to Sunderland.  This is designated NEUTRAL and should 
be NEGATIVE. 

ST0211 
Robert 
Cassidy 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
villages.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ 
centre including community facilities and shops and 
therefore scores positively againsǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ  
There is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' 
centre. People avoid going there 
because of it. Hence so many shops failing there over 
the past few years as more and more houses have been 
built in the village. This is poorly researched. Adding 
more cars/houses will ensure the new residents will use 
neighbouring stores in Sunderland or Newcastle as the 
current residents do.Residents usually DRIVE to these 
places because we cannot find a parking space near 



East Boldon Metro to take us to Sunderland/ 
Newcastle.This demonstrates a complete lack of local 
knowledge by your assessor.  This should be designated 
NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST0211 
Robert 
Cassidy 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
within South Tyneside.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέ {ƻƳŜƻƴŜ ƛǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƛƴ 
FARMING the site.  Therefore it has a NEGATIVE impact 
not an IGNORED status. 

ST0211 
Robert 
Cassidy 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.) 
As the development of this site could result in one 
person losing his employment on the site.  Therefore 
this should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED. 

ST0211 
Robert 
Cassidy 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.) 
It is astounding that your assessor has made the 
ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ 
(234) could contribute to providing BETTER housing and 
NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a very positive 
effect against ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ  [Ŝǘ ǳǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŜ 
BETTER housing statement. The current housing 
adjacent to this site are aspirational homes which enjoy 
approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each. Your current plan for 
231/234 houses on this site would create SMALLER 
houses with only 0.10 acres per dwelling. They will NOT 
be BETTER housing than those currently adjacent to the 
site.  The neighbourhood in Cleadon have low incidents 
of public disorder, vandalism, rowdyism, littering. 
Houses are well maintained by their owners and the 
area has a well developed 
and a well integrated community spirit. I am unaware of 
BETTER neighbourhoods in South Tyneside.  The 
building of 231or 234 high density housing will be 
detrimental to the tone of the neighbourhood as 
opposed to enhancing it.  This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 



ST0211 
Robert 
Cassidy 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.) 
It is astonishing that you state that building these 
231/234 houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards. What evidence is there that building this 
large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH 
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. This tis otally 
incomprehensible 
and nonsensical.  You conclude by saying the loss of an 
open space (FARMLAND lets not forget) MAY result in 
some negative effects!  I have raised MANY such 
negative effects in the points above.  This point should 
be assessed as NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST0211 
Robert 
Cassidy 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Assessment Summary. 
All of these building proposals should be rejected Your 
summary states that overall the use of this GREENBELT 
site for building 231/234 houses would have an overall 
neutral impact. I disagree. On Cleadon Village residents 
it would have a MASSIVELY NEGATIVE impact. (On East 
Boldon residents it would have a lesser but still 
significant NEGATIVE impact.)  Cleadon Village has got 
to the point where the facilities and infrastructure of a 
village have been saturated (schools, medical facilities, 
shops, parking, road accessibility etc.)  Adding even 
more load to this infrastructure just cannot be 
accommodated (together with major planned housing 
developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 and RG5, 
H3.59 this is 1310 households being added in (477) or 
within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 
boundary).  I respectfully suggest you abandon your 
building plan on H3.2 and H3.3 and H3.70. 

ST0223 
Gillian 
Cuccchi 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SITE: H3.70 (MOOR LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN 
BELT) 
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading.  Specifically: 
tƻƛƴǘ мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ 
This site floods EVERY . I have personal knowledge of 
this.. Every climate change forecaster expects rainfall to 



INCREASE not diminish in future years. Covering 10 
hectares with impervious surface will NOT prevent 
flooding on the site. Nor will the proposed use of SuDS 
necessarily prevent flooding on the site and associated 
SEWER flooding ( a problem in many areas where SUDS 
are employed) .  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST0223 
Gillian 
Cuccchi 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity). 
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public.  The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted. Many migrating birds are seen on this 
land each year particularly Canadian Geese.  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0223 
Gillian 
Cuccchi 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental assets and 
natural resources). 
This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. It is an asset that 
could be essential where we have problems with 
importing food into the UK. Once it is used for building 
it cannot be recovered. It is totally disingenuous to 
state that the size of the site 10.4 hectares MAY 
increase the likelihood of air pollution and waste 
generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 people!!!). It 
categorically WILL.  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST0223 
Gillian 
Cuccchi 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt). 
Obviously any Greenbelt land is bordered at some point 
on its periphery with buildings.  So I do not understand 
ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ 
development of this site would result in the loss of an 
area of Greenbelt land adjacent to 
an existing ōǳƛƭǘ ǳǇ ŀǊŜŀέΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 
ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŀƴŘ DǊŜŜƴōŜƭǘ 
should ONLY be used for development AS A LAST 
w9{hw¢ !b5 Lb 9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0223 
Gillian 
Cuccchi 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 
Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infractucture) 
The site forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 



CORRIDOR. How on earth can your assessor state that 
the development of 231/234 homes with the 
consequent reduction of habitat facilities and the 
associated increased pollution and traffic congestion 
have a 
NEUTRAL IMPACT?.  This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN 
INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ENHANCING IT.  This should be 
rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0223 
Gillian 
Cuccchi 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets). 
You correctly state that the site is in close proximity to 
both the Cleadon and Whitburn Conservation area. 
Currently less than 200m from the Southeast side of the 
Cleadon West Meadows Conservation area. The roads 
in this conservation area are already beset with 
problems associated with school parking and traffic 
congestion. Building 231 houses with c460 cars adjacent 
to this conservation area will NOT have a NEUTRAL 
effect as your 
report states.  This should be NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST0223 
Gillian 
Cuccchi 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
accessibility.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙis site is well served by public transport 
and is within 400m of a bus stop, however due to the 
ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 
comment by your assessor is almost laughable if it was 
not so serious. It WILL result in traffic congestion. There 
is traffic congestion there already and accidents. It 
already needs traffic lights, particularly if you need to 
cross Sunderland Road to get on the bus to Sunderland.  
This is designated NEUTRAL and should be NEGATIVE. 

ST0223 
Gillian 
Cuccchi 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
villages.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ 
centre including community facilities and shops and 
ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ  
There is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' 
centre. People avoid going there because of it. Hence so 



many shops failing there over the past few years as 
more and more houses have been built in the village. 
This is poorly researched. Adding more cars/ houses will 
ensure the new residents will use neighbouring stores 
in Sunderland or Newcastle as the current residents 
do.Residents usually DRIVE to these places because we 
cannot find a parking space near East Boldon Metro to 
take us to Sunderland/ Newcastle.This demonstrates a 
complete lack of local knowledge by your assessor.  This 
should be designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST0223 
Gillian 
Cuccchi 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
within South Tyneside.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέ {ƻƳŜƻƴŜ ƛǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƛƴ 
FARMING the site.  Therefore it has a NEGATIVE impact 
not an IGNORED status. 

ST0223 
Gillian 
Cuccchi 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.) 
As the development of this site could result in one 
person losing his employment on the site.  Therefore 
this should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED. 

ST0223 
Gillian 
Cuccchi 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.) 
It is astounding that your assessor has made the 
ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ 
(234) could contribute to providing BETTER housing and 
NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a very positive 
ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ  [Ŝǘ ǳǎ ǊŜǾiew the 
BETTER housing statement. The current housing 
adjacent to this site are aspirational homes which enjoy 
approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each. Your current plan for 
231/234 houses on this site would create SMALLER 
houses with only 0.10 acres per dwelling. They will NOT 
be BETTER housing than those currently adjacent to the 
site.  The neighbourhood in Cleadon have low incidents 
of public disorder, vandalism, rowdyism, littering. 
Houses are well maintained by their owners and the 
area has a well developed and a well integrated 



community spirit. I am unaware of BETTER 
neighbourhoods in South Tyneside.  The building of 
231or 234 high density housing will be detrimental to 
the tone of the neighbourhood as opposed to 
enhancing it.  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST0223 
Gillian 
Cuccchi 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.) 
It is astonishing that you state that building these 
231/234 houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards. What evidence is there that building this 
large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH 
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. This tis otally 
incomprehensible 
and nonsensical.  You conclude by saying the loss of an 
open space (FARMLAND lets not forget) MAY result in 
some negative effects!  I have raised MANY such 
negative effects in the points above.  This point should 
be assessed as NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST0223 
Gillian 
Cuccchi 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Assessment Summary. 
All of these building proposals should be rejected.  Your 
summary states that overall the use of this GREENBELT 
site for building 231/234 houses would have an overall 
neutral impact.  I disagree. On Cleadon Village residents 
it would have a MASSIVELY NEGATIVE impact.  (On East 
Boldon residents it would have a lesser but still 
significant NEGATIVE impact.)  Cleadon Village has got 
to the point where the facilities and infrastructure of a 
village have been saturated (schools, medical facilities, 
shops, parking, road accessibility etc.)  Adding even 
more load to this infrastructure just cannot be 
accommodated (together with major planned housing 
developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 and RG5, 
H3.59 this is 1310 households being added in (477) or 
within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 
boundary).  I respectfully suggest you abandon your 
building plan on H3.2 and H3.3 and H3.70. 

ST0213 C V Lakin   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 
SITE: H3.70 (MOOR LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN 
BELT) 



I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading.  Specifically: 
tƻƛƴǘ мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ 
This site floods EVERY . I have personal knowledge of 
this.. Every climate change forecaster expects rainfall to 
INCREASE not diminish in future years. Covering 10 
hectares with impervious surface will NOT prevent 
flooding on the site. Nor will the proposed use of SuDS 
necessarily prevent flooding on the site and associated 
SEWER flooding ( a problem in many areas where SUDS 
are employed) .  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST0213 C V Lakin   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity). 
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public.  The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted. Many migrating birds are seen on this 
land each year particularly Canadian Geese.  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0213 C V Lakin   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental assets and 
natural resources). 
This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. It is an asset that 
could be essential where we have problems with 
importing food into the UK. Once it is used for building 
it cannot be recovered. It is totally disingenuous to 
state that the size of the site 10.4 hectares MAY 
increase the likelihood of air pollution and waste 
generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 people!!!). It 
categorically WILL.  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST0213 C V Lakin   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt). 
Obviously any Greenbelt land is bordered at some point 
on its periphery with buildings.  So I do not understand 
ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ 
development of this site would result in the loss of an 
area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an existing built up 
ŀǊŜŀέΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ 



should be developed and Greenbelt should ONLY be 
used for development AS A LAST RESORT AND IN 
9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ  This should be rated 
RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0213 C V Lakin   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infractucture) 
The site forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 
CORRIDOR. How on earth can your assessor state that 
the development of 231/234 homes with the 
consequent reduction of habitat facilities and the 
associated increased pollution and traffic congestion 
have a 
NEUTRAL IMPACT?.  This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN 
INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ENHANCING IT.  This should be 
rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0213 C V Lakin   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets). 
You correctly state that the site is in close proximity to 
both the Cleadon and Whitburn Conservation area. 
Currently less than 200m from the Southeast side of the 
Cleadon West Meadows Conservation area. The roads 
in this conservation area are already beset with 
problems associated with school parking and traffic 
congestion. Building 231 houses with c460 cars adjacent 
to this conservation area will NOT have a NEUTRAL 
effect as your report states.  This should be NEGATIVE 
not NEUTRAL. 

ST0213 C V Lakin   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
accessibility.) 
You state ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ 
and is within 400m of a bus stop, however due to the 
ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 
comment by your assessor is almost laughable if it was 
not so serious. It WILL result in traffic 
congestion. There is traffic congestion there already 
and accidents. It already needs traffic lights, particularly 
if you need to cross Sunderland Road to get on the bus 
to Sunderland.  This is designated NEUTRAL and should 
be NEGATIVE. 



ST0213 C V Lakin   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
villages.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ 
centre including community facilities and shops and 
therefore scores positively ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ  
There is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' 
centre. People avoid going there because of it. Hence so 
many shops failing there over the past few years as 
more and more houses have been built in the village. 
This is poorly researched. Adding more cars/ houses will 
ensure the new residents will use neighbouring stores 
in Sunderland or Newcastle as the current residents 
do.Residents usually DRIVE to these places because we 
cannot find a parking space near East Boldon Metro to 
take us to Sunderland/ Newcastle.This demonstrates a 
complete lack of local knowledge by your assessor.  This 
should be designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST0213 C V Lakin   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
within South Tyneside.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέ {ƻƳŜƻƴŜ ƛǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƛƴ 
FARMING the site.  Therefore it has a NEGATIVE impact 
not an IGNORED status. 

ST0213 C V Lakin   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.) 
As the development of this site could result in one 
person losing his employment on the site.  Therefore 
this should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED. 

ST0213 C V Lakin   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.) 
It is astounding that your assessor has made the 
ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ 
(234) could contribute to providing BETTER housing and 
NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a very positive 
effect against these ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ 
Let us review the BETTER housing statement. The 
current housing adjacent to this site are aspirational 
homes which enjoy approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each. Your 



current plan for 231/234 houses on this site would 
create SMALLER houses with only 0.10 acres per 
dwelling. They will NOT be BETTER housing than those 
currently adjacent to the site.  The neighbourhood in 
Cleadon have low incidents of public disorder, 
vandalism, rowdyism, littering. Houses are well 
maintained by their owners and the area has a well 
developed 
and a well integrated community spirit. I am unaware of 
BETTER neighbourhoods in South Tyneside.  The 
building of 231or 234 high density housing will be 
detrimental to the tone of the neighbourhood as 
opposed to enhancing it.  This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST0213 C V Lakin   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.) 
It is astonishing that you state that building these 
231/234 houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards. What evidence is there that building this 
large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH 
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. This tis otally 
incomprehensible 
and nonsensical.  You conclude by saying the loss of an 
open space (FARMLAND lets not forget) MAY result in 
some negative effects!  I have raised MANY such 
negative effects in the points above.  This point should 
be assessed as NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST0213 C V Lakin   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Assessment Summary. 
All of these building proposals should be rejected.  Your 
summary states that overall the use of this GREENBELT 
site for building 231/234 houses would have an overall 
neutral impact.  I disagree. On Cleadon Village residents 
it would have a MASSIVELY NEGATIVE impact.  (On East 
Boldon residents it would have a lesser but still 
significant NEGATIVE impact.)  Cleadon Village has got 
to the point where the facilities and infrastructure of a 
village have been saturated (schools, medical facilities, 
shops, parking, road accessibility etc.)  Adding even 
more load to this infrastructure just cannot be 



accommodated (together with major planned housing 
developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 and RG5, 
H3.59 this is 1310 households being added in (477) or 
within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 
boundary).  I respectfully suggest you abandon your 
building plan on H3.2 and H3.3 and H3.70. 

ST0053 Keith Ward   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SITE: H3.70 (MOOR LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN 
BELT) 
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading.  Specifically: 
tƻƛƴǘ мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ 
This site floods EVERY . I have personal knowledge of 
this.. Every climate change forecaster expects rainfall to 
INCREASE not diminish in future years. Covering 10 
hectares with impervious surface will NOT prevent 
flooding on the site. Nor will the proposed use of SuDS 
necessarily prevent flooding on the site and associated 
SEWER flooding ( a problem in many areas where SUDS 
are employed) .  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST0053 Keith Ward   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity). 
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public.  The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted. Many migrating birds are seen on this 
land each year particularly Canadian Geese.  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0053 Keith Ward   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental assets and 
natural resources). 
This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. It is an asset that 
could be essential where we have problems with 
importing food into the UK. Once it is used for building 
it cannot be recovered. It is totally disingenuous to 
state that the size of the site 10.4 hectares MAY 
increase the likelihood of air pollution and waste 
generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 people!!!). It 



categorically WILL.  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST0053 Keith Ward   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt). 
Obviously any Greenbelt land is bordered at some point 
on its periphery with buildings.  So I do not understand 
ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ 
development of this site would result in the loss of an 
area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an existing built up 
ŀǊŜŀέΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ 
should be developed and Greenbelt should ONLY be 
used for development AS A LAST RESORT AND IN 
9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ  This should be rated 
RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0053 Keith Ward   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infractucture) 
The site forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 
CORRIDOR. How on earth can your assessor state that 
the development of 231/234 homes with the 
consequent reduction of habitat facilities and the 
associated increased pollution and traffic congestion 
have a 
NEUTRAL IMPACT?.  This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN 
INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ENHANCING IT.  This should be 
rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0053 Keith Ward   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets). 
You correctly state that the site is in close proximity to 
both the Cleadon and Whitburn Conservation area. 
Currently less than 200m from the Southeast side of the 
Cleadon West Meadows Conservation area. The roads 
in this conservation area are already beset with 
problems associated with school parking and traffic 
congestion. Building 231 houses with c460 cars adjacent 
to this conservation area will NOT have a NEUTRAL 
effect as your report states.  This should be NEGATIVE 
not NEUTRAL. 

ST0053 Keith Ward   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 
Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
accessibility.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ 



and is within 400m of a bus stop, however due to the 
ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 
comment by your assessor is almost laughable if it was 
not so serious. It WILL result in traffic 
congestion. There is traffic congestion there already 
and accidents. It already needs traffic lights, particularly 
if you need to cross Sunderland Road to get on the bus 
to Sunderland.  This is designated NEUTRAL and should 
be NEGATIVE. 

ST0053 Keith Ward   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
villages.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ 
centre including community facilities and shops and 
ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ  
There is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' 
centre. People avoid going there because of it. Hence so 
many shops failing there over the past few years as 
more and more houses have been built in the village. 
This is poorly researched. Adding more cars/ houses will 
ensure the new residents will use neighbouring stores 
in Sunderland or Newcastle as the current residents 
do.Residents usually DRIVE to these places because we 
cannot find a parking space near East Boldon Metro to 
take us to Sunderland/Newcastle.This demonstrates a 
complete lack of local knowledge by your assessor.  This 
should be designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST0053 Keith Ward   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
within South Tyneside.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέ {ƻƳŜone is currently employed in 
FARMING the site.  Therefore it has a NEGATIVE impact 
not an IGNORED status. 

ST0053 Keith Ward   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.) 
As the development of this site could result in one 
person losing his employment on the site.  Therefore 
this should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED. 



ST0053 Keith Ward   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.) 
It is astounding that your assessor has made the 
ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ 
(234) could contribute to providing BETTER housing and 
NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a very positive 
ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ 
Let us review the BETTER housing statement. The 
current housing adjacent to this site are aspirational 
homes which enjoy approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each. Your 
current plan for 231/234 houses on this site would 
create SMALLER houses with only 0.10 acres per 
dwelling. They will NOT be BETTER housing than those 
currently adjacent to the site.  The neighbourhood in 
Cleadon have low incidents of public disorder, 
vandalism, rowdyism, littering. Houses are well 
maintained by their owners and the area has a well 
developed 
and a well integrated community spirit. I am unaware of 
BETTER neighbourhoods in South Tyneside.  The 
building of 231or 234 high density housing will be 
detrimental to the tone of the neighbourhood as 
opposed to enhancing it.  This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST0053 Keith Ward   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.) 
It is astonishing that you state that building these 
231/234 houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards. What evidence is there that building this 
large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH 
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. This tis otally 
incomprehensible 
and nonsensical.  You conclude by saying the loss of an 
open space (FARMLAND lets not forget) MAY result in 
some negative effects! I have raised MANY such 
negative effects in the points above.  This point should 
be assessed as NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST0053 Keith Ward   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 
Assessment Summary. 
All of these building proposals should be rejected.  Your 



summary states that overall the use of this GREENBELT 
site for building 231/234 houses would have an overall 
neutral impact.  I disagree. On Cleadon Village residents 
it would have a MASSIVELY NEGATIVE impact. (On East 
Boldon residents it would have a lesser but still 
significant NEGATIVE impact.)  Cleadon Village has got 
to the point where the facilities and infrastructure of a 
village have been saturated (schools, medical facilities, 
shops, parking, road accessibility etc.)  Adding even 
more load to this infrastructure just cannot be 
accommodated (together with major planned housing 
developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 and RG5, 
H3.59 this is 1310 households being added in (477) or 
within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 
boundary).  I respectfully suggest you abandon your 
building plan on H3.2 and H3.3 and H3.70. 

ST0193 M Tait   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SITE: H3.70 (MOOR LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN 
BELT) 
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading.  Specifically: 
tƻƛƴǘ мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ 
This site floods EVERY . I have personal knowledge of 
this.. Every climate change forecaster expects rainfall to 
INCREASE not diminish in future years. Covering 10 
hectares with impervious surface will NOT prevent 
flooding on the site. Nor will the proposed use of SuDS 
necessarily prevent flooding on the site and associated 
SEWER flooding ( a problem in many areas where SUDS 
are employed) .  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST0193 M Tait   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity). 
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public.  The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted. Many migrating birds are seen on this 
land each year particularly Canadian Geese.  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 



ST0193 M Tait   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental assets and 
natural resources). 
This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. It is an asset that 
could be essential where we have problems with 
importing food into the UK. Once it is used for building 
it cannot be recovered. It is totally disingenuous to 
state that the size of the site 10.4 hectares MAY 
increase the likelihood of air pollution and waste 
generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 people!!!). It 
categorically WILL.  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST0193 M Tait   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt). 
Obviously any Greenbelt land is bordered at some point 
on its periphery with buildings.  So I do not understand 
ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ 
development of this site would result in the loss of an 
area of Greenbelt land adjacent to 
ŀƴ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ōǳƛƭǘ ǳǇ ŀǊŜŀέΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 
ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŀƴŘ DǊŜŜƴōŜƭǘ 
should ONLY be used for development AS A LAST 
w9{hw¢ !b5 Lb 9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0193 M Tait   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infractucture) 
The site forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 
CORRIDOR. How on earth can your assessor state that 
the development of 231/234 homes with the 
consequent reduction of habitat facilities and the 
associated increased pollution and traffic congestion 
have a 
NEUTRAL IMPACT?.  This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN 
INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ENHANCING IT.  This should be 
rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0193 M Tait   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets). 
You correctly state that the site is in close proximity to 
both the Cleadon and Whitburn Conservation area. 
Currently less than 200m from the Southeast side of the 
Cleadon West Meadows Conservation area. The roads 



in this conservation area are already beset with 
problems associated with school parking and traffic 
congestion. Building 231 houses with c460 cars adjacent 
to this conservation area will NOT have a NEUTRAL 
effect as your report states.  This should be NEGATIVE 
not NEUTRAL. 

ST0193 M Tait   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
accessibility.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ served by public transport 
and is within 400m of a bus stop, however due to the 
ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 
comment by your assessor is almost laughable if it was 
not so serious. It WILL result in traffic 
congestion. There is traffic congestion there already 
and accidents. It already needs traffic lights, particularly 
if you need to cross Sunderland Road to get on the bus 
to Sunderland.  This is designated NEUTRAL and should 
be NEGATIVE. 

ST0193 M Tait   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
villages.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ 
centre including community facilities and shops and 
therefore scores positively against this objecǘƛǾŜέΦ  
There is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' 
centre. People avoid going there 
because of it. Hence so many shops failing there over 
the past few years as more and more houses have been 
built in the village. This is poorly researched. Adding 
more cars/houses will ensure the new residents will use 
neighbouring stores in Sunderland or Newcastle as the 
current residents do.Residents usually DRIVE to these 
places because we cannot find a parking space near 
East Boldon Metro to take us to 
Sunderland/Newcastle.This demonstrates a complete 
lack of local knowledge by your assessor.  This should 
be designated NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST0193 M Tait   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 
Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
within South Tyneside.) 



¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέ {ƻƳŜƻƴŜ ƛǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƛƴ 
FARMING the site.  Therefore it has a NEGATIVE impact 
not an IGNORED status. 

ST0193 M Tait   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.) 
As the development of this site could result in one 
person losing his employment on the site.  Therefore 
this should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED. 

ST0193 M Tait   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.) 
It is astounding that your assessor has made the 
ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ 
(234) could contribute to providing BETTER housing and 
NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a very positive 
ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ  [Ŝǘ ǳǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŜ 
BETTER housing statement. The current housing 
adjacent to this site are aspirational homes which enjoy 
approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each. Your current plan for 
231/234 houses on this site would create SMALLER 
houses with only 0.10 acres per 
dwelling. They will NOT be BETTER housing than those 
currently adjacent to the site.  The neighbourhood in 
Cleadon have low incidents of public disorder, 
vandalism, rowdyism, littering. Houses are well 
maintained by their owners and the area has a well 
developed and a well integrated community spirit. I am 
unaware of BETTER neighbourhoods in South Tyneside.  
The building of 231or 234 high density housing will be 
detrimental to the tone of the neighbourhood as 
opposed to enhancing it.  This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST0193 M Tait   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.) 
It is astonishing that you state that building these 
231/234 houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards. What evidence is there that building this 
large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH 
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. This tis otally 



incomprehensible and nonsensical.  You conclude by 
saying the loss of an open space (FARMLAND lets not 
forget) MAY result in some negative effects!  I have 
raised MANY such negative effects in the points above.  
This point should be assessed as NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST0193 M Tait   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Assessment Summary. 
All of these building proposals should be rejected.  Your 
summary states that overall the use of this GREENBELT 
site for building 231/234 houses would have an overall 
neutral impact. 
I disagree. On Cleadon Village residents it would have a 
MASSIVELY NEGATIVE impact.  (On East Boldon 
residents it would have a lesser but still significant 
NEGATIVE impact.) Cleadon Village has got to the point 
where the facilities and infrastructure of a village have 
been saturated (schools, medical facilities, shops, 
parking, road accessibility etc.)  Adding even more load 
to this infrastructure just cannot be accommodated 
(together with major planned housing developments at 
neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 and RG5, H3.59 this is 
1310 households being added in (477) or within 200 
metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish boundary).  I 
respectfully suggest you abandon your building plan 
on H3.2 and H3.3 and H3.70. 

ST0216 WR Huntley   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SITE: H3.70 (MOOR LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN 
BELT) 
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading.  Specifically: 
tƻƛƴǘ мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ mitigate the impacts of climate 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ 
This site floods EVERY . I have personal knowledge of 
this.. Every climate change forecaster expects rainfall to 
INCREASE not diminish in future years. Covering 10 
hectares with impervious surface will NOT prevent 
flooding on the site. Nor will the 
proposed use of SuDS necessarily prevent flooding on 
the site and associated SEWER flooding ( a problem in 



many areas where SUDS are employed) .  This should 
be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST0216 WR Huntley   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity). 
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public.  The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted. Many migrating birds are seen on this 
land each year particularly Canadian Geese. 
This should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0216 WR Huntley   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental assets and 
natural resources). 
This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. It is an asset that 
could be essential where we have problems with 
importing food into the UK. Once it is used for building 
it cannot be recovered. It is totally disingenuous to 
state that the size of the site 10.4 hectares MAY 
increase the likelihood of air pollution and waste 
generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 people!!!). It 
categorically WILL.  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST0216 WR Huntley   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt). 
Obviously any Greenbelt land is bordered at some point 
on its periphery with buildings.  So I do not understand 
ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ 
development of this site would result in the loss of an 
area of Greenbelt land adjacent to an existing built up 
ŀǊŜŀέΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ 
should be developed and Greenbelt should ONLY be 
used for development AS A LAST RESORT AND IN 
9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ  This should be rated 
RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0216 WR Huntley   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infractucture) 
The site forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 
CORRIDOR. How on earth can your assessor state that 
the development of 231/234 homes with the 
consequent reduction of habitat facilities and the 
associated increased pollution and traffic congestion 
have a 



NEUTRAL IMPACT?.  This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN 
INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ENHANCING IT.  This should be 
rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0216 WR Huntley   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets). 
You correctly state that the site is in close proximity to 
both the Cleadon and Whitburn Conservation area. 
Currently less than 200m from the Southeast side of the 
Cleadon West Meadows Conservation area. The roads 
in this conservation area are already beset with 
problems associated with school parking and traffic 
congestion. Building 231 houses with c460 cars adjacent 
to this conservation area will NOT have a NEUTRAL 
effect as your report states.  This should be NEGATIVE 
not NEUTRAL. 

ST0216 WR Huntley   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
accessibility.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ 
and is within 400m of a bus stop, however due to the 
ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 
comment by your assessor is almost laughable if it was 
not so serious. It WILL result in traffic 
congestion. There is traffic congestion there already 
and accidents. It already needs traffic lights, particularly 
if you need to cross Sunderland Road to get on the bus 
to Sunderland.  This is designated NEUTRAL and should 
be NEGATIVE. 

ST0216 WR Huntley   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ08 Objection 

Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
villages.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ shopping 
centre including community facilities and shops and 
ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ  
There is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' 
centre. People avoid going there 
because of it. Hence so many shops failing there over 
the past few years as more and more houses have been 
built in the village. This is poorly researched. Adding 
more cars/ houses will ensure the new residents will 



use neighbouring stores in Sunderland or 
Newcastle as the current residents do.Residents usually 
DRIVE to these places because we cannot find a parking 
space near East Boldon Metro to take us to Sunderland/ 
Newcastle.This demonstrates a complete lack of local 
knowledge by your assessor.  This should be designated 
NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST0216 WR Huntley   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
within South Tyneside.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέ {ƻƳŜƻƴŜ ƛǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƛƴ 
FARMING the site.  Therefore it has a NEGATIVE impact 
not an IGNORED status. 

ST0216 WR Huntley   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.) 
As the development of this site could result in one 
person losing his employment on the site.  Therefore 
this should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED. 

ST0216 WR Huntley   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.) 
It is astounding that your assessor has made the 
ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ 
(234) could contribute to providing BETTER housing and 
NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a very positive 
ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ 
Let us review the BETTER housing statement. The 
current housing adjacent to this site are aspirational 
homes which enjoy approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each. Your 
current plan for 231/234 houses on this site would 
create SMALLER houses with only 0.10 acres per 
dwelling. They will NOT be BETTER housing than those 
currently adjacent to the site.  The neighbourhood in 
Cleadon have low incidents of public disorder, 
vandalism, rowdyism, littering. Houses are well 
maintained by their owners and the area has a well 
developed 
and a well integrated community spirit. I am unaware of 
BETTER neighbourhoods in South Tyneside.  The 



building of 231or 234 high density housing will be 
detrimental to the tone of the  neighbourhood as 
opposed to enhancing it.  This should be rated 
NEGATIVE not DOUBLE POSITIVE. 

ST0216 WR Huntley   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ13 Objection 

Point 13.(Promote healthier people and communities.) 
It is astonishing that you state that building these 
231/234 houses MAY also contribute to improving living 
standards. What evidence is there that building this 
large number houses will REDUCE HEALTH 
INEQUALITIES in the Borough?. This tis otally 
incomprehensible 
and nonsensical.  You conclude by saying the loss of an 
open space (FARMLAND lets not forget) MAY result in 
some negative effects! I have raised MANY such 
negative effects in the points above.  This point should 
be assessed as NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST0216 WR Huntley   Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

Summary Objection 

Assessment Summary. 
All of these building proposals should be rejected.  Your 
summary states that overall the use of this GREENBELT 
site for building 231/234 houses would have an overall 
neutral impact.  I disagree. On Cleadon Village residents 
it would have a MASSIVELY NEGATIVE impact.  (On East 
Boldon residents it would have a lesser but still 
significant NEGATIVE impact.)  Cleadon Village has got 
to the point where the facilities and infrastructure of a 
village have been saturated (schools, medical facilities, 
shops, parking, road accessibility etc.)  Adding even 
more load to this infrastructure just cannot be 
accommodated (together with major planned housing 
developments at neighbouring sites H3.2,H3.3 and RG5, 
H3.59 this is 1310 households being added in (477) or 
within 200 metres (833) of the Cleadon Parish 
boundary).  I respectfully suggest you abandon your 
building plan on H3.2 and H3.3 and H3.70. 

ST0199 
Mr & Mrs 
House 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ01 Objection 

SITE: H3.70 (MOOR LANE/SUNDERLAND ROAD ς GREEN 
BELT) 
I object to the 13 point appraisal on the basis that it is 
inaccurate and misleading.  Specifically: 



tƻƛƴǘ мΦ όά!ŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ ¢ȅƴŜǎƛŘŜέύΦ 
This site floods EVERY . I have personal knowledge of 
this.. Every climate change forecaster expects rainfall to 
INCREASE not diminish in future years. Covering 10 
hectares with impervious surface will NOT prevent 
flooding on the site. Nor will the proposed use of SuDS 
necessarily prevent flooding on the site and associated 
SEWER flooding ( a problem in many areas where SUDS 
are employed) .  This should be rated NEGATIVE not 
NEUTRAL. 

ST0199 
Mr & Mrs 
House 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
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OBJ02 Objection 

Point 2. (Conserve and enhance biodiversity). 
It would be helpful if all of the acronyms used in the 
report were explained for the public.  The migration 
corridors from the coast to the Boldon Wetlands is 
greatly impacted. Many migrating birds are seen on this 
land each year particularly Canadian Geese.  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0199 
Mr & Mrs 
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  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ03 Objection 

Point 3. (Safeguarding our environmental assets and 
natural resources). 
This is a FOOD PRODUCING FIELD!. It is an asset that 
could be essential where we have problems with 
importing food into the UK. Once it is used for building 
it cannot be recovered. It is totally disingenuous to 
state that the size of the site 10.4 hectares MAY 
increase the likelihood of air pollution and waste 
generation issues? ( c.460 cars, c.500 people!!!). It 
categorically WILL. 
This should be rated NEGATIVE not NEUTRAL. 

ST0199 
Mr & Mrs 
House 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
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OBJ04 Objection 

Point 4. (Protecting our Greenbelt). 
Obviously any Greenbelt land is bordered at some point 
on its periphery with buildings.  So I do not understand 
ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΥέ¢ƘŜ 
development of this site would result in the loss of an 
area of Greenbelt land adjacent to 
an existing ōǳƛƭǘ ǳǇ ŀǊŜŀέΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 
ά.ǊƻǿƴŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŀƴŘ DǊŜŜƴōŜƭǘ 
should ONLY be used for development AS A LAST 



w9{hw¢ !b5 Lb 9·/9t¢Lhb![ /Lw/¦a{¢!b/9{έΦ  This 
should be rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0199 
Mr & Mrs 
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  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
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OBJ05 Objection 

Point 5. (Enhancing our Green infractucture) 
The site forms part of a GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 
CORRIDOR. How on earth can your assessor state that 
the development of 231/234 homes with the 
consequent reduction of habitat facilities and the 
associated increased pollution and traffic congestion 
have a 
NEUTRAL IMPACT?.  This is DESTROYING OUR GREEN 
INFRASTRUCTURE NOT ENHANCING IT.  This should be 
rated RED not NEGATIVE. 

ST0199 
Mr & Mrs 
House 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ06 Objection 

Point 6. (Protect enhance and promote South 
Tyneside's heritage and cultural assets). 
You correctly state that the site is in close proximity to 
both the Cleadon and Whitburn Conservation area. 
Currently less than 200m from the Southeast side of the 
Cleadon West Meadows Conservation area. The roads 
in this conservation area are already beset with 
problems associated with school parking and traffic 
congestion. Building 231 houses with c460 cars adjacent 
to this conservation area will NOT have a NEUTRAL 
effect as your report states.  This should be NEGATIVE 
not NEUTRAL. 

ST0199 
Mr & Mrs 
House 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ07 Objection 

Point 7. (Promote sustainable transport and 
accessibility.) 
You state ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ 
and is within 400m of a bus stop, however due to the 
ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 
comment by your assessor is almost laughable if it was 
not so serious. It WILL result in traffic 
congestion. There is traffic congestion there already 
and accidents. It already needs traffic lights, particularly 
if you need to cross Sunderland Road to get on the bus 
to Sunderland.  This is designated NEUTRAL and should 
be NEGATIVE. 

ST0199 
Mr & Mrs 
House 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
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OBJ08 Objection 
Point 8. (Ensure the vitality of our town centres and 
villages.) 



¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ рллƳ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ 
centre including community facilities and shops and 
therefore scores ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜέΦ  
There is hardly ANY PARKING in Cleadon 'shopping' 
centre. People avoid going there 
because of it. Hence so many shops failing there over 
the past few years as more and more houses have been 
built in the village. This is poorly researched. Adding 
more cars/ houses will ensure the new residents will 
use neighbouring stores in Sunderland or Newcastle as 
the current residents do.Residents usually DRIVE to 
these places because we cannot find a parking space 
near East Boldon Metro to take us to Sunderland/ 
Newcastle.This demonstrates a complete lack of local 
knowledge by your assessor.  This should be designated 
NEGATIVE not POSITIVE. 

ST0199 
Mr & Mrs 
House 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ09 Objection 

Point 9. (Encourage and support economic growth 
within South Tyneside.) 
¸ƻǳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜέΦ  {ƻƳŜƻƴŜ ƛǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƛƴ 
FARMING the site.  Therefore it has a NEGATIVE impact 
not an IGNORED status. 

ST0199 
Mr & Mrs 
House 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ10 Objection 

Point 10. (Increase opportunities for employment and 
education and improve living standards.) 
As the development of this site could result in one 
person losing his employment on the site.  Therefore 
this should be NEGATIVE not IGNORED. 

ST0199 
Mr & Mrs 
House 

  Resident App 1 Site Specific 
H03.7
0 

OBJ12 Objection 

Point 12. (Provide better housing neighbourhoods and 
good design.) 
It is astounding that your assessor has made the 
ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ 
(234) could contribute to providing BETTER housing and 
NEIGHBORHOODS in this area leading to a very positive 
ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΦ  [Ŝǘ ǳǎ ǊŜǾiew the 
BETTER housing statement. The current housing 
adjacent to this site are aspirational homes which enjoy 
approx 0.2 to 0.5 acres each. Your current plan for 
231/234 houses on this site would create SMALLER 




