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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 On behalf of our client, Stonebridge Homes, we hereby submit this written representation to the 

Draft South Tyneside Local Plan (‘STLP’) which is available for public comment until Sunday 3rd 

March 2024. 

1.2 This written representation addresses policies which relate to our client’s landholding to the west 

of Sunniside Lane in Cleadon (‘the Site’) and will address the Site’s Green Belt allocation in the Draft 

STLP, as well as other relevant policies.  

1.3 To aid the plan making process, Section 2 contains our comments on the Draft STLP Policies and 

the amendments needed to the plan to ensure that the policies are justified and in accordance 

with the National Planning Policy Framework (‘NPPF’). Section 3 is a detailed review of how the Site 

performs against the five purposes of the Green Belt and proposes modifications regarding the 

Green Belt policy allocation. An overall conclusion is presented in Section 4.  

1.4 The Appendices at the rear of this document contains further information of relevance to the Site 

which must be considered in the context of the main representations. They also contain the detail 

of the development proposed at the Site as well as evidence on the need for development, DPP’s 

comments on the Council’s Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) and 

assessment of the Site in the SHLAA. For ease of reference, the Appendices comprises the 

following: 

• Appendix A: Site Description and Planning History  

• Appendix B: Proposed Development  

• Appendix C: Need for the Development  

• Appendix D: Comments on SHLAA and Site Assessment assesses the Site’s suitability, 

availability and achievability for housing development in line with the draft policies and NPPF 

guidance. 
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2.0 Comments on Draft STLP Policies 

2.1 Our client is committed to engaging in consultation at every stage of the Local Plan’s preparation 

in view of its interests in the Borough. Our client principally supports the Council’s vision, however, 

has the following comments in relation to the Draft STLP and we request that these are taken into 

due consideration as part of the preparation of the Plan.  

The Soundness of the Plan 

2.2 Paragraph 35 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that Local plans and spatial 

development strategies are examined to assess whether they have been prepared in accordance 

with legal and procedural requirements, and whether they are sound. Plans are ‘sound’ if they are: 

a) Positively prepared – providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the area’s 

objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with other authorities, so that 

unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is practical to do so and is 

consistent with achieving sustainable development; 

b) Justified – an appropriate strategy, considering the reasonable alternatives, and based on 

proportionate evidence; 

c) Effective – deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on cross 

boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced by 

the statement of common ground; and 

d) Consistent with national policy – enabling the delivery of sustainable development in 

accordance with the policies in this Framework.  

2.3 Our client considers the draft STLP to be largely sound on the basis that, overall, the Council has 

taken a positive approach to boosting the supply of homes within the Borough, recognising the 

need to release Green Belt land to meet an identified level of demand. Having reviewed the Draft 

Strategic Policies in the Draft STLP, we are generally supportive of the following overarching 

policies but seek several changes to ensure that the plan is effective:  

• Spatial Vision and Strategic Objectives of the Plan 

• Draft Policy SP1 – Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 

• Draft Policy SP3 – Spatial Strategy for sustainable development 

• Draft Policy 1 – Promoting Healthy Communities 

2.4 In addition, in order to ensure that the Plan is positively prepared and justified, we seek 

modifications to the following Draft STLP Policies: 

• Draft Policy SP2 – Strategy for Sustainable Development to meet identified needs 

• Draft Policy SP7 – Urban and Village Sustainable Growth Areas 

• Draft Policy SP16 – Housing Supply and Delivery 

• Draft Policy 13 – Windfall and Backland sites 

• Draft Policy 19 – Housing Mix 

• Draft Policy 41 – Green Belt  
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Spatial Vision and Strategic Objectives of the Plan 

2.5 Our client supports the overall vision of the STLP and, specifically, welcomes the objective to 

promote positive and healthy choices through improving the physical and mental health and 

wellbeing of the Borough’s communities, whilst recognising the benefits of good quality housing 

provision in achieving wider health and wellbeing benefits. As set out in the detail, below, our client 

does not agree that the draft sites allocated in the STLP for housing are the most appropriate to 

deliver all of the new homes needed in the borough over the plan period and the urban and village 

sustainable growth areas should include our client’s land on the eastern edge of Cleadon village.  

2.6 Aligned with this, acknowledgement of the need to accommodate the growth in older residents 

through more targeted house types and specialist housing and communities is suggested here to 

better reflect the aspirations contained within the South Tyneside Integrated housing strategy April 

2019. The SHMA establishes a need figure of 3,060 units of specialist older person accommodation 

will be required by 2040 (comprising 1,803 C3 units, 885 C2 Extra Care units and 372 C2 Residential 

care units). Taking an average annual delivery figure of a required 180 older person units per year 

(2023-2040) and applying this to the derived overall housing need figure from the standard 

methodology of 309 units per year, it actually means that South Tyneside’s stated housing delivery 

requirement for all dwellings (excluding older person housing, so housing for families, single 

person, first time buyer etc) is only 129 dwellings a year (or a total of 1290 units over the plan 

period).  

2.7 Such specialist housing at the delivery rates needed to meet this specific demand represents an 

exceptional circumstance and one which requires an adjustment to the level of housing need above 

the standard methodology calculation to ensure that the wider stated ambitions of the STLP 

around sustainable economic growth and healthy and mixed communities can be met through 

delivery of a broader range of house types to maintain an economically active population and 

prevent significant outward migration to areas with a better choice of mix of housing.  

2.8 Restricting housing supply or, as put forward in the STLP, delivering a significant proportion of 

housing towards a specific sector of the population (42% of overall housing delivery will be for older 

person housing) as part of the standard methodology figure will only serve to harm local 

communities across South Tyneside. The resultant implications of restricting supply for all other 

sectors of the population of South Tyneside means higher house prices in desirable locations, 

increased overcrowding, less investment and delivery in affordable housing and resultant outward 

migration of an economically active population. Restricting housing supply is also shown to create 

a limit on economic growth potential, stunting the local labour market and job creation. 

2.9 It should also be noted that given the amount of land required to facilitate housing for older people 

i.e. bungalows, such developments would have lower densities which is contrary to both draft 

Policy 14 – Housing Density which encourages developments to optimise density, and the Council’s 

2024 Density Study which establishes an average density per ha of 47 in Boldon and Cleadon. This 

issue is accentuate by the need to provide 10% Biodiversity Net Gain on all major developments 

also.  
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2.10 When considering the above restrictions being placed upon general market housing for families 

and younger people against the stated growth strategies and strategic infrastructure 

improvements cited within the STLP, there is a clear disconnect and one which renders the plan 

unsound at present.  

2.11 Noting that the plan sets out its economic ambitions clearly, this being:  

(a) “South Tyneside are part of the North East Combined Authority and the North East Local 

Enterprise Partnership (NELEP). The NELEP’s Strategic Economic Plan aspires to increase the 

number of jobs in the North East by 100,000 between 2014 and 2024. The cross-boundary 

International Advanced Manufacturing Park (IAMP) is also reflective of South Tyneside Council’s 

economic ambitions.”  

(b) “The South Tyneside Economic Recovery Plan 2020 stresses the need to press on with ambitions 

set in motion prior to the pandemic, such as schemes like IAMP, the Holborn regeneration project 

and South Shields town centre regeneration programme. This fits into the three main drivers of 

growth identified in the Plan, namely:  

• Turbocharge productivity by refashioning our skills system, boosting our support for businesses 

and investing in transport and digital infrastructure  

• Catalyse green and sustainable growth by maximising the potential of our low-carbon and digital 

assets and expertise  

• Foster an inclusive recovery by boosting our vibrant communities, cultural assets and amazing 

places and tackling barriers to health and wellbeing  

The STLP also states that the council “remain committed to our twin goals of 25,000 new jobs for 

South Tyneside by 2031 and 100,000 more and better jobs across the North East Local Enterprise 

Partnership area by 2024” 

Yet goes on to state that “while the council is clearly committed to achieving economic growth 

(and inclusive growth that reduces inequalities), it considers that the minimum local housing need 

target of 309 homes per year fully reflects this aspiration. South Tyneside is part of a wider 

functional economic area extending across Tyne and Wear as evidenced in commuting and travel 

to work patterns. It is therefore reasonably assumed that new jobs created within South Tyneside 

could be done by people from within the wider functional economic area (as well as by local people 

currently not in work given the emphasis within the Strategic Economic Plan upon upskilling and 

reskilling local residents).”  

2.12 The overall approach taken to limit 42% of its new housing supply to the economically inactive 

(older persons) serves only to counteract the overarching principles of the STLP and the NPPF, and 

entirely undermines the economic ambitions of the Borough. In taking this approach, it also fails 

to provide a positive vision for the future of each area, is not prepared with the objective of 

contributing to the achievement of sustainable development or be prepared positively, in a way 
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that is aspirational but deliverable in line with section 3 of the NPPF, and an adjustment is therefore 

necessary to ensure the plan is effective.   

Draft Policy SP1 – Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 

2.13 This draft policy is considered to be in accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework 

and we welcome the assertion that the council will pro-actively work with applicants to try and find 

solutions for development that improves the economic, social, and environmental conditions in 

the Borough. Policies around housing land supply and the spatial strategy must be reflective of this.  

Draft Policy SP3 – Spatial Strategy for sustainable development 

2.14 We agree with the overall provisions of Policy SP3 where it seeks to focus housing in the main 

urban areas and the villages, specifically point 2 which encourages growth to secure the 

sustainability and vitality of the villages of Cleadon, Whitburn and the Boldons. Our previous 

representations in relation to this Site have outlined that  to ensure that the spatial strategy accords 

with the NPPF Paragraph 70 and is effective, Policy SP3 should make reference to a reasonable 

allowance for windfall sites and to recognise that windfall sites can make an important contribution 

to meeting the housing requirement of an area. This has been addressed somewhat through the 

introduction of Policy 13 – Windfall and Backland sites, but reference to this Policy should be made 

within Policy SP3 to reflect the important role that windfall sites can make in meeting the area’s 

housing needs. Reference also needs to be given to the constraints within South Tyneside and 

reflection on its large Green Belt designation. As the SHLAA has identified following a thorough 

assessment of its town centre, brownfield and edge of centre sites, the calculated level of housing 

need cannot be met in its entirety within such sites so a compelling need to release land from the 

Green Belt is recognised. Our representations further establish that additional Green Belt land is 

required for release to meet the true level of housing need in the borough. Windfall sites forming 

part of the standard method of housing need will be limited.  

2.15 That said, we agree that to promote the development of a good mix of sites, local planning 

authorities should support the development of windfall sites through their policies and decisions, 

giving great weight to the benefits of using suitable sites within and on the edges of existing 

settlements for homes.  

2.16 To be effective in delivering housing needs, policy should allow for new housing to come forward 

beyond the allocations and this should be either within the built-up area, or outside the built-up 

area (but well-related to a settlement) subject to compliance with set criteria. This will be discussed 

further in our section relating to Policy 19 below. 

Draft Policy 1 – Promoting Healthy Communities 

2.17 This draft policy aims to meet the Council’s changing population and mitigates the impacts of 

climate change. It is considered to be in general accordance with the National Planning Policy 

Framework and therefore, we are largely supportive of it. This is particularly pertinent in relation 
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to our client’s site at Cleadon and we wholly welcome the aspiration within Draft Policy 1 to ensure 

that development is designed to meet the changing population needs and promote safe and 

sustainable public realm and environments that encourage social interaction and strong 

communities.  

Draft Policy SP2 – Strategy for Sustainable Development to meet 

identified needs 

2.18 Draft policy SP2 states that by 2040 South Tyneside Council will deliver 5,253 new homes and 

create sustainable mixed communities. As discussed in Appendix C, this housing requirement is 

based on the Standard Method for calculating Local Housing Need, which identifies a minimum 

annual housing need figure but does not produce a housing requirement figure. Both the PPG and 

the Council’s SHMA acknowledge that where the Council is targeting substantial growth of the 

Borough, the actual housing need may be greater than the outcome of the Standard Method.  

2.19 The 2023 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (Paragraph 61) states ‘to determine the 

minimum number of homes needed, strategic policies should be informed by a local housing need 

assessment, conducted using the standard method in national planning guidance - unless 

exceptional circumstances justify an alternative approach which also reflects current and future 

demographic trends and market signals. In addition to the local housing figure, any needs that 

cannot be met within neighbouring areas should also be taken into account in establishing the 

amount of housing to be planned for’. PPG defines housing need as ‘an unconstrained assessment 

of the number of homes needed in an area’ (PPG 2019 Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 2a-001 

20190220). In light of our findings above based on the exceptional level of older person housing 

required, we disagree that the annual figure is correct and suggest that, in order to deliver not only 

the substantial growth of the Borough in accordance with the Council’s stated aspirations but also 

a reasonable level of housing to meet the needs of the wider population and prevent excessive 

house price rises and significant outward migration of the economically active, a far greater and 

more ambitious strategy is necessary. Although, it is noted within the SHMA that there are 

considered to be no exceptional circumstances to depart from the standard methodology for 

calculating housing supply, we consider that the compelling level of older persons housing needed 

(which represents 42% of the stated overall housing supply in the plan period) indicates two factors 

leading to an ineffective plan:  

1. That the LPA are not planning for economic growth or providing sufficient housing provision for 

families and younger persons as required by their overarching economic growth strategy and are 

failing local communities by limiting investment in affordable housing, stunting economic growth, 

limiting access to housing and failing to positively prepare a plan in line with the NPPF; and  

2. That there is a distinct mismatch between the stated housing requirements and the sites 

identified within the SHLAA. The PPG on Housing for Older and Disabled People clearly establishes 

the importance of offering older people a better choice of accommodation to suit their changing 

needs. This can help them live independently for longer, feel more connected to their communities 

and help reduce costs to the social care and health systems. Therefore, an understanding of how 
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the ageing population affects housing needs is something to be considered from the early stages 

of plan-making through to decision-taking.(Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 63-001-20190626) 

2.20 The PPG goes on to require that in plan making and providing housing for older persons, the size, 

location and quality of sites needs considered. For example, older person housing tends to require 

more land to meet accessibility standards (therefore densities are lower than standard 

requirements), should be within walking distances to shops and services, and typically cost more 

to deliver. The SHLAA prioritising brownfield sites which are costly to remediate and take significant 

time to prepare will not help deliver the stated level of older person housing in the right locations 

or will serve to create homogenous and closed off communities which become wealthy enclaves 

for the elderly, pricing families and younger people and the economically active out of South 

Tyneside. To deliver an effective policy, we suggest that an uplift is required to the housing 

requirements to both realistically account for the land and locational requirements of older person 

housing and deliver additional housing which attracts new people into the borough, helps provide 

an economically active population to meet the economic growth aspirations, and deliver enough 

viable housing to be able to balance in affordable housing provision. In addition, a full review of 

the SHLAA is required to assess the sites chosen and apply a realistic rate of delivery and viability 

in view of the distorted breakdown of the demographic requirements.  

2.21 The Council’s SHMA acknowledges that alternative demographic scenarios can provide the 

evidence to confirm if the standard method provides an appropriate base for the assessment of 

need or whether there are any exceptional circumstances that would justify an alternative 

approach. There is also provision in PPG to adjust the minimum housing need: ‘The standard 

method for assessing local housing need provides the minimum starting point in determining the 

number of homes needed in an area. It does not attempt to predict the impact that future 

government policies, changing economic circumstances or other factors might have on 

demographic behaviour’. Therefore, there will be circumstances where it is appropriate to consider 

whether actual housing need is higher than the standard method indicates. In this instance, we 

consider that there are clear and compelling reasons why the housing need is justifiably higher 

than the standard method.  

Draft Policy SP7 – Urban and Village Sustainable Growth Areas 

2.22 The draft policy removes several cited allocated sites from the Green Belt and allocates them for 

residential development. 

Suggested Modification 

2.23 As we have stated, the Council is not able to demonstrate a 4-year supply of deliverable housing 

sites, and only allocates a target of 5,045 residual housing land against the 5,253 housing 

requirement (accounting for windfall). As set out above, we believe that a higher housing 

requirement is more appropriate for the plan and that an exception should be made in light of the 

need to revise the findings to be able to accommodate the stated level of need for older person 

housing in the right locations whilst also being able to deliver enough housing for the wider 

population.  
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2.24 We also recommend that our clients land at East Cleadon is allocated for residential development 

under Draft Policy SP7. We have assessed this Site as suitable, available and achievable for 

residential development in Appendix D and an allocation for residential development on this Site 

would assist the Council in delivering the housing requirement for the Borough. 

Draft Policy SP16 – Housing Supply and Delivery 

2.25 Policy SP16 sets out that, over the Plan period of 2023 to 2040, South Tyneside Council will make 

provision for the delivery of at least 5,253 new homes, equating to 309 dwellings each year. It aims 

to maintain a rolling 5-year land supply. 

2.26 As explained at Appendix C of this document, the stated housing requirement is considered to be 

incorrect. The figures are based upon the Standard Method for calculating Local Housing Need, 

which identifies a minimum annual housing need figure but does not produce a housing 

requirement figure. Both the PPG and the Council’s SHMA state that, where the Council is targeting 

substantial growth of the Borough, the actual housing need is likely to significantly greater than 

the outcome of the Standard Method. Given the significant levels of under delivery in previous 

years in South Tyneside considered alongside the ONS requirements for 42% of the standard 

methodology for housing need being required for over 55’s housing, we suggest that there are 

exceptional circumstances for a departure from the standard method of calculation and a 

compelling need to increase the housing need figure.  

2.27 Appendix C demonstrates that the Council’s most recent 5-year Housing Land Supply statement 

related to the 5-year timescale of April 2023 to March 2028, showed that the Council is not able to 

demonstrate a 4-year supply of deliverable housing sites against the ONA. The housing land supply 

on 1st April 2023 was assessed as 3.2 years. 

Suggested Modifications 

2.28 Considering the above, we believe that the housing need is far higher than the Standard Method 

indicates and presents a compelling case to increase the housing requirement. Therefore, we 

request that a higher housing requirement is included within the Plan. 

2.29 Given that the Council is not able to demonstrate a 4 year supply of deliverable housing sites and 

allocates 3,498 residual housing land against the 5,253 housing requirement, we suggest that 

additional housing land supply is provided through additional housing allocations relevant to the 

demographic of the requirements, in order to address a potential under-delivery and to ensure 

that the final housing requirement figure is a realistic minimum requirement, rather than a 

maximum requirement, as required by the PPG (Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 68-001-20190722). 

Draft Policy 13 – Windfall and Backland sites 

2.30 This draft policy encourages residential development on sites that have not been allocated in the 

Plan where these sites meet a specific criteria, including being previously developed or small infill 

sites within settlement limits. 
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Suggested Modification 

2.31 This draft policy should be updated to refer to medium-sized sites in line with NPPF paragraph 70, 

giving weight to the benefits of using suitable sites within and on the edge of existing settlements 

for homes as outlined in the NPPF.  

Draft Policy 19 – Housing Mix 

2.32 This draft policy encourages, amongst other points, increasing the choice of suitable affordable 

housing on sites identified within the SHMA. This is considered to be in accordance with the 

National Planning Policy Framework and therefore, we are supportive of this element of the draft 

policy although more explanation is required in terms of how the necessary levels of affordable 

housing are going to be delivered against the backdrop of restricting general open market housing 

supply across the borough.  

2.33 Notwithstanding the above, we welcome the supportive text of Policy 19 which relates to Custom 

and Self Build plots in order to meet demand in the area. We are of the opinion that the Site could 

be utilised for Custom or Self Build plots which would assist the Council in meeting their housing 

need targets.    

Suggested Modification 

2.34 In terms of delivering an appropriate mix in accordance with the SHMA requirements, with a 42% 

requirement for older person specialist housing, it is difficult to understand how this policy can be 

adhered to in providing a true choice and mix of housing types, catering for people choosing to 

stay or move into South Tyneside and sits at odds with the housing delivery requirements.  

Draft Policy 41 – Green Belt  

2.35 We note that our client’s land remains allocated as Green Belt land under Draft Policy 41, which 

requires that proposals for development within the Green Belt, as shown on the Policies Map, will 

be determined in accordance with national planning policy. As previously confirmed, our Clients 

consider that the Site should be removed from the Green Belt on the basis that the land performs 

weakly against all five purposes of the Green Belt and is situated in a sustainable location in which 

development would represent a natural extension to the settlement limits of Cleadon Village. This 

draft policy is assessed in detail in Section 3 and should be read in tandem with the comments 

above.  
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3.0 Green Belt Assessment 

3.1 The site is allocated as Green Belt land under Draft Policy 41 – Green Belt.  

3.2 Draft Policy 41 states that development proposals within the Green Belt will be determined in 

accordance with national planning policy. 

NPPF Green Belt Policies  

3.3 Paragraph 145 of the NPPF states that once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be 

altered where exceptional circumstances are fully evidenced and justified, through the preparation 

or updating of plans. Paragraph 145 goes on to state that where a need for changes to Green Belt 

boundaries have been established through strategic policies, detailed amendments to those 

policies may be made through non-strategic policies, including neighbourhood plans. 

3.4 Paragraph 146 of the NPPF asserts that before concluding that exceptional circumstances exist to 

justify changes to Green Belt boundaries, LPAs should be able to demonstrate that it has examined 

fully all other reasonable options for meeting its identified need for development. This will be 

assessed through the examination of its strategic policies, which will take into account Paragraph 

145, and whether the strategy: 

• makes as much use as possible of suitable brownfield sites and underutilised land;  

• optimises the density of development in line with the policies in chapter 11 of this 

Framework, including whether policies promote a significant uplift in minimum density 

standards in town and city centres and other locations well served by public transport; and  

• has been informed by discussions with neighbouring authorities about whether they could 

accommodate some of the identified need for development, as demonstrated through the 

statement of common ground. 

3.5 Paragraph 147 stipulates that when reviewing Green Belt boundaries, the need to promote 

sustainable patterns of development should be taken into account. Moreover, LPAs should 

consider the consequences for sustainable development of channelling development towards 

villages insets within the Green Belt. Where it has been concluded that it is necessary to release 

Green Belt land for development, plans should give first consideration to land which has been 

previously-developed and/or is well-served by public transport. They should also set out ways in 

which the impact of removing land from the Green Belt can be offset through compensatory 

improvements to the environmental quality and accessibility of remaining Green Belt land. 

Local Policy 

3.6 We note that a Green Belt Study (2023) has been undertaken by LUC, and that the Study forms 

part of the Draft STLP’s evidence base. 
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3.7 The South Tyneside Green Belt Study (November 2023) concluded that all of the Borough’s Green 

Belt has been found to perform a similar Green Belt function in relation to the following Green Belt 

purposes:  

• It does not play a role in preserving the setting and special character of historic towns 

(Purpose 4). This is because there is no notable relationship between the South Tyneside’s 

Green Belt land and the historic setting and special character of surrounding historic towns. 

• It all plays a role in assisting in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict 

and other urban land (Purpose 5). 

3.8 It was also noted that the release of the areas of the borough’s Green Belt containing inappropriate 

development that abuts urban edges result in low Green Belt harm across the purposes by virtue 

of the existing loss of openness and the development’s existing urbanising influence. 

South Tyneside Green Belt Study 2023 

3.9 The five purposes of the Green Belt, in which each Green Belt site has been assessed against, are 

set out below: 

1. Purpose 1: Check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas;  

2. Purpose 2: Prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; 

3. Purpose 3: Assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;  

4. Purpose 4: Preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and  

5. Purpose 5: Assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict land. 

3.10 The Site has not been formally assessed within the Green Belt Study but in Figure 1 below, it is 

shown as having a ‘high’ Parcel Harm Rating (Site shown by a star). A scale of four harm ratings is 

used: 

• Very High 

• High 

• Moderate 

• Low/No Harm 

3.11 It should be noted that there are no absolute definitions associated with these stated levels of 

Green Belt harm. The ratings provide a means of relative comparison, and whilst it is clearly 

desirable to minimise harm levels, it may be that in some instances a parcel associated with a Very 

High level of Green Belt harm may still, taking other factors into consideration, represent the most 

sustainable and suitable option for allocation. 
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Figure 1 - Parcel Harm Rating Extract 

Green Belt Assessment of the Site 

3.12 We disagree with the LPA’s Green Belt assessment of the Site and the assertion that the Site would 

have a ‘high’ amount of harm against the purposes of the Green Belt. Our position is set out below. 

3.13 The Site is a well contained edge of settlement Site on which development would form a natural 

and logical sustainable extension of Cleadon Village. It is well served by public transport and within 

walking distance of all local shops and services. Paragraph 147 stipulates that when reviewing 

Green Belt boundaries, the need to promote sustainable patterns of development should be taken 

into account, and that LPAs should consider the consequences for sustainable development of 

channelling development towards towns and villages inset within the Green Belt. Moreover, 

Paragraph 147 states that where it is necessary to release Green Belt land for development, plans 

should give first consideration to land which is well-served by public transport. 
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3.14 The character of the Site reads like part of the current village. It is distinctly different from the 

countryside beyond to the north as it features strong landscape buffers and man-made boundaries 

to its east, south and west. In addition to the tree planting along the eastern boundary, Sunniside 

Lane itself acts as a distinct physical and visual buffer between the Site and Cleadon Hills to the 

east. The southern boundary of the Site is also bound by Sunniside Lane and serves as the existing 

access into the Site, whilst large trees are present along the Site’s western boundary, providing 

screening from the residential development to the south-west and the allotments to the north-

west. 

3.15 Each of these five purposes of the Green Belt are considered below in relation to the Site: 

Purpose 1 – to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas 

3.16 The Green Belt Review identifies development on this Site as having a likely adverse impact on this 

purpose. The Site is well contained with defensible boundaries on all sides; by Sunniside Lane to 

the east and south, residential development to the south-west and the allotments to the north-

west. The existing settlement boundary of Cleadon Village extends as far north as the northern 

boundary of the Site itself (Thornleigh Gardens to the west) so the building line will be no closer to 

nearby settlements than existing and established housing. In addition, any development on this 

Site would provide additional boundaries in the form of a prominent landscaped northern 

boundary between the Site and the agricultural fields to the north, retaining the openness of the 

Green Belt land to the north and ensuring that the unrestricted sprawl of the village is prevented. 

The Site does not fulfil Purpose 1 and should be assessed as ‘low’ against this purpose. 

Purpose 2 – to prevent neighbouring towns from merging 

3.17 The Green Belt Review identifies development on this Site as having a likely moderate impact on 

this purpose. As the site is bound by large agricultural fields to the north and Sunniside Lane to the 

east and south and existing housing extending northwards along the A1018 (to which the Site itself 

will not extend beyond this established settlement edge) and there are no neighbouring 

settlements, it does not fulfil this role and should be assessed as ’low’. 

Purpose 3 – to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment 

3.18 The Green Belt Review identifies development on this Site as having a likely adverse impact on this 

purpose. We disagree. The character of the Site is distinctly different from the wider surrounding 

open countryside. It is well contained by physical boundaries and reads as part of the settlement 

of Cleadon rather than as part of the wider countryside. The northern-most extent of built form of 

the village extends up to Thornleigh Gardens and Elmleigh Gardens to the north-east of the Site, 

so the northern extent of the Village is already firmly established. The development of the Site 

would not extend beyond this northern settlement edge. 

3.19 The northern boundary of the Site is characterised by agricultural land but with a field boundary 

already in place. Any development of this Site would introduce a wider landscape buffer to 

establish a defensible boundary to the north. The Site does not fulfil purpose 3 and should be 

assessed as ‘moderate’. 
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Purpose 4 – to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns 

3.20 The Green Belt Review identifies development on this Site as having no impact on this purpose. 

The predominant character of the Village in this location is of relatively modern residential 

developments. There is no direct relationship with the character of Cleadon Village and it does not 

contribute to the setting of the Cleadon Conservation Area. The site does not fulfil purpose 4 and 

we acknowledge that the impact is assessed as ’no impact’. 

Purpose 5 – to assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other 

urban land 

3.21 The Green belt Review identifies the Site as having moderate impact on this purpose. It is worth 

noting that all Green Belt sites are expected to have the same level of impact in relation to Purpose 

5 by their very nature. 

3.22 Although this Site comprises greenfield land, it is evident that there are no available or suitable 

derelict or other brownfield sites within Cleadon Village which have the potential to deliver 

significant residential development. The site should be assessed as ’low’.  

Nearby Green Belt Release 

3.23 The site assessed in Appendix D of this Report have been proposed to be released from the Green 

Belt and allocated for residential development under Draft Policy SP7 of the Draft STLP. We will 

discuss this sites below: 

Land at West Hall Farm, Cleadon 

3.24 A parcel of former Green Belt land in the south of Cleadon Village has been allocated for residential 

development in the Draft STLP – Allocation GA4: Land at West Hall Farm. This site is outlined in red 

below: 

 

3.25 The Green Belt Study 2023 assesses this site (ref: GA4) as scoring as follows against the 5 purposes 

of the Green Belt:  
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• Purpose 1 – Moderate 

• Purpose 2 – Moderate 

• Purpose 3 – Moderate 

• Purpose 4 – Low/No 

• Purpose 5 – Equal (all Green Belt land makes an equal contribution to this purpose) 

3.26 In relation to Purpose 1, the assessment states that the site is contained by the inset area from the 

north and west. Moor Lane to the south and Sunderland Road to the west represent relatively 

strong, regular alternative Green Belt boundaries. Although sparse tree-cover along their edges 

maintain open views of the wider countryside, the countryside beyond would remain distinct and 

maintain a strong association with the wider countryside. 

3.27 For Purpose 2, it is noted that the release of the site would have a narrowing effect by reducing 

the open area between the towns. However, the containment of the site to the north and south 

limits its significance. Moor lane to the south and Sunderland Road to the west represent relatively 

strong, regular alternative Green Belt boundaries with the countryside in the gap beyond clearly 

distinct from the urban edge and having a strong association with the wider countryside. 

3.28 In regard to Purpose 3, it is stated that the site is contained by the inset area from the north and 

west. Moor Lane to the south and Sunderland Road to the east represent relatively strong, regular 

alternative Green Belt boundaries Although sparse tree-cover along their edges maintain open 

views of the wider countryside, the countryside beyond would remain distinct and maintain a 

strong association with the wider countryside. 

3.29 Purposes 4 and 5 are not particularly relevant to this site. 

It is noted that this site is relatively well contained to the south and east where it adjoins the 

surrounding Green Belt, by Moor Lane and the A108 respectively, as well as sparse tree cover along 

these boundaries. Potential mitigation measures could include the retention and enhancement of 

vegetation and tree planting to the east and south, which would reduce the visual impact of 

development on adjacent Green Belt. Similar points are considered to apply to the proposed 

development Site also, meaning that there is no reason why the Proposed Development Site 

cannot be deleted from the Green Belt also. 

Suggested Modification 

3.30 Considering the above, the Site performs weakly against all five purposes of the Green Belt. The 

prominent boundaries and current access into the Site from the south set the Site apart from the 

surrounding open countryside and it represents a natural extension to the residential development 

to the south-west and the settlement limits of Cleadon Village, fully in accordance with paragraph 

147 of the NPPF, which stipulates that LPAs should promote sustainable patterns of development.  

3.31 The Site is well-served by public transport, which the NPPF states should be given priority in 

consideration for its release. Therefore, the Site provides a sustainable opportunity to deliver 
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market housing on the edge of Cleadon Village, to the benefit of the services and facilities within 

the village. 

3.32 Moreover, the similar site discussed above is considered to have similar constraints to that of the 

proposed Site, meaning that if the mitigation measures discussed were incorporated by the 

proposed development, the Site should also be removed from the Green Belt.  

3.33 Taking the above points into account, we request that the Council undertake an objective and 

consistent reassessment of the site as set out above and, in accordance with the findings and that 

of similar sites, it is removed from the Green Belt under Draft Policy 41, in accordance with 

paragraph 147 of the NPPF. 



 
Stonebridge Homes 

Land to the West of Sunniside Lane, Cleadon 
P5882NE 20 

4.0 Summary and Conclusions 

4.1 We are generally supportive of the vision and objectives of the Draft STLP, as well as a number of 

the draft strategic policies contained within the Plan. 

4.2 We have assessed our client’s Site in accordance with precedents established in the SHLAA 

assessments of nearby development sites and have proposed potential mitigation measures which 

could be implemented by development on the Site to ensure the Site is indeed suitable, available 

and achievable for residential development and, to ensure consistency and transparency in plan 

making, the site is allocated for housing as part of the next round of the STLP review to align with 

the already proposed allocations for Cleadon. We have also demonstrated as set out in the 

appendices that there is a substantial and demonstrable national and local need for the 

development on the Proposed Development Site. 

4.3 In order to facilitate the above developments, we suggest that the LPA review and consider the 

recommended modifications to Draft Policies SP7, SP16, 13, 19 and 41. 
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Appendix A – Site Description and Planning History 

The Site 

 

The Site is located to the west of Sunniside Lane, north-east of Cleadon Village in South Tyneside, 

approximately 6.3km south of South Shields town centre and 7.6km north of Sunderland City 

centre. The Site extends to approximately 3.1ha and is accessed via Sunniside Lane. 

The Site currently comprises of Grade 3 classified agricultural land in private ownership. The 

west/south-western boundary of the site is tightly bound by Sunniside Lane - the primary route 

out of the Village. The southern tip of the site is contained by Sunniside Lane and Sunniside Lea 

housing development and further north-west the site is contained by community allotments and 

formal recreation/open space provision. Beyond this western edge is an established housing 

estate following the northern route of the A1018 access road. The housing development here is 

linear in form and its northernmost edge of development is unequivocally in line with the 

northern edge of our client’s land. Any development proposed on our client’s site will therefore 

not be breaking the established pattern of development to the north of Cleadon and will be fully 

in keeping with the existing building line. 

Cleadon Village centre is approximately 520m to the south-west and there are two bus stops 

approximately 340m west of the Site, which offer very frequent bus services to South Shields and 

Durham via Sunderland. 

The Site is located to the north-east of Cleadon Village Conservation Area but outside of it and is 

currently within the designated Green Belt. An adopted wildlife corridor is to the north and the 

Cleadon Hills are located to the east of the site. 
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Planning History 

An online search indicates that no recent planning applications have been submitted on the Site. 

In 2013, the land to the south-west of the Site was subject to an approved full planning 

application (ST/0046/13/FUL) for the demolition of the former Oakleigh Gardens School buildings 

for proposed residential development comprising the construction of 16no. detached dwellings 

with associated landscaping and highway works. This site is now built-out. 

The land to the north-west of the Site was subject to an approved planning application 

(ST/0560/16/LAA) for the change of use to community allotment gardens, comprising of 18 

allotment plots and 2-metre-high boundary fence. 
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Appendix B – Proposed Development 

Market Housing 

In light of the site’s sustainable location on the edge of the settlement, its strong containment by 

roads, houses and recreational space and the established northern building line of Cleadon 

Village, the option being considered is to seek removal of the site from the Green Belt to deliver 

market housing on the Site set within a high landscaped back drop. A prominent and new 

landscape buffer will be introduced to the northern boundary to align with the existing housing 

building line at Thornleigh Gardens to the west and to ensure the long-term containment of the 

site and defensible Green Belt boundaries.  

A quantum of around 80 units is proposed with an element of affordable housing in line with 

Local Policy. The specific mix of this housing development is yet to be determined but the case is 

set out above for its removal from the Green Belt and allocation for housing as part of the review 

of the Local Plan (see section 3 above).  
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Appendix C – Need for the Development 

Market Housing 

The Council’s most recent 5-year Housing Land Supply statement related to the 5-year timescale 

of April 2023 to March 2028. The housing land supply on 1st April 2023 was assessed as 3.2 

years. This assessment shows that the Council is not able to demonstrate a 4-year supply of 

deliverable housing sites against the ONA (including the NPPF 20% buffer). 

Within the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 2023, it is identified that there is a 

residual housing requirement target of 5045 dwellings and a shortfall in supply of at least 2256 

dwellings. As such, the Council has taken a proactive approach to identifying additional sources of 

land to meet the shortfall and ensure flexibility is built in to the supply. However, since the initial 

SHLAA assessments did not identify enough capacity to meet the Borough’s identified housing 

need, it was necessary to assess Category 2 sites (as outlined in Section 2), principally Green Belt 

sites. 

In total, of the individual sites assessed in the SHLAA, of which 73 were within the Green Belt, 7 

sites were assessed as being developable with a combined capacity for 2308 dwellings. None of 

the sites were assessed as deliverable. Before development of any of these sites, they would first 

have to be removed from the Green Belt through the Local Plan process so it is not considered 

realistic that any of these sites would come forward in the first 5 years. This is shown in Figure 2 

below: 

 

Figure 2 - SHLAA Sites Capacity 

Based on the above Totals shown in Figure 2, there is an oversupply of 52 dwellings, equating to 

5092 dwellings against the target of 5045.  

Notwithstanding the above, the South Tyneside Council’s Strategic Housing Market Assessment 

(‘SHMA’) 2023 outlines that the overall net housing completions over the period 2014/15 to 

2022/23 were meeting targets but, more recently, there have been annual shortfalls compared 

with targets. The annual average delivery over the past 9 years (2014/15 to 2022/23) has been 

304 net new dwellings, however, as shown in Figure 3, there have been deficits of over 100 units 

per year since 2018/2019 with an overall deficit of over 400 units. 
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Figure 3 - Recent Dwelling Completions 

It is clear that over the past 9 years, net delivery has averaged 303 compared with an average 

target of 348 over the period 2014/15 to 2022/23. The standard method calculation identifies a 

minimum annual need of the Plan Period for 309 dwellings, however, we would question how 

this will meet the previous delivery deficits discussed above. 

In addition to the above, it is noted in the SHMA that further housing need uplifts required as a 

result of its growth strategies, infrastructure improvements, and jobs growth are not proposed, 

which seems contradictory with the overall approach recommended within the NPPF and 

associated PPG’s.  

Whilst the SHMA rightly acknowledges that the Update continues to evidence a need for 

affordable housing across South Tyneside. It is claimed that this will be met through new delivery 

by the Council and housing associations, however, we would question whether this is achievable 

given the previous undersupply of homes and the current 3.2 year housing land supply. 

Aligned with this is the acknowledgement in the SHMA of the need to accommodate the growth in 

older residents through more targeted house types and specialist housing and communities is 

suggested here to better reflect the aspirations contained within the South Tyneside Integrated 

housing strategy April 2019. The SHMA establishes a need figure of 3,060 units of specialist older 

person accommodation will be required by 2040 (comprising 1,803 C3 units, 885 C2 Extra Care 

units and 372 C2 Residential care units). Taking an average annual delivery figure of a required 180 

older person units per year (2023-2040) and applying this to the derived overall housing need 

figure from the standard methodology of 309 units per year, it actually means that South 

Tyneside’s stated housing delivery requirement for all dwellings (excluding older person housing, 

so housing for families, single person, first time buyer etc) is only 129 dwellings a year (or a total 

of 1290 units over the plan period).  
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Such specialist housing at the delivery rates needed to meet this specific demand represents an 

exceptional circumstance and one which requires an adjustment to the level of housing need above 

the standard methodology calculation to ensure that the wider stated ambitions of the STLP 

around sustainable economic growth and healthy and mixed communities can be met through 

delivery of a broader range of house types to maintain an economically active population and 

prevent significant outward migration to areas with a better choice of mix of housing.  

Restricting housing supply or, as put forward in the STLP, delivering a significant proportion of 

housing towards a specific sector of the population (42% of overall housing delivery will be for older 

person housing) as part of the standard methodology figure will only serve to harm local 

communities across South Tyneside. The resultant implications of restricting supply for all other 

sectors of the population of South Tyneside means higher house prices in desirable locations, 

increased overcrowding, less investment and delivery in affordable housing, and resultant outward 

migration of an economically active population. Restricting housing supply is also shown to create 

a limit on economic growth potential, stunting the local labour market and job creation.  

It should also be noted that given the amount of land required to facilitate housing for older people 

i.e. bungalows, such developments would have lower densities which is contrary to both draft 

Policy 14 – Housing Density which encourages developments to optimise density, and the Council’s 

2024 Density Study which establishes an average density per ha of 47 in Boldon and Cleadon. This 

issue is accentuate by the need to provide 10% Biodiversity Net Gain on all major developments 

also.  

When considering the above restrictions being placed upon general market housing for families 

and younger people against the stated growth strategies and strategic infrastructure 

improvements cited within the STLP. There is a clear disconnect with the overall approach taken 

to limit 42% of its new housing supply to the economically inactive (older persons) serves only to 

counteract the overarching principles of the STLP and the NPPF and entirely undermines the 

economic ambitions of the Borough.  

The 2023 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (Paragraph 61) states ‘to determine the 

minimum number of homes needed, strategic policies should be informed by a local housing need 

assessment, conducted using the standard method in national planning guidance - unless 

exceptional circumstances justify an alternative approach which also reflects current and future 

demographic trends and market signals. In light of our findings above based on the exceptional 

level of older person housing required, we disagree that the annual figure is correct and suggest 

that, in order to deliver not only the substantial growth of the Borough in accordance with the 

Council’s stated economic aspirations but also a reasonable level of housing to meet the needs of 

the wider population and prevent excessive house price rises and significant outward migration of 

the economically active, a far greater and more ambitious strategy is necessary. Although, it is 

noted within the SHMAA that there are considered to be no exceptional circumstances to depart 

from the standard methodology for calculating housing supply, we disagree and consider that the 

compelling level of older persons housing needed (which represents 42% of the stated overall 

housing supply in the plan period) indicates two factors leading to an ineffective plan:  
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1. That the LPA are not planning for economic growth or providing sufficient housing provision for 

families and younger persons as required by their overarching economic growth strategy and are 

failing local communities by limiting investment in affordable housing, stunting economic growth 

and limiting access to housing; and  

2. That there is a distinct mismatch between the stated housing requirements and the sites 

identified within the SHLAA. The PPG on Housing for Older and Disabled People clearly establishes 

the importance of offering older people a better choice of accommodation to suit their changing 

needs. This can help them live independently for longer, feel more connected to their communities 

and help reduce costs to the social care and health systems. Therefore, an understanding of how 

the ageing population affects housing needs is something to be considered from the early stages 

of plan-making through to decision-taking.(Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 63-001-20190626) 

The Council’s SHMA acknowledges that alternative demographic scenarios can provide the 

evidence to confirm if the standard method provides an appropriate base for the assessment of 

need or whether any there are exceptional circumstances that would justify an alternative 

approach. There is also provision in PPG to adjust the minimum housing need: ‘The standard 

method for assessing local housing need provides the minimum starting point in determining the 

number of homes needed in an area. It does not attempt to predict the impact that future 

government policies, changing economic circumstances or other factors might have on 

demographic behaviour. Therefore, there will be circumstances where it is appropriate to consider 

whether actual housing need is higher than the standard method indicates. In this instance, we 

consider that there are clear and compelling reasons why the housing need is justifiably higher 

than the standard method.  

It is of note that the Council is unable to demonstrate a 4-year supply of deliverable housing sites 

against the local and national requirements, which is corroborated by the most up to date SHLAA 

which states that, without utilising Green Belt land, the Council does not have capacity to meet 

the Brough’s housing need over the next 15 years. Given the Council’s housing need, it is clear 

that the Council will have to rely on additional Green Belt deletions to accommodate its housing 

need in the plan period, and an updated SHLAA will have to be produced to address this. 

In summary, it is evident that there is an outstanding demand for additional market housing in 

South Tyneside in order to support the Council’s housing need not just in the next 4 years but for 

10 years and beyond throughout the Plan period.  
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Appendix D – Comments on SHLAA and Site Assessment 

The Council’s SHLAA 2023 assesses the Site (SHLAA ref: SBC070) and considers it to be unsuitable, 

but available and achievable for residential development. We fundamentally disagree with the 

assessment that the Site is unsuitable. Our comments on the SHLAA site assessment are set out 

below and we request that these are taken into full consideration in further iterations of the 

STLP.  

To inform our assessment, we have firstly reviewed the SHLAA assessments of nearby sites. It is 

important for plan making and decision taking that the LPA have full regard to ensuring 

transparency and consistency at all times. It is unreasonable to derive different conclusions from 

the same evidence and materially similar situations as demonstrated with the site assessment, 

below. 

Other SHLAA Sites 

Land at West Hall Farm 

Land at West Hall Farm, south of Cleadon Park (SHLAA ref: SBC051) is a 10.3ha Green Belt site 

which has been assessed as having a developable area of 7.7ha. This site is outlined in red below: 

This site 

The site is located south-west of the Proposed Development Site and is located in the Green Belt 

and outside the settlement limits of Cleadon Village. Whilst the small northern boundary of the 

site is bounded by existing housing, the western boundary has a clear, deep and well-established 

landscape buffer and the remaining 2 sides are bound by open countryside beyond. It is also 

noted within the SHLAA that that this site has a history of surface water flooding, which is likely to 

restrict development. Development on this site has been assessed by the Council as having 

moderate impact on the Green Belt in South Tyneside Council’s Green Belt Study 2023 (ref: GA4), 

which is discussed further in Section 3. 

Despite this conclusion that the development will have a moderate impact on the Green Belt and 

the open nature of the site on 2 sides, this site has been assessed as suitable, available and 
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achievable for residential development in the 2023 SHLAA. The SHLAA states that site has an 

estimated yield of 259 dwellings. Moreover, the Draft STLP predetermines that the site is suitable 

for housing and proposes its allocation for Urban and Village Sustainable Growth Area for housing 

under Draft Policy SP7 – Draft Allocation GA4: Land at West Hall Farm. Draft Policy SP7 states that 

the site will be removed from the Green Belt and allocated for housing development. 

Development of Urban and Village Growth Areas will be required to create a new defensible 

Green Belt boundary. 

The following site-specific considerations for the site which must be taken into account are 

outlined in Draft Policy SP7 and set as follows: 

• Ensure that the design and layout create clear and defensible boundaries; 

• Retain existing mature trees in accordance with Policy 36: Protecting Trees, Woodland and 

Hedgerows;  

• Ensure landscaping is an integral part of the design and ensure built development is set back 

from the eastern boundary of the site to retain the feeling of openness along the A1018; 

• Explore opportunities for improving the existing staggered junction between the site and 

Sunderland Road; and 

• Support at least one season’s additional non-breeding monitoring data for wading birds for 

fields within 500m of the site, including nocturnal survey with appropriate equipment. 

Site Assessment 

Suitability 

The Proposed Development Site is located outside of the Cleadon Village settlement limits, within 

the open countryside and in the Green Belt and therefore most development (i.e. residential) is 

acknowledged to be inappropriate However, as set out above, there must be transparency and 

consistency in this process. There are no materially distinguishable differences between the site 

reviewed above and our Client’s land and in some respects, our client’s land more closely aligns 

with the provisions of the NPPF when reviewing Green Belt boundaries in respect of ensuring 

clearly defined boundaries using physical features that are readily recognisable and likely to be 

permanent. 

In reviewing the SHLAA, it is clear that the alternative site in Cleadon (SHLAA ref: SBC051) is 

similar in all respects to our Client’s site. Yet, it has been assessed by the Council to be suitable 

for residential development and has been allocated for such in the Draft STLP.  

Development on this Site lends itself to a natural extension to the north-eastern limit of the 

Cleadon Village settlement, rounding off the settlement well. The Site is in a sustainable location 

within 7-minutes’ walk from Cleadon Village centre, which comprises a number of amenities such 

as a pharmacy, a nursery, a secondary school, shops, and restaurants and bars. There are also 

two bus stops approximately 340m west of the Site, which offer very frequent bus services to 

South Shields and Durham via Sunderland.  
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Considering the constraints of the Site, as with the SHLAA site discussed above, in order to be 

considered suitable for development a landscape buffer to the north of the Site could be 

incorporated which would prevent future incursion into the open countryside to the north of the 

Site, and would provide an important wildlife corridor . Additionally, the southern portion of the 

Site could also be subject to a prominent landscape buffer, which would screen the Site from the 

Conservation Area to the south. Development of the Site will consider a range of densities 

providing a market led mix and choice of homes including lower densities towards the eastern 

and southern parts of the Site. This will preserve and enhance the character and appearance of 

the Cleadon Hills Conservation Area and the Cleadon Village Conservation Area, to the east and 

south of the Site respectively. The development option would also seek environmental net gains 

and to incorporate on-site open space together with an appropriate provision of mixed tenure 

affordable homes in line with policy for local needs. 

In light of the above, the Site is considered suitable for residential development as it would seek 

to incorporate similar mitigation measures as required for development on the above SHLAA site. 

Availability 

Our client owns the land. The site is therefore available for immediate development. 

Achievability 

As the Site is considered suitable for residential development, it is also considered achievable. 

Summary 

In summary, it has been demonstrated that the Site is situated in a sustainable location and that 

development on the Site would be sensitive to the surrounding landscape and heritage 

constraints, as well as constituting a rounding-off of the Cleadon Village settlement to the north-

east. The proposed mitigation measures are similar to those proposed for development of the 

nearby SHLAA site discussed above and therefore, if these mitigation measures are applied, there 

is no demonstrable reason why the Site cannot be considered suitable for residential 

development and allocated as such in the STLP. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION  
 

1.1 This document includes Persimmon Homes’ representations to the consultation of 
the South Tyneside Council Regulation 19 Draft Local Plan. 
 

1.2 The purpose of these is to try and assist in the preparation of this significant Local 
Plan which will inform the nature of development across the Borough for the next 
16 years.  
 

1.3 This document provides Persimmon Homes’ view on a number in the South 
Tyneside Council Regulation 19 Draft Document and supporting evidence. 

 

2.0 SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL 
 
2.1 A starting point for reviewing the Regulation 19 Draft Local Plan is the Sustainability 

Appraisal (SA) which supports it.  
 
Employment Growth 

 
2.2 As recognised in paragraph 34 of the SA, in the Regulation 18 stage of the draft 

Local Plan, the Council’s preferred scenario for employment land was the ‘Baseline 
Labour Demand Scenario’. This was in recognition of the constraints imposed by 
Green Belt and the high value placed on this by the local community. However, this 
has now switched in this Regulation 19 Draft Publication Plan, and now the Council’s 
preferred scenario for employment land requirements over the Plan period is the 
‘Policy-on Labour Demand Scenario’. This is based on seeking to capture the 
impacts of the IAMP, which are expected to create significant employment 
opportunities in the wider supply chain and therefore the ability to offer good 
quality employment sites, with good access to the strategic road network and in 
close proximity to the IAMP. 
 

2.3 49.51 hectares of land for economic development is to be delivered as result of 
this preferred growth option.  
 

2.4 Persimmon Homes are pleased to see a positive approach being taken here to take 
advantage of significant employment opportunities and reflect a revised approach 
to Employment Land which is more sustainable than the previous strategy.  
 

2.5 However, it is Persimmon Homes’ view that a positive approach to employment 
land also needs to be reflected in housing growth, to reflect housing opportunities 
for new workers and reduce the need for inward commuting.  
 

2.6 Persimmon Homes strongly disagrees with paragraph 4.12 of the SA in that 90% of 
the workers for IAMP will already be living in the North East. The IAMP project will 
be delivered over the course of many years to come and a lot of the potential 
future workers at the area will not be of working age yet, instead they will be 



 

3 
 

undertaking engineering courses in college / university, and therefore will require 
housing at a later stage in the plan period, which this plan is overlooking.  
 

2.7 Furthermore, as stated in the SA, it is expected that the supply chain for IAMP will 
likely provide a significant boost to employment in existing a future businesses in 
the Borough, therefore, these businesses themselves will likely grow. To rely on a 
report from almost a decade ago, which does not reflect new large scale 
employment growth in the North East, is not in Persimmon’s view evidence to 
overlook the additional housing requirement above OAN. It should be strongly 
taken into consideration considering the current under delivery the Council is 
facing and the 20% buffer they are having to apply to their 5 year housing land 
supply.  
 

Housing Growth 
 
2.8 As identified in paragraph 28 of the non-technical summary, National Planning 

Policy in 2019 resulted in an overall housing requirement of 321 dwellings per 
annum (5,778 in total), however, work on the Regulation 19 Draft Local Plan updated 
the Plan Period and updated the annual housing need figure to 309 dwellings per 
annum (5,253 houses in total). As identified in paragraph 29 South Tyneside 
Council (STC) considers that there are no exceptional circumstances which could 
justify the selection of an alternative growth option.  

 
2.9 As stated in paragraph 35, the Council progressed with 4 options for the 

distribution of housing growth 
 
1) Option 1: Urban Area Only 
2) Option 2: Sustainable Urban Area Growth and Large-scale Green belt (Single 

land) release 
3) Option 4: Sustainable Urban Area Growth and Increased number of Green Belt 

releases of varying sizes 
4) Option 5: Sustainable Urban Area Growth + large scale Green Belt (single land 

release + additional Green Belt site releases of varying sizes.  
 
2.10 Option 2 (Neighbouring authorities taking our need) was dropped due to no 

support.  
 

2.11 As stated in paragraph 39 the preferred option is still Spatial option 5 which has 
been carried on from the Regulation 18 Draft version of the plan. The Council 
acknowledges the potential negative effects identified of this spatial strategy and 
has informed the preparation of the local plan and its policies.  
 

2.12 It is Persimmon Homes’ view that the growth options have been artificially 
constrained from the outset. Persimmon Homes agree and echo the comments of 
the HBF in that the spatial distribution of housing should follow a logical hierarchy, 
which provides an appropriate development pattern and sustainable development 
in all market areas, it is not demonstrated in the SA that this was an option 
explored, or that a hierarchy of settlements has been established. This is a key 
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principle of bullet point a) of paragraph 90 of the NPPF, which shows how housing 
(inter alia) can be used to help grow and diversify town centres. But a hierarchy of 
settlements must be established first.  
 

2.13 Furthermore, there is no option which explores the possibility of a new settlement. 
As stated in NPPF paragraph 74, this is often one of the best ways to achieve the 
supply of large-scale housing numbers. However, this option was never explored. 
A large-scale urban extension has been proposed, however, there is no complete 
way of understanding that this is the most sustainable form of development in the 
borough when it hasn’t been compared against the option of a new settlement.  
 

3.0 POLICY MAP  
 
3.1 The main point of concern in relation to the policy map is that it is not clear, and 

the significant amount of green hatching and different shades of green make it 
difficult to understand which protective designation is which, particularly where 
this could be layered on top of one another. This is something which needs to be 
addressed to make the policy map more legible. 

 

4.0 SHLAA 2023 
 

4.1 As highlighted in the SHLAA, the housing delivery test shows that the Borough has 
consistently failed to meet their requirement by a total of 332 dwellings in the 3 
years between 2018/2019 and 2020/2021. As a result, a 20% buffer is appropriate.  

 
4.2 As a result of the additional 20% buffer, the housing requirement is 1,854 dwellings. 

 
4.3 The 5 years supply total is only 1,197 dwellings (a shortfall of 657 dwellings – 35%). 

And represents a supply of 3.2 years. The housing trajectory below, taken from the 
SHLAA highlights this under delivery.  

 

 
 

4.4 A new SHLAA is expected in early 2024, but this has yet to be published. However, 
as stated in the 2023 SHLAA Delivery in 22/23 is 175 net dwellings, which is the 
lowest delivery in the monitoring years.  
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4.5 This demonstrates the issues facing housing delivery in the Borough and the 
challenges facing the emerging local plan. Housing delivery is going to have to 
improve quickly if this plan is to avoid a plan review in the early stages of its 
adoption.  
 

5.0 LOCAL PLAN VIABILITY UPDATE 2023 
 

5.1 Persimmon Homes have significant experience in bringing forward residential 
development sites in all markets across the country. We have significant 
experience of the local market and the costs of development.  
 

5.2 The housing industry has faced significant additional challenges in the last few 
years, there has been a steady decline in house building across the country to what 
is required and coupled with rising inflation and interest rates it paints a not so 
pretty picture for the industry in the coming years.  
 

5.3 On top of all of this, the industry has also faced an increasing policy burden from 
national government, with climate and environmental targets leading to changes 
to legal requirements for Biodiversity Net Gain, updated Building Regulations and 
Nutrient Neutrality. 
 
Gross Development Value 
 

5.4 Persimmon Homes prides itself on delivering the right homes at the right prices for 
the everyday person on the street. Our aim is that anyone can walk into our show 
home and be able to purchase a house on that day, and this requires sensible 
pricing as well as a logical mix of housing on each development site we have to be 
available throughout the build stage. However, in an ever-competitive market this 
is becoming more difficult to achieve.  
 

5.5 The notion that the landowner will take the hit on land value when taking into 
consideration all of the factors such as build costs, abnormal costs, policy 
requirements etc is simply false. What we are seeing instead is, particularly in areas 
where allocated housing land supply is at a minimum, is bidding wars which actually 
result in a higher land value achieved for the land owner, and instead of them taking 
a hit on on-site constraints, the developer is attempting to re-coup this money 
back through pricing strategies which do not reflect the local housing market, but 
due to constrained demand are selling at a rate which is making the development 
work.  
 

5.6 The HBF also recently demonstrated this through the examination of the Durham 
County Plan, where development was only coming forward in the highest value 
areas because developers could re-coup the expense of the development through 
higher sales values.  
 

5.7 Persimmon Homes appreciate that, as stated in paragraph 2.7.6, this is a ‘snapshot’ 
of the current market conditions and there may be fluctuations of better and 
worse times for the market throughout the plan period. However, this is a 
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precarious position to take for an LPA which currently cannot demonstrate a 5-
year housing land supply and one which out of 65 sites in its SHLAA 42 are 
brownfield and another 2 are mixed brownfield and green field, representing 67% 
of its current housing land supply, traditionally sites which will have far greater cost 
in coming forward.  
 

5.8 House prices have seen a rise in the last few years which has slightly offset the 
additional costs seen by developers, however, this was largely down to the COVID-
19 pandemic which seen various lifestyle changes, such as desire for outdoor 
space, increased personal savings for deposits, new house formation from 
relationships forming and breaking up, and low housing stock levels. The market 
has certainly peaked from this and the higher prices which papered over the 
cracks of higher costs is starting to unravel. This is demonstrated in the Housing 
price index for South Tyneside which saw average house prices rise from £126,997 
at April 2020 to £169,380 in Oct 2023 (an increase of over £40k). However, since 
October 2023 to December 2023, we have already seen a reduction of nearly £10k.    
 
Plot Construction Costs 
 

5.9 Plot construction costs have seen a steady rise in the last few years, and the 
Government estimates from 2019 indicate that the additional cost to build a home 
to the 2022 Part L standard is £2,986 whilst the cost to deliver to Future Homes 
Standard is £5,280. If these prices are brought up to today’s prices using the BCIS 
index, they are increased by nearly 15%.  
 

5.10 Therefore, it is Persimmon Homes’ view that the ‘cautious approach’ considered in 
paragraph 2.8.10 is actually not that cautious and indeed could realistically be 
increased. 
 
Abnormal Costs 
 

5.11 This is Persimmon Homes’ greatest area of concern in the viability appraisal and it 
is something we have seen LPA’s consistently undervalue in their viability 
appraisals.  
 

5.12 As stated in paragraph 2.11.1, a figure of £200,000 per net Ha has been allowed for 
greenfield sites and £300,000 per net Ha for brownfield sites. As demonstrated in 
our recent representations through the HBF to the Durham Viability Assessment, 
our evidence of 14 sites to that consultation demonstrated that the average 
abnormal costs are some £459k per net Ha on Greenfield sites (10 sites) and £711k 
per net Ha for Brownfield sites (4 sites). What was demonstrated was a significant 
lack of deliverability in the lower value areas, which was down to developments 
simply not generating a return sufficient to cover costs or incentivising a willing 
landowner to sell in these areas.  
 

5.13 What is particularly concerning for Persimmon Homes is the number of Brownfield 
sites in the housing delivery for South Tyneside and given how far we are away on 
valuing abnormal costs, it is Persimmon Homes view that these sites will struggle 
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to come forward. What we have continually highlighted throughout this 
representation is that there is not enough flexibility in the plan which caters for 
this, and it is our view that the current lack of delivery will persist.   
 

5.14 What is concerning is that when you look deeper into the tests in the Viability 
Update 2023, the majority of sites, particularly those outside of the higher value 
areas, only start becoming viable once there are reductions in developer 
contributions. Persimmon consider this highlights how constrained budgets are in 
these areas and these figures are based on an abnormal figure that we consider to 
be artificially low.  

 

6.0 PLANNING POLICY REVIEW 
 
Policy SP1: Presumption in favour of Sustainable Development 
 
is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the 
following reasons: 

 
6.1 Persimmon Homes echo the comments of the HBF in that it is not necessary to 

repeat the requirements of the NPPF. 
 

Policy SP2: Strategy for Sustainable Development to meet identified needs 
 
is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the 
following reasons: 

 
6.2 As stated throughout this document, Persimmon Homes are minded that the Local 

Plan is not positively prepared. The housing requirement has been reduced from the 
previous iteration of the plan by circa 500 dwellings. However, on the other hand 
the LPA are expecting significant employment opportunities as a result of IAMP. 
There has been no evidence provided to demonstrate the balance of employment 
needs and housing requirements. Instead, this is swept aside in the SA.  

 
6.3 As we will come onto later, the plan requires a significant proportion of its housing 

requirement through new allocations with 3,443 new dwellings required to be 
allocated out of an overall requirement of 5,253 dwellings in the plan period (65% of 
the supply), with commitments in November 2023 of 1,475 (28% of the required 
supply). As mentioned previously, the LPA can currently only demonstrate 3.2-year 
housing land supply. However, the plan has only sought to allocate 34 sites with the 
ability to deliver 3,498 (55 dwellings over their required shortfall made up from new 
allocations).  

 
6.4 Therefore, there are significant pressures on the allocations to come forward, with 

no flexibility for slippage or non-delivery. Furthermore, nearly half of this delivery is 
coming from one site (SP6). Therefore, even if we assume all of the other sites 
deliver, and are delivered to their expected timescales, which in Persimmon Homes’ 
experience is extremely unlikely, if this one site falters, then the whole plan is 
impacted.  
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Policy SP3: Spatial Strategy for sustainable development 
 
is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the 
following reasons: 

 
6.5 Persimmon Homes consider that the spatial strategy for sustainable development 

should reflect a logical settlement hierarchy, with the needs of each market area 
assessed and reflected in the housing provision. From the back of this the Green 
Belt review should be undertaken depending on the need for each settlement. This 
does not appear to have been undertaken.  

 
6.6 Furthermore, the lack of safeguarded land is in direct contradiction to paragraph 148 

of the NPPF. As demonstrated in our discussion point to Policy SP2, it is clear that 
the LPA’s current plan requires everything to come forward without fail. There are 
two issues with this: 

 
1) If, as is expected, delivery doesn’t come forward as planned then there is 

nowhere else for South Tyneside to look and it will inevitably lead to a review of 
Green Belt within this plan period.  
 

2) If the plan does all come forward as is forecast, then there will have to be further 
Green Belt release in the next plan period.  

 
6.7 There is therefore an evident need for safeguarded land to prevent conflict with 

paragraph 148. 
 

Housing allocations: 
 
6.8 Paragraph 67 of the NPPF states: Strategic policy-making authorities should 

establish a housing requirement figure for their whole area, which shows the extent 
to which their identified housing need (and any needs that cannot be met within 
neighbouring areas) can be met over the plan period. The requirement may be 
higher than the identified housing need if, for example, it includes provision for 
neighbouring areas, or reflects growth ambitions linked to economic development 
or infrastructure investment.  

 
6.9 As discussed in SA, this hasn’t been an option which was progressed, with it stating 

that although the LPA see significant employment opportunities coming forward as 
a result of IAMP, it doesn’t think that this will reflect in housing need. Persimmon 
fundamentally disagrees with this stance.  

 
6.10 As Persimmon Homes have also stated earlier, we do not consider full growth 

options were considered from the outset in the SA, such as the option for a new 
settlement, and we therefore do not consider the plan to accord with Paragraph 16 
of the NPPF.  
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Policy SP4: Housing Allocations in the Main Urban Area 
 
is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the 
following reasons: 

 
6.11 The table shows 25 sites bringing forward 841 dwellings, 20 of these sites are under 

1ha in size, with 5 sites representing 403 dwellings, approximately half of the delivery. 
Again, this puts pressure on a limited number of sites in the local plan and failure of 
any has significant impacts on the housing delivery against the OAN.  

 
6.12 Persimmon don’t wish to integrate every site within this table, but a standout is H.8, 

which in the 2023 SHLAA has delivery this year and next, however according to the 
SHLAA the site sits undeveloped with a lapsed planning consent. Which although 
only for 30 dwellings, shows the slippage that can happen and highlights our point 
under Policy SP2 on a lack of flexibility in the plan period.  

 
Policy SP7: Urban and Village Sustainable Growth Areas 
 
is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the 
following reasons: 

 
6.13 It is not fully understood what is required by the second sentence in the policy. The 

land proposed for development will be removed from the Green Belt by the Local 
Plan, following the recommendations of the SA. Therefore, it is not known why 
compensatory improvements should be required to offset the removal of land from 
the Green Belt in any forthcoming application. Any application should mitigation for 
its own impacts.  

 
6.14 Again Persimmon don’t wish to comment on all of the allocations within this table, 

but would like further evidence on the indicative capacity of the sites, has this taken 
into consideration factors such as Biodiversity Net Gain at 10% for example. Also, we 
would like further clarity on the delivery rates achieved from the proposals.  

 
6.15 The 6 allocations account for 1,108 dwellings. None of them have an active planning 

application, assuming that they all have to be allocated for development chances 
due to current policy burden. 

 
6.16 Apart from GA1, within the 2023 SHLAA, they are all due to deliver housing from 

2028. That’s means that from expected adoption of the plan in 2025, the LPA are 
expecting 6 applications for over 1,000 dwellings (around 20% of the entire OAN) to 
be prepared, submitted, approved, pre commencement conditions discharged, any 
required facilitating infrastructure in and delivering housing numbers in 3 years.  

 
6.17 In Persimmon Homes’ experience, this is simply not realistic and therefore contrary 

to Part d) of paragraph 74 of the NPPF.   
 

6.18 The problem with this, is that the Authority already identify a shortfall in their five-
year housing land supply, and must be realistic with longer term delivery, which is 
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simply not going to come forward in the timescales which they are stating. 
Therefore, the delivery rates will likely continue to fall below their need.  

 
Policy SP8: Fellgate Sustainability Growth Area 
 
is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the 
following reasons: 

 
6.19 Persimmon are pleased to see a positive large allocation being brought forward by 

the local plan, however, we have some concerns over delivery rates and expected 
start dates in the plan period and potential restrictive policy specific requirements 
of the proposed allocation.  
 

6.20 On Part 3, it is considered that the wording “will only approve a planning application 
that adheres to the Fellgate Sustainability Growth Area SPD” is too vague. The Site 
Capacity and Opportunities Paper (2024) is a very high-level density document, 
which hasn’t been tested against factors such as viability, on site constraints, 
Biodiversity Net Gain and detailed drainage design. These all have factors which 
impact developable areas, density and design; therefore, the policy will be strictly 
controlled by an SPD which we have no sight of at this moment in time. 

 
6.21 Furthermore, as identified in Part 5, including the percentage of affordable housing 

and requirement for self/ custom built housing in the policy wording is considered 
greatly restrictive and contradictory to policy 18 ‘Affordable Housing’. As required 
by policy 18, the affordable housing can be subject to viability appraisals and even 
off-site contributions, where appropriate, however, this policy wording bypasses 
that ability and removes the necessary flexibility. It is also considered that the 
opportunities for self-build housing has not been viability tested but there is no 
flexibility within the wording of the policy at present to remove this if it can’t be 
delivered.  

 
6.22 It is also not sure if Part 5 iv a) can be delivered. The red line of the allocation appears 

to disregard land ownership at this roundabout and although an access probably 
can be formed, it is more convoluted than a direct access onto this roundabout to 
which this wording suggests is required.  

 
6.23 This is further stated in paragraph 5.32 of the Local Plan, which indicates that access 

can be achieved from the A194 / Mill Lane junction, as demonstrated in ‘The 
Sustainable Accessibility Review (2021)’, however, the design for the junction (found 
on page 112 of the document) does not appear to take into account land ownership, 
and in Persimmon’s view it is still not clear if a satisfactory access can be achieved 
on controlled land.  

 
6.24 It is not sure why Part 5v. is included within the policy wording. This is something 

which would have to be tested through detailed transport assessment work, which 
would support any planning application. It seems overly unnecessary to also include 
this within the policy wording.  
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6.25 It is not sure what is meant by “creating a new defensible Green Belt Boundary” in 
Part 5vi. The Green Belt Boundaries have already been assessed and redefined to 
form the allocations within the local plan.  

 
6.26 Again, Part 5x. places a large emphasis on a document which there has been no sight 

of yet. A lot of technical and design factors should have been taken into 
consideration before the land is allocated, which at present appears to be unknown.  

 
6.27 Lastly, this site is expected to deliver the majority of South Tyneside housing 

requirements at 1,200 dwellings in the plan period. However, Persimmon question 
the delivery rate of 150dpa during the majority of the delivery period. This would 
likely have to be achieved by a number of developers / outlets open on the 
development site at once, but we have seen no evidence of which developer is 
brining forward the site.  

 
Policy 1: Promoting Healthy Communities 
 
is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the 
following reasons: 

 
6.28 Persimmon Homes would echo the comments made by the HBF in that policies in 

the Local Plan should be reflective of health issues in the area and where 
development is in accordance with these policies and HIA should not be required.  

 
6.29 This is reflected in the Public Health England Document (Oct 2022) Health Impact 

Assessment in Spatial planning which states: 
 

An HIA is most effective when it is undertaken prospectively and concurrently to 
inform and shape a plan, policy or development project during options appraisal 
and design (that is before decisions are made and submitted as part of a planning 
application) (8). The intention to use an HIA should be determined early in the 
planning process. Depending on the scale of the plan or project, it may be 
appropriate to integrate or align an HIA with a sustainability appraisal (SA) / 
strategic environmental assessment (SEA) for plan-making or EIA and other 
assessments required as part of local information requirements for planning 
applications. (Persimmon emphasis added).  

 
6.30 Policy SP15: Climate Change 

 
is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the 
following reasons: 
 

6.31 Persimmon Homes echo the comments made by the HBF in their representations 
to this consultation, in that the policy should reflect the December 2023 Written 
Ministerial Statement which states that ‘a further change to energy efficiency 
building regulations is planned for 2025 meaning that homes built to that standard 
will be net zero ready and should need no significant work to ensure that they have 
zero carbon emissions as the grid continue to decarbonise. The reason for this is 
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that Building Regulation changes set a national precedent for building design and 
construction and as stated in the Statement: 

 
The Government does not expect plan-makers to set local energy efficiency 
standards for buildings that go beyond current or planned buildings regulations. 

 
6.32 Persimmon Homes therefore consider it would be important to make reference to 

the Future Homes Standard and the Building Regulations as the appropriate 
standards for development. 
 
Policy 5: Reducing energy consumption and carbon emissions 

 
is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the 
following reasons: 

 
6.33 Persimmon Homes considers that there needs to be justifiable evidence to request 

new development meets the highest national standard, it should also be reflected 
in the viability assessment work produced by the LPA. 

 
Policy 6: Renewables and Low Carbon Energy 
 
is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the 
following reasons: 

 
6.34 Although Persimmon Homes support a move to low carbon energy solutions, this 

can only happen where practical.  
 

6.35 Part 4 of this Policy 4 of this policy places strong support on District Heating 
Systems. However, flexibility needs to be included in this policy and this is not seen 
as a requirement for planning applications. At present, the upfront capital costs of 
District Heating Systems are often simply not viable for residential development 
schemes. This may mean that it is more sustainable and more appropriate for 
developments to utilise other forms of energy provision, and this may need to be 
considered. 

 
6.36 Currently, there are no sector specific protections for heat network consumers, 

unlike for people on other utilities such as gas, electricity or water. A consumer living 
in a building serviced by a heat network does not have the same opportunities to 
switch supplier as they would for most gas and electricity supplies. 

 
6.37 Persimmon Homes also consider that this needs to be reflected in the Viability 

Assessment, which at this present time doesn’t appear to do so.  
 

Policy 8: Flood Risk Assessment (FRA and Drainage Strategy) 
 

is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the 
following reasons: 
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6.38 Part 2 of the policy wording needs to make clear where the sequential test is 

necessary. At present the wording could be read to suggest a sequential test is 
always necessary and the exceptions test is optional.  

 
Policy 22: Protecting Employment Uses 
 
is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the 
following reasons: 

 
6.39 It is considered that Part 2 does not accord with the NPPF. Each application would 

be determined on its own merits and can mitigate for its impact; however, this 
paragraph suggests a betterment would be required.  

 
6.40 It is considered that Part 4 requires re-wording to better reflect paragraph 193 of 

the NPPF. Its current wording is vague and instead should be worded to reflect the 
need for existing businesses to not have unreasonable restrictions placed on them 
as a result of new development.  

 
Policy SP16: Housing Supply and Delivery 
 
is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the 
following reasons: 

 
6.41 Persimmon Homes have already made our comments in regard to housing delivery 

and the lack of flexibility in the plan and unlikely delivery rates. As shown in table 2 
in the Local Plan, the residual housing requirement is 3,443 dwellings. Yet the Local 
Plan between policies SP4-SP8 allocates just 3,498 dwellings with 120 of them being 
extra-care units.  

 
6.42 The table highlights further issues in that windfalls accounts for 8.5% of the entire 

housing requirement. However, as stated in the SHLAA 2023 due to the call of sites 
to progress the Local Plan, the number of windfall sites has decreased dramatically, 
and therefore they are reliant on 27 dwellings per year from year 6 of the plan. 
However, in Persimmon’s view by including these sites within the housing delivery is 
further removing flexibility from the plan. It is our view that these should be excluded 
from the housing delivery to increase flexibility of the plan and the shortfall made 
up from allocations. Persimmon appreciate that South Tyneside could previously 
justify a larger number of windfall developments, however, due to the plan now 
allocating sites, would like to see evidence to justify the 27 dwellings per annum they 
are expecting during the plan period, as required by paragraph 72 of the NPPF. 
Especially with these sites now having to factor in additional constraints such as 
Biodiversity Net Gain. 

 
6.43 Persimmon Homes have already raised concerns of the proposed housing 

trajectory. Persimmon do not consider it achievable that within 4 years of the 
adoption of the local plan, several major allocations will have submitted and 
achieved planning permission, be transferred to a house builder, have pre 
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commencement conditions discharged and have sufficient infrastructure built to 
double the Council’s housing delivery. As well as the delivery of the Fellgate Growth 
Area, which is yet to have a design SPD produced. This all has to be delivered in the 
plan period for the LPA to meet its housing needs. 

 
6.44 However, what is further concerning and has been raised earlier in this rep, is the 

lack of safeguarded land now included in the plan which could provide a release 
valve to assist in any delay in delivery in the allocations. This concern is further 
elevated when it is recognised by the LPA in paragraph 8.16 of the Local Plan that 
further consideration of Green Belt release may be required, should exceptional 
circumstances be met. As identified earlier in this rep, this is not in accordance with 
Part E of Paragraph 148 of the NPPF. Persimmon Homes don’t believe this can 
actually be proven even if all of the housing is delivered in the plan period that it 
intends to. As certainly the next plan period will again be looking to Green Belt land 
for housing land.  

 
Policy 14: Housing Density 
 
is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the 
following reasons: 

 
6.45 Persimmon Homes acknowledge the need for increased densities and the efficient 

use of land, certainly in sustainable locations and this is supported by paragraph 146 
of the NPPF. The evidence to underpin this is the Densities Report 2024, which 
assess existing densities in the relevant areas. However, the document, and thus 
Polic 14 makes no mention to the newly introduced legal requirement of 10% 
Biodiversity Net Gain. This will have a significant impact on densities on new 
development and will certainly reduce it from densities achieved previously. This 
therefore needs to be projected forward into the densities expected from 
development coming forward.  

 
6.46 Further to this, other policy requirements, such as tree lined streets, M4(2) and 

M4(3) dwellings, the required mix of dwellings, parking requirements and Increased 
Building Regulations will all impact densities from what has been achieved 
previously. Therefore, it is important that an element of flexibility is added within the 
policy to allow for developments in sustainable locations to come forward and aren’t 
hampered by unachievable policy restrictions.  

 
Policy 18: Affordable Housing 
 
is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the 
following reasons: 

 
6.47 Persimmon have concerns in regard to the percentage of affordable housing 

required in part 3 of the policy, notably in the south and southeast areas of the 
Borough, as highlighted on Map 22. 
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6.48 What stands out as a major concern for Persimmon Homes is the amount of 
affordable housing required, as identified in paragraph 8.49 of the Local Plan, which 
states a need for an additional 361 affordable units per year. This is around 50 units 
per year more than the full housing delivery target. Therefore, even if South Tyneside 
Council deliver their annual delivery target of 309 dwellings every year, and it was 
all delivered at the highest affordable housing percentage on site of 30%, this would 
only deliver 93 dwellings per annum. A shortfall of 270 dwellings even in the unlikely 
maximum scenario of affordable delivery in the plan. Therefore, if the plan is adopted 
in 2025 and runs to 2040, that is 15 years of under delivery, totalling approximately 
4,000 dwellings, even in the maximum percentage delivery scenario.  

 
6.49 In paragraph 8.50 the Council state that they do not consider an uplift necessary 

due to them taking positive steps to deliver affordable housing through South 
Tyneside Homes. However, there is no evidence provided to demonstrate sufficient 
affordable delivery through this channel to make up this significant shortfall.   

 
6.50 This is going to become particularly significant in the higher value areas of the 

southeast, in Boldon, Cleadon and Whitburn, where the allocations of GA2, GA4, GA5 
and GA6 equate to 593 dwellings, which if all delivered at 30%, will deliver a total of 
178 affordable dwellings across the whole plan period.  

 
6.51 This is clearly not addressing the housing needs of those areas in the SHMA and 

assisting in working age population getting on the property ladder or staying in these 
areas, which is highlighted by Map 2.3 of the SHMA which shows the 
geodemographic of this area to be for the majority Older Families & Couples and 
Elders in Retirement. And as further highlighted by map 3.2 of the SHMA this area 
already has some of the highest median price properties in the Borough.  

 
6.52 Persimmon believe that instead of trying to deliver affordable in these areas through 

artificially increasing the percentage of affordable housing on a limited number of 
allocations, which could impact the overall developability of the developments 
themselves. The more positive approach and therefore in accordance with NPPF is 
to have more housing allocations in these areas to address the housing market need.  

 
Policy 19: Housing Mix 
 
is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the 
following reasons: 

 
6.53 Persimmon Homes have no real issues with the housing mix policy, other than clarity 

is sought over the definition of “accessible to all” in part 2iv of the policy. It is 
Persimmon Homes’ view that this could be interpreted as M4(3) dwelling, when it is 
assumed not due to the policy wording in policy 20. 

 
Policy 20: Technical Design Standards for New Homes 
 
is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the 
following reasons: 
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6.54 Persimmon consider that flexibility is added into Part 1 of the policy to allow for site 

specific factors such as vulnerability to flooding, site topography, and other 
circumstances. 

 
6.55 Furthermore, M4(3) (Category 3: Wheelchair user dwellings) need would need to be 

evidenced. 
 

Policy 35: Delivering Biodiversity Net Gain 
 
is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the 
following reasons: 

 
6.56 Persimmon Homes consider that in order to be positively planned the policy on 

needs to state that Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) shall be secured and delivered in 
accordance with the statutory framework. 

 
Policy 47: Design Principles 
 
is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the 
following reasons: 

 
6.57 Persimmon Homes understand the need to be reflective of local character. However, 

flexibility needs to be built into this policy which allows for dwellings which bring 
alternative design to an area. 

 
6.58 In part 6 of the policy, it is not fully understood what is meant by good quality 

internal environments, and what this entails. Furthermore, there is no detail as to 
what would quantify as harm to amenity in terms of overlooking. 

 
Policy SP26: Delivering Sustainable Transport 

 
is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the 
following reasons: 

 
6.59 Part 4 requires all new residential development to be within 400m from a bus stop, 

however, this distance has only ever been considered a guidance from the CIHT 
Planning for Walking document March 2015, and should be given flexibility. There are 
often cases where new residential developments fall outside of these areas, or the 
whole development site is not wholly within 400m, however, through improvements 
to pedestrian infrastructure and incentives can be made just as sustainable. 

 
6.60 Given the uncertainty of bus services at this present time and the ability to divert 

existing routes or expense of creating a new one, it is not considered the plan would 
be positively prepared by restricting new development to an artificial walking limit 
and flexibility should be added.  
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6.61 Furthermore, there are some housing allocations which are not located in areas 
served by Metro Stations, it is therefore not understood how they can demonstrate 
opportunities to improve accessibility to Metro Stations. Again flexibility needs 
adding to this to state where appropriate.  

 
Policy 52: Safeguarded Land for Metro and Rail 
 
is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the 
following reasons: 

 
6.62 Again, this comes down to an issue over the policy map legibility, it is very difficult 

to identify the proposed locations of the safeguarded metro and rail land.  
 

Policy 58: Implementation and Monitoring  
 

is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the 
following reasons: 

 
6.63 Persimmon Homes echo the comments raised by the HBF in that the action points 

are not positive prepared. As highlighted earlier in this document, Persimmon 
Homes consider there to be little flexibility in the housing numbers coming forward 
in this plan, so it is not understood how a review of allocations would resolve under 
delivery in a timely manner. This will require a plan review. A far more positive 
approach is to have a policy which allows unallocated sites in sustainable locations 
to come forward to provide a quicker response to under delivery. The LPA already 
has problems with a lack of housing delivery to meet a 5-year housing land supply 
and requires on all allocations to come forward in a timely manner to get back into 
a positive position, however, as seen in Persimmon Homes’ experience there are 
regular delays to planning permissions and seeing development on site. Therefore, 
it is likely that persistent under delivery will continue.  

 

7.0 Summary 
 

7.0 It is Persimmon Homes’ view that the Sustainability Appraisal lacks ambition in the 
growth options discussed. There is no consideration for the potential a new 
settlement which is a key consideration in paragraph 74 of the NPPF.  

 
7.1 The housing requirement relies largely on allocations; however, the allocations only 

just cover the required need. There is no flexibility for under delivery or failure to, 
which will almost certainly happen. This therefore conflicts with paragraph 16 of the 
NPPF in that it is not positively prepared. It is also contradictory to paragraph 86 of 
the NPPF in that the plan lacks flexibility to accommodate needs not anticipated 
and enable rapid responses to changes in economic circumstances.  

 
7.2 Persimmon are pleased to see a large allocation being promoted, however, there are 

questions over its estimated start date for deliverability and build out rates, 
including: 
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 Potential issues over access; 
 Large scale junction improvements on the strategic road network; 
 Biodiversity Net Gain; 
 Number of developers required for estimated delivery rates in SHLAA. 

 
7.3 This all adds uncertainty over the deliverability timeframe of the plan, and due to 

the lack of flexibility, could put serious question marks over the housing trajectory 
and housing land supply within the plan period, potentially leading to a plan review 
being required at an early stage 

 
7.4 It is well acknowledged that the Borough has a significant portion of Green Belt land, 

which potentially limits growth opportunities. However, the lack of safeguarded land, 
as specified by paragraph 148 of the NPPF when defining Green Belt boundaries, 
means that the LPA will be restricted in where they can address any shortfall and 
likely require a further review of Green Belt Boundaries in any event upon the next 
plan review. Therefore, the Local Plan at present does not accord with paragraph 
148 of the NPPF in that they cannot guarantee the permanence of the Green Belt 
boundaries or demonstrate that they will need to be altered at the end of the plan 
period.  

 
7.5 It is acknowledged by South Tyneside Council that neighbouring LPAs are unable 

accommodate housing numbers from the borough, both Gateshead and Sunderland 
have green belt constraints themselves, so this is understandable.  

 
7.6 Gateshead has had persistent issues with housing delivery during their plan period, 

due to Green Belt constraints which in Persimmons view have not been properly 
addressed, consistently relying on smaller brownfield sites which have had either 
technical constraints or viability issues, or in many cases both. However, Sunderland 
undertook a large Green Belt release strategy and are successfully delivering their 
housing requirement. Furthermore, they allocated a large area of Safeguarded land, 
which gives them flexibility in the forthcoming plan review which they are 
undertaking shortly. It is Persimmon’s view that South Tyneside should follow the 
example set by Sunderland Council in their plan preparation as this also accords 
with the requirements of the NPPF.  

 

8.0 FUTURE ENGAGEMENT 
 

8.0 Persimmon Homes trust that the Council finds this representation useful in its 
preparation to the Local Plan, we would be happy to discuss anything within this 
document in further detail or assist in further discussions later down the line. 
 

8.1 Persimmon Homes would like to be kept informed of all forthcoming consultations 
upon the Local Plan and Associated Documents.  
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Thank you! 



LP1965 - William Leech Investments Limited



 

 

 
 
 

Introduction  

1.1 William Leech Investments Limited are pleased to submit representations in respect of Policy SP8: Fellgate 

Sustainable Growth Area relative to the consultation of the South Tyneside Publication Draft Local Plan 2023 – 

2040. 

1.2 We (William Leech Investments) are a landowner with holdings at Fellgate (see Appendix A for ownership plan). 

Our representations reflect our interest in the land and its surrounding area to ensure the future development 

intended to come forward under ‘Policy SP8: Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area’ is appropriately planned. Despite 

owning a significant and important part of the site we have not been invited to take part in discussions with the 

Council regarding the use of this land. Going forward, we would like to be informed and engage in such discussions 

to ensure that the interests of all parties are accounted for.  

1.3 We would like to understand the evidence base behind the distribution of uses within the site and the role that 

our land can play as part of the development. The comments here relate primarily to Policy SP8: Fellgate 

Sustainable Growth Area and its accompanying evidence base including the Site Capacity and Opportunities Paper 

(2024) and include additional policies related to Fellgate and housing delivery. These representations are provided 

in order to assist South Tyneside Council with ensuring that the emerging Local Plan meets the tests of soundness 

as set out in the NPPF. 

1.4 Set out below is our commentary on the Local Plan and its relevant policies. 

Vision 

1.5 Objective 5 is supported. Encouraging a supply and choice of new high-quality homes throughout South Tyneside 

which meets the needs of existing residents and those wishing to move to the area whilst incorporating different 

housing types and tenures (including affordable housing) is a vision we would like to emulate through the 

development of our land. 

Policy SP2 – Strategy for Sustainable Development to meet identified needs 

Do you support Policy SP2? 

Yes/No 

Comments 

1.6 Although generally supportive of Policy SP2, we consider that changes are required to ensure its wording remains 

consistent with National Planning Policy as set out within the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, 

September 20231). 

 
1 National Planning Policy Framework, September 2023 



 

 

1.7 The housing requirement has been reduced from the Regulation 18 stage to the current consultation: previously 

at 5,778 dwellings (321 per annum) it is now at 5,253 dwellings (309 per annum). The loss in housing numbers is 

considered significant particularly given the context of the amended Plan period which is now 2023 – 2040 

(previously 2021 – 2039) decreasing the length of the plan from 18 to 17 years and thereby an effective loss of 1 

years’ worth of housing.  

1.8 The current consultation figure of 309 dwellings per annum is a result of the Local Housing Needs Assessment 

(LHNA) undertaken by the Council which utilises the Standard Method. The PPG sets out the method for 

calculating the minimum local housing need figure (ID:2a-004-20201216): here, the Standard Method identifies a 

minimum local housing figure of 305 dwellings per annum, lower than the consultation figure (the use of 2014 

data for the 2022-23 period in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) is to account for this). 

1.9 The PPG (ID: 2a-010-20201216) identifies a number of circumstances where it might be appropriate to plan for a 

housing need figure that is higher than the SM. These circumstances include, (1) where there are growth strategies 

for the area, (2) where there are strategic infrastructure improvements, (3) where an authority is taking unmet 

need from a neighbouring authority, and (4) where previous levels of housing delivery, or previous assessments 

of need, are significantly greater than the outcome from the standard method.  

1.10 Whilst the standard method figure is higher than housing need, this is marginal; propagated over the 17-year 

period of the local plan, delivery equates to a surplus of 68. The PPG identifies circumstances in which it is 

appropriate for housing need to be greater than standard method including where this has been identified by 

assessments and previous levels of delivery (criterion 4). Paragraphs 2.6 – 2.8 of the plan set out the changing 

demographic difficulties faced by South Tyneside, supporting our argument that it should deliver a number homes 

greater than the minimum requirements. Those difficulties include a declining working age population, increasing 

aging population (65+), and greater pressure on the local economy for its delivery of services. In order for the plan 

to achieve its objectives, an appropriate amount of housing delivery is required.  

1.11 Having regard to the broader issue of releasing land from the Green Belt to meet identified needs, it is 

acknowledged that a wider trend in housing delivery exists across South Tyneside. The 2022 Housing Delivery Test 

(HDT) demonstrates that over the last three years (2019 – 2022 period) a total shortfall of 243 dwellings is 

accounted for when comparing housing delivery to requirement. Given this, the need to bring forward a sufficient 

supply of housing is paramount with the release of land from the Green Belt serving as the key mechanism to 

achieve this.  

1.12 On this basis, it is considered that the plan fails to demonstrate a supply that would be wholly robust to ensure 

sufficient delivery across the duration of its period and further evidence to ensure an uplift over and above the 

number identified through the Standard Method is required. Notably, greater emphasis will be put on the delivery 

of housing allocations including the release of Green Belt land which will have to be effectively developed to 

maximise housing delivery.  

Policy SP3 – Spatial Strategy for Sustainable Development 

Do you support the Policy? 

1.13 Yes/No 

Comments 

1.14 We encourage and support criteria 4 and 5 of Policy SP3 regarding the amendments to the Green Belt boundary 

to allocate Sustainable Growth Areas and the creation of a new sustainable community within the Fellgate 



 

 

Sustainable Growth Area. Notwithstanding this however, we consider under Paragraph 35 of the NPPF Policy SP3 

is not sound on the basis it is not positively prepared, justified, or effective for the reasons set out below. 

1.15 The Plan has recognised the land south of Fellgate as an opportunity for sustainable development to deliver 

approximately 1,200 new dwellings. The South Tyneside Green Belt Study (2023) has determined the most 

appropriate boundary to accommodate a new sustainable community and explores opportunities for mitigation 

and compensatory improvements. Whilst we agree with the principle of releasing our land from the Green Belt 

through the Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area, we hold concerns regarding inconsistencies between the study and 

subsequent supporting documents for its release set out in further detail below.  

1.16 The study acknowledges that a Local Wildlife Site exists immediately west of our land which does not fall within 

our boundary. Subsequent documents2 prepared for Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area indicatively present this 

Local Wildlife Site as a wider area of open space which includes our land. As identified in the Green Belt Study, we 

consider our land sits independently from this local wildlife area and thereby should not be classified within the 

same blanket coverage of open space. As aforementioned, there is an obligation to ensure the efficient delivery 

of Green Belt land to meet housing delivery which includes maximising its utilisation for residential development 

where possible. 

Policy SP8: Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area  

Do you support the Policy? 

1.17 Yes/No 

Comments 

1.18 We are generally supportive of Policy SP8 and its ambition to release land from the Green Belt to bring forward 

residential development. We do however hold concerns regarding the scope of the development across the 

allocation and the indicative layouts which have been prepared. Given this, under Paragraph 35 of the NPPF, 

Policy SP8 is not justified or effective for the reasons set out below.  

1.19 A Site Capacity and Opportunities Paper (2024) forms part of the evidence base for the allocation. Whilst largely 

in support of this document and its ambitions to see Fellgate developed, we hold reservations regarding the extent 

of the developable area proposed which currently indicate our land is to come forward as open space; in the 

context of the above and as set out below, we do not consider this to be appropriate.  

1.20 The land is suitable for residential development and is a logical extension of the existing residential built form of 

Fellgate east. It maintains strong transport links with an existing bus stop directly adjacent and the A194 north 

which is part of the strategic road network for the area. As identified within the Paper, the most appropriate area 

for higher densities will be “close to local services, public transport stops and existing development” - a trio our 

land achieves. 

1.21 The land currently forms part of an indicative blanket area of open space/natural green space which includes a 

proposed cycle network that retains the existing ponds on site. The layouts however do not take account of the 

merit of our land (and its opportunities for development) and instead associate it as part of an existing local 

wildlife site (as identified within the Green Belt Study (2023)) where in fact the land sits independently to this and 

is associated only by way of its boundary relationship. The layout also differs and fails to take account of the 

 
2 SP8 Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area Site Capacity and Opportunities Paper (2024) 



 

 

constraints identified in the Site Frameworks Document (2022)3 with the Wildlife Corridor and noise from the 

A194 not wholly considered.    

1.22 The land does not hold any features (such as ponds) which would immediately prohibit an opportunity for its 

development. The proposed cycle connection along the northern boundary could be incorporated into a scheme 

together with a pedestrian network providing access to the open space to the west and areas beyond. Green 

infrastructure could also be incorporated through a buffer to the north which would mitigate noise from the A194.  

1.23 The open space corridor which follows the form of the existing powerline and pylons as shown on the Indicative 

Layout Plan differs from the Net Developable Area Plan. Here, an easement (serving as a buffer) is shown 

alongside the pylons but does not show this area as open space on the Developable Area Plan. Furthermore, the 

plan identifies a large area of protected open space within the Green Belt which is not incorporated into the 

indicative layout; the Opportunities Plan identifies ‘views over the green space’ from this southern boundary but 

does not incorporate any green space in this area. There is an opportunity to incorporate green space here (or 

low-density housing amongst green space) which would align with the constraints and opportunities of the wider 

site and compensate for developing our land for housing. Here, there would also be an opportunity to provide a 

pathway/corridor which connects to the proposed corridor along the pylons.  

1.24 There are several high-density parcels identified on the layout which do not serve their purpose as defined in the 

Paper (quoted above) including, amongst those, being well related to existing development. Our land would serve 

as a logical form of development and be well related to the existing form of Fellgate; given this, it should be 

utilised effectively to serve the purposes of the allocation. Going forward, we welcome discussions with the 

Council and the development of our land for housing to achieve effective delivery of the strategic allocation and 

address issues of housing need. 
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South Tyneside Council 
Economic Regeneration – Development Services 
Town Hall & Civic Offices 
Westoe Road, South Shields 
Tyne & Wear, NE33 2RL town.
Local.Plan@southtyneside.gov.uk  

 

1st March 2024 

 

BY EMAIL ONLY 

 

RE: Consultation on the South Tyneside Publication draft Local Plan 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above document. The following representations 
are submitted by NHS Property Services (NHSPS). 

NHS Property Services 

NHS Property Services (NHSPS) manages, maintains and improves NHS properties and facilities, 
working in partnership with NHS organisations to create safe, efficient, sustainable and modern 
healthcare environments. We partner with local NHS Integrated Care Boards (ICBs) and wider NHS 
organisations to help them plan and manage their estates to unlock greater value and ensure every 
patient can get the care they need in the right place and space for them. NHSPS is part of the NHS 
and is wholly owned by the Department of Health and Social Care (DHSC) – all surplus funds are 
reinvested directly into the NHS to tackle the biggest estates challenges including space utilisation, 
quality, and access with the core objective to enable excellent patient care. 

General Comments on Health Infrastructure to Support Housing Growth 

The delivery of new and improved healthcare infrastructure is significantly resource intensive. The 
NHS as a whole is facing significant constraints in terms of the funding needed to deliver healthcare 
services, and population growth from new housing development adds further pressure to the system. 
New development should make a proportionate contribution to funding the healthcare needs arising 
from new development. Health provision is an integral component of sustainable development – 
access to essential healthcare services promotes good health outcomes and supports the overall 
social and economic wellbeing of an area.  

Residential developments often have very significant impacts in terms of the need for additional 
primary healthcare provision for future residents. Given health infrastructure’s strategic importance 
to supporting housing growth and sustainable development, it should be considered at the forefront 
of priorities for infrastructure delivery. The ability to continually review the healthcare estate, optimise 
land use, and deliver health services from modern facilities is crucial. The health estate must be 
supported to develop, modernise, or be protected in line with integrated NHS strategies. Planning 
policies should enable the delivery of essential healthcare infrastructure and be prepared in 
consultation with the NHS to ensure they help deliver estate transformation. 



 

 

Detailed Comments on Draft Local Plan Policies 

Our detailed comments set out below are focused on ensuring that the needs of the health service 
are embedded into the Local Plan in a way that supports sustainable growth. When developing any 
additional guidance to support implementation of Local Plan policies relevant to health, for example 
in relation to developer contributions or health impact assessments, we would request the Council 
engage the NHS in the process as early as possible.  

Policy 1 Promoting Healthy Communities 

Policy 1: Promoting Healthy Communities looks to improve the health, wellbeing and quality of life 
for residents in South Tyneside, which includes requiring the submission of a Health Impact 
Assessment (HIA) for certain developments. Identifying and addressing the health requirements of 
existing and new development is a critical way of ensuring the delivery of healthy, safe, and inclusive 
communities. NHSPS welcomes and supports the requirements for an HIA on significant residential 
developments of 100 dwellings or more.  

Policy 5 Reducing energy consumption and carbon emissions 

Policy 5: Reducing energy consumption and carbon emissions seeks to ensure carbon reduction 
measures are incorporated in all developments and supports developments which achieves zero 
carbon. The NHS requires all new development projects to be net zero carbon, and NHSPS fully 
support policies that promote carbon neutral development. In considering the implementation of 
policies related to net zero, we would highlight that NHS property could benefit from carbon offset 
funds collected where on-site carbon mitigation requirements cannot be met. This would support the 
NHS to reach the goal of becoming the world’s first net zero healthcare provider.  

Policy 18 Affordable Housing 

In support of the principle of affordable housing provision, we further recommend that as part of 
implementing Policy 18: Affordable Housing, the Council consider the need for affordable housing 
for NHS staff and those employed by other health and care providers in the local authority area. The 
sustainability of the NHS is largely dependent on the recruitment and retention of its workforce. Most 
NHS staff need to be anchored at a specific workplace or within a specific geography to carry out 
their role. When staff cannot afford to rent or purchase suitable accommodation within reasonable 
proximity to their workplace, this has an impact on the ability of the NHS to recruit and retain staff. 

Housing affordability and availability can play a significant role in determining people’s choices about 
where they work, and even the career paths they choose to follow. As the population grows in areas 
of new housing development, additional health services are required, meaning the NHS must grow 
its workforce to adequately serve population growth. Ensuring that NHS staff have access to suitable 
housing at an affordable price within reasonable commuting distance of the communities they serve 
is an important factor in supporting the delivery of high-quality local healthcare services. We 
recommend that the Council: 

• Engage with local NHS partners such as the local Integrated Care Board (ICB), NHS Trusts 
and other relevant Integrated Care System (ICS) partners. 

• Ensure that the local need for affordable housing for NHS staff is factored into housing needs 
assessments, and any other relevant evidence base studies that inform the local plan (for 
example employment or other economic policies). 



 

 

• Consider site selection and site allocation policies in relation to any identified need for 
affordable housing for NHS staff, particularly where sites are near large healthcare 
employers.  

 

Policy 47 Design Principles 

Policy 47: Design Principles sets out the Council’s commitment to making sure that new 
developments are well-designed to foster healthy communities. NHSPS welcomes and supports the 
inclusion of policies that support healthy lifestyles. There is a well-established connection between 
planning and health, and the planning system has an important role in creating healthy communities. 
The planning system is critical not only to the provision of improved health services and infrastructure 
by enabling health providers to meet changing healthcare needs, but also to addressing the wider 
determinants of health.  

Policy 50 Social and Community Infrastructure  

Points (1.) and (2.) of Policy 50: Social and Community Infrastructure focuses on the provision of 
new community facilities and will support proposals which seek to ensure identified needs for 
community infrastructure are being met. Point (3.) of Policy 50 seeks to protect existing community 
infrastructure and sets out the criteria required to be satisfied for the loss of a community facility or 
service to be supported.  

NHSPS supports the provision of sufficient, quality community facilities but does not consider the 
proposed policy approach to be positively prepared or effective in its current form where it pertains 
to the loss of community facilities or services under point (3.). Where healthcare facilities are included 
within the Local’s Plan definition of community facilities, policies aimed at preventing the loss or 
change of use of community facilities and assets can potentially have a harmful impact on the NHS’s 
ability to ensure the delivery of essential facilities and services for the community.  

The NHS requires flexibility with regards to the use of its estate to deliver its core objective of 
enabling excellent patient care and support key healthcare strategies such as the NHS Long Term 
Plan. In particular, the disposal of redundant or no longer healthcare suitable sites and properties for 
best value (open market value) is a critical component in helping to fund new or improved services 
within a local area. Requiring NHS disposal sites to explore the potential for alternative community 
uses and/or to retain a substantial proportion of community facility provision adds unjustified delay 
to vital reinvestment in facilities and services for the community.  

All NHS land disposals must follow a rigorous process to ensure that levels of healthcare service 
provision in the locality of disposals are maintained or enhanced, and proceeds from land sales are 
re-invested in the provision of healthcare services locally and nationally. The decision about whether 
a property is surplus to NHS requirements is made by local health commissioners and NHS England. 
Sites can only be disposed of once the operational health requirement has ceased. This does not 
mean that the healthcare services are no longer needed in the area, rather it means that there are 
alternative provisions that are being invested in to modernise services.  

Where it can be demonstrated that health facilities are surplus to requirements or will be changed  
as part of wider NHS estate reorganisation and service transformation programmes, it should be  
accepted that a facility is neither needed nor viable for its current use, and policies within the Local  
Plan should support the principle of alternative uses for NHS sites with no requirement for retention  
of a community facility use on the land. To ensure the Plan is positively prepared and effective, 



 

 

NHSPS are seeking the following modification (shown in italics) to Policy 50 to make specific 
reference to healthcare facilities.   

Proposed Modification to Point (.3) of Policy 50: 

“3. Development which would lead to the loss of community facilities and community services, 
including public houses, will not be supported unless proposals demonstrate that: 

 i Through a robust viability statement, that retention of the existing use would not be economically 
viable; and 

ii. The proposal would provide an alternative use which is demonstrably of equivalent value to the 
local community.  

4. Where healthcare facilities are formally declared surplus to the operational healthcare 
requirements of the NHS or identified as surplus as part of a published estates strategy or service 
transformation plan, the requirements listed under Part 3 of the Policy will not apply.” 

 

Policy 59 Delivery Infrastructure and Policy 60 Developer Contributions, Infrastructure 
Funding and Viability 

Together, Policy 59 and Policy 60 set out the approach to ensuring that new development provides 
or contributes towards provision of measures that mitigate the impacts of the development and 
contribute towards the delivery of essential infrastructure identified in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
(IDP). We note that health is included in the IDP as essential infrastructure and welcome the 
recognition in the IDP that Section 106 contributions should be linked to the Primary Care Network 
(PCN) geography rather than individual practice buildings as this will ensure that the ICB has 
flexibility in determining the most appropriate means of meeting the relevant healthcare needs arising 
from a new development. 

Supporting paragraph 16.10 to Policy 60 states that where there are evidenced viability challenges 
that the council will need to consider its priorities in selecting the infrastructure for which contributions 
should be sought. The provision of adequate healthcare infrastructure is in our view critical to the 
delivery of sustainable development. In areas of significant housing growth, appropriate funding must 
be consistently leveraged through developer contributions for health and care services to mitigate 
the direct impact of growing demand from new housing. Given health infrastructure’s strategic 
importance to supporting housing growth and sustainable development, it should be given a 
significant amount of weight in decision-making and identified as high priority infrastructure in the 
supporting text. 

Implementation of the policy is to be supported by the Planning Obligations SPD. To support effective 
implementation of Policies 59 and 60, we recommend the council update the SPD to set out the 
process to determine the appropriate form of developer contributions to healthcare. This would 
ensure that the assessment of existing healthcare infrastructure is robust, and that mitigation options 
secured align with NHS requirements. Additionally, the supporting text to Policy 59 (or alternatively 
Policy 50: Social and community infrastructure) should emphasise that the NHS and its partners will 
need to work with the Council in the formulation of appropriate mitigation measures. 



 

 

NHSPS recommends that the Council continue its engagement with the Integrated Care Board (ICB) 
to add further detail within the IDP and Planning Obligations SPD regarding the process for 
determining the appropriate form of contribution towards the provision of healthcare infrastructure 
where this is justified. As a starting point, we suggest the following process: 

• Assess the level and type of demand generated by the proposal. 

• Work with the ICB to understand the capacity of existing healthcare infrastructure and the 
likely impact of the proposals on healthcare infrastructure capacity in the locality. 

• Identify appropriate options to increase capacity to accommodate the additional service 
requirements and the associated capital costs of delivery. 

• Identify the appropriate form of developer contributions. 

Where new developments create a demand for health services that cannot be supported by 
incremental extension or internal modification of existing facilities, this means the provision of new 
purpose-built healthcare infrastructure will be required to provide sustainable health services. 
Options should enable financial contributions, new-on-site healthcare infrastructure, free land/ 
infrastructure /property, or a combination of these. It should be clarified that the NHS and its partners 
will need to work with the council in the formulation of appropriate mitigation measures. 

Site Allocations  

NHSPS currently own the freehold to Monkton Hall Hospital, Monkton Lane, Monkton, Jarrow NE32 
5NN (the “Site”) (below). Under the adopted Local Plan Site Specific Allocations (2012) document, 
Monkton Hall Hospital (site ‘a’) is allocated under Policy SA9 (Cxii) for the delivery of 10 dwellings. 
This allocation has not been built out, nor carried forward within the Draft Local Plan.  

 



 

 

The Site is due to become surplus to requirements, and we confirm redevelopment for residential 
use on the Site is going to be pursued. We therefore request re-allocation of the Site within the 
emerging Local Plan.  

We request the Council to include both Monkton Hall (site ‘a’) and the occupational therapy building 
(site ‘b’) in an allocation within the emerging Local Plan as these buildings will become surplus to 
NHS requirements and can therefore contribute towards the Council’s housing delivery targets. In 
terms of anticipated development quantum, the current allocation on only the Monkton Hall building 
proposes 10 dwellings. Noting that architectural feasibility work has not yet been undertaken, at this 
stage we would suggest an indicative capacity of 20 dwellings would be reasonable for an allocation 
that covers both site ‘a’ and ‘b’ shown above. Noting that the emerging Draft Local Plan includes 
policies on design, density, and housing mix, we consider it suitable that the draft Strategic 
Allocations section sets out that capacity is indicative. This will ensure that development comes 
forward which makes best use of land through a design led approach, with the ability to address 
other emerging policies and balance any relevant site-specific considerations. 

As Monkton Hall and the occupational therapy building are due to become surplus to requirements, 
there is a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered within five years, meeting the NPPF 
definition of ‘deliverable’ for the purposes of inclusion within a five-year housing supply. We consider 
residential redevelopment of Monkton Hall and the occupational therapy building will assist the 
Council in increasing its 5-year housing supply position, which we currently understand to be 3.2 
years, and it’s Housing Delivery Test position, which was 72% in 2023. NHSPS would therefore 
welcome the inclusion of an allocation for the Sites for residential development and we would be 
happy to discuss wording of the allocation should the Council be minded to include this in the Draft 
Local Plan. 

Conclusion 

NHSPS thank South Tyneside Council for the opportunity to comment on the Publication draft Local 
Plan. We trust our comments will be taken into consideration, and we look forwarding to reviewing 
future iterations of the plan. Should you have any queries or require any further information, please 
do not hesitate to contact me.  

Yours faithfully,  

Hyacynth Cabiles 
Town Planner 

For and on behalf of NHS Property Services Ltd 
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Date: 1st March 2024 

 

Dear Sir/Madam,  

 

South Tyneside Draft Local Plan 2023 to 2040 
 
These representations are submitted on behalf of the Port of Tyne (the ‘Port’), to South Tyneside Council (the ‘Council’) 
in response to the consultation on the South Tyneside Draft Local Plan (STDLP). 
 
The Port owns large areas of land along the north and south banks of the River Tyne, and as such is a key stakeholder 
and has a warranted interest in the outcome of the Local Plan and the future of South Tyneside. The Port of Tyne is one 
of the UK’s major deep seaports, and consequently is a vital trading gateway between six continents. In recent times, 
the Port have diversified, and currently operate five core business areas (car exports, conventional and bulk cargo, 
cruise/ferry, estates and logistics) into the offshore and renewables sector. This includes the delivery of a ‘Clean Energy 
Park’ at Tyne Dock, South Shields Equinor and SSE Renewables, the two companies behind the world’s biggest offshore 
wind farm Dogger Bank, building a new Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Base at the Park. 
 
The Port is committed to engaging in consultation at every stage of the Local Plan’s preparation in view of its interests in 
the Borough, and principally supports the Councils vision, however, has the following comments to make. 
 
The Soundness of the Plan 
Paragraph 35 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF December 2023) states that Local plans and spatial 
development strategies are examined to assess whether they have been prepared in accordance with legal and 
procedural requirements, and whether they are sound. Plans are ‘sound’ if they are: 
 

a) Positively prepared – providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the area’s objectively assessed 
needs; and is informed by agreements with other authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is 
accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent with achieving sustainable development; 

 
b) Justified – an appropriate strategy, considering the reasonable alternatives, and based on proportionate 

evidence; 
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c) Effective – deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on cross boundary strategic 
matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced by the statement of common ground; and 

 
d) Consistent with national policy – enabling the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the 

policies in this Framework and other statements of national planning policy, where relevant. 
 
Our client considers the STDLP to be sound, on the basis that the Council has taken a generally positive approach to 
economic development and addressing key employment issues that relate to the Port of Tyne’s activities and 
requirements. However, the Port does consider that the role of the Port could be further advocated within the Spatial 
Vision and Strategic Objectives. 
 
Introduction 
The support for the contribution of Port of Tyne to the economic strength of the Borough as identified within the 
introductory pages to the STCDLP and with reference to the work of the Local Economic Assessment (2022) (LEA) that 
found evidence of clear strengths in both the advanced manufacturing and energy/offshore wind sectors (para 2.40) is 
very much welcomed by the Port. 
 
Likewise, reference to the Port of Tyne at paragraph 2.42 is welcomed and the recognition of its role within the offshore 
wind supply chain, including as the operations base for Dogger Bank wind farm. 
 
It is noted that Map 1, Key Diagram, identifies the Port of Tyne and former McNulty’s Yard for ‘Port and River Related 
Employment’ and sets the context for the Spatial Vision, Objectives and policies within the Plan. This allocation is not, 
however, fully reflected on the Draft Local Plan Policies Map, which excludes a small area to the north east from the area 
identified for ‘Port and River Related Development’ (draft policies SP17, SP19 and Policy 22). The Port, therefore, 
requests that the Draft Policies Map is revised to reflect the Key Diagram on pages 14 and 15 of the Draft Plan and Map 
24 (Port of Tyne Available Sites). 
 
Spatial Vision and Strategic Objectives 
In view of the introductory section to the draft Plan the Port requests acknowledgement of its role and contribution 
within the Spatial Vision at pages 25 to 27, reflecting the paragraphs referred to above. 
 
Furthermore, Strategic Objective 6 is understood to generally relate to the promotion of economic growth within South 
Tyneside during the Plan period. The Port, however, request that a new sub header is created, called ‘Port and River 
related activity’ to more appropriately reflect the provisions of SP3: Spatial Strategy for sustainable development. 
 
Policy SP2: Strategy for Sustainable Development to meet identified needs 
Whilst the Port supports the criteria within Policy SP2 as drafted, including enhancing existing economic strengths by 
delivering 49.41 ha of land for economic development, it is keen to understand the implications of the Employment Land 
Review 2023 on the Draft Local Plan and how the 49.41 ha figure under Policy SP2 has been informed. 
 
The ELR, as acknowledged in the Draft Plan, recognises the Port of Tyne’s intrinsic value as an employment land asset, 
with it being selected as the Operations and Maintenance Base for Dogger Bank (the world’s largest offshore wind farm). 
The importance of sites at the Port of Tyne and along the riverside was identified by stakeholders, including the difficulty 
in re-providing such sites once the supply has been exhausted. 
 
The ELR 2023 provides the number of years’ supply of available employment land, assessing 14 general employment 
sites and 12 specialist employment sites. 4 were excluded from further analysis, leaving 22 available employment sies 
providing an estimated net developable area of 101.32 ha. Nine of the 12 specialist employment sites were identified at 
the Port of Tyne, providing a total net area of 25.38 ha specialist employment land, approximately a quarter of the total 
101.32 ha developable sites. 
 
A full list of the sites identified is provided at page 55 of the ELR 2023, and a screenshot from the Employment Sites 1 
Map (2023) is shown below, with the specialist employment sites highlighted in red: 
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Employment Sites 1 Map from Employment Land Review 2023 
 
In the ELR 2023, using Council data (supplemented and verified by their own research), LSH has identified take-up of 
employment land on a site-by-site basis for the period 2000-2021. Take up for specialist uses is stated separately and 
over the period 2000-2021, all take up for specialist uses has occurred within the Port of Tyne estate. 
 
The conclusions of the ELR 2023 find that within the Port of Tyne, an implied supply of 16 years is broadly appropriate 
for the proposed plan period, and highlights that ‘as a trust port that is required to reinvest its income, the Port has a 
proactive approach to site preparation and infrastructure provision which has enabled a remodelling of its landholdings 
to meet occupier requirements. The fact that much of the land is required for external storage means that development 
viability is less of a constraint’ under paragraph 6.74. 
 
The Port is investing heavily in converting quayside and landside infrastructure to support the off shore wind market 
including investment at Tyne Renewables Quay. Demand from these uses is high for large areas of land, the result being 
that land availability is at a premium and this is expected to remain the case going forward. 
 
Given the scale and weight of the off shore infrastructure stored and constructed the Port of Tyne has and continues to 
invest in its existing land holdings to support and attract operators. Rationalisation of existing uses on site is also taking 
place to make further space available for off shore infrastructure. The point made at paragraph 6.74 of the ELR is not, 
therefore, accurate as it relates to general storage and is not reflective of the Port’s diversification into the off shore 
market.  
 
Policy SP3: Spatial Strategy for sustainable development 
This policy extends on the overall employment aims set out in policy SP2, with criteria 7 setting out economic 
development will be prioritised in designated Employment Areas, including the Port of Tyne, recognising the strategic 
sites accessibility through a range of transport modes. The priority given to the Employment Areas is supported by the 
Port.  
 
Policy SP10: South Shields Riverside Regeneration Area  
The policy extends to Holborn Middle Dock, and Windmill Hill with criteria 1 setting out support for the development of 
Holborn Middle Dock and Windmill Hill. 
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‘Holborn Middle Dock and Windmill Hill will deliver a mixed use residential (approximately 299 homes) and office 
development. Development proposals shall include the creation of a new promenade that allows public access to the 
riverside area.’ 

  
Map 10 from Draft Local Plan: South Shields Riverside Regeneration Area 
 
The Port has been consistent in its opposition to the introduction of residential development to Windmill Hill and wrote 
in objection to planning application reference ST/0245/21/FUL that was subsequently granted at Planning Committee 
on the 22nd November 2021 for circa 350 homes, including detailed consent for 48 dwellings. The Draft Local Plan is still 
proposing an allocation of 299 homes at Holborn Middle Dock and Windmill Hill, in line with the extant hybrid planning 
permission, and to which the Port of Tyne continues to have significant concerns given the relationship to its landholdings 
and operations. 
 
The Port’s principle concern is the impact that residential development will have on its operations at Tyne Dock 
Enterprise Park. The Port again requests that South Tyneside Council gives due consideration to the interrelationship 
between the two land uses and that this is acknowledged within the supporting text to Policy SP10. 
 
The Port acknowledges the removal of reference to the approximate 200,000 sq. ft of office development at Middle Dock 
and Windmill Hill in the previous Draft Plan given the restoration works that have now taken place at the former docks. 
The inclusion of reference to office or commercial space on land immediately north of the TDEP was previously intended 
to act as a buffer between TDEP and the regeneration of the Regeneration Area.   The Port is aware that the hybrid 
consent does not extend to the full land allocation to include the former docks. It is, however, requested that reference 
is made within the draft plan at policy SP10 to the regeneration around the former docks to secure it in perpetuity and 
provide the buffer to the TDEP previously intended by the employment land.  
 
 
Policy SP19: Provision of Land for Port and River-Related Development 
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Map 24 Port of Tyne available sites 
 
The inclusion of a Port specific policy is very much welcomed by the Port of Tyne that has been lobbying South Tyneside 
Council for the inclusion of such a policy within the Local Plan for a number of years, so reflecting the approach of other 
authorities, including Sunderland. The inclusion of ‘green technologies’ within the definition of uses that will be 
supported as part of Policy SP19 is also welcomed. The Port also welcomes the acknowledgement of its Permitted 
Development rights with regards port related development for land within its ownership at paragraph 9.17. 
 
The information contained at the table that supports the policy is endorsed by the Port in that a total of 141.3 hectares 
of land is currently within use within the Tyne Dock estate with a total of 25.38 hectares available. The Port’s current 
position is slightly revised with 24.2 hectares currently considered to be available. Further information on this point can 
be provided if required.  
 
Policy 22: Protecting Employment Uses 
This draft policy sets out that development within allocated Employment Areas (Policy SP19) for alternative uses will be 
supported in some instances where the relevant criteria is met. The Port does welcome the inclusion of the Policy and 
its overall aim in protecting established employment uses, but is concerned at the scope this provides for alternative 
uses in the Port area. The Port would therefore welcome more specific reference of the Port of Tyne within Policy 22, 
and the protection that should be offered to established employment uses.  
 
Policy SP17: Strategic Economic Development 
Consistent with draft policy SP19, the support for the Port of Tyne is welcomed within general economic development 
policy SP17, including maintenance of the 141.3 ha of land within the Borough for specialist port and river related 
development and the support for the Port of Tyne as an economic asset to the Borough and region, reinforced by 
paragraph 9.9. The Port does however question why reference to the Tyne Dock Enterprise Park is not included as part  
of Policy SP17 or in the supporting text and would request that reference is added.  
 
Draft Policies Map 
The port previously requested revisions to the Draft Local Plan Policies Map to include Tyne Dock Enterprise Park (former 
McNulty’s Yard) within the area identified for ‘Port and River Related Development’. It is encouraging to see the wider 
Port of Tyne has been identified as land for Port and River Related Development, whilst it is noted the Tyne Dock 
Enterprise Park allocations have been picked up in the Employment Land Review Sites 1 document, as Specialist 
Employment Sites. 
 
Therefore, whilst the Port considers the STCDLP to be sound it requests that South Tyneside Council has regard to its 
representations when preparing further drafts of the Plan to include. 
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• Reference to the role of the Port of Tyne within the Spatial Vision; 
• Within Strategic Objectives 6, include reference to specific employment sectors such as Port and river related 

activity and advanced manufacturing. 
• Within the supporting text to Policy SP7, acknowledge the relationship between Holborn Middle Docks and 

Windmill Hill and the Port of Tyne’s existing operations; 
• Include Tyne Dock Enterprise Park within the Port and River Related Development’ as shown on the Draft Policies 

Map 
 
We hope that the Council take into account the Port of Tyne’s representations as set out above when reviewing the 
content of the STCDLP, and recognise the issues and opportunities identified in this representation. We request an 
invitation to participate in any further consultations, including at examination and are more than happy to meet with 
representatives in the interim to discuss the Port’s concerns if this would be considered beneficial. 
Yours faithfully, 

 
 
Helen Marks 
Director 
DPP 
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Representations to the South Tyneside Publication Draft 

(Regulation 19) Local Plan 2023-2040 on behalf of Nelson Petcare 

Ltd trading as ‘mypetstop’ 

 

1.  Introduction 

1.1 This Statement sets out our response to the South Tyneside Draft (Regulation 19) Local Plan 

and the following evidence base documents:  

• Employment Land Review (2023);  

• Employment Land Technical Paper (2024);  

• South Tyneside Green Belt Study (2023); and  

• Site Selection Topic Paper (2024).  

1.2 Having reviewed the above documents, we believe that the Council’s approach to allocating 

new employment sites (as set out in the Employment Land Technical Paper) is flawed in its 

interpretation of the findings of the Employment Land Review (‘ELR’). In this respect, we 

believe that our client’s site, land at ‘mypetstop’, Follingsby Lane (ELR Site Ref: P13), should 

be allocated for employment use to ensure the Council has a robust supply of employment 

land in appropriate locations (as required by Strategic Objective 6 and Policy SP17 of the 

Draft Local Plan).  

1.3 In line with guidance set out in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2023), our 

concluding comments relate to the four tests of soundness, namely whether the Draft Local 

Plan is:  

• Positively prepared;  

• Justified;  

• Effective; and  

• Consistent with national policy.  

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 
2.  Land at mypetstop - Background and Context  

2.1 Land at mypetstop is identified in the Council’s Strategic Housing Land Availability 

Assessment (‘SHLAA’) (2023) and Employment Land Review (‘ELR’) (2023). A full description 

of the site and its context has been provided in our previous representations to the Local 

Plan so is not repeated here. The salient points are summarised below:  

• the site is approximately 2.5ha in size;  

• it is currently located within the designated Green Belt;  

• it is previously developed land with existing buildings covering a large proportion of the 

site and a man-made bund around the east and south of the site;   

• it is accessed via Follingsby Lane, which connects the site to the surrounding strategic 

road network;  

• it is adjacent to the western boundary of IAMP Two.   

2.2 The extract of the Draft Local Plan Policies Map below shows the location of our client’s site 

(edged in red) within the Green Belt, adjacent to the IAMP (shaded grey) and east of land at 

Wardley Colliery identified for employment uses (shaded purple).   

                

 Extract of the Draft Local Plan Policies Map 

2.3 Our client has owned and operated mypetstop for over twenty years. The existing business 

provides pet care facilities and currently employs between 25 and 30 members of staff. 

However, due to ongoing economic challenges including rises in overheads, minimum wages 

and business rates, as well as potential future disruption from the IAMP Two development, 

the existing business is no longer considered viable. As such, our client intends to cease 

operations and sell the site at the earliest opportunity.    

2.4 The site has been promoted for alternative uses through the Draft Local Plan since 2019.   



 
 
3.  Comments on the Council’s approach to identifying employment sites as set out in the 

Employment Land Technical Paper (2024)  

3.1 The ELR states that there is 41.70 ha of existing allocated employment land available in 

South Tyneside. Whilst this equates to a quantitative surplus of 1ha, the ELR concludes that 

this is modest as the supply of employment land does not align spatially with market 

demand. In this regard, the existing supply of sites is predominantly in the north of the 

borough where supply is tight and there are sites of poor quality that would require 

considerable investment to make them attractive to occupiers. Given the location and 

quality of the existing employment sites, the ELR notes that some businesses have relocated 

outside of the borough and there are indications that this trend may continue. 

3.2 With regards to IAMP, the ELR notes that the development is expected to create significant 

employment opportunities in the wider supply chain. However, it cautions (at paragraph 

7.45) that the ability to fully take advantage of these opportunities will depend on the 

‘ability to offer good quality employment sites, with good access to the strategic road 

network and in close proximity to the IAMP’. It also states (at paragraph 6.70) that whilst the 

IAMP can accommodate large manufacturing uses, it is unlikely to meet the demand for 

warehousing and logistics premises, nor will it cater for the demand for small industrial 

premises where vacancy rates are particularly low in South Tyneside.  

3.3 The ELR identifies a demand ‘hotspot’ in the south west of the borough and recommends 

that the Council identifies new employment allocations (totalling 25 – 35 ha) in this location 

where there is good access to the strategic road network. These recommendations have 

informed the Council’s Employment Land Technical Paper (2024) which includes a map 

showing the areas of the borough that are suitable for new employment sites (shaded red). 

An extract of the map is provided below:  

   

 Map showing site search area for new employment sites (Employment Land Technical Paper, 2024)  



 
 
3.4 Based on the findings of the ELR, the Council’s Employment Land Technical Paper 

acknowledges that Green Belt boundaries would need to be altered in order to identify new 

employment land in the south west area.  It goes on to state (at paragraph 9.10):  

“From a purely economic development perspective therefore, the logical next step would be 

to identify a location suitable for a new business park. However, this would necessitate the 

release of approximately 25 ha of greenfield land from the Green Belt. Pending consideration 

of whether this is acceptable and deliverable therefore, the search identified a variety of sites 

of different sizes for assessment”. 

3.5 Whilst the above states that “the search identified a variety of sites of different sizes for 

assessment”, we note that site assessments (Table 15 of the Employment Land Technical 

Paper) discounted several potential employment sites for falling “below the minimum 20 ha 

site size threshold for a new business/industrial park”. In short, the Council have only sought 

to identify potential employment sites of over 20 ha and have unnecessarily discounted 

several sites that fell below this threshold.     

3.6 It is our view that the Council’s approach to identifying new employment sites (as set out 

above) is a misguided interpretation of the ELR recommendations and is, therefore, 

fundamentally flawed. The ELR does not specify that the Council should identify a new single 

25 ha business / industrial park. It simply recommends that the Council should plan to meet 

future employment needs of between 25 and 35 ha. The Council’s Employment Land 

Technical Paper provides no reason why this should only be provided on a new single site (as 

opposed several smaller sites) other than it is a “logical next step”.   

3.7 In taking such an inflexible approach to the employment site search, the Council have 

unnecessarily ruled out appropriate previously developed sites in suitable locations (such as 

land at mypetstop). Such sites, collectively, would assist in providing the additional 

employment land required in the right locations.   

3.8 The Employment Land Technical Paper identifies sites at Wardley Colliery as the only 

suitable location for economic development but acknowledges that this is not a ready fit for 

a business/industrial park. As such, the Paper concludes that it is not feasible to take 

forward a strategic 25 ha site due lack of suitable and available sites and the Green Belt 

impact.  

3.9 The conclusions of the Employment Technical Paper make the Council’s approach even more 

perplexing. In particular, if the Council has concluded that it is not feasible to take forward a 

strategic 25 ha site, why have they discounted suitable alternative options, such as meeting 

employment land needs through other smaller sites that are previously developed, in 

proximity to IAMP and that would have limited impact on the Green Belt?    

 

 



 
 
4.  Comments on the Council’s assessment of land at mypetstop as a potential employment 

site 

4.1 The ELR identifies potential employment sites throughout the borough, including land at 

mypetstop. An extract of the map showing the potential employment sites is provided below 

(Land at mypetstop shaded green, Ref: P13):  

 

ELR Map of Employment Sites showing Land at mypetstop as a Potential Employment Site (Map 3) 

4.2 The ELR provides analysis of all employment sites in the borough according to a range of 

market and sustainability criteria. With regards to land at mypetstop, the ELR (Appendix 3 – 

Site Assessment Matrix) makes the following recommendation:  

“As previously developed land within but on the edge of the Green Belt and adjoining 

allocated employment land the Council should consider allocating for employment or other 

compatible use”. 

4.3 Despite the recommendations of the ELR, the Employment Land Technical Paper states that 

the Council discounted land at mypetstop as a potential employment allocation for the 

following reasons:  

(i) it falls below the minimum 20 ha site size threshold for a new business/industrial park to 

be viable; and  

(ii) it falls within land that has been assessed as scoring highly against the Green Belt 

purposes in the Council’s Green Belt Study (November 2023). 

4.4 As set out above, we consider that the Council’s approach to identifying a single 25 ha site 

for business/ industrial park (and discounting sites below 20 ha) is fundamentally flawed.  



 
 
4.5 With regards to conclusions derived from the Green Belt Study, we consider that these are 

not robust for the reasons set out below:     

4.6 The Green Belt Study identifies and assesses various parcels of land within the Green Belt. 

Within these parcels, the Study identifies specific SHLAA sites which are also subject to 

assessment. Land at mypetstop is identified as a SHLAA site (Ref: SFG071) falling within a 

wider parcel of land (Ref: IAMP1), alongside a second SHLAA site (SFG064). The map below 

shows the extent of the parcel IAMP1 (outlined in red) and the two SHLAA sites within it 

(outlined in blue):   

 

Extract Map of Green Belt Study (2023)  

4.7 The above map shows that IAMP1 is a large parcel of land mainly comprised of open fields. 

SHLAA site SFG064 also comprises open fields. However, land at mypetstop (SFG071) is 

distinct from the wider land parcel in the following ways:  

(i) it is previously developed land;  

(ii) it has man made bund along the south and eastern boundaries;  

(iii) it is adjacent to the IAMP Two development site;  

(iv) it is adjacent to / accessible via Follingsby Lane.   

4.8 Despite the clear distinction with the open fields of the wider IAMP1 parcel, the Green Belt 

Study concludes that the development of land at mypetstop would have the same level of 

harm as it would in the wider the IAMP1 parcel.  



 
 
4.9 For the reasons set out above, we strongly disagree with the findings of the Green Belt Study 

in respect of its assessment of land at mypetstop. Moreover, it is clear that the site has not 

been subject to a thorough and robust assessment. In this respect, with regards to land at 

mypetstop (SFG071), the Green Belt Study (Appendix B – Green Belt Parcel Assessment Pro 

Forma) merely states:  

“The harm ratings for the parcel [IAMP1] as a whole also apply to the above promoted sites 

[SFG071 and SFG064] that fall within or partially within this parcel”.  

4.10 The findings of the Green Belt Study, therefore, cannot be considered robust in respect of 

land at mypetstop and cannot be relied upon to inform the assessment of the site in the 

Employment Land Technical Paper.  

4.11 We also highlight that the Council’s assessment of land at mypetstop is inconsistent with 

their own assessment of the allocated Wardley Colliery site, as summarised at paragraph 

12.9 of the Employment Land Technical Paper:  

 “Although the proposed removal of the Wardley Colliery site from the Green Belt would 

involve a Green Belt deletion, the site is previously developed and very well screened and 

parts of the site already have commercial activity following the implementation of planning 

consents”.  

4.12 The exact same conclusion could also be made in respect of land at mypetstop.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 
5.  Land at mypetstop – Site Assessments 

5.1 Given our concerns regarding the robustness of the Council’s evidence documents, we set 

out below our own assessments of land at mypetstop. These comprise: 

(i) an assessment of the site for employment use based on the site assessment criteria of the 

ELR (Appendix 4); and  

(ii) an assessment of the site against the five purposes of the Green Belt using a scale of the 

four harm ratings used in the Green Belt Study (2023).  

Employment Land Site Assessment  

Criteria Commentary 
 

Score 
1-5 

Access to Strategic 
Highway Network 

The site is located midway between the A19, A184 and A194 
and is accessed via Follingsby Lane, an unconstrained road 
that connects the site to the surrounding strategic road 
network. 
 

5 

Site Characteristics 
and Physical 
Constraints 

There are no significant constraints to development. The site 
is level and is not identified as an area that has landscape 
value or historical or archaeological significance.  
 
Whilst a small part of the site is subject to surface water 
flood risk, we highlight that any flooding issues can be 
suitably addressed and mitigated as part of a future 
development scheme. It is also protected from any river 
flooding by an existing bund 
 

5 

Infrastructure The site is well served by good quality site infrastructure, 
including roads, lighting, landscaping and mains utilities.  
 

5 

Market 
Attractiveness 

The site is within an area of strong demand (within the south 
west ‘hotspot’) and would suit a broad range of businesses. 
As such, it is a viable development location.  
 

5 

Barriers to 
Development 

There are no contamination issues affecting the site. The site 
is a serviced plot with existing utilities / infrastructure in 
place.  
 

5 
 

Ownership Factor The site is in single ownership and therefore provides 
certainty in terms of availability.  
 

3 
 

Local Road Access The site is accessible via Follingsby Lane, a free moving road 
which avoids housing areas and bad junctions. Follingsby 
Lane and the surrounding network will be subject to highway 
improvements as a result of the IAMP Two development 

5 



 
 

which will include improved public transport, cycle and 
pedestrian links.  
 

Proximity to Urban 
Areas 

The site is outside of the urban area but is within 2km of 
existing bus stop. However, a new bus route along Follingsby 
Lane is proposed as part of the IAMP Two proposals.   
 

3 

Compatibility of 
Adjoining Uses 

The site is adjacent to IAMP Two, a large employment 
allocation subject to a planning consent for initial works.  
 

5 

Planning 
Sustainability 

The site is previously developed land and, therefore, 
compliant with wider Local Plan and NPPF objectives.  
 

5 

Sequential Status 
 

The site is in an out of town location.  1  

 

Green Belt Assessment 

Assessment 
Criteria  

Assessment Score  
 

Check unrestricted 
sprawl  

The site is previously developed land that is contiguous with 
the urban boundary (IAMP Two). The site is bound to the 
south by Follingsby Lane and the southern boundary 
benefits from an existing bund that screens views into the 
site from the south.   
 
The site will be enclosed by existing and proposed 
development on two sides and boundary screening on the 
others. Furthermore, any future development would be 
required to provide a strong, permanent and ‘defensible’ 
boundary thus limiting the potential for future unrestricted 
sprawl. 
 
As the site is previously developed, any harm to the strategic 
function of the Green Belt would be significantly reduced.   
 

Low 

Prevent 
Neighbouring 
towns from 
merging 

The site is adjacent to the IAMP Two boundary. It is 
separated from other urban area boundaries by existing 
Green Belt land. Moreover, the development of IAMP Two 
will substantially change the character of the Green Belt in 
this location.  
 
The Policies Map shows that the closest allocated 
development site to the west of our client’s site is approx. 
1km away with Green Belt land in between, which would 
reduce any prospect of the two urban areas merging. 
 

Low 



 
 

In any case, the site is previously developed land so any 
harm would be significantly reduced.  
  

Assist in 
safeguarding the 
countryside from 
encroachment 

The site is previously developed land and is not subject to 
any designations relating to ecological conservation or 
landscape protection. As such, the site is not as sensitive to 
encroachment as other Green Belt sites in the wider area.  
 
The character of the surrounding area will continue to 
change substantially as the IAMP Two development comes 
forward and provides an urban edge character to the site.    
 
The open areas within the site would be maintained and 
potentially enhanced to allow the opening up of land to the 
public and ecological enhancements that could be linked to 
those proposed as part of the IAMP Two development.    
 

Low  

To preserve the 
setting and special 
character of 
historic towns 

The fourth purpose of the Green Belt relates to very few 
settlements in reality. The site and surrounding area is not 
subject to any designated Conservation Areas and there are 
no statutory listed building in the immediate vicinity. As 
such, this area of the Green Belt is not considered to 
contribute in any way to the setting and special character of 
a historic town.   
 

N/A 

To assist in urban 
regeneration 

The site is not located within an urban area, there are 
limited opportunities within the urban areas of South 
Tyneside for additional development. Moreover, the NPPF 
prioritises the redevelopment of existing brownfield sites.  
 

N/A 

 

5.2 The above assessments demonstrate that land at mypetstop is in a suitable and sustainable 

location for employment development. It is previously developed land adjacent to IAMP 

Two, so would be well related to the emerging built environment of the area. It is also within 

single ownership and falls within an area of the borough where there is strong market 

demand.   

5.3 The development of the site would only have a limited impact on the Green Belt. As a 

previously developed site, in proximity to IAMP, it is clearly more suitable for development 

than other sites identified for development within the Local Plan.  

 

 

 



 
 
6.  Tests of Soundness  

6.1 We do not consider the Draft Local Plan to be sound for the following reasons;  

• Not justified - The plan is not justified as potential employment sites in a strong market 

area have been discounted due to the Council’s inflexible and flawed approach to site 

selection. This approach has not considered potential alternatives and does not make 

best use of existing previously developed sites. Moreover, the findings of the Green Belt 

Study are not robust in its assessment of individual SHLAA sites.  

 

• Not consistent with national planning policy: national planning policy within the NPPF 

regarding Green Belt boundaries is clear that land which is unnecessary to be kept 

permanently open should not be included within the Green Belt. It also states that the 

use of previously developed land, and sites that are physically well-related to existing 

settlements, should be encouraged where suitable opportunities exist. The evidence 

base of the Draft Local Plan is not consistent with national planning policy in respect of 

its assessment of land at mypetstop.   
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Our ref: RW/JF 
 
Date: 29th February 2024 
 
Spatial Planning  
Development Services 
Regeneration and Environment 
South Tyneside Council  
Town Hall and Civic Offices 
Westoe Road 
South Shields 
Tyne and Wear 
NE33 2RL 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
South Tyneside Local Plan - Regulation 19 Local Plan Consultation  
Details of representation pursuant to policy SP14 paragraph 5.62 - 5.71 
Submission on behalf of Thomas Armstrong (Holdings) Ltd  
 
This letter sets out our details of representation pursuant to Part B of the representation 
form, the text of which could not be accommodated within the space available. This 
letter should therefore be read as section 3 of the submitted form.  
 
Overall, we welcome and support the allocation of 12.7ha of land at the former Wardley 
Colliery, for the purposes of general economic development. The principle of this 
allocation under SP14 and its corresponding removal from the Green Belt is considered 
to be appropriate and consistent with the evidence base, as demonstrated within the 
Employment Land Review 2023 and the South Tyneside Green Belt Study 2023.  Both 
of these documents form part of the evidence base and have appropriately led to the 
proposed allocation of the site and its removal from the Green Belt.  
 
In reviewing this evidence base for the local plan, it is clear that there is a significant 
demand for employment land in the correct geographic locations within the borough. 
The Employment Land Review identifies a requirement for employment land in the 
southwest of the local plan area in order to capitalise on the identified demand in this 
location and the current undersupply. The location is identified to be appropriate based 
on its sustainability and accessibility. In this context, it is considered that every 
opportunity should therefore be taken for the provision of employment land to be 
brought forward.  
 
It is not considered at present however that policy SP14 does capitalise on all of the 
land that is available and suitable for allocation for employment use. This matter has 
been previously raised in earlier consultation on the local plan (Reg18) and it is 
considered necessary again to repeat this point. It is clear that the employment related 
evidence base identifies a need for further employment land in this area. The 

M
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corresponding Green Belt evidence does not however, it is considered, accurately 
assess the appropriateness of the potential to release all available Green Belt land for 
this purpose. Within the Green Belt Study, the land at Wardley is assessed as two 
separate land parcels, these being titled FO1 and FO2 (FO denoting Follingsby). FO1 
consists of the 12.7 hectares of land proposed to be allocated for employment purposes 
and removed from the Green Belt. This is on the basis of its limited contribution to the 
objectives of the Green Belt and the low levels of harm which can be mitigated in 
relation to any residual impact on the Green Belt.  For the avoidance of doubt, we fully 
support this assessment and conclusion.   In contrast however, parcel FO2 which 
includes the rest of the Wardley site to the east and north is identified to result in very 
high levels of harm to the purpose of including land within the Green Belt, and, in this 
context, is not considered suitable for deletion from the green belt.  
 
It is considered that the Green Belt assessment, as was the case with previous 
iterations, has failed to accurately and correctly consider land parcel FO2 and the 
opportunities this provides for the provision of employment land in this location.  Land 
Parcel FO2 is not uniform in character, most notably in relation to its topography and 
appearance. These differing characteristics demand that the land within FO2 should 
more appropriately be considered as two separate land parcels for the purpose of green 
belt assessment.  These separate land parcel arise from the lower-level flat land at the 
north edge of FO2 and the remaining elevated land to the south.     
 
In addition to the land already proposed to be allocated, we again would submit that 
further opportunity exists for additional employment land to the brought forward at the 
north end of the Wardley Colliery site. A present level area of land at the north edge of 
the colliery site forming part of FO2 has been discounted from the allocation. It is 
considered that this is a significant omission, which if included could substantially 
further contribute to the employment land available. The land in question totals 3.7 
hectares in area and is broadly rectangular in shape and is located to the north of the 
raised Wardley Colliery landform. The land is shown on the attached submitted map.  
 
The site occupies the same topography and land level as the land within FO1 and 
directly abuts the existing developed site at the north edge of FO1. Notwithstanding 
that this level parcel of land exists and is contiguous with existing development and 
FO1, the land has continued to be assessed as part of a larger land parcel, as denoted 
as FO2 within the Green Belt assessment. This is notwithstanding the matter being 
raised in previous consultation responses, including at Regulation 18 stage. Within the 
evidence base at Regulation 18 stage, it was highlighted that the Green Belt 
assessment had incorrectly incorporated this land with the elevated landforms within 
Wardley Colliery and had in effect assessed the land as raised above the surrounding 
landscape. In the context of the current 2023 green belt evidence base, this same 
approach appears to have been adopted. As can be noted on page 125 of the latest 
Green Belt Assessment document, when considering the impact of releasing the FO2 
land on the remaining Green Belt, one of the determining factors is stated to be that the 
release of high ground within the parcel would exert a significant urbanising influence 
on the wider Green Belt to the north, east and south. It is however the case that the 
land we refer to and shown on the accompanying map is not elevated and an 
assessment on site clearly demonstrates that greater refinement is required in the 
assessment of the Green Belt and the impact that the development of this level of parcel 
of land to the north would actually have. The site is clearly of a very different topography 
to the land to the south, which rises steeply from the land parcels southern boundary. 
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This elevated land is quite rightly considered to not be suitable for Green Belt release 
for the reasons detailed. The land to the north, as shown on the map, however, does 
have strong and distinctly different characteristics, including defined boundaries which 
would allow it to be developed as part of the wider FO1 allocation. It is considered that 
the site could be developed as part of FO1 without markedly impacting upon the 
purpose of the Green Belt and its retention. It is therefore considered that the evidence 
base has not accurately or correctly assessed the Green Belt in this location and that 
an opportunity for the inclusion of a further 3.7 hectares within the SP14 allocation of 
land should be considered. It is not considered that the current omission of these 3.7ha 
from the proposed allocation is evidentially supported. In this respect SP14 and the 
wider plan is not considered to be sound. We would therefore submit that the current 
allocation under Policy SP14 should be increased in order to deliver 16.4 hectares of 
land with associated release from the Green Belt.  
    
We trust that the detail of this representation is helpful and clear and can be read as 
part of Part B of the submitted form.  
 
Yours faithfully  

Robin Wood 
 



 



Part B
Please fill in a separate form for each representation

Name or organisation

Client (if relevant)

Section 1: To which section of the Local Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph

Policy

Policies Map

Section 2: Legal Compliance & Duty to Cooperate

Do you consider the Local Plan is (tick as appropriate) Yes No

1. Legally compliant

2. Sound

3. In Compliance with the Duty to Cooperate

Section 3: Details of Representation

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan, please 
use this box to set out and explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, 
we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.

R & K WOOD PLANNING LLP

ED.9

SP18

Please see Accompanying Letter

✔

✔

✔



Section 4: Proposed Modifications 

Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally 
compliant and sound, in respect of any legal compliance or soundness matters you have 
identified at 3 above. (Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is incapable 
of modification at examination). You will need to say why each modification will make the Local 
Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested 
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested 
modification, as there will not be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based 
on the original representation at publication stage.

After the Regulation 19 consultation has closed, further submissions will only be at the request 
/invitation of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues debated at the examination. 

FELLGATE
ED.9 Wardley Colliery    B2/B8       16.4        10.41**



Section 5: Participation at the Examination 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at 
the oral part of the examination? (Please select one answer with a tick)

Yes No

Please note: the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those 
who have indicated that they wish to participate in hearing session(s). You may be asked to confirm 
your wish to participate when the Inspector has identified the matters and issues for examination.

Section 6: 

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider 
this to be necessary:

Section 7: Being Kept Informed 

Would you like to be kept informed of the progress of the Local Plan through to adoption? 
(Please select one answer with a tick)

Yes No

By submitting a representation, you will also automatically be added to our database and kept 
informed of the next stage in the Local Plan process. You can opt out any time.

To allow proper consideration and discussion regarding the evidence base and associated policy

✔

✔
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Our ref: RW/JF 
 
Date: 29th February 2024 
 
Spatial Planning  
Development Services 
Regeneration and Environment 
South Tyneside Council  
Town Hall and Civic Offices 
Westoe Road 
South Shields 
Tyne and Wear 
NE33 2RL 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
South Tyneside Local Plan - Regulation 19 Local Plan Consultation  
Details of representation pursuant to policy SP18 ED.9 
Submission on behalf of Thomas Armstrong (Holdings) Ltd  
 
This letter sets out our details of representation pursuant to Part B of the representation 
form, the text of which could not be accommodated within the space available. This 
letter should therefore be read as section 3 of the submitted form.  
 
Overall, we welcome and support the allocation of 12.7ha of land at the former Wardley 
Colliery, for the purposes of general economic development. The principle of this 
allocation under policy SP18 ED.9 is considered to be appropriate and consistent with 
the evidence base, as demonstrated within the Employment Land Review 2023.   
 
In reviewing this evidence base for the local plan, it is clear that there is a significant 
demand for employment land in the correct geographic locations within the borough. 
The Employment Land Review identifies a requirement for employment land in the 
southwest of the local plan area in order to capitalise on the identified demand in this 
location and the current undersupply. The location is identified to be appropriate based 
on its sustainability and accessibility. In this context, it is considered that every 
opportunity should therefore be taken for the provision of employment land to be 
brought forward.  
 
It is not considered at present however that policy SP18 does capitalise on all of the 
land that is available and suitable for allocation for employment use. This matter has 
been previously raised in earlier consultation on the local plan (Reg18) and it is 
considered necessary again to repeat this point. It is clear that the employment related 
evidence base identifies a need for further employment land in this area. The 
corresponding Green Belt evidence does not however, it is considered, accurately 
assess the appropriateness of the potential to release all available Green Belt land for 
this purpose.  This manes that the allocation under SP18 ED.9 is not as large as it can 
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be. Within the Green Belt Study, the land at Wardley is assessed as two separate land 
parcels, these being titled FO1 and FO2 (FO denoting Follingsby). FO1 consists of the 
12.7 hectares of land proposed to be allocated for employment purposes and removed 
from the Green Belt. This is on the basis of its limited contribution to the objectives of 
the Green Belt and the low levels of harm which can be mitigated in relation to any 
residual impact on the Green Belt.  For the avoidance of doubt, we fully support this 
assessment and conclusion.   In contrast however, parcel FO2 which includes the rest 
of the Wardley site to the east and north is identified to result in very high levels of harm 
to the purpose of including land within the Green Belt, and, in this context, is not 
considered suitable for deletion from the green belt.  
 
It is considered that the Green Belt assessment, as was the case with previous 
iterations, has failed to accurately and correctly consider land parcel FO2 and the 
opportunities this provides for the provision of employment land in this location.  Land 
Parcel FO2 is not uniform in character, most notably in relation to its topography and 
appearance. These differing characteristics demand that the land within FO2 should 
more appropriately be considered as two separate land parcels for the purpose of green 
belt assessment.  These separate land parcel arise from the lower-level flat land at the 
north edge of FO2 and the remaining elevated land to the south.     
 
In addition to the land already proposed to be allocated, we again would submit that 
further opportunity exists for additional employment land to the brought forward at the 
north end of the Wardley Colliery site. A present level area of land at the north edge of 
the colliery site forming part of FO2 has been discounted from the allocation. It is 
considered that this is a significant omission, which if included could substantially 
further contribute to the employment land available. The land in question totals 3.7 
hectares in area and is broadly rectangular in shape and is located to the north of the 
raised Wardley Colliery landform. The land is shown on the attached submitted map.  
 
The site occupies the same topography and land level as the land within FO1 and 
directly abuts the existing developed site at the north edge of FO1. Notwithstanding 
that this level parcel of land exists and is contiguous with existing development and 
FO1, the land has continued to be assessed as part of a larger land parcel, as denoted 
as FO2 within the Green Belt assessment. This is notwithstanding the matter being 
raised in previous consultation responses, including at Regulation 18 stage. Within the 
evidence base at Regulation 18 stage, it was highlighted that the Green Belt 
assessment had incorrectly incorporated this land with the elevated landforms within 
Wardley Colliery and had in effect assessed the land as raised above the surrounding 
landscape. In the context of the current 2023 green belt evidence base, this same 
approach appears to have been adopted. As can be noted on page 125 of the latest 
Green Belt Assessment document, when considering the impact of releasing the FO2 
land on the remaining Green Belt, one of the determining factors is stated to be that the 
release of high ground within the parcel would exert a significant urbanising influence 
on the wider Green Belt to the north, east and south. It is however the case that the 
land we refer to and shown on the accompanying map is not elevated and an 
assessment on site clearly demonstrates that greater refinement is required in the 
assessment of the Green Belt and the impact that the development of this level of parcel 
of land to the north would actually have. The site is clearly of a very different topography 
to the land to the south, which rises steeply from the land parcels southern boundary. 
This elevated land is quite rightly considered to not be suitable for Green Belt release 
for the reasons detailed. The land to the north, as shown on the map, however, does 
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have strong and distinctly different characteristics, including defined boundaries which 
would allow it to be developed as part of the wider FO1 allocation. It is considered that 
the site could be developed as part of FO1 without markedly impacting upon the 
purpose of the Green Belt and its retention. It is therefore considered that the evidence 
base has not accurately or correctly assessed the Green Belt in this location and that 
an opportunity for the inclusion of a further 3.7 hectares within the SP18 ED.9 allocation 
of land should be considered. It is not considered that the current omission of these 
3.7ha from the proposed allocation is evidentially supported. In this respect SP18 ED.9 
and the wider plan is not considered to be sound. We would therefore submit that the 
current allocation under Policy SP18 should be increased in order to deliver 16.4 
hectares of land with an available net area 10.41 ha.  
    
We trust that the detail of this representation is helpful and clear and can be read as 
part of Part B of the submitted form.  
 
Yours faithfully  

Robin Wood 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

 
Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to 

Cooperate? 

 

Support or Object - Legally Compliant: 

No 

 

Support or Object - Sound: 

No 

 

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate: 

No 

 

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and 

explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.: 

 

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have 

identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination). 

You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your 

suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.: 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification,  do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

Chapter 2: Context 

 
Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to 

Cooperate? 

 

Support or Object - Legally Compliant: 

No 

 

Support or Object - Sound: 

No 

 

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate: 

No 

 

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and 

explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.: 

 

I attach a number of representations in connection with site generally referred to as GA4 

 

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have 

identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination). 

You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your 

suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.: 

 

A site comprising Field 14, 15 & 60 would provide for a better  site in respect of meeting ALL the needs of the local plan. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification,  do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

Yes please 

Chapter 3: Spatial Vision and Strategic Objectives 

 
Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to 

Cooperate? 

 

Support or Object - Legally Compliant: 

No 

 

Support or Object - Sound: 

No

LP1974 - Tim Duffy



Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate: 

No 
 

 

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and 

explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.: 

 

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have 

identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination). 

You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your 

suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.: 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification,  do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

Policy SP1: Presumption in favour of Sustainable Development 

 
Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to 

Cooperate? 

 

Support or Object - Legally Compliant: 

No 

 

Support or Object - Sound: 

No 

 

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate: 

No 

 

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and 

explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.: 

 

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have 

identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination). 

You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your 

suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.: 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification,  do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

Policy SP2: Strategy for Sustainable Development to meet identified needs 

 
Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to 

Cooperate? 

 

Support or Object - Legally Compliant: 

No 

 

Support or Object - Sound: 

No 

 

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate: 

No 

 

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and 

explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.: 

 

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have 

identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination). 

You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your 

suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.: 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification,  do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

Policy SP3: Spatial Strategy for Sustainable Development 

 
Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to 

Cooperate? 

 

Support or Object - Legally Compliant: 

No



Support or Object - Sound: 

No 
 

 

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate: 

No 

 

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and 

explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.: 

 

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have 

identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination). 

You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your 

suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.: 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification,  do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

Policy SP4: Housing Allocations in the Main Urban Area 

 
Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to 

Cooperate? 

 

Support or Object - Legally Compliant: 

No 

 

Support or Object - Sound: 

No 

 

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate: 

No 

 

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and 

explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.: 

 

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have 

identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination). 

You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your 

suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.: 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification,  do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

Policy SP5: Former Brinkburn Comprehensive School 

 
Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to 

Cooperate? 

 

Support or Object - Legally Compliant: 

No 

 

Support or Object - Sound: 

No 

 

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate: 

No 

 

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and 

explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.: 

 

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have 

identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination). 

You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your 

suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.: 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification,  do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

Policy SP6: Land at former Chuter Ede Education Centre 

 
Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to 

Cooperate?



Support or Object - Legally Compliant:

No 
 

 

Support or Object - Sound: 

No 

 

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate: 

No 

 

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and 

explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.: 

 

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have 

identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination). 

You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your 

suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.: 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification,  do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

Policy SP7: Urban and Village Sustainable Growth Areas 

 
Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to 

Cooperate? 

 

Support or Object - Legally Compliant: 

No 

 

Support or Object - Sound: 

No 

 

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate: 

No 

 

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and 

explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.: 

 

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have 

identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination). 

You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your 

suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.: 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification,  do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

Policy SP8: Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area 

 
Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to 

Cooperate? 

 

Support or Object - Legally Compliant: 

No 

 

Support or Object - Sound: 

No 

 

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate: 

No 

 

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and 

explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.: 

 

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have 

identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination). 

You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your 

suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.: 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification,  do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

Policy SP9: Strategic Vision for South Shields Town Centre Regeneration



Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to 
 

 

Cooperate? 

 

Support or Object - Legally Compliant: 

No 

 

Support or Object - Sound: 

 

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate: 

 

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and 

explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.: 

 

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have 

identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination). 

You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your 

suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.: 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification,  do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

Policy SP10: South Shields Riverside Regeneration Area 

 
Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to 

Cooperate? 

 

Support or Object - Legally Compliant: 

Support or Object - Sound: 

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate: 

No 

 

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and 

explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.: 

 

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have 

identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination). 

You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your 

suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.: 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification,  do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

Policy SP11: South Shields Town Centre College Regeneration Site 

 
Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to 

Cooperate? 

Support or Object - Legally Compliant: 

Support or Object - Sound: 

No 

 

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate: 

 

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and 

explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.: 

 

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have 

identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination). 

You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your 

suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.: 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification,  do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

Policy SP12: Fowler Street Improvement Area 

 
Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to 

Cooperate? 

 

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:



 

Support or Object - Sound: 

No 

 

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate: 

 

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and 

explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.: 

 

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have 

identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination). 

You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your 

suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.: 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification,  do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

Policy SP13: Foreshore Improvement Area 

 
Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to 

Cooperate? 

Support or Object - Legally Compliant: 

Support or Object - Sound: 

No 

 

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate: 

 

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and 

explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.: 

 

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have 

identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination). 

You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your 

suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.: 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification,  do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

Policy SP14: Wardley Colliery 

 
Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to 

Cooperate? 

Support or Object - Legally Compliant: 

Support or Object - Sound: 

No 

 

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate: 

 

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and 

explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.: 

 

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have 

identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination). 

You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your 

suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.: 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification,  do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

Your personal details 

 
What is your name? 

 

Name: 

Mr T P Duffy 

 

What is your email address? 

 

Email address: 



 

Who are you responding as? 

 

Resident or Member of the General Public 

 

Organisation: 

 

What is your postal address? 

 

Address: 





Evidence: 

The site subject to these representa�ons is variously designated: GA4; sbc051; Ac�on Plan 5; Field 78; Area 25; West Hall Farm and some�mes erroneously and misleadingly 
Land at North Farm. 

Ref. Document Extract 1 Extract 2 Representa�on 
01 

 

 

 

Soundness: 
The Summary on Page 48 of 
this STC document iden�fies 
the A1018 North South corridor 
as something being ‘Against the 
Grain’. 
Development in the area  will 
add to this this divider. This has 
not been addressed within the 
evidence. 

 

  



 

Ref Document Extract 1 Representa�on 
02 

 

 

Legal compliance - duty to coperate: 
In 140+ documents and nearly 10,000 pages there is no evidence of any 
meaningful consulta�on by STC with Sunderland City Council [SCC]. No 
mee�ng  agendas, no minutes of mee�ngs, no correspondence. 

 

 
SCC in there local plan have relied on this as described. STC have not fully 
addressed this peripheral interface in the documenta�on provided. 
 
htps://www.sunderland.gov.uk/media/19037/Green-Belt-Assessment-
Stage-1-Updated-and-Stage-2-
2017/pdf/9_Green_Belt_Assessment_Stage_1_Updated_and_Stage_2_201
71.pdf?m=1501584723037 
 

Extract 2 Extract 3 

  

  

https://www.sunderland.gov.uk/media/19037/Green-Belt-Assessment-Stage-1-Updated-and-Stage-2-2017/pdf/9_Green_Belt_Assessment_Stage_1_Updated_and_Stage_2_20171.pdf?m=1501584723037
https://www.sunderland.gov.uk/media/19037/Green-Belt-Assessment-Stage-1-Updated-and-Stage-2-2017/pdf/9_Green_Belt_Assessment_Stage_1_Updated_and_Stage_2_20171.pdf?m=1501584723037
https://www.sunderland.gov.uk/media/19037/Green-Belt-Assessment-Stage-1-Updated-and-Stage-2-2017/pdf/9_Green_Belt_Assessment_Stage_1_Updated_and_Stage_2_20171.pdf?m=1501584723037
https://www.sunderland.gov.uk/media/19037/Green-Belt-Assessment-Stage-1-Updated-and-Stage-2-2017/pdf/9_Green_Belt_Assessment_Stage_1_Updated_and_Stage_2_20171.pdf?m=1501584723037


 
Ref Document Extract 1 Extract 2 
03 

  

 

 

 
Representa�on: 
Soundness: not posi�vely prepared; no 
eviden�al jus�fica�on, ineffec�ve. 
6.38 speaks highly about the use value of 
Agricultural land lost in GA4..  

  



Ref Document Extract 1 Extract 2 
04 

 
 

 

Extract 3 Extract 4 Extract 5 Extract 6 

 

   

Representa�on: Soundness – jus�fica�on – nega�vely prepared - ineffec�ve 

 
This is statement without any jus�fica�on so and contradicts other stronger more relevant 
statements such as: 

 
The development would block the open aspect views of odd numbers 5-45 West Meadows 
Road enjoyed for 122 years since 1902. 

Representa�on: Legally non-complant 
The area was meadow-land with numerous ponds and protected 
species amphibians are present and cannot be mi�gated. 
Representa�on: Soundness – jus�fica�on, nega�vely prepared, 
ineffec�ve. Pluvial flooding: the levels of the land and the heavy clay 
make the site unsuiable for SUDs and will concentrate the runoff and 
create the frequency and severity of flooding beyond what the flood 

maps predict.  
  



 
Ref Document Extract 1 Extract 2 Extract 3 
05 

 
 

 

 

 

 Representa�on: 
Legal compliance - duty to coperate 
The contact with Sunderland City Council needs to be more meaningful than 
sending out two generic leters. The expecta�on would be for a formal mee�ng 
with agenda and formal minutes. 

  



 
Ref Document  
06 

 

Representa�on:  
Soundness: The evidence provided supports the con�nued use 
of land for agriculture.. not for development. 
Legally non-compliant & unsound: Graham Johnson’s 
Regula�on 18 representa�on; STC incorrectly iden�fy Land at 
North Farm as being GA4… GA4 is West Hall Farm. 
Pluvial flooding see ref.: 04 above. Greenfield run-off rate: the 
heavy clay soil is unsuited to SUDs. 

 

 

 
  



Ref Document & Extracts 
07 

 

 

 
Representa�on: 
Legally non-compliant & unsound: Peter Youll’s Regula�on 18 representa�on; STC incorrectly iden�fy Land at North Farm as being GA4… GA4 is West Hall Farm. 

  



Ref Document & Extracts 
08 

 

 

 

Representa�on: 
Legally non-compliant & unsound: Mark Lambert’s Regula�on 18 representa�on; STC incorrectly iden�fy Land at North Farm as being GA4… GA4 
is West Hall Farm. 

  

  



Ref Document & Extracts 
09 

 

 

 
Representa�on: 
Legally non-compliant & unsound: Katharine Berbuto’s Regula�on 18 representa�on; STC incorrectly iden�fy Land at North Farm as being GA4… GA4 is West Hall 
Farm. 

  



Ref Document & Extracts 
10 

  

Representa�on: 
Legally non-compliant & unsound: 
This document has litle value as it is 
too generalised and cannot be relied 
upon in support of the Local Plan. 
The informa�on required at this 
stage is not provided. 
There are protected species such as 
amphibians.. this is the stage at 
which protec�on needs to be 
iden�fied. 

  



Ref. Document & Extracts 
11 

 

 
 

 

 



 

 
 

Representa�on: 
Unsound: 
The Traffic measurements do not reflect 
the true traffic flows as these were 
measured when a traffic calming scheme 
in Moor lane was being trialled which 
affected the volume of traffic and traffic 
movements. Covid was s�ll present 
within the popula�on c. 1M cases per 
week and compounding the reduc�on in 
traffic flows as measured.  

  

 

  



 

 

 

  

Representa�on: 
Developent 
SUN15, SUN13, 
SBC010 will add 
322 homes and 
affect traffic in the 
locality at peak 
travel �mes. 
Unsound. 

   
  



 
 

Representa�on: 
These assessments are subjec�ve and in the 
light of addi�onal findings the harm could 
escalate. GA4 is such a site.  

 

 

 



 
 

 



   



 
 

 

   
  



LP1975 - Sonia Ali



Soundness of the plan  

South Tyneside Local Plan 2023-2040  is not ‘sound’ as  it has failed to establish 

‘Exceptional Circumstances’ for the deletion of 6 sites from the Green Belt. It 

has relied on the statements that there is not enough Brownfield land or 

suitable land ( excluding the Green Belt) in the borough therefore it is 

‘exceptional’ to de allocate Green Belt. 

Policy SP1 is not based on robust evidence 

Policy SP1: Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development  

It states:  

4.9 “To determine the minimum number of homes needed, a local housing need 
assessment has been conducted using the standard method detailed in the 
national planning guidance. The standard method uses a formula to identify 
the minimum number of homes expected to be planned for in a way which 
addresses projected household growth and any historic under-supply. Using 
this approach the local housing needs assessment has concluded that for the 
plan period (1st April 2023 to 31st March 2040) 309 dwellings are required 
every year. This produces an overall minimum housing requirement of 5,253 
new homes over the Plan period. The household projections that inform the 
housing baseline are the 2014-based household projections. This figure could 
change upwards or downwards based on new data. South Tyneside’s housing 
requirement will not be ‘locked in’ until the Plan is submitted to the 
independent Planning Inspectorate.” 

The minimum housing requirement indicated here is allowed to be changed. 
The reality is that the Local Plan is not giving a clear indication of the number 
of houses needed. It is also based on 2014 data even though there is more up 
to date data available for the area. Analysis of current population and housing 
data from the 2021 Census demonstrates that the policy is proposing an 
unsustainable level of growth. 

Population 
• The population of South Tyneside in 2021 was 147,800 a decrease of 327 

from 148,127 
• The estimate in the Local Plan for 2021 is 151,936 an overestimate of 

4,136. 
• The number of dwellings in the borough at 2021 is 68,300 so the average 

people per house is 2.16 
• The overestimate of population is then equivalent to 1,915 houses 
• The council is releasing Green Belt to build 1,862 houses. 



• 1,501 of those houses are in Whitburn, East Boldon and Cleadon 
• The population of South Tyneside has not increased in 60 years 

1961    187,123 
1971    181,584 
1981    160,369 
1991    155,881 
2001    152,770 
2011    148,127 
2021    147,800 
 
Yet the projected figure for 2039 = 158,526 a figure not seen since the 1980's 
 
 
Houses 

• Current number of houses in South Tyneside 2021 Census = 68,300 
• Local Plan wants to build an extra 5,182 houses 2021-2039 
• That is more than has been built in the last 30 years (3,837) 
• The average built per decade over the last 60 years = 1,435 houses 

2021    68,300 
2011    67,167 
2001    66,097 
1991    64,463 
1981    59,867 
1971    61,529 
1961    59,690 
 

The inaccurate population projections within the Local Plan presumes that the 
population will be increasing over the Local Plan’s time period. However, this 
will not be the case. Census data shows a consistently falling population in 
South Tyneside, from 157,200 in 1991, to 152,785 in 2001, to 148,127 in 2011, 
to 147,800 in 2021. Yet the Local Plan assumes a population of 151,936 for 
2021, an overestimate of 4,136, and that it would continue to increase over 
the next 20 years. This Policy does not reflect the housing need in this borough 
and is not based on reliable evidence or the objectively assessed needs of the 
community. 

Is the real reason for these inaccurate figures because more built housing will 
bring in more money to the council? 

For this Plan to be positively prepared Policy SP2 must be revised to decrease 
the number of homes being planned for, in order to meet the requirement to 



be sound on the basis of being positively prepared, so that it meets the area’s 
objectively assessed needs and is consistent with achieving sustainable 
development. This Plan cannot be sound with Policy SP2 included for the 
following reasons: 

The plan has not secured the sustainability of the villages as the infrastructure 
to support the proposed developments does not exist and there are no viable 
plans to improve the lack of them including. 

• Lack of school places. 

• Lack of medical facilities. The area south and East of South Tyneside has 
been identified in the plan as having insufficient access to medical services. 
Colliery Court Medical Group has already stopped taking new patients, to 
safeguard existing patients on its list. 

• Lack of road capacity which already results in congestion with the 
associated air pollution and greenhouse gases. 

• Lack of wastewater capacity that already results in regular sewage 
discharges into the environment 

• Risks from flooding. North Farm is in a flood risk zone 2 and 3 and West 
Hall Farm is a very low lying area where farmland is permanently flooded for 
long periods and road surface flooding occurs. 

The additional developments will have a detrimental impact on the character 
of the villages and is counter to the purpose of the Green Belt as set out in the 
NPPF to; 

• Prevent urban sprawl 

• Keep land permanently open 

• Essential characteristics are openness and permanence 

• Restrict urban sprawl 

• Prevent neighbouring towns merging 

• Safeguard the countryside from encroachment 

• Assist urban regeneration, encouraging recycling derelict & urban land 

The car dependent developments will have a detrimental effect on the 
environment and climate change so must be taken into account to be deemed 
‘positively prepared’. 

Policy SP1 is also not positively prepared as it is not compatible with Policy 2: 
Air Quality, it ignores the fact that air quality and the reduction of air pollution 
are significant material planning considerations.  



Policy 2: Air Quality 

1. Development will be supported where it contributes to the 
improvement of air quality. 

2. Where significant air quality impacts are likely to be generated 
by the development, an appropriate air quality assessment will 
be required. 

3. Development that would result in exposure to air pollution that 
exceeds national air quality objectives will only be approved 
where satisfactory mitigation measures can be implemented. 

 

“6.18 Where relevant, development that may result in a detrimental effect on 
air quality in the borough will need to be supported by an air quality 
assessment that demonstrates appropriate mitigation or promotes sustainable 
options such as electric charging points. Development proposals must consider 
the cumulative impacts from other permitted developments on air quality. The 
Validation Checklist outlines what an Air Quality Assessment must include.” 

Air pollution cannot be mitigated by installing some options such as electric 
charging points. In this statement it is clear this is an option. New residents are 
under no obligation to drive electric cars because they have a charging point. It 
is already recorded by South Tyneside in the Air Quality Annual Status Reports 
2018-2023 that the highest levels of NO 2 (Nitrogen Dioxide) in the monitored 
areas for East Boldon and surrounding areas DT1-DT10 can be found at Boker 
Lane/Front Street ( DT6) in East Boldon.( An exception to this was the year 
2020 when it was thought that Covid policies effected the decrease in NO 2). 

 In the SAR site ref: SBC004 was named Land at North Farm Boker Lane East ( 
West Boldon). This now appears in this Local Plan as GA2 Land at North Farm. 
Policy SP7: Urban and Village Sustainable Growth Areas where GA2 is 
deallocated is not compatible to the Air Quality Policy 2. During the 
development of 263 houses and after will lead to increase of traffic to the A184 
which is the main road in East Boldon also known as Front Street in the village. 
263 houses each with at least one car will increase the NO 2 on the A184 Front 
Street Boker Lane junction. Therefore, this development will not contribute to 
the improvement of air quality. Policy SP7 is also a contradiction of Policy 1: 
Promoting Healthy Communities as it states: Ensure that pollutants, including 
noise and air pollution, and hazards detrimental to public health and residential 



amenity are addressed prior to development. The residents of East Boldon and 
West Boldon will be exposed to higher levels of NO2 ( Nitrogen Dioxide). It is 
not sustainable growth and it is not promoting healthy communities. Levels of 
Nitrogen Dioxide at this monitoring point (DT6) are returning to pre Covid 
years. Whilst South Tyneside look at an annual mean bias adjusted amount of 
Nitrogen Dioxide µg/m3 the amount collected per month show levels near the 
dangerous 40 µg/m3 of the national air quality objectives. 

 Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 

2018 34.82 42.53 44.24 39.12 32.39 30.15 34.98 28.80 32.40 38.94 43.10 41.06 

2022 32.6 31.1 34.9 25.6 16.6 24.5 26.0 27.8 31.0 28.9 39.5 38.9 

             

Data from Air Quality Annual Status Report 2019 and 2023 for DT6 Front St/Boker Lane Diffusion 
Tube results 

 

 

Policy SP1 is not effective as there is no evidence that the housing requirement 
for the Plan period is at a level requiring development on the Green Belt. The 
strategic need has not been proven, for example there has been no 
cooperation with neighbouring local authorities which have Local Plans that 
intend to cumulatively build in excess of 19,000 houses above their respective 
ONS 2018 housing projections: 

 

Sunderland Local Plan – 10,755 excess houses by 2033 

Gateshead Local Plan – 6,337 excess houses by 2030 

North Tyneside Local Plan - 2,238 excess houses by 2032 

This is not effective as the three neighbouring Local Planning Authorities have 
used either IAMP, Follingsby or both to justify more housing than their 
objectively assessed housing need. 

For this Plan to be positively prepared Policy SP2 must be revised to decrease 
the number of homes being planned for, in order to meet the requirement to 
be sound on the basis of being positively prepared, so that it meets the area’s 
objectively assessed needs and is consistent with achieving sustainable 
development. This Plan cannot be sound with Policy SP2 included for the 
following reasons: 



The plan has not secured the sustainability of the villages as the infrastructure 
to support the proposed developments does not exist and there are no viable 
plans to improve the lack of them including. 

• Lack of school places. 

• Lack of medical facilities. The area south and East of South Tyneside has 
been identified in the plan as having insufficient access to medical services. 
Colliery Court Medical Group has already stopped taking new patients, to 
safeguard existing patients on its list. 

• Lack of road capacity which already results in congestion with the 
associated air pollution and greenhouse gases. 

• Lack of wastewater capacity that already results in regular sewage 
discharges into the environment 

• Risks from flooding. North Farm is in a flood risk zone 2 and 3 and West 
Hall Farm is a very low lying area where farmland is permanently flooded for 
long periods and road surface flooding occurs. 

The additional developments will have a detrimental impact on the character 
of the villages and is counter to the purpose of the Green Belt as set out in the 
NPPF to; 

• Prevent urban sprawl 

• Keep land permanently open 

• Essential characteristics are openness and permanence 

• Restrict urban sprawl 

• Prevent neighbouring towns merging 

• Safeguard the countryside from encroachment 

• Assist urban regeneration, encouraging recycling derelict & urban land 

The car dependent developments will have a detrimental effect on the 
environment and climate change so must be taken into account to be deemed 
‘positively prepared’. 

Part of the Plan to regenerate South Shields Town Centre is to relocate South 
Tyneside College. These 160 mature trees will be felled on the existing College 
site. Policy 36: Protecting Trees, Woodland and Hedgerows states: 

 (i) Trees, woodland and hedges shall be protected and suitably retained as an 
integral part of the design of the development. 



(ii) Proposals for new development which would result in unacceptable harm 
due to the loss of trees, woodland and/or hedgerows will not be permitted, 
unless it can be demonstrated that: 

i. An overriding need for development and public benefit clearly outweighs 
harm to the landscape, ecological value, or the historical importance of the 
location, or  

ii. Development cannot be relocated elsewhere within the development site, or  

iii. Suitable mitigation and enhancement measures are provided and agreed 
with the council.  

Paragraph 11:27 of the section Conserving and enhancing the Natural 
Environment in this Plan states: 

“Trees and hedges play an important role in supporting the natural 
environment and wildlife habitats. They make a significant contribution to 
mitigating climate change, provide key ecosystem services that protect and 
enhance the local environment and provide essential green corridors which 
allow wildlife to travel between key sites. Trees and hedges also add to the 
character, appearance and distinctiveness of the local area, and their presence 
can have a significant and positive effect on the local landscape. The 
significance of trees and hedges may relate to their size, form, and maturity, or 
because they are rare or unusual.” 

These considerations have been ignored in implementing Policy SP3, so this 
Plan cannot be positively prepared when Policy statements are ignored in 
Planning decisions. 

Delivering Strategic Objective 4 and conserving and protecting the existing 

green infrastructure within the borough would be more conducive for Policy 

SP3. “To ensure that development, infrastructure, and communities are 

resilient to the effects of climate change and are designed to adapt to and 

reduce the effects of climate change” 

 

Within the Local Plan,Policy SP3 is not sound or justified as it states an intent 

to amend the Green Belt Boundary to meet unrealistic housing targets. Most 

of the proposed Green Belt sites are in the villages of West Boldon, East 

Boldon, Cleadon and Whitburn and do not satisfy stated criteria as their 

deletion from the Green Belt Register. Amending the Green Belt Boundary, 

particularly in these villages is in direct conflict with each of the five purposes 

of the Green Belt. So the case for exceptional/special  circumstances cannot  



be proven. Green Belt deletion should not be about releasing individual sites, 

even major strategic sites, for development. Rather, it needs to be to meet 

expected long term need for development land beyond the life of the Plan. 

Designation of ‘safeguarded land’ between existing settlement boundaries. In 

order to be consistent with national policy Campaign to Protect Rural England 

(CPRE) nationally has also produced a Policy Guidance Note (PGN) for housing 

which states at paragraph 4.8 

‘Green Belt boundaries should only be modified where there is compelling 

evidence of exceptional circumstances to justify a change to boundaries. The 

defining feature of formally designated Green Belts is their permanence. Any 

boundary review should be based upon the five purposes of the Green Belt 

outlined in paragraph 80 of the NPPF as well as a locally agreed set of criteria, 

arrived at by engagement with the local community. Any resultant changes 

should be kept to a minimum. The designation of additional Green Belt areas 

will be supported where it can be demonstrated that they meet one or more of 

the Green Belt purposes but not where they merely provide a substitute for 

deleted areas.’ 

 

Greenbelt cannot be replaced or mitigated against. 

 

It is up to the local authority, in this case South Tyneside Council, to determine 

its housing requirement, and this includes taking local circumstances and 

restraints such as Green Belt into account, and working with neighbouring 

authorities if it would be more appropriate for needs to be met elsewhere. It is 

recognised that not every community will be able to meet its housing needs in 

full. Census figures show that this is not necessary.  

Furthermore, to release land from the Green Belt to build 1,108 houses of 

which 993, of those houses are in the villages of Whitburn, East Boldon and 

Cleadon, will not “Secure the sustainability and vitality of the Villages of 

Cleadon, Whitburn and the Boldons by supporting growth which respects the 

distinctive character of each Village”  as set out in Policy SP2. This shows no 

‘respect’ for “the distinctive character of each Village”. In fac,t it is using the 

Green Belt in the Villages of South Tyneside as an asset to raise money for a 

cash strapped Council, which is not only unacceptable but also unsustainable. 

More housing will cause these villages to merge into one urban sprawl, thus 



defeating the purpose of the Green Belt, to prevent urban sprawl. This is in 

direct conflict with National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

 

The proposals to build in the villages will lead to growth which does not 

respect the distinctive character of the villages of East Boldon, West Boldon, 

Cleadon and Whitburn. Land for new homes proposed will not lead to the 

acceptable plan-led development of these villages. The impact the proposals 

will have on the community will be considerable – increased traffic congestion, 

pressure on local facilities, school places and health services. Infrastructure for 

the proposed growth of these villages will potentially take up more land, which 

is already in short supply. 

Increased traffic in these areas will cause pollution and a reduction in air 

quality. Pollution and air quality in these areas are currently ameliorated by 

the green infrastructure, hedges, trees and soil. This means Policy SP7 is in 

direct conflict with Policy 2 ‘Air Quality’ and Policy 3 ‘Pollution.’ 

Policy SP7 is not sound or justified. This policy implies that development on 

Green Belt land can be justified in “very special circumstances” and reference 

is made to“limited infilling sites”. Most of the proposed Green Belt sites are in 

the villages of West Boldon, East Boldon, Cleadon and Whitburn and do not 

satisfy stated criteria as their deletion from the Green Belt Register is in direct 

conflict with each of the five purposes of the Green Belt. So the case for 

exceptional circumstances has not been proven. Green Belt deletion should 

not be about releasing individual sites, even major strategic sites, for 

development. Rather, it needs to be to meet expected long term need for 

development land beyond the life of the Plan. Designation of ‘safeguarded 

land’ between existing settlement boundaries. In order to be consistent with 

national policy Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE) nationally has also 

produced a Policy Guidance Note (PGN) for housing which states at paragraph 

4.8 

 

‘Green Belt boundaries should only be modified where there is compelling 

evidence of exceptional circumstances to justify a change to boundaries. The 

defining feature of formally designated Green Belts is their permanence. Any 

boundary review should be based upon the five purposes of the Green Belt 

outlined in paragraph 80 of the NPPF as well as a locally agreed set of criteria, 



arrived at by engagement with the local community. Any resultant changes 

should be kept to a minimum. The designation of additional Green Belt areas 

will be supported where it can be demonstrated that they meet one or more of 

the Green Belt purposes but not where they merely provide a substitute for 

deleted areas.’ 

Policy 10 Disposal of Foul Water and Policy 11 Protecting Water Quality are not 

positively prepared as both fail to address the fact that Northumbrian Water 

Limited (NWL) remains subject to a Compliance Assessment Report (CAR) with 

respect to the Whitburn sewage system which demonstrates a lack of capacity 

in the system. The proposed development in East Boldon, Cleadon and 

Whitburn feeds into the Whitburn sewage system and will exacerbate the 

detrimental environmental impact of sewage pollution currently experienced 

locally due to lack of sewage collection and treatment capacity. 

 

Until the CAR is addressed by NWL then objections to developments that feed 

into the Whitburn sewage system are appropriate and must be addressed, 

particularly in this Plan to safeguard the community and environment. From a 

legal perspective we note that any evidence submitted to the Council that 

contradicts NWL’s assertions regarding sewerage capacity is likely to be a 

material consideration that cannot be disregarded by the Council for the 

purposes of deciding whether to grant planning permission (although the 

weight to be given to that evidence is of course a matter of the  LPA’s planning 

judgment).  

 

Policy 10 is not positively prepared as data provided to the LPA demonstrates 

the lack of capacity of sewage treatment and presents a robust and credible 

evidence base which requires further research/act finding by the LPA. 

In comparison, NWL gave the LPA an uncorroborated verbal assurance that the 

Hendon Sewage Works has headroom for another 25,000 homes. This is 

hearsay. 

In the Drainage and Wastewater Management Plans of NWL there is no 

evidence of sound sewage infrastructure delivery planning to reduce the spills 

of sewage in the borough or increase capacity at Hendon Sewage Works to 

accommodate more housing. 



Therefore, this Local Plan is not sound. Many of the policies have not been 

positively prepared and do not deliver the objectives of the plan. There are 

many missed opportunities for the local community to be at the heart of this 

plan. Instead, this plan is a clear attempt to fool the community into releasing 

the green boundaries and compromise on planning, without any thought to 

infrastructure and sustainability. 

Sonia Ali  3/3/24 
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Response ID ANON-TJBH-TD78-F 
 

 

Submitted to South Tyneside Publication Draft Local Plan 2023-2040 

Submitted on 2024-03-03 17:11:40 

 

Policy SP2: Strategy for Sustainable Development to meet identified needs 

 
Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to 

Cooperate? 

 

Support or Object - Legally Compliant: 

No 

 

Support or Object - Sound: 

No 

 

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate: 

 

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and 

explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.: 

 

The basis for the calculation of the number of new homes proposed is not sound or credible. 

It uses out of date statistics to calculate the number of homes needed and this results in an overestimate. The number of homes proposed is based on 

the 2014 household  projections,  which have been shown to be an overestimate  by the 2021 Census. 

 

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have 

identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination). 

You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your 

suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.: 

 

The calcuation for the number of new homes should be based on 2021 census information. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification,  do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

Policy SP3: Spatial Strategy for Sustainable Development 

 
Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to 

Cooperate? 

Support or Object - Legally Compliant: 

Support or Object - Sound: 

No 

 

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate: 

 

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and 

explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.: 

 

Objection to 3.2: 

The policy has not been positively prepared to deliver sustainable development in the East Boldon Neighbourhood Plan area. 

There are currently 1,860 homes in the EBNP area and the addition of 474 new homes will bring an unsustainable  level of growth which will have a 

detrimental impact on the local infrastructure of the area and on the distinctive character of the village. 

 

Objection to 3.4: 

The policy is not justified, uses out of date evidence and exceptional circumstances  case to amend the Green Belt boundary has not been made. 

The issue was considered by the Independent Examiner for the East Boldon Neighbourhood Plan, who considered that it was appropriate to retain the 

Green Belt around the village in order to meet housing need in the plan area. 

 

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have 

identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination). 

You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your 

suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.: 

 

The number of new homes proposed should be limited by the capacity of existing infrastructure. 

The judgement of the Independent Examiner for the East Boldon Neighbourhood Plan should be adhered to in decisions regarding GReen BElt land 

around the village. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification,  do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?:

LP1978 - Ruth Rees



Policy SP7: Urban and Village Sustainable Growth Areas 

 
Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to 

Cooperate? 

 

Support or Object - Legally Compliant: 

No 

 

Support or Object - Sound: 

No 

 

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate: 

 

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and 

explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.: 

 

Objection to GA2: 

Land at North Farm This proposal is not justified and is not effective in delivering sustainable development. 

It is in conflict with the adopted East Boldon Neighbourhood Plan as it is outside the settlement  boundary approved in the plan. The Green Belt Review 

Site Assessment for this site is not correct as it says development will only have a moderate  impact. 263 new homes on the site will have a considerable 

impact as evidenced by the Traffic Assessment and Infrastructure development Plan. 

 

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have 

identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination). 

You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your 

suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.: 

 

This proposal should be removed from the local plan because it is contrary to the settlement boundary agreed in the adopted East Boldon 

Neighbourhood Plan. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification,  do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

Policy SP16: Housing Supply and Delivery 

 
Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to 

Cooperate? 

 

Support or Object - Legally Compliant: 

No 

 

Support or Object - Sound: 

No 

 

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate: 

 

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and 

explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.: 

 

Objection to 16.2: 

Provision of at least 263 homes in the EBNP area -the policy is not sound or justified. 

This figure does not include 202 homes given conditional approval at Cleadon Lane or 9 homes with permission at Mayflower Glass. It is not based on 

housing need but on an arbitrary allocation of land. The total number of new homes planned will result in 26% increase in the size of the village and as 

result the distinctiveness of the village will be lost. The infrastructure of the village is inappropriate for this increase in size. 

 

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have 

identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination). 

You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your 

suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.: 

 

The proposed developments already 'in the system' should be included in the overall number of new houses proposed to avoid an inappropriate  increase 

in the size of the village. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification,  do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

Your personal details 

 
What is your name? 

 

Name: 

Ruth Rees



What is your email address? 

 

Email address: 

 

Who are you responding as? 

 

Resident or Member of the General Public 

 

Organisation: 

 

What is your postal address? 

 

Address: 
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