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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: 

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.: 

 

Details of Representation: Policy SP2 - Strategy for Sustainable development  to meet identified needs, Page 31 

 

Object to 2.2 

As a young mother  with 3 children living in East Boldon I want to see the green belt protected and the character and uniqueness of the village 

safeguarded. I think the village can't cope with the housing numbers  coming to East Boldon. 

 

The number  of homes  proposed  is based on the 2014  household  projections, which have been  shown to be an overestimate by the 2021  Census and 

therefore, this is not a credible base line to use . The draft plan is therefore not sound. 

 

Within a short period of time two draft local plans have been  consulted  on, each with vastly different figure and each with different sites allocated for 

housing. There seems  to be no science  behind the process. 

 

This issue of out of date statistics was highlighted in responses to the last Regulation 18 consultation  by many people, but nothing has been  done to allay 

residents  concerns over the integrity of the process. The use of green belt land is only needed  as a result of using of out of date figures, and the lack of 

commitment by the Council to make a case for protecting it for more important reasons such as climate change and food production. 

 

In any case, I understand the East Boldon Forum were advised by the Government Office for Levelling Up that the figure produced by the housing 

formula (standard method) was not mandatory and local circumstances, such as the green belt constraint  could be taken into account.  This aspect  and 

the importance of the green belt was raised by residents  in the Regulation 18 consultation,  but local people have not been  listened to. I understand the 

new NPPF now makes it clear that the figure produced by standard method is not mandatory and green belt constraint  can be taken into account.  The 

Council could have waited and used the latest regulation but chose  to proceed.  This seems  to fly in the face of the regulation 18 consultation  process, 

where residents  were asked to give their views. 

 

The loss of the green belt if sites GA2 and GA3 remain in the plan will have a major impact on wildlife and on the lives of residents  who live in the villages 

of Cleadon, and East Boldon. I hope the views of residents  are taken into account, even at this late stage. 

 

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.: 

 

Proposed  Modification: 

 

I would like to see a much lower housing figure which takes local circumstances and Green Belt constraint  into account, put forward. I 

would like to see the site GA2 in East Boldon removed and the site in GA4 in Cleadon significantly reduced. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

No 

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

LP1979 - Emma Johnston



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.: 

 

Details of Representation: Policy SP7, Urban & Village Sustainable Growth Areas, Page 46 – GA2, Land at North Farm 

 

 

Regarding SP3.2 “The Plan will….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”  I believe the plan fail this important test and certainly does not protect  the local distinctiveness  of the 

village, takes the wellbeing of its residents  into account or protects  the environment  and wildlife. 

 

There will be a 25% increase  in the number  of houses  in East Boldon with the proposed  development  of 263 houses  at site GA2, the 259 houses  at site 

GA4 and the 202 houses  (awaiting legal agreement) at Cleadon Lane. This will result in unsustainable development  and an unacceptable impact on the 

‘distinctive character of the village’and the lives of its residents.  The existing infrastructure, unlike newly planned communities/development's, cannot 

cope with the level of growth propose.  The additional 400 houses  proposed  at site GA3, next to the ward boundary will only add to this scenario. 

 

East Boldon Neighbourhood  Plan was supported by 1300  residents  in 2021,  the Plan plays little regard it and the wish of residents  to protect  the green 

belt. 

 

The policy is not justified, uses out of date evidence and the exceptional circumstances case to amend the Green Belt boundary has not been  made. 

This policy has not been  positively prepared  to deliver sustainable development  in the East Boldon 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.: 

 

Proposed  Modification: 

 

Significantly reduce the number  of houses  proposed  for GA2 and GA3 under policy SP7 to take account of local circumstances. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

No 

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: 

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.: 

 

Details of Representation: SP16: Housing Supply and Delivery page 84 

 

‘Making provision for the provision of at least 263 new homes  within the designated  East Boldon Neighbourhood  Forum Area;’ 

 

Although the base date for the document  it April 2023,  the Regulation 19 Local Plan does not acknowledge an additional 202 houses  proposed  for 

Cleadon Lane, a site that still awaits formal approval, it being subject  to legal ratification. In total, some 470 houses  could now come forward within the 

village of East Boldon. A community of 1,800  dwelling, constrained by its Victorian infrastructure, and ‘at capacity’services, will be subject  to a growth of 

26%. I do not believe that this will result in sustainable development. I believe the consultation  where the correct numbers  were not explained to the 

community, is at best flawed. 

 

The effect on the village of East Boldon will be made worse by other sites included in the plan that are close by. Site GA4, Land at West Hall Farm, where 

259 dwellings are proposed,  is immediately adjacent  and much of the traffic from this site will travel through East Boldon. The problem of nuisance 

parking associated with those travelling into East Boldon to use the Metro system will be made worse by this site and by a further 400 dwellings proposed 

for site GA3 (Land to North of Town End Farm), close by 

 

I believe that the inclusion of GA2 site will result in development  that is not sustainable, and will destroy the character and distinctiveness  of the village, 

and therefore does not adhere  to the commitment embodied  within strategic policy SP3 (2), “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.” In particular, I believe that the number



of houses  now coming to East Boldon 

will mean that proposal is at odds with some of the key aspects  of paragraphs  8 and 9 of the NPPF in respect  to sustainable development: Wildlife will be 

impacted in a way that cannot be mitigated; the wellbeing and health of its residents  will suffer, and be affected  by the strain on infrastructure, pollution, 

noise and traffic issues; and the promote  a well-designed, beautiful and safe places, with accessible services will not be realised because of the scale of 

the proposal for site GA2. 

 

I believe the Plan has not been  positively prepared  to meet the objectively assessed need for homes,  services and infrastructure in East Boldon and is not 

effective in delivering sustainable development  in the Forum 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.: 

 

Proposed  Modification 

 

Remove or significantly reduce the provision of 263 homes  within the designated  East Boldon Neighbourhood  Forum area. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

No 

Policy 47: Design Principles 

 

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: 

 

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.: 

 

Details of Representation: 

 

Policy 47 as currently drafted does not specifically provide tree lined streets: 

 

I do not understand why more emphasis  is not given to the need of trees  to be provided in new developments. The climate and ecological merits of trees 

are well understood, yet the policy does not set out a firm requirement. I understand that the NPPF sets out the need for tree lined streets. Please could 

this be included. 

 

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.: 

 

Proposed  modification: 

 

Expand policy 47 to include the requirement for tree lined streets. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

No 

Policy SP25:  Infrastructure 

 

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.:



Details of Representation 

 

Policy 25 does not give sufficient detail about how the infrastructure of East Boldon can, or would be delivered to support a 25% increase  in household 

numbers. 

 

I do not believe the existing infrastructure can be changed in such to deal with the number  of houses  proposed  for East Boldon. The Victorian Road 

network is at capacity (earlier versions of the local plan seemed to acknowledge this) and will not be able to cope with the additional traffic resulting from 

the number  of houses  proposed.  Houses are built along the busy A184 linking Sunderland to Newcastle , noise and air polution is already an issue. Delays 

are currently experienced at traffic controlled junctions and railway crossings. 

The terraced  streets near the Metro Station are plagued by people who come for further afield to park their cars and use the train service. This will be 

made much worse by the location of the sites proposed. 

Schools are at capacity and the infant school sits on a restricted  site and cannot be expanded.  Vehicular access  to the junior school (and parking) is 

problematic. 

Dentists and doctors surgeries are full. 

The local plan does not seem  to sufficiently acknowledge the extent  of the current issue, let alone explain in a way that is deliverable, how the increase 

expansion  etc will be dealt with. The reliance on developer contributions  to fund improvements, even if these  were possible, seems  'pie in the sky'. 

 

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.: 

 

Proposed  Modification: 

 

Reduce the numbers  of houses  proposed  for East Boldon so that the infrastructure could cope. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

No 

Your personal details 

 

What is your name? 

 

Name: 

Mrs Emma Johnston 

 

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: 

 



LP1980 - David Green



Response ID ANON-TJBH-TD7B-S 

 
Submitted to South Tyneside Publication Draft Local Plan 2023-2040 

Submitted on 2024-03-03 18:23:23 

 

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.: 

 

The LP in my opinion does not meet the statutory tests of Legal Compliance. There are numerous  occasions where reports, particularly related to 

transport,  included traffic surveys carried out soon after Covid and prior to many hundreds of new homes  being built, thereby not reflecting the current 

additional journeys and congestion. The LP was very poorly publicised and residents  have been  unable to complete  responses in the STC hubs due to a 

faulty input code. Accessible paper copies of response papers were requested but not made available by the Planning Department. It is my opinion that 

STC have broken the Equality Law 2010 

Soundness: The LP in many areas  is sound but it ‘masks’ the fact that the infrastructure in place and which is planned, does not and is unable to deliver 

the sustainable development  it promises.  Infrastructure is of concern  due to the amount of housing recently and currently being built around areas 

within ST resulting in an inability to cope. Jarrow and Hebburn are a prime example due to the many hundreds of new builds which are not accounted for 

in the reports  STC has provided. Current Green Belt land is being sacrificed while Brown Site Land readily available is being ignored. 

Duty to Cooperate:  STC have engaged with constructively with public bodies etc but the reports  that they have provided are inaccurate  in that the current 

status quo related to data has changed since the surveys were carried out. Parts of these  reports  fail to mitigate current issues let alone predicted ones. 

•      Transport Local_PlanTraffic_Assessment_2022.pdf fails to identify key areas  where mitigation is required. 

•      Green Belt Land is being sacrificed when Brown site land is readily available 

•      STC have failed to engage with the public in the areas  affected  and have excluded them by failing to provide accessible formats in which to respond. 

 

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.: 

 

- STC has the required reports  that identify specific Brown site land which should be utilised for building in order to preserve  what is left of the Green Belt 

Land around South Tyneside. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

YES I have been  an active participant in the entire process  seeking advice and guidance from various relevant parties. 

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.: 

 

Legally Compliant: 

•      Fellgate is on a Green Belt site with a farm, which grows arable crops, provides grazing for 52 horses  and which has stood for 5 generations being 

completely wiped out. 

•      Brown Field sites are readily



•      The Community have been  seriously hampered by STC in providing valid responses on Reg 19 within the Consultation period due to: a) Missing Links to 

relevant web pages b) Hubs being unable to access  the relevant site due to incorrect Inputting Codes for the entirety of the Consultation period c) 

Incorrect advice form Senior Managers 

Sound: STC Draft Local Plan 2023  -2040  Page 49: 

Point 5 iv. Deliver vehicular access  roads to the site, from: a) Mill Lane roundabout on the A194; b) Durham Drive. Mill Lane Roundabout is severely 

congested during 2 x daily rush hours up the entirety of the road between  Lindisfarne and Mill Lane. Durham Drive Is a residential ring road, with 

residential parking on one side around the estate with 3 schools in close proximity. 

STC cannot therefore cannot Soundly or Lawfully cover:- Point 5 v: Ensure that there are no unacceptable impacts on highway safety or severe residual 

cumulative impacts on the wider strategic road network in terms of capacity and congestion, including mitigating the impact of the development  at White 

Mare Pool Roundabout. THIS CANNOT BE ALLOWED TO HAPPEN 

Duty to Co-operate: The transport  reports  from statutory bodies are inaccurate  due to being prepared  at the end of the Covid Outbreak and not taking 

into account the traffic from the many hundreds of houses  that have recently been  built in the 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.: 

 

Traffic congestion, regardless  of what STC reports  have been  provided will never be mitigated by a) Mill Lane- Adding an extra arm to Mill Lane 

roundabout b) Putting an access  point from the new development  directly onto Durham Drive. This will have a serious detrimental  affect on the Mental 

Health, Wellbeing and Safety of the current Fellgate residents  and cause many years of misery in what is already a well established Close Community. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

YES. I have been  a major source of information for the current Fellgate Community participating in Leaflet drops, organising and facilitating meetings etc: 

 

Policy 41: Green  Belt 

 

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.: 

 

Fellgate stands on a Green Belt corridor and is home to a great deal of Wildlife, a working farm that provides arable crops as well as grazing for 52 horses. 

The farm has stood for 5 generations and is a well loved asset  within the Community. The path that runs parallel to the Green belt is walked daily by 

residents  of Fellgate. This is essential for the Mental Health and well being of the current well established Fellgate Community. Should the proposed 

development  be granted permission  then it may create  a new Health Community but it will destroy the current one. This development  will last for many 

years and create  untold misery for many. 

 

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.: 

 

Build on identified Brown Field sites. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

YES. I have been  involved in planning meetings,  leaflet drops, attendance at meetings throughout  the Consultation period and would like to put my points 

forward. 

 

Your personal details 

 

What is your name? 

 

Name: 

David Green 

 

What is your email address?



Email address: 

 

Who are you responding as? 

 

Resident or Member of the General Public 

 

Organisation: 

Previous customer 

 

What is your postal address? 

 

Address: 

 



DAVID GREEN:  Traffic concerns related to Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area SPD 
 

1 | P a g e  
 

Please refer to: Policy SP8: Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area (Page 6 of the plan) 

 Point 5 iv:  Deliver vehicular access roads to the site, from: 

a) Mill Lane roundabout on the A194; 

b) Durham Drive   

Point 5 v: Ensure that there are no unacceptable impacts on highway safety or severe residual cumulative impacts on 

the wider strategic road network in terms of capacity and congestion, including mitigating the impact of the 

development at White Mare Pool roundabout. 

During the Ward Event held at today Thursday 18th January at Hedworth CA; I raised concerns to the panel that: 

• On a daily basis there is severe congestion between Lindisfarne roundabout up the A194, past the Fellgate 

entrance from Durham Drive (which is where one of the access points to the development will be, 

meaning traffic from this will immediately enter traffic congestion) to the Mill Lane roundabout (where 

the proposed second access point to the development will be).  This continues up the A194 to the 

Whitemare Pool roundabout which has severe congestion on a daily basis.   

• At the same time there is also severe congestion approaching the Mill Lane roundabout from Mill Lane 

itself with traffic attempting to enter the traffic from the industrial units on Mill Lane as well as the traffic 

from the new housing at The Maples.  There will also be traffic from the current development being built 

which is Monkton Gardens. 

• On a daily basis vehicles attempting to get to Fellgate caught up in the congestion from Lindisfarne then 

tend try a short cut to either: 

-  enter the A19 then take the 1st slip road off up to the traffic lights and turn right onto Hedworth Lane 

there by causing severe congestion at the Hedworth Lane/Fellgate Avenue traffic lights.  This then causes 

gridlock from the A19 side of Hedworth Lane.    

- carry slightly on up the A194 then turn left at the Primrose turn off onto Hedworth Lane.  They then carry 

on through the SINGLE LANE ‘BOLDON LAD’ BRIDGE towards the Hedworth Lane/Fellgate Avenue traffic 

lights. This then causes gridlock from that side of the Fellgate estate.   

• It also needs to be highlighted that the A194 is the main feeder route from South Shields to the A1 past 

Whitemare Pool.  The alternative is turning onto the A19 then heading up to Whitemare Pool via the 

Testos roundabout on the A184.  This then causes additional congestion at Whitemare Pool from the 

A184.  The proposed development will again create further congestion tailing back between the John Reid 

Road and the Lindisfarne roundabout! 

THE ENTIRE FELLGATE ESTATE IS THEN GRIDLOCKED FROM ALL EXITS WHICH THEN ALSO PREVENTS PUBLIC 

TRANSPORT AND EMERGENCY VEHICLES FROM ENTERING OR EXITING THE ESTATE. THIS ALSO HIGHLIGHTS 

HEALTH AND SAFETY CONCERNS RELATED TO EMERGENCY VEHICLE RESPONSE TIMES 

THIS IS CURRENT AND DOES NOT TAKE INTO ACCOUNT HE TRAFFIC FROM THE PROPOSED NEW DEVELOPMENT 

WHICH MAY INCLUDE AN ADDITIONAL 1200 + VEHICLES ON A DAILY BASIS 

The response from the panel was that Mill Lane roundabout would be restructured and that there would be an 

additional Highway structure created on the A194 between Mill Lane and the Whitemare  Pool roundabout. It was 

highlighted by myself and others present that the problems occur before the Mill Lane roundabout and 

particularly around Durham Drive where there is a proposed access point to the proposed development.  There 



DAVID GREEN:  Traffic concerns related to Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area SPD 
 

2 | P a g e  
 

was no clarification on whether the new road structures would be in place prior to work commencing on the 

proposed development! They went on to say that they have contacted Nexus and ASKED them to provide 

additional public transport options.   AS PUBLIC TRANSPORT AT TIMES CANNOT GET ONTO THE ESTATE DUE TO 

CURRENT CONGESTION AND THE FACT THAT THE METRO AT FELLGATE ALREADY CURRENTLY STRUGGLES DURING 

PEAK TIMES, WHAT HELP WOULD THIS BE?  

Please now refer to: Supporting Evidence: 

4.3 which indicates that ‘In support of the Publication draft Local Plan, the Council has also prepared a suite of 

evident base documents ‘  one of which is: 

• EVIDENCE BASED DOCUMENT – STRATEGIC ROAD NETWORK MODELLING which indicates that Strategic road 

network modelling has been undertaken for the publication draft local plan.   

- With current traffic congestion the way it is it would be interesting to see what this report indicates in 

relation to the increased  traffic congestion that the proposed development would cause 

• The Council is working with National Highways to determine the impacts the developments could have on 

the Strategic Highways Network  

- This should highlight the current problems on the A194 leading up to Whitemare Pool but the residents are 

also concerned about the Local Network ie: Durham Drive/Fellgate Avenue/Hedworth Lane.   

I have done my best to highlight the concerns based around problems within the Strategic Highways Network and 

the Local Transport Network should this development be approved.   I may not have used the correct terminology 

but I am hopeful that I have highlighted the problems that this development will bring to the residents of Fellgate. In 

particular I have highlighted the fact that the council has not met: 

Policy SP8: Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area (Page 6 of the plan) 

Point 5 v: Ensure that there are no unacceptable impacts on highway safety or severe residual cumulative 

impacts on the wider strategic road network in terms of capacity and congestion, including mitigating the 

impact of the development at White Mare Pool roundabout. 

in that they CANNOT ENSURE  that there are no unacceptable impacts on highway safety or severe residual 

cumulative impacts on the wider strategic road network in terms of capacity and congestion, including mitigating the 

impact of the development at White Mare Pool roundabout. 

THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT THEREFORE SHOULD NOT BE GRANTED PLANNING PERMISSION 



Response ID ANON-TJBH-TD7A-R 
 

 

Submitted to South Tyneside Publication Draft Local Plan 2023-2040 

Submitted on 2024-03-03 19:47:11 

 

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: 

Yes 

 

Support or Object - Sound: 

No 

 

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate: 

Yes 

 

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 do not believe the plan to be sound with regard to housing proposals covering the North Farm site (GA2). The plan allows for development of up to 

approx 430 dwellings on a site that does not have the physical (roads, transport, water and waste management) nor social (access to GP services, 

early-years  education) infrastructure to support an expansion within the East Boldon Neighbourhood area of 26%. I believe the plan does not pay regard 

to the East Boldon Neighbourhood Plan and the East Boldon Design  Code, and that any development  is likely to favour non-sustainable private 

development at the expense of affordable or social housing. 

There is no evidence of demand for housing in South Tyneside generally to increase by the scale outlined in this Local Plan. Successive Census  data from 

the 1970s onwards has shown the population in South Tyneside to have remained largely unchanged around the 115,000 residents mark with little 

variation. 

 

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.: 

 

On the basis of soundness - Remove site North Farm GA2 from housing development proposals entirely. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification,  do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

No 

Your personal details 

 
What is your name? 

 

Name: 

Lee Woolston 

 

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: 

 

LP1981 - Lee woolston



Response ID ANON-TJBH-TD73-A 

 
Submitted to South Tyneside Publication Draft Local Plan 2023-2040 

Submitted on 2024-03-03 16:34:55 

 

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.: 

 

The approach  to remove sites from Green Belt is unsound: it is not justified and not in line with national policy. 

 

Even though the Local Plan will be based on the NPPF before  its update in December 2023,  the national policy on Green Belt has not altered, but has 

merely been  clarified. This is stated in the consultation  on changes  to the NPPF, which changed NPPF policies on Green Belt ‘to make clear that local 

planning authorities are not required to review and alter Green Belt boundaries  if this would be the only way of meeting need in full’. 

 

Local authorities need to show exceptional circumstances for taking land out of the green belt, and housing need alone is not an exceptional 

circumstance. As national policy does not require local authorities to review Green Belt boundaries  just to meet housing need, but requires  local 

authorities to show exceptional circumstances for taking land out of Green Belt, this therefore means  that housing need alone is not an exceptional 

circumstance. Yet the ST Local Plan states  that ‘The case for change exists in any case where the development  requirement exceeds what which can be 

satisfactorily and confidently delivered within the urban areas.  This need constitutes exceptional circumstances’ (p 36). The submitted  paper ‘Green Belt: 

Exceptional Circumstances Paper’ also only argues that exceptional circumstances apply because of housing need alone. The reason  to take land out of 

the green belt has not been  sufficiently justified and the Plan is therefore unsound. 

 

It is also important to consider that the Whitburn Neighbourhood  Forum has carried out regular engagement with the residents  of Whitburn. This has 

shown that there is no community support to remove the site north of Shearwater (GA6) from the Green Belt. There is a mix of support and objections 

regarding removing the site at Whitburn Lodge (GA5) from Green Belt. 

 

The evidence (South Tyneside Green Belt Study) on assessing impacts on the Green Belt is invalid and unreliable. Firstly, it is entirely unclear what the 

relation is between  the Green belt assessment and the allocations. 

 

Secondly, it is subjective, with no clear indicators given on what is considered  a weak, moderate and strong performance. The assessment of factors such 

as openness is reduced to a narrative, as opposed  to an objective assessment relating to measurable and comparable indicators, for instance  distances. 

This was also commented on by Gateshead Council. The assessment itself does not explain how it has reached  the rating of ‘moderate’ in for instance  the 

sites GA5 and GA6 - it does not translate the narrative of impacts into a rating and does not mention the rating itself in the text. This overall subjectivity 

cannot be considered  to be a justification for the choice of allocations. 

 

The methodology also places a lower significance on the villages as urban areas  compared  to South Shields, by not defining the village of Whitburn as a 

‘large built-up area’., even though it has over 5,000  residents.  This is also not in line with the identification of the main urban areas  in map 3 of the 

proposed  Local plan, which includes the villages. This therefore means  that any development  in Whitburn would have lower impacts than a development 

in South Shields without good reason,  as Whitburn is surrounded  by Green Belt, so impacts on development  here should be attributed  the same weight 

as development  in South Shields. 

 

Furthermore,  sites GA5 and GA6 are assessed together,  both as an ‘individual’ assessment and as a cumulative assessment, which is illogical. Even though 

they are assessed together,  they are also reported  separately  with the same scores  (e.g. Table 5.1). These sites are not the same, and they are performing 

differently in terms of green belt, with GA5 as a brownfield site, and GA6 a green field with a strong green belt function and openness. GA6 has a strong 

function to maintain the coherence of the Green Belt, forming an open corridor between  green belt to the west and the green belt to the east on the 

coastal strip. This justifies an individual assessment. 

 

GA5 and GA6 cumulatively will significantly increase  the sprawl of Whitburn to the north, by extending the northern  boundary of Whitburn by appr. 215 

metres,  which is a 40% increase  to the north-eastern block of current development  in Whitburn (between  Fern Avenue and Shearwater),  which is a 

significant increase  in sprawl. 

 

Overall, the removal of green belt sites is unsound and policy SP3 is unsound. 

 

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.:

LP1982 - Whitburn Neighbourhood Forum



The Green Belt assessment needs to be redone  in an objective manner,  assessing each site individually, as well as cumulative impacts, with a clear 

reasoning  for the ultimate sites chosen  to be removed from Green Belt. Site GA6 north of Shearwater should not be removed from the Green Belt, as the 

assessment of impacts from removal is unsound, and its allocation for housing is not justified. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

Yes 

Policy 10: Disposal of Foul Water 

 

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.: 

 

Legal compliance 

Sewage collection and treatment capacity is a material planning consideration. 

The role of Northumbrian Water (NWL) is to provide a system of public sewers to ensure  effective drainage. 

The role of the LPA is to ensure  there is sufficient sewage treatment capacity before  granting planning permission. 

The local plan is not in compliance  with the Urban Waste Water Treatment  Regulations 1994. 

The Whitburn sewage system discharged 821,088 tonnes  of untreated sewage into the environment  in 2021. 

Hendon sewage works discharges illegally regularly in dry weather. 

In South Tyneside there were 1350  spills from sewer overflows into the environment  in 2022. 

 

Soundness 

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/ fact 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,  the plan is not positively prepared. 

 

Duty to cooperate 

The Whitburn Neighbourhood  Forum made this representation at the Reg 18 stage: 

Northumbrian Water Limited fails in its role as a sewage undertaker  and is not a reliable consultee. The LPA must not rely solely on the advice provided 

by NWL. 

NWL are under investigation by Ofwat, the EA and the OEP and cannot be regarded as a reliable consultee. 

References to the Whitburn Long Sea Outfall as part of the Reg 18 stage have now been  removed after representations were made by NWL. 

Representations made by the WNF at Reg 18 stage were largely ignored. 

This demonstrates undue bias. 

Attachments sent by email 

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 Local Plan should include the following: 

Planning proposals  will not be supported unless it can be shown by rigorous analysis that there is sufficient capacity in the local sewerage  system… 

The analysis is not onerous,  and data can be obtained  from NWL, the Local Authority and the Environment agency as follows: 

Data from the Monitoring Certification Scheme  (MCERTS) of the sewage treatment works. 

Local rainfall totals. 

The duration and number  of spills from Combined Sewer Overflows in the borough measured by Event Duration Monitor (EDM) data. 

Analysis of this data will determine both capacity and compliance  with the UWWTR. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

Yes



Policy SP22:  Green  and Blue Infrastructure 

 

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.: 

 

The green infrastructure corridors have been  drawn up without following a sound methodology and evidence base. 

 

The South Tyneside Green and Blue Infrastructure Strategy sets out its methodology for identifying the GBI corridor, based on the datasets in Appendix C, 

which includes the Wildlife Network. Following this approach  would result in the wildlife network being part of the GBI corridor. However, the corridor 

included in the local plan itself excludes part of the wildlife corridor without justification, around the site that has been  allocated north of Shearwater 

(GA6). The site currently still performs  its function as wildlife corridor due to its open and green nature. There is no sound reason  given to exclude this 

site from the GBI corridor. 

 

The current strategic GI network does include most of the site, and so does the GI network identified in the Whitburn Neighbourhood  Plan. 

 

The Sustainability Appraisal assesses the impacts of the site not on the current GI corridor, but on the proposed  one, and therefore excludes an 

assessment of the impacts on GI, and will prevent any mitigation from taking place if the site is developed. 

 

No due process  has been  followed regarding the consultation  on this revised corridor. The Whitburn Neighbourhood  Forum was NOT invited to the 

roundtable,  contrary to claims in the GBI strategy. We commented on the GI corridor online consultation  to say there was no evidence to change the 

strategic corridor north of Shearwater. However, our comments were never acknowledged, followed up on or actioned on by the local authority. 

 

The GBI assessment is not fit for purpose and does not justify why the site north of Shearwater has now been  excluded from the corridor, which makes 

the local plan unsound. 

 

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.: 

 

Revise the GBI corridor to align with the wildlife corridor in the north of Whitburn. Revise the GBI strategy to ensure  it follows its own methodology in a 

consistent manner to include the wildlife network within the GBI corridors. This is required to make sure the plan is justified and based on evidence. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

Yes 

Your personal details 

 

What is your name? 

 

Name: 

Steve Lavelle 

 

What is your email address? 

 

Email address: 

Who are you responding as? 

Neighbourhood  Forum 

Organisation: 

What is your postal address? 

 

Address: 
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Response to the Emerging Local Plan – Pre-Publication Draft 

We, the Whitburn Neighbourhood Forum (WNF) have a number of concerns with the Emerging Local 

Plan – Pre-Publication Draft that was approved by the cabinet for consultation on June 15th 2022. 

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1. Housing Need 

 

The draft local plan that South Tyneside Council (STC) have recently issued are using ONS figures that 

are eight years out of date. Thus, STC are not able to meet Conservative government’s housing needs 

derived from the government’s own standard formula on brownfield sites alone. 

However, the Levelling Up and Regeneration Bill proposes significant changes to the planning system 

which has led to uncertainty around national planning guidance which needs to be fully understood. 

This is likely to include the way national housing requirements are worked out and set locally, which will 

dictate how local plans are drawn up.  

There will also be a revised NPPF and an NPPF prospectus. A ‘more sophisticated way of assessing 

housing need’ will be included in the revised NPPF. As the former DLUHC SoS states, ‘we also need to 

ensure that how we calculate need and how plans are adopted is much more sensible and sensitive’. 

Both candidates for PM have also made statements that they want to abandon centrally set housing 

targets and formula. 

In its policy report, the government signals very clearly that it wants to protect and safeguard the Green 

Belt and pursue policy options to make the Green Belt even greener - which is the opposite of building 

on green belt. There is also a Green Belt Protection Bill currently going through Parliament that proposes 

to establish a national register of Green Belt land in England which will restrict the ability of local 

authorities to de-designate Green Belt land. 

The PPG is very clear that the Standard Method is not the whole answer to deciding on a housing target 

within a particular local authority. The formula is only based on two inputs so cannot possibly accurately 

reflect the myriad of very different housing challenges that exist across the country. The Standard 

Method was introduced to speed up and simplify the Plan-making process but was never intended to 

be a panacea. Current Planning Practice Guidance states that the use of the standard method is not 

mandatory, and a local authority can move away from this in exceptional circumstances. The above 

change in political and policy direction on housing need and green belt and recent data from the 

census showing a decline in the number of residents, shows that this exceptional circumstance is indeed 

present. Many local authorities have indeed paused their work while they await more information, 

conscious as they are that if they delete sites from the green belt, they will be unnecessarily lost forever. 

We recognise the constraints imposed on the council by current government planning policy. However, 

we propose that the plans are put on hold until the government make their intentions for the new 

planning policy framework clear, whereby they issue transitional guidance that align with their 

intentions, prior to new legislation coming into force. 
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1.2. Biodiversity, Site Selection, SA and HRA 

The site selection method and the Sustainability Assessment are both unsound. The SA fails to be a 

comprehensive assessment of impacts on biodiversity in particular. The site selection method is obscure 

and arbitrary, with different methods used for different sites, which fails to provide a complete overview 

of impacts from allocations. If there is no comprehensive understanding of all sites, then how has the 

decision been made that some sites should be developed, and some should not? What is this based 

on? The Forum needs to see the complete evidence and the council needs to be more transparent 

and open to scrutiny.  

The Local Plan does not meet the requirements of the NPPF, and of paras 11, 16, 22 and 174 in particular. 

1.3. Health Provision 

It is considered unlikely that developers will be in an informed position to produce a satisfactory Health 

Impact Assessment (HIA) for the 396 houses proposed for Whitburn until the present identified state of 

health provision inequality in the village is addressed. 

We recommend that the work of the Local Clinical Commissioning group looking at health provision in 

Whitburn is concluded before the local plan is agreed. This will allow for planned improvements in health 

care provision to be agreed that remedies this identified deficiency in social facilities. 

1.4. Air Quality and Impacts on Health Outcomes  

Due to the proposal to build an extra 396 houses bringing with it a 17 % increase in traffic there is a 

requirement to produce an Air Quality Assessment before any developments take place in Whitburn 

1.5. Traffic 

We recommend, due to the increase in traffic in Whitburn over the last 60 years (with no commensurate 

improvement in the road infrastructure) and due to the proposed increases in levels of car ownership 

(that will result from the proposed increase in population in the Draft Local Plan) a comprehensive 

Transport Assessment (TA) and Travel Plan (TP) unique for Whitburn should be prepared before any 

development levels are agreed. 

1.6. Social and community infrastructure 

The present education provision in Whitburn is inadequate to deal with any increase in student 

population and South Tyneside Council should request the developer to provide the land and 

construct and equip a new school. 

1.7. Sewage 

No large housing developments can be agreed to until plans to improve the sewage treatment 

infrastructure are also agreed. 
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2. STATEMENT OF COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT  

The Regulation 18 Draft Local Plan was approved by the council cabinet on 15th July 2022.  A 

consultation period started shortly afterwards and closed on the 14th August 2022. 

According to the Statement of Community Involvement on the council’s website: 

We will keep you informed through a variety of methods including: letters and e-mails, our website 

www.southtyneside.info our ‘Local Plan’ newsletter, the council’s ‘South Tyneside’ magazine and 

through notices in the local newspaper. 
 

There is a marked difference in the way that South Tyneside Council have sought the views of the local 

community with respect to The Draft Local Plan as compared with the Strategic Land Review. There are 

details of the consultation period regarding The Draft Local Plan on the Council web site and drop-in 

sessions have been arranged throughout the borough, managed by council staff. The South Tyneside 

Council did not deliver notices outlining The Draft Local Plan, inviting comments, and advertising the 

drop-in sessions. 

At the drop-in meeting held in the Whitburn Village Hall only about 8 residents turned up and four of 

them where members of the Forum executive committee.  Many residents were totally unaware of the 

plan other than advertising by the forum and were not aware of the drop-in sessions being held in the 

village. The council are also only accepting online comments. This rules out a lot of elderly folk who are 

not Internet savvy.  

There was also confusion within the village between the Local Plan and the referendum for the 

Neighbourhood Plan. It has become apparent that some villagers voted against the Neighbourhood 

Plan when they thought they were voting against the Local Plan. 

We, the Forum believe that the council have not demonstrated an adequate and robust 

communication strategy seeking the views of the local community with respect to the Draft Local Plan 

and more consultation is required before the Local Plan is agreed. 

3. HOUSING 

The regulation 18 draft local plan was approved by the cabinet on Wednesday June 15th less than 2 

weeks before the 2011 census figures were published. This plan estimates the 2021 population of South 

Tyneside as 151,936 whereas the actual figure is 147,800 an overestimate of 4,136 or 2.8%. 

This equates to approximately 2,000 houses. That is more than has been allocated in the plan to the 

green belts of Whitburn, Cleadon and East Boldon combined. 

The council planners inform us that they have to use as a base the ONS 2014 population figures and 

abide by the governments standard method for calculating allocations. 

However, the Department for Levelling up, Housing and Communities have stated in a response to a 

letter from East Boldon Forum that 

http://www.southtyneside.info/
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“The standard method does not impose a target; it is still up to the local authority 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 need in full.”       

 

The letter also states: 

“The Government is committed to protecting and enhancing the Green Belt, in line with our manifesto. 

Strong protections for Green Belt remain firmly in place. The Framework states, for instance, that a Green 

Belt boundary may be altered only in exceptional circumstances through the Local Plan process.  A 

local authority should consider releasing land from Green Belt only if it can demonstrate that it has 

explored all other reasonable options.” 

 

The fact is that there is no housing shortage in this area of the North East. If you examine the 2021 census 

figures the two neighbouring councils like South Tyneside have seen a decrease in population in the last 

10 years. 

Council Census 2011 Census 2021 Difference % 

South Tyneside 148,127 147,800 (327) (0.2) 

Gateshead 200,200 196,100 (4,100) (2.0) 

Sunderland 275,506 274,200 (1,306) (0.5) 

Total 623,833 618,100 (5,733) (0.9) 

 

Reliance on outdated figures and a  standard method that inflates housing needs are not exceptional 

circumstances to remove the green belt spaces. 

Furthermore the figures in the SHLAA are contradictory, inaccurate and full of arithmetic errors. For 

example the figures in 5.1 

A Residual Requirement 5,457 

B Developable SHLAA sites 6,147 

C Supply Against Target (A-B) -2,370 

Table 13 Supply against target before assessing Green Belt 

Here is another one from the SHMA. The total is 7 years 
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How can we trust the figures when they do not add up! 

Which brings us to another quandary. According to the table 2.10 above 2,260 net dwellings were built 

in the last 7 years. However the 2021 census informs us that there was only an increase of  1,133 

households since 2011 (a period of 10 years). We would expect there to be more households than 

dwellings not the other way round. The census 2021 figures records 68,300 households whereas the 

SHMA plan estimates there are 70,170 households and 72,081 dwellings. If the dwellings figure is 

accurate and assuming there is 1 household per dwelling (highly unlikely) then there are 3,781 dwellings 

vacant. This means that there are 5.2% of dwellings vacant compared with the national rate of 2.5%. 

Therefore the vacancy rate in the borough is above the ‘transactional vacancy level’ of 3%, which is 

the proportion of stock normally expected to be vacant to allow movement within the market. 

4. CONSULTATION FOR NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 

As part of creating the Neighbourhood Plan the Forum has been involved in a number of consultation 

exercises with the community. 

We had a series of workshops to elicit feedback of what the villagers liked and disliked about Whitburn. 

The community were asked to  answer 5 questions: 

1. What do you like about Whitburn and want to keep? 

2. What do you dislike about Whitburn and want to change or improve? 

3. What does Whitburn not have that you would like it to have? 

4. What do you think the neighbourhood plan should address? 

5. Any other comments? 

 

A high percentage of the comments referred to housing and green belt. The general feedback was 

that: 

 

• Developers were more interested in profit margins than local demand, building large executive 

style housing rather than affordable housing. 
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• Development should be modelled on local need, including affordable housing and 

accommodation more suitable for the elderly eg bungalows. 

• Priority should be given to local families for social housing 

 

The following table represents the percentage of comments relating to either greenbelt (retain) or 

development (must be based on need) 

 

Question Greenbelt Development 

What do you like about Whitburn and want to keep?  40%  

What do you dislike about Whitburn and want to change or improve? 

 

 38% 

What does Whitburn not have that you would like it to have? 

 

           4% 

What do you think the neighbourhood plan should address? 

 

32%         57% 

Any other comments? 

 

 22% 

Supply v Demand 

The Forum employed Aecom to produce a Housing Need Assessment for Whitburn. They looked at 

supply v demand of types of houses 

“Another approach to benchmarking whether sales volumes indicate inflated or depressed 

demand across different housing types is to compare the proportion of sales of each type of housing 

(excluding any new builds, which would introduce supply side factors) with the proportion of the 

existing housing stock that falls into each category. This allows conclusions to be drawn about 

whether the sale of homes of each type is occurring proportional to their availability, or whether, on 

account of sales volumes in any given type exhibiting a greater or lesser proportion than in the 

housing stock, suggesting higher or lower demand for that type respectively.  

This comparison is presented in the following table, with figures for the housing stock in South 

Tyneside as a whole presented alongside for reference. The table shows that whilst the percentage 

of sales and stock are roughly the same for detached properties and flats, fewer semi-detached 

properties are being sold than are represented in the existing stock. Whereas, for terraced 

properties, it appears that sales are much higher than the level of stock which could suggest this is 

where there is the highest demand relative to supply within Whitburn, versus a decreased demand 

for semi-detached properties.  Indeed, in both cases, this conclusion is only reiterated by the existing 

stock within the district as a whole, which both points to there being less demand for semi-detached 

properties than would be expected given its availability and more demand for terraced housing 

given its availability.” 

 Percentage of housing sales compared to stock 

  SALES STOCK STOCK 

  Whitburn Whitburn South Tyneside 

Detached 14% 16% 8% 

Semi-Detached 45% 53% 41% 

Terraced 36% 25% 30% 

Flats 5% 6% 21% 
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 Source: Census 2001/2011, Land Registry PPD, AECOM Calculations 

This analysis supports the Forum’s consultation exercises conducted for the neighbourhood plan that 

the current need is for affordable terraced/town houses.      

 

5. GENERAL GREEN BELT/BIODIVERSITY COMMENTS 

● The Local Plan is not promoting sustainable development: 

1) Unequal growth for Whitburn places pressure on existing facilities, with no plans to 

expand or build new facilities at strategic level; 

2) No plans to implement BNG let alone environmental net gain in policy; 

3) Development in Whitburn is unsustainable. Locations are more than three miles from any 

metro station. This will be the cause of additional carbon emissions. Greater Cambridge’s 

assessment of growth options and carbon emissions showed that growth within villages 

would by far cause the highest emissions due to transport implications (figure 3 in report). 

Those living in Whitburn will need to use transport that will have high emissions. There are 

bus routes through the village, but these have emissions. Overall, the Whitburn area has a 

higher level of car ownership, and more people use their car for commuting that the South 

Tyneside average. This means that it is more likely that people will commute using their car, 

leading to further high emissions. 

5) Does not make efficient use of brownfield 

● NPPF para 22 states that ‘Where larger scale developments such as new settlements or 

significant extensions to existing villages and towns form part of the strategy for the area, policies 

should be set within a vision that looks further ahead (at least 30 years), to take into account the 

likely timescale for delivery’. This has not been done for the allocations in Whitburn, which are 

significant compared to current dwellings. 

● The Local Plan goes against policy 174 of the NPPF: 

a) It does not protect or enhance valued landscapes. Sites allocations will affect area 

of high landscape value, or their setting 

b) It does not consider the economic and other benefits of best and most versatile land. 

Site allocations will cause the loss of BMVAL, yet there is no assessment of cumulative 

loss. This is pertinent because of the food security debate, and the growing awareness 

of this. A recent report showed that 14,500ha of the best agricultural land have been 

permanently lost since 2010 and it’s crucial that the Local Plan considers this. The 

interactive does not contain all BMVAL as identified on the Magic Map and Natural 

England data. 

c) It does not maintain the character of the undeveloped coast by allocating land for 

development in this area. 

https://www.greatercambridgeplanning.org/media/1389/gclp-strategic-spatial-options-assessment-implications-for-carbon-emissions-nov2020.pdf
https://www.greatercambridgeplanning.org/media/1389/gclp-strategic-spatial-options-assessment-implications-for-carbon-emissions-nov2020.pdf
https://www.cpre.org.uk/resources/building-on-our-food-security/
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d) It does not minimise impacts on biodiversity by not consistently assessing the loss or 

damage to biodiversity on the sites where allocations are proposed.  

● The Local Plan proposes to delete green belt sites. The Forum objects to this for multiple reasons, 

including that the Local Plan has not shown the need for this and that it lacks a comprehensive 

assessment of impacts on the environment and climate change. In addition, in accordance 

with NPPF para 142, there needs to be a plan in place to improve the remaining green belt. The 

council should 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. This should be localised, i.e. any green belt land taken out of 

Whitburn should lead to improvements to the remaining green belt within Whitburn. 

● Policy SP22: Green Infrastructure states that Supplementary Planning Document 3: Green 

Infrastructure Strategy (2013) provides the foundation for the Green Infrastructure policy. Yet the 

map provided has been altered from what appears in SPD3. The GI network has been amended 

without any evidence to support this, and conveniently excludes new allocations within 

Whitburn Green Belt. As these sites are still unallocated and are still part of the existing GI assets, 

this is inappropriate. It shows that the council is biased and has made the decision to allocate 

these sites for development without going through due process. When the Whitburn 

Neighbourhood Plan was going through examinations, the inspector requested a map from the 

council showing the GI corridor. The council provided the same false map with altered 

boundaries, thereby misleading the inspector and trying to push their changes through without 

going through any consultation processes. Luckily the Forum realised, but the council is now 

trying to do the same for the Local Plan. The GI map needs to be the same as in SPD3, as stated 

in the Local Plan. 

● Policy SP17: Climate Change. This should refer to sustainable locations for development as well. 

This is a crucial factor in climate change mitigation and adaptation. 

● Policy 36: Protecting against the loss, damage, or deterioration of (...) irreplaceable habitats. 

The wording is not strong enough. NPPF footnote 7 and para 180. Irreplaceable habitats are 

excluded from the presumption in favour of sustainable development. Development leading to 

the loss of such habitats should be refused. Policy wording needs amending to reflect NPPF. 

● Policy 33: Biodiversity, Geodiversity and Ecological Networks: ‘i. Avoid/minimise adverse impacts 

upon biodiversity and geodiversity in accordance with the mitigation hierarchy’. Using a / 

creates ambiguity. It should be avoid and minimise - should be clear that the first step in the 

mitigation hierarchy is to avoid, second step is to reduce or minimise. Impacts should not be 

minimised if they can be completely avoided. Unless minimise is meant as mitigation? This policy 

wording will create confusion. 

● Para 11.9: ‘The requirement to provide biodiversity net gain is in addition to any mitigation 

measures required to address potential harm created as a result of the development.’ It should 

be clear that BNG should also be applied AFTER the mitigation hierarchy has been applied and 

BNG should not be used as an excuse to not follow the mitigation hierarchy. This needs to be 

added in the text. 

● Map 42 should display the whole coast. It is misleading to display only a small proportion of N2K 

sites in the borough 

● 11.14 refers to interim SPD – yet this has not been mentioned before, Is this the Mitigation 

Strategy? 
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● 11.18 Proposals for any development within 400m of the European designated sites are likely to 

cause additional effects– yet this is not assessed for those sites within this boundary, which in 

Whitburn is Land North of Shearwater (also see below) 

● Wildlife network is identified on the policy map, but there is no clear link to the Local Plan. It does 

not mention the term ‘wildlife network’. How will this network be protected? What weight does 

it have? Also, there is no assessment of the impacts on this network from allocating land for 

housing that is part of the network, including land north of Shearwater.  

● Para 11.26: ‘The Act sets a requirement for development to achieve a mandatory 10% net 

increase in biodiversity, secured for at least 30 years’. The Environment Act actually sets out at 

least 10% - this needs to be amended. 

● Clarity is needed on the Biodiversity Supplementary Planning Document (SPD). What are 

timelines for making this happen and how will this work for new development applied for in the 

meantime? 

● The Local Plan lacks a climate change assessment. South Tyneside Council has declared a 

climate emergency, yet this is not acknowledged nor acted upon in developing the Local Plan. 

There should be consideration of the effect of the loss of natural capital assets and their 

importance to mitigating and being resilient to climate change. There should also be an 

assessment of the effect of building in green belt outside the main urban area. Please see the 

Greater Cambridge’s example of a carbon assessment regarding the sustainability of their 

growth options linked to above. The Plan should build in higher densities on brownfield land and 

not accept the standard housing method, as the use of green belt goes against the aim to fight 

climate change. 

 

6. SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENT 

● Has not assessed the local circumstances for using a different housing need, including green 

belt. Has not considered the latest demographic data and projections. 

● Para 4.41 claims that Whitburn is just over 5km from Sunderland city centre as the crow flies, this 

is not a realistic distance. No one travels in a straight line. By road it is around 7km. 

● Too high a number for the population of Whitburn. Population is 5102 

(https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/reports/localarea?compare=E35000601) 

The population in the table includes Marsden - this is not in the village of Whitburn.  

● The summary assessment of the sites contains errors and is incomplete - see below for errors per 

site 

● It is unclear how the conclusions of the SA have been taken into account into the final site 

selection and the development of the Local Plan draft. Even more, the SA is incomplete and is 

severely lacking the consideration of crucial implications of the Local Plan on the environment.  

● For the site assessments, why is there no consideration of biodiversity impacts? Only distance to 

designated sites is included as a factor, not the effect on biodiversity on site. It is common to 

include e.g. loss of habitat (priority habitat, priority species). These can be so large that it should 

not be allocated, e.g. linking to the wader report. How is this assessed? The impacts are known 

at this stage as some of the potential sites have been screened out due to biodiversity impacts, 

but details of this assessment and its report are missing. The Forum needs to see a complete 

assessment of how sites have been screened in/out. 

https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/reports/localarea?compare=E35000601
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● It does not consider the cumulative effects of allocations on villages. It only considers the 

individual impacts of sites. Taken all four allocated sites in Whitburn together, there are significant 

impacts on many areas including biodiversity. 

● P303 (Appendix F Reasons for Selecting or Rejecting Site Options) - this shows which sites have 

not been taken forward - there are many errors in here that show that the SA has not informed 

the choices at all. For example, SW06 - states significant impacts on biodiversity as reason not 

taken forward yet the table earlier only has amber for biodiversity. 

● Promoting healthier communities objective: distance to healthcare facilities and to open space 

are completely different factors that contribute to health. A positive effect in one does not 

cancel the effect in another out.  

● SA should consider proximity to metro station, not just bus - public transport is more than bus 

connections, whilst buses contribute to carbon emissions.  

● Releasing green belt land at whitburn is not the most sustainable option. There is an existing 

pressure on facilities, which is not recognised in the SA. There is limited public transport (bus only) 

and the nearest town centre is over 5km away. Whitburn has shown to be a commuting village 

with not much employment opportunity within the village. Development near the town and 

near public transport interchanges would be more sustainable. This would also achieve higher 

densities and would therefore need less land to be used. SA has not considered more 

sustainable locations in terms of development pattern. It has only focused on green belt releases 

away from the most sustainable locations. 

● South Tyneside has high levels of multiple deprivation, and low levels of access to green space 

(see https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/GreenInfrastructure/Map.aspx). No 

consideration has been given of the impacts of deleting green belt on health and inequality. It 

goes against ‘levelling up’ by depleting the area’s natural resources and preventing effective 

brownfield development and regeneration to come forward. 

● SA monitoring insufficient. GI should also measure GI strategic corridor area lost or gained. 

● SA objective and monitoring of Land use should include reference to BMVAL - measure area 

lost 

● SA monitoring of biodiversity should measure the effects of the plan and not general 

developments on e.g. SSSI condition. It should measure area of biodiversity habitat lost as well. 

 

 

7. SITE ALLOCATION 

7.1. Methodology 

 

● This is an opaque process, obscuring scrutiny. It is not clear what criteria is used to screen sites in 

and out.  

● There is no link between the SA and the site selection report, e.g. screening out some sites due 

to biodiversity impacts that are included in the site allocation topic paper but not the SA. Where 

is the evidence behind this if known for some sites, but not all? 

● Site allocations are not in line with the mitigation hierarchy - it is not evidenced how the 

significant impacts on biodiversity on these allocated sites are avoided firstly.  

● There is no assessment of individual and cumulative impacts on best and most versatile 

agricultural land, and the impacts on the economic and other natural capital benefits from 

BMVAL. 

https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/GreenInfrastructure/Map.aspx


WHITBURN NEIGHBOURHOOD FORUM  
 

Page 14 of 40 

 

● The SA is where it all should get together - all assessments and impacts. It should contain a map 

with the sites. The lack of a map or a complete table with all the site names and locations, plus 

the use of three different identifiers means it is very difficult to look at overall sites. For instance, 

Wellands Farm site is known as GA10, SWH009 and WH17a in various documents. This is also 

causing errors with assessments, e.g. the HRA (see below). 

 

7.2. Site selection Topic Paper 

 

● Refers to SA and Green Belt review, but it is not clear how some sites have been screened out 

and why some have not - there is no link between the SA conclusions / significant red effects 

and the selection process. 

● Even more, for some sites (e.g. SBC004) it considers the effects from development on habitats 

and species on-site. Yet this is not done for all sites, or there is no mention of the wader report. 

The screening method is therefore unclear and incomplete. It is an arbitrary approach to 

screening as for some sites certain effects are taken into account, while it is silent on these effects 

on other sites. This prevents a comprehensive, objective, valid and reliable assessment to take 

place. 

7.3. Site Framework 

What weight does the site framework have? Will applications be judged against the layouts in 

the framework? How much weight will be on the need for environmental net gain? 

7.4. Green Belt Review 

 

● Lacks a standard and objective method to assess impacts. The document is entirely based on 

narrative, leading to subjective, unreasoned, and biased assessment.  

● Lacks cumulative effects of multiple sites taken out of green belt. Green Belt is not made up of 

individual small sites as assessed. It is one large area, and it should therefore be assessed as a 

whole. Looking at the Green Belt as a whole, taking all the sites out that have been screened in 

for allocation, will the remaining green belt still fulfil its purpose? 

● South Tyneside’s Green Belt has a unique purpose to separate the villages and the urban area 

of South Shields from themselves and other authorities, in a wider region that is very densely 

populated. This gives South Tyneside's Green Belt an important purpose in keeping the land 

open, in combination with the importance for green space access and enjoyment mentioned 

earlier. Yet no consideration of overall impacts of taking green belt land away has been given. 

7.5. Whitburn Lodge (GA12) 

 

● Errors in number of houses here. Local Plan specifies 30, while site framework states 25.  

● Strongly support environmental net gain, but there needs to be more detail and guidance for 

developers to understand how to achieve this.  

● No link to the land that is owned by the same landowner - it includes part of GA12 
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7.6. Land North of Shearwater (GA13) 

 

● SA assessment has errors. On P67, the table on SWH026 does not take into account the significant 

negative effect on best and most versatile land (land use). SA criterion is that a red negative 

effect is applied (p269) if greenfield land is mainly on grade 3 soils. Site is mainly 3a with the rest 

3b - see magic map, post 1988 ALC layer. It also says it’s classed as urban land. This is incorrect 

as it is greenfield. It is not currently used for food production, but it could in the future. Allocating 

this means that this option is completely taken away and therefore it should be considered that 

development would result in the permanent loss of 3a land and its potential for food production.  

● Significant negative effect on GI as it’s within the GI network - SA might have been based on 

the altered GI map and is wrong. Should be significant red effect. 

● It correctly states that the site is within 400m buffer of a N2K site, but incorrectly states this will 

cause recreational effects only. As it is clear from the SA itself, and from the Local Plan, there 

are additional effects on N2K sites, such as invasive species and trampling. This should be 

included into the assessment.  

● It is within a wildlife network and forms the links between wildlife corridors and local landscapes 

of high value. It is undeveloped coast, also as identified in the Whitburn Neighbourhood Plan. 

● Site allocation would be against LP policy SP40 - agricultural land. Development should be 

avoided because there are enough suitable alternative sites on previously developed or lower 

quality land. 

● Site allocation goes against policy 39: retaining and enhancing the open and undeveloped 

character of the area 

● Total for this site should be 6 red significant negative effects and is within 400m of the SAC; the 

site should not be taken forward for development.  

● Green belt review: error: there is no previously developed site to the north. It is adjacent to a 

garden at the north. Only contained by housing to the south. 

● It has a strong purpose to restrict sprawl. It is an open site part of undeveloped coastal land 

(also in the Whitburn Neighbourhood Plan), and areas of high landscape value. Building on 

here would cause sprawl along Mill Lane - ribbon development.  

● Together with lodge being developed, this causes a strong impact on how it prevents 

Whitburn and South Shields from merging.  

 

7.7. Land North of Cleadon Lane (GA11) 

 

● Biodiversity impacts are more than neutral - on site impacts should be assessed, and the site was 

not assessed for wader presence. 

● Site is within the GI corridor, not on the periphery. This is because a false map was included in 

the Local Plan. Effects are negative. Focus on it not having public access is misleading, as GI 

has a multi-functional purpose, which is not limited to public use. 

● Site is within the wildlife corridor. Yet has been excluded from the wildlife network map for no 

obvious reason apart from it being proposed for housing. 
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7.8. Wellands Farm (GA10) 

 

● Biodiversity impacts from developing the site have not been considered. Waders, particularly 

curlew use this site - this is a significant impact that is not mitigated. Housing will reduce field 

significantly and will disturb waders which are likely not to return there. How will this be 

compensated for?  

● It is part of a wildlife corridor and area of high landscape value - yet no mitigation proposed. It 

is against policy 39 on landscapes. 

● The impact on biodiversity in the SA should be red because of this. Current assessment 

underestimates local impacts. 

● Loss of 2 ha of grade 3a land (BMVAL) - goes against policy 40 

● No reasoning for the sudden increase in housing numbers. 

 

8. AREAS OF HIGH LANDSCAPE VALUE 

● The Forum supports designating The Coast: Area of High Landscape Value  

● The Forum objects to the boundary purposely being drawn around the land north of Shearwater 

(SWH026) even though the character is the same as in the rest of the area - undeveloped green 

coast. Visually it is the same as the surrounding area and the landscape designation should wrap 

around the brownfield land of the lodge but include land north of Shearwater.  

 

9. HABITATS REGULATIONS ASSESSMENT 

● A183 Assessment of Durham Coast SAC: ‘Given that there is no contemporary assessment of 

traffic flows or air quality that reflect growth proposed in the emerging Plan, this furthermore 

detailed analysis cannot take place. Consequently, at this stage in plan making, adverse effect 

on the integrity cannot be ruled out (in combination with other plans or projects) and further 

evidence is necessary to inform the next iteration of the HRA at the Regulation 19 stage.’ The 

Forum requires more information on how this assessment will take place. 

● Water quality: no mention of the evidence that is existing of sewage overflow (see other section 

of comments). This is an issue that could have a likely effect and in line with the precautionary 

principle it should be assessed, or evidence shown it can be screened out at this stage. 

● “Dog fouling is a widely recognised issue” and on trampling: “need for steps for example at 

Whitburn Bents and Whitburn Steel to address trampling pressure”. The statement that dog 

fouling and trampling is an issue in Whitburn is not followed through. Site allocations within 

Whitburn are very close to protected sites, and therefore will increase these pressures, yet no 

further assessment or mitigation is included. 

● Screening of sites contains errors, e.g. GA9 is not within 400m of protected sites (in Cleadon not 

near N2K sites). Whitburn sites not included as being within 400m while they should be (e.g. see 

SA), for example GA13 (land north of Shearwater). 

● The 400m is only mentioned in relation to identifying sites within this buffer, but there is no further 

assessment of impacts in the HRA. The SA and Local Plan do mention this buffer. The HRA needs 

to include evidence on additional impacts. Sites within the 400m buffer should not be 

developed due to the impacts that cannot be mitigated. This includes Land north of 

Shearwater. For example, note the 400m exclusion zone for residential development at Thames 
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Basin Heath, which showed stronger recreational pressure, fly tipping and vandalism risk that 

could not be mitigated. 

10. LOCAL SHOPPING CENTRE 

The Forum objects to map 40 of the Whitburn Local Centre. Both the name and the area should 

match POLICY WNP11: WHITBURN VILLAGE CENTRE as included in the Whitburn Neighbourhood Plan. 

11. HEALTH PROVISION 

LOCAL PLAN POLICY  

POLICY 1: PROMOTING HEALTHY COMMUNITIES  

To improve and promote strong, vibrant, and healthy communities which encourage positive health 

related behaviours, reduce health inequalities, and support good physical and mental health and 

wellbeing, the Council, and its Partners, including the NHS, will:  

• Support health care provision and improvements  

• Ensure new developments contribute to improving health and reducing health inequalities by 

requiring a Health Impact Assessment (HIA) to be submitted for:  

o  Residential schemes for 100 or more dwellings or bedspaces  

o  Other developments where the proposal is likely to have a significant impact on 

health and wellbeing.  

NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK 

To ensure faster delivery of other public service infrastructure such as further education colleges, 

hospitals and criminal justice accommodation, local planning authorities should also work proactively 

and positively with promoters, delivery partners and statutory bodies to plan for required facilities and 

resolve key planning issues before applications are submitted.  

CURRENT LACK OF HEALTH PROVISION IN WHITBURN 

● There is currently a shortage of health provision in Whitburn Village in comparison with 
neighbouring areas of South Tyneside. 

● In South Tyneside the average GP has 2008 patients per each GP# 

● In North Tyneside this figure is 1491 patients per GP# 
● Currently in Whitburn there is only one GP and the surgery has a patient list of 5328.* 
● At Central Surgery there are 13 GPs with a patient list of 19333 patients or 1487 patients per 

doctor 
● At Marsden Road health centre there are 16GPs with 14,000 patients or 875 patients per doctor 

 

#ONS Geography, NHS Digital, NHS England & Improvement. 

*NHS - Business Services Authority 
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If the Local Plan is approved an extra 396 houses in Whitburn will bring another potential 950 patients 

to Whitburn 

Where will these new patients register at a GP? 

AGEING POPULATION 

     The total number of patients registered at Whitburn Surgery over the age of 50 years is 2,579 
which represents 48% of the total. Note from the graph below that the majority of patients are 
in the 50-59 age group. Over the next 10 years this “bulge” will move to the 60-69 age group 

with more medical care required for age related diseases. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS - POLICY 1: PROMOTING HEALTHY COMMUNITIES  

It is considered unlikely that developers will be in an informed position to produce a satisfactory Health 

Impact Assessment (HIA) for the 396 houses proposed for Whitburn until the present identified state of 

health provision inequality in the village is addressed. 

We recommend that the work of the Local Clinical Commissioning group looking at health provision in 

Whitburn is concluded before the local plan is agreed. This will allow for planned improvements in health 

care provision to be agreed that remedies this identified deficiency in social facilities. 

12. AIR QUALITY AND IMPACTS ON HEALTH OUTCOMES  

LOCAL PLAN POLICY – AIR QUALITY POLICY 

• Development should contribute to the improvement of air quality  

• Where significant air quality impacts are likely to be generated by the development, an 

appropriate air quality assessment will be required. 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. 

NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK 

As per the National Planning Policy Framework paragraph 186 and paragraph 181, National Planning 

Practice Guidance – Air quality chapter and as per the Validation of Planning Applications in Tyneside 

– 2019.1 

 Planning policies and decisions should sustain and contribute towards compliance with relevant limit 

values or national objectives for pollutants, taking into account the presence of Air Quality 

Management Areas and Clean Air Zones, and the cumulative impacts from individual sites in local 

areas. Opportunities to improve air quality or mitigate impacts should be identified, such as through 

traffic and travel management, and green infrastructure provision and enhancement. 

Where a development would lead to a minimum 5% increase in traffic within an Air Quality 

Management Area (AQMA), Clean Air Zone (CAZ) or 10% elsewhere. 

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. 

 

 

 
1  https://www.southtyneside.gov.uk/media/9861/Validation-of-Planning-Applications-in-Tyneside-2019-version-1-February-2019-

/pdf/Validation_of_Planning_Applications__in_Tyneside_(Feb._2019).pdf 

https://www.southtyneside.gov.uk/media/9861/Validation-of-Planning-Applications-in-Tyneside-2019-version-1-February-2019-/pdf/Validation_of_Planning_Applications__in_Tyneside_(Feb._2019).pdf
https://www.southtyneside.gov.uk/media/9861/Validation-of-Planning-Applications-in-Tyneside-2019-version-1-February-2019-/pdf/Validation_of_Planning_Applications__in_Tyneside_(Feb._2019).pdf
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SOUTH TYNESIDE RESIDENTS LIFE EXPECTANCY - LOWER THAN THE NATIONAL AVERAGE 

Residents of South Tyneside Council generally have a lower life expectancy than the national average 

according to Public Health data reports2:  

    Male    Female  

South Tyneside  77.0 years   81.8 years  

National Average  79.8 years   83.4 years  

There is evidence to suggest that long term exposure to poor air quality increases the risk of premature 

mortality from cardiovascular and respiratory diseases. The latest research also links poor air quality as 

a factor in the onset of dementia, The premature mortality rates for cardiovascular, respiratory diseases 

and cancer are given below. It is important to note that other lifestyle factors such as smoking, etc. do 

influence these figures. 

Premature (under 75 years) mortality rates from all cardiovascular disease of 90.3 per 100,000 as 

compared to 70.4 per 100,000 for England; of this 36.7 per 100,000 were considered preventable. 

Premature (under 75 years) mortality rates from respiratory disease of 54.3 per 100,000 as compared to 

34.2 per 100,000 for England; of this 38.9 per 100,000 were preventable. 

Premature (under 75 years) mortality rates from cancer of 155.5 per 100,000 as compared to 129.2 per 

100,000 for England; of this 76.0 per 100,000 were preventable. 

AIR QUALITY MONITORING IN WHITBURN 

South Tyneside Council claim to monitor Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) and Particulate Matter (PM10) and 

(PM2.5) using continuous monitoring stations and non-continuous diffusion tubes; to ensure that there 

are no exceedances of national air quality and EU limit and target values. 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) levels are measured in East Street, Whitburn near the Jolly Sailor PH by a diffusion 

tube that is left out for set periods of time, monthly or time specified if longer than a month. Diffusion 

tubes do not give real time data, but they do provide an indication of whether further investigation into 

air quality is required in an area. The concentration may be higher during peak traffic flows. The figures 

provided are the raw data concentrations for the period of time that the diffusion tubes are left at the 

location. (All measurements are in μg/m3). The national annual average objective level for NO2 is 40 

μg/m3 per cubic metre.  

DT1 

2016 30.0       2017 25.9       2018 24.3       2019 24.9      2020 20.9 

There is no measurement of Particulate Matter (PM10) and (PM2.5) taking place in Whitburn 

 
2 2021 Air Quality Annual Status Report (ASR) 
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POSITION OF EAST STREET, WHITBURN DIFFUSION TUBE. 

There are concerns regarding the position of the diffusion tube. Defra guidance advises that diffusion 

tubes should be placed at breathing height. This tube is placed at a height of 2.3m. It is on the 

pavement on the other side of the road to traffic queueing at traffic lights, avoiding the fumes from 

stationary traffic. It is situated to the South of Eastfields and thus avoids the traffic congestion that occurs 

in the centre of Whitburn Village. 

X OS Grid Ref (Easting) 440,822                          Y OS Grid Ref (Northing)561,822 
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RECOMMENDATIONS - LOCAL PLAN POLICY - AIR QUALITY POLICY  

The diffusion tube at Whitburn (and those elsewhere in the borough) is badly sited as it avoids the 

heaviest traffic fumes and is set at a height that is not commensurate with breathing height. The results 

produced cannot be relied upon to reflect the air pollution that exists in the Village. There is no 

measurement of Particulate Matter (PM10) and (PM2.5) taking place in Whitburn. The measuring system 

is not fit for purpose. 

Due to the proposal to build an extra 396 houses bringing with it a 17 % increase in traffic there is a 

requirement to produce an Air Quality Assessment before any developments take place in Whitburn 

under the following provisions:  

● Where there would be an increase of 50 parking spaces within an AQMA or 100 spaces 

elsewhere. 

● Development in excess of 100 dwellings or 10,000 square metres floorspace (or an equivalent 

combination)  

● Where a development would lead to a minimum 5% increase in traffic within an Air Quality 

Management Area (AQMA), Clean Air Zone (CAZ) or 10% elsewhere. 

 

 

Air pollution report for Whitburn 

Pollutant one: PM2.5 

 

At this address, the annual average of PM2.5 is 6.76mcg/m3. The World Health 

Organization limit is 10mcg/m3. 

 

However, there is no healthy limit of PM2.5. These particles, which are less than 2.5 

micrometers in diameter, can cause asthma, respiratory inflammation and jeopardize 

lung functions. 

 

Pollutant two: PM10 

 

The reading for PM10 at this address is 11.79mcg/m3. The W.H.O. limit is 20mcg/m3. 

 

There is no healthy limit of PM10. 

Exposure to PM10 affects lung development in children. 

 

Pollutant three: NO2 

 

The reading for N02 at this address is 21.87mcg/m3. The W.H.O. limit is 40mcg/m3. 

 

However, exposure (for a year or more) to 30mcg leads to a 5.5% increased risk 

of disease related mortality. 
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LOCAL PLAN POLICY RE TRAFFIC AND CLIMATE CHANGE  

Policy SP17: Climate Change  

To meet the challenge of mitigating and adapting to the effects of climate change, a comprehensive 

approach to delivering sustainable development and reducing carbon emissions is required. This will be 

achieved by: 

Facilitating a modal shift in transport by maximising the ability to make trips by public transport, 

sustainable and active modes of transport. 

NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK 

Transport issues should be considered from the earliest stages of plan-making and development 

proposals, so that:  

a) the potential impacts of development on transport networks can be addressed. 

b) opportunities from existing or proposed transport infrastructure, and changing transport technology 

and usage, are realised – for example in relation to the scale, location or density of development that 

can be accommodated. 

c) opportunities to promote walking, cycling and public transport use are identified and pursued. 

d) the environmental impacts of traffic and transport infrastructure can be identified, assessed, and 

taken into account – including appropriate opportunities for avoiding and mitigating any adverse 

effects, and for net environmental gains; and  

e) patterns of movement, streets, parking, and other transport considerations are integral to the 

design of schemes and contribute to making high quality places.  

VEHICULAR TRAFFIC IN WHITBURN 

Since 1949 motor vehicle traffic in the UK has increased more than ten-fold from 28.9 to 328.1 billion 

vehicle miles, largely driven by steady growth in car traffic. 

Cleadon Lane, Moor Lane, Lizard Lane and the A183 are the principal routes in and out of Whitburn 

and these remain largely unchanged since the end of World War 2. These routes have had to endure 

the ten-fold increase in motor vehicle traffic including the HGVs that thunder through the village from 

the quarry and the constant stream of traffic that travels through the centre of Whitburn daily from 

Sunderland to South Shields and back. 

CAR OWNERSHIP IN WHITBURN 

Presently in the North-East there are 1.1 cars per household. 3 

 We currently have 2545 households in Whitburn equating to 2799 cars. An extra 397 homes would give 

us an extra 436 cars equating to 3235 cars travelling in and out of Whitburn. This represents a further self-

 
3 https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk › attachment_data › file › nts9902 

about:blank
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generated 17% increase in domestic traffic on roads that were built in the mid twentieth century. This 

will increase noise, congestion, and air pollution with an increased risk of road traffic collisions. 

Whitburn has an automatic traffic counter at Mill Lane in the north of the village4. This shows that the 

daily average is 7,860  motor vehicles travelling through the village. There are clear peaks, for instance 

on an average week day there is a peak at 15:00hrs (690 motor vehicles). The largest peak is on a 

Sunday, with 872 vehicles at 14:00hrs (11% of the total number of vehicles). Congestion / traffic queues 

are observed regularly during these peak times by residents. 

 

The daily Traffic Data is shown below 

 

Weekly Data 

 

 
4 
https://app.powerbi.com/view?r=eyJrIjoiOTliZTJmNDgtOWM4Yi00ZjhhLWE3YzEtYjNhMDNiYmVjZmRkIiwidCI6IjA5ZmJiOT
c5LTQzMTctNGQyMS05Y2I2LWU1ODgxMTE2OWNkOCJ9 

 

https://app.powerbi.com/view?r=eyJrIjoiOTliZTJmNDgtOWM4Yi00ZjhhLWE3YzEtYjNhMDNiYmVjZmRkIiwidCI6IjA5ZmJiOTc5LTQzMTctNGQyMS05Y2I2LWU1ODgxMTE2OWNkOCJ9
https://app.powerbi.com/view?r=eyJrIjoiOTliZTJmNDgtOWM4Yi00ZjhhLWE3YzEtYjNhMDNiYmVjZmRkIiwidCI6IjA5ZmJiOTc5LTQzMTctNGQyMS05Y2I2LWU1ODgxMTE2OWNkOCJ9
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RECOMMENDATIONS - LOCAL PLAN POLICY RE TRAFFIC AND CLIMATE CHANGE  

Transport Assessments / Statements, and Travel Plans  5 

The plan to build 396 homes in a village with no local employment facilities, no direct link to the Metro 

system and no nearby large retail facilities will produce a commuting community that will add to traffic 

volumes and thus increase vehicle fumes adding to climate change. 

There needs to be an assessment of how the extra vehicles will impact on the local area and how a 

modal shift in transport by maximising the ability to make trips by public transport, sustainable and active 

modes of transport can be achieved. 

For new development, changes of use and alterations to existing buildings, the transportation and 

accessibility outcomes of development needs to be set out as part of a planning application. This 

information is used to assess the suitability of the development and to ensure it is in accordance with 

policy and other related guidance.   

Where a development is likely to have significant transportation implications, a Transport Assessment 

(TA) and Travel Plan (TP) should be prepared.  In some instances, The TA may be downgraded to a 

Transport Statement (TS). These documents are used to determine whether the impact of the 

development is acceptable, in highways and transportation terms.   

For a development of dwelling houses above 80 units a TA and a TP are required. For between 50 and 

80 units a TS and TP are required.  

We recommend, due to the increase in traffic in Whitburn over the last 60 years (with no commensurate 

improvement in the road infrastructure) and due to the proposed increases in levels of car ownership 

 
5  https://www.southtyneside.gov.uk/media/9861/Validation-of-Planning-Applications-in-Tyneside-2019-version-1-February-2019-

/pdf/Validation_of_Planning_Applications__in_Tyneside_(Feb._2019).pdf 

https://www.southtyneside.gov.uk/media/9861/Validation-of-Planning-Applications-in-Tyneside-2019-version-1-February-2019-/pdf/Validation_of_Planning_Applications__in_Tyneside_(Feb._2019).pdf
https://www.southtyneside.gov.uk/media/9861/Validation-of-Planning-Applications-in-Tyneside-2019-version-1-February-2019-/pdf/Validation_of_Planning_Applications__in_Tyneside_(Feb._2019).pdf
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(that will result from the proposed increase in population in the Draft Local Plan) a comprehensive 

Transport Assessment (TA) and Travel Plan (TP) unique for Whitburn should be prepared before any 

development levels are agreed. 

 

13. EDUCATION PROVISION IN WHITBURN.6 

LOCAL PLAN POLICY 51: SOCIAL AND COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE 

To ensure that social and community infrastructure, including education, meets the Borough’s 

evidenced needs, development proposals will be required to:  

• Set land aside for the provision of social and community infrastructure, where there IS an 

identified need or, where appropriate, provide an equivalent financial contribution  

• Where a need for additional school places is identified because of pressure on places from 

development, either individually or because of multiple developments within an area, 

requests for S106 contributions will be made.  

• If the scale of a development means that demand for school places cannot be met through 

the expansion of existing schools or academies a S106 contribution may be sought to include 

land needed to develop a new school in addition to the associated capital costs of 

establishing the school. Alternatively, the Council may request the developer to provide the 

land and construct and equip a new school. 

NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK 

It is important that a sufficient choice of school places is available to meet the needs of existing and 

new communities. Local planning authorities should take a proactive, positive, and collaborative 

approach to meeting this requirement, and to development that will widen choice in education.  

They should:  

a) give great weight to the need to create, expand or alter schools through the preparation of plans 

and decisions on applications; and  

b) work with school promoters, delivery partners and statutory bodies to identify and resolve key 

planning issues before applications are submitted. 

CURRENT EDUCATIONAL PROVISION IN WHITBURN 

There are three schools in Whitburn providing primary and secondary education.  

 

 

 

 
6 https://www.southtyneside.gov.uk/article/36365/Primary-infant-and-junior-school-admissions 
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Recent intake figures are as follows: 

 Whitburn Primary Marsden Primary Whitburn 
Academy 

Intake/year. 30 30 205 

Applications 53 48 464 

Places taken. 25 26 206 

    

 

These figures demonstrate that the current schools provision in Whitburn will not be able to cope with 

a 22% increase in population as proposed in the Draft Local Plan.   

 

RECOMMENDATIONS - POLICY 51: SOCIAL AND COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE 

The present education provision in Whitburn is inadequate to deal with any increase in student 

population and South Tyneside Council should request the developer to provide the land and 

construct and equip a new school. 

A suggestion is to build such a new school on the ‘Charley Hurley’ site and transfer the school 

population from Whitburn Primary to the new , larger school. This would free up the land that Whitburn 

Primary presently occupies for development. 

 

14. MEETING THE CHALLENGE OF CLIMATE CHANGE, FLOODING, AND COASTAL 

CHANGE 

The Local Plan devotes a lot of information about how they intend to deal with wastewater with 

specific reference to roles and responsibilities. 

Roles and Responsibilities  

7.32 Local Planning Authority (LPA)  

As part of the planning application process the LPA consults with the Lead Local Flood Authority and 

Northumbrian Water (the water and sewerage undertaker for South Tyneside Council) on a range of 

development proposals that require a connection to the sewerage network.  

 

7.33 Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA)  

Under the Flood and Water Management Act 2010, LLFAs are required to undertake a statutory 

consultee role providing technical advice on surface water and ground water flooding to LPAs on major 

developments (10 dwellings or more).  
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7.34 Northumbrian Water Ltd (NWL) 

Northumbrian Water’s role as water and sewerage undertaker, in the planning and development 

process is to:    

• Provide a system of public sewers to ensure effective drainage   

• Manage the adoption of sewers serving new development sites, including sustainable storm water 

storage systems    

• Engage with the LPA when introducing new or revised long term special planning policies that ensure 

there will be sufficient capacity within their systems to meet anticipated flows from future developments 

   

• Manage the Whitburn Long Sea Outfall, ensuring discharges during wet weather maintains water 

quality in accordance with the Bathing Water Directive and remains in compliance with the discharge 

permit at this location.  

7.35 Environment Agency (EA) -  

The EA are a statutory consultee providing advice to the LPA for planning applications within 20m of a 

main river. They regulate Northumbrian Water Limited’s discharge at the Whitburn Long Sea Outfall 

against a permit to discharge, which contains conditions that must be complied with to ensure there is 

no breach of environmental laws. The EA also has responsibility for assessing the quality of designated 

bathing waters under the Bathing Water Directive and monitors the performance of the Whitburn 

scheme, following the requirement of The European Court of Justice. This data is reported back to the 

European Commission via Defra. 

Disposal of Foul Water Policy 10:  

Disposal of Foul Water  

1. Development shall utilise the following drainage hierarchy:  

i. Connection to a public sewer  

ii. Package sewage treatment plant, which can be offered to the Sewerage Undertaker for adoption  

iii. Septic tank  

2. Development involving the use of non-main methods of drainage (including septic tanks/cesspits) 

will not be permitted in areas where public sewerage exists  

3. Development of new or extensions/ improvements to existing wastewater, sludge, or sewage 

treatment works, will be supported unless the adverse impact of the development significantly 

outweighs the need for greater capacity  

4. Where the development involves the disposal of trade effluent, a foul Water Management Plan/ 

drainage assessment will be required to demonstrate how the disposal of foul water is undertaken 

following the disposal hierarchy. This shall include a trade effluent consent if connected to the sewerage 
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system. Trade effluent is any liquid produced by the operations of any trade or industry including car 

washes. 

7.36 The LPA must be satisfied that there is sufficient capacity within the existing sewer network before 

granting planning permission to a development that will impact on that capacity. However, it is the 

responsibility of NWL to ensure that there is sufficient capacity. NWL is a statutory consultee for planning 

applications. In assessing whether there is sufficient capacity, the LPA relies on the professional advice 

provided by NWL.  

7.37 The Environment Agency is the regulator for licensing abstractions, pollution control and the quality 

of the water environment, whilst NWL is responsible for water services and sewerage. The Council has 

been working closely with the Environment Agency and NWL and will continue to collaborate with these 

agencies and other infrastructure providers to inform future decision making.  

 

NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK 

The Local Plan is a strategic document 

20. Strategic policies should set out an overall strategy for the pattern, scale and design quality of 

places, and make sufficient provision for:  

a) housing (including affordable housing), employment, retail, leisure and other commercial 

development;  

b) infrastructure for transport, telecommunications, security, waste management, water supply, 

wastewater, flood risk and coastal change management, and the provision of minerals and energy 

(including heat);  

c) community facilities (such as health, education and cultural infrastructure); and  

d) conservation and enhancement of the natural, built and historic environment, including landscapes 

and green infrastructure, and planning measures to address climate change mitigation and 

adaptation.  

REBUTTAL OF ASSERTIONS MADE IN THE LOCAL PLAN 

It is the duty of the Local Planning Authority to ensure there is sufficient wastewater collection and 

treatment capacity. Northumbrian Water Limited does not make planning decisions, that is the role of 

the LPA.  

Northumbrian Water’s role in the planning and development process is as a statutory consultee. They 

will be shown to be unreliable as a consultee. 

The EA are a statutory consultee and regulate Northumbrian Water Limited’s discharge at the Whitburn 

Long Sea Outfall against a permit to discharge. They will be shown to have failed in their duty to regulate. 

We will provide evidence that demonstrates there is, at this time, insufficient wastewater collection and 

treatment capacity to deal with the present population of the borough and increasing the population 

will lead to an increase in sewage pollution. 
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South Tyneside Council have also previously been supplied with a legal opinion which challenges the 

assertion that the LPA has to rely on the professional advice provided by NWL (embedded below) 

Legal Opinion 

Sewage.docx
 

I would draw your attention to the following paragraphs: 

From a legal perspective I would note that any evidence submitted to the LPA that contradicts 

Northumberland Water’s assertions regarding sewerage capacity is likely to be a material consideration 

that cannot be disregarded by the LPA 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). I also note that wastewater treatment capacity in general is clearly a material planning 

matter.  

I would also add that the fact that the European Commission takes the view that the UK has not 

complied with Case C- 301/10 in respect of Whitburn is also a material planning consideration, which 

the LPA is not entitled to ignore in its consideration of proposed new developments that will impact on 

the local sewerage network.  

NORTHUMBRIAN WATER LIMITED AS A CONSULTEE TO THE LOCAL PLAN 

Northumbrian Water, as a consultee to planning applications in the borough, have a history of 

consistently asserting that they have the wastewater treatment capacity to cope with the extra 

wastewater flows any new development will create. They do not provide any data or evidence that 

corroborates such a claim. They increase their profits by charging for new connections to their sewer 

network and have a resultant increase in profits from the water and sewerage rates they charge new 

customers. Their decisions and the advice they give to the LPA are based only on increasing their profits.  

They are an unreliable consultee. 

On July 15th 2022 Forbes reported that New York-listed investment giant KKR has reached a deal to 

invest £867 million ($1 billion) for a minority stake in Northumbrian Water Group, which is jointly owned 

by several listed companies within CK Group, the business empire of Hong Kong billionaire Li Ka-shing. 

Li Ka-shing.is one of many who have been identified as using the English water companies as a lucrative 

form of growing even wealthier, as the NAO highlights 

Major investors have gained access to an annual harvest of guaranteed money and assets to borrow 

against (National Audit Office Report 2018) 

No wonder multinationals see this company (NWL) as a cash cow, guaranteed to generate profits from 

the water rates paid by captive customers whilst the companies are allowed to break environmental 

laws with impunity. 

As an example, in response to the recent Cleadon Lane Industrial site application for196 new homes 

(reference ST/1109/21/FUL) the response from NWL to the application simply says 

The Sewage Treatment Works to which this development finally discharges to is able to accept the 

additional flows. 



WHITBURN NEIGHBOURHOOD FORUM  
 

Page 31 of 40 

 

They provide no data to substantiate this assertion. They stand to make around £98,000 in new 

connection charges from this proposed development and around £80,000 a year in perpetuity from the 

charges they make to these new customers. They can achieve this without investing in their 

infrastructure as the wastewater they do not have the capacity to treat they simply discharge into the 

local marine environment. 

NWL also does not comment on whether the additional flows will cause issues with the sewage 

collection system and the storm interceptor tunnel at Whitburn and if the Whitburn sewage discharge 

permit can accommodate these extra flows. The extra 196 homes will create an extra 60 tonnes of 

sewage a day, that is 60,000 litres a day. 

NWL can accept the flows because they are able to dump the flows by discharging them untreated 

out to sea. They do not state that they 'treat' the flows. 

In the normal course of events i.e. when it rains, the Whitburn long sea outfall (LSO) is the primary source 

of untreated sewage discharges for Whitburn, Cleadon and East Boldon and is used to pump untreated 

sewage out to sea from the Whitburn 'stormwater' interceptor tunnel. 

The Whitburn LSO is governed by permit 245/1207 and is reported to have discharged 31 times for 119 

hours in 2021. 

The LSO is unique in that volumes of the discharge are also measured and in 2021 the 31 reported 'spills' 

resulted in a record 821,088.00 tonnes of untreated sewage being discharged into the environment 

All the combined flows of sewage from this development (ST/1109/21/FUL) go directly to the Whitburn 

sewage system via the nominated connection at manhole 2802 at the junction of Cleadon Lane / 

Whitburn Road.  

NWL, in 2017, built a holding tank behind Morrisons at Seaburn to hold back increasing flows from the 

East Boldon / Cleadon area due to insufficiencies in sewage treatment and collection capacity. This 

holding tank has overflowed on occasion and the extra volumes from this proposed development, 

especially at the wake-up hours of the day, will add to the pressure on a system that is not coping now. 

There is evidence to suggest that NWL have made another illegal connection from this storage tank to 

the storm interceptor tunnel. The primary function of the tunnel is to store stormwater. The connection 

introduces flows of foul sewage to the tunnel. This connection is not identified as one of the overflows 

in the conditions of the Whitburn discharge permit and so is illegal. 

I would also draw your attention to the routine return on a daily basis of high volumes of untreated 

sewage from the Whitburn storm interceptor tunnel to the foul sewage system 

● The early 2021 daily return flows of raw foul sewage show over 500 tonnes of undiluted raw 

sewage is regularly pumped from the Whitburn interceptor tunnel on dry days back to the 

foul sewer system.  

This shows the Whitburn interceptor tunnel is being used on a daily basis to collect and store foul sewage 

as though it is part of the foul sewer network - this was never the intended purpose of the tunnel and, I 

understand, breaches the planning consent for the Whitburn Long Sea Outfall pumping station which I 

understand only allows for the discharge of stormwater to sea. If the planning application was for 
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discharge of stormwater, then a change of use application to allow discharge of foul sewage is 

required. 

The daily return flows of raw foul sewage from the Whitburn interceptor tunnel to the foul sewer system 

in dry weather show that either: 

  

1) One or more of the CSOs connected to the tunnel is discharging undiluted raw foul sewage on a 

daily basis, in violation of the existing permit; or 

2) There have been one or more illegal connections made from the foul sewage system to the tunnel 

since it was first built (apart from the illegal connection which has been identified and which is subject 

to a CAR) which NWL has failed to disclose to the regulator, also in violation of the permit. 

In using the tunnel as a foul sewage retention tank during dry weather NWL shows a total disregard of 

the permit which only allows discharges into the tunnel as a result of heavy rainfall or snowmelt. They 

cannot be regarded as a reliable consultee. 

It must also be noted that the Whitburn system is currently subject to a Compliance Assessment Report 

after NWL constructed an illegal connection to the sewage system in 2015. Since the illegal connection 

was made an extra 100,000 tonnes of untreated sewage has been discharged at Whitburn on average 

each year culminating in a record 820,000 tonnes of untreated sewage being discharged into the 

protected marine areas in 2021. The sewage collection and treatment system at Whitburn is not fit for 

purpose. 

Northumbrian Water limited failed to report to the Environment Agency that they had constructed this 

illegal connection in 2015. They are not a reliable consultee. 

On 18 November 2021, the Environment Agency and Ofwat announced major investigations into 

potential widespread non-compliance by water and sewerage companies at sewage treatment works 

(STW). More than 2200 sewage treatment works (STWs) spanning all water and sewerage companies in 

England will be scrutinised by EA experts. One of the STWs under investigation has been identified as 

the Hendon STW which is supposed to treat the sewage from a large part of South Tyneside. This is a 

criminal investigation and as such must be conducted in accordance with criminal rules and 

procedures. 

OFWAT said on Wednesday 9th March 2022 it had started enforcement cases against Northumbrian 

Water Limited. The inquiry came after evidence that the scale of illegal discharges of raw sewage could 

be 10 times higher than disclosed by the firm. 

NWL are also suspected to be in breach of Section 94, Water Industry Act 1991 which stipulates that It 

shall be the duty of every sewerage undertaker 

a) to provide, improve and extend such a system of public sewers (whether inside its area or elsewhere) 

and so to cleanse and maintain those sewers as to ensure that that area is and continues to be 

effectually drained. 
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Discharging untreated sewage into our waterways cannot be said to be a proper way of ensuring that 

our area is and continues to be effectually drained. 

NWL are routinely breaching the discharge permits at Hendon and Whitburn. This is in contravention of 

Environmental Protection law which in England And Wales is enforced through the Environmental 

Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2010 

 

Sec 12 of the Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2010 sets out the requirement 

for an environmental permit 

(1) A person must not, except under and to the extent authorised by an environmental 

permit— 

(a) operate a regulated facility; or 

(b) cause or knowingly permit a water discharge activity or groundwater activity. 

The ocean is suffering, residents are paying for services they do not receive and NWL are making millions 

in profits that are paid to shareholders each year rather than investing in the infrastructure required to 

serve a growing population. 

Northumbrian Water Limited fails in its role as a sewage undertaker and is not a reliable consultee. The 

LPA must not rely solely on the advice provided by NWL.  

THE ROLE OF THE EA 

The Environment Agency is the regulator for licensing abstractions, pollution control and the quality of 

the water environment. 

They have failed in their duty to regulate sewage discharge permits at Whitburn and cannot be relied 

upon to advise the LPA on wastewater treatment and pollution control 

 

The following information in the Local Plan is misleading 

The EA also has responsibility for assessing the quality of designated bathing waters under the Bathing 

Water Directive and monitors the performance of the Whitburn scheme, following the requirement of 

The European Court of Justice. This data is reported back to the European Commission via Defra. 

The requirement of the European Court of Justice was that the Whitburn system was brought into 

compliance with the Urban Wastewater Treatment Directive, not the Bathing Water Directive. The data 

regarding the performance of the Whitburn scheme was last reported back to the European 

Commission in October 2020, The European Commission looked at the data and decided that the 

Whitburn system, despite remedial work, was still not in compliance with the Urban Wastewater 
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Treatment Directive. This is also a material planning consideration, which the LPA is not entitled to ignore 

in its consideration of proposed new developments that will impact on the local sewerage network.   

The EA accepts NWLs assertion that 500 tonnes of foul sewage entering the storm interceptor tunnel 

each day is groundwater ingress. This cannot be so, especially when there is no rain. The tunnel was not 

built of bricks like the Victorian parts of our sewage system. It was built in modern times, using modern 

materials consisting of sections of prefabricated concrete. There is something seriously amiss if the EA 

claims that sections of these prefabricated concrete structures have failed and allow groundwater to 

pour into the tunnel at a rate of 500 tonnes a day on dry days. The construction company should be 

sued. 

We also advise that you pay no heed to the claims that bathing water results generated by the EA are 

excellent. The bathing water testing system has been shown to be a sham as the EA in our area only 

takes bathing water samples on dry days, thus avoiding pollution incidents. The EA are taking the local 

authorities for fools and risking harm to public health by operating a bathing water testing regime that 

is not fit for purpose.  

The EA failed to regulate the Whitburn discharge permit as it was not aware of the illegal connection 

made in 2015 for over 6 years. 

In 2021 a report was made to the EA that NWL had made an illegal connection to the sewage system 

at Whitburn in 2015. The EA initially discounted these concerns and did not uphold the complaint. The 

complaint was escalated before appropriate action was taken and a Compliance Assessment Report 

was issued against NWL for making the illegal connection.  

The EA gave NWL a warning. NWL then challenged the CAR which was withdrawn and the warning 

rescinded,  

Legal advice was obtained, and a legal Pre Action-Protocol letter was sent to the EA. The CAR was 

then reinstated but NWL have so far not complied. The EA is not consistent in their use of their regulatory 

powers. 

Similarly, the discharge figures provided by NWL to the EA for Hendon Sewage Treatment Works were 

challenged. These concerns were discounted by the EA and the complaint was once more escalated.  

NWL were required to revisit their discharge figures and incredibly increased them by 4,000%.  

A set of figures for Whitburn long sea outfall discharges were supplied by the EA and were discovered 

to be inaccurate by 10%. These figures were eventually corrected by the EA but not before they had 

sent them to the National Audit Office. 

These examples of the EAs failings demonstrate that the EA cannot be relied upon to advise the LPA on 

wastewater treatment and pollution control they have failed to regulate Northumbrian Water Limited’s 

discharge at the Whitburn Long Sea Outfall against a permit to discharge, which contains conditions 

that must be complied with to ensure there is no breach of environmental laws.  

THE PERFORMANCE OF THE WHITBURN SEWAGE SYSTEM AND LONG SEA OUTFALL 
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The Whitburn sewage system has a history of noncompliance with environmental law on wastewater 

treatment going back over 25 years: 

Summary of data on spill events and volumes at Whitburn  

Year  

Frequency of ‘spills’ at Whitburn  

Total   Rainfall  

volume  (mm) 

spilled 

to  
  

Pump  
12 Hour Rule  24  ٭ Hour Rule  ٭ 

sea(m3)   

operations     

1997 208     295,200 271.5 

1998 487     717,570 750.7 

1999 285     709,290 624 

2000 117     367,290 426 

2001 310     561240   

2002 67 26 22 359,640 663.2 

2003 56 23 20 387,450 692.6 

2004 110 37 24 530,100 693.8 

2005 96 27 21 542,070 693.8 

2006 51 23 20 248,130 521.2 

2007 75 25 23 478,620 529.4 

2008 108 42 37 744,660 742 

2009 93 34 27 762,300 609.8 

2010 73 39 31 548.37 711 

2011 11 9 9 163,620 503 

2012 83 43 32 703.62 888 

2016 61   19 624,600   

2017 50   19 569,221   

2018 43   17 376,593 553 

2019 75   26 760,993 749.8 

2020 65   23 460,399 610.6 

2021 122   31 821088 661 

 

In 2020 the UK authorities submitted figures to the EC for discharges from the Long Sea Outfall at 

Whitburn that indicated that 14,9557.50 tonnes of untreated wastewater were discharged into the North 

Sea in the first 6 months of 2020. This was a relatively light total volume of discharges considering the 

history of discharging at Whitburn. 

The UK Environment Agency states that: 

discharge from the Whitburn LSO can only be triggered by high amounts or intense rainfall or from 

snowmelt. Whitburn LSO will only operate once rainfall has exceeded the capacity of the sewers and 
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then exceed the operating capacity of the interceptor tunnel. It requires enormous volumes of rainfall 

to trigger the discharge. 

  

This statement is roughly in line with the view of the European Court of Justice who in 2012 found that 

failure to treat urban wastewater cannot be accepted under usual climatic and seasonal conditions, 

as otherwise Directive 91/271 would be rendered meaningless. 

The EA have supplied the 15-minute interval rainfall figures for the area (From the weather station at 

Fulwell) that feeds into the Whitburn Wastewater collection system for the first 6 months of 2020. 

These were plotted against the periods of rain and the discharge figures for the Long Sea Outfall at 

Whitburn. 

Date 
Hours of 

Rainfall  

Rainfall total 

mm 
Average Rainfall per Hour 

Volume discharge 

m3 

Volume m3 per 1 mm 

rain 

09/01/2020 12.75 14.8 1.16 17850   

09/02/2020 16 18 1.12 22869   

13/02/2020 10.5 10.6 1 10650   

15/02/2020 19.75 19.4 0.98 55993.5   

24/02/2020 6 11.4 1.9 22209   

12/06/2020 17.5 18.2 1.04 19986   

  82.5 92.4 1.2 149557.5 1618 

 

The UK Met office use the following parameters to describe rainfall 

Slight = less than 0.5 mm/hr 

Moderate = 0.5 to 4 mm/hr 

Heavy = more than 4 mm/hr 

 Rain fell during the first 6 months of 2020 (leading up to and during discharge operations) for a total of 

82.5 hours. 

 The maximum hourly rainfall fell on 15/02/20 between 17.45 and 18.45 when 5mm of rain fell. (Heavy 

rainfall). 

15/02/2020 17:45:00 1.2mm 

15/02/2020 18:00:00 1.8 mm 

15/02/2020 18:15:00 0.4 mm 

15/02/2020 18:30:00 1.6 mm 

This is the only hour of the 82.5 hours when the rain could be classed as heavy. 

The average rainfall during these 82.5 hours was 1.20 mm per hour. (Moderate rainfall) 
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For every 1 mm of rain that fell, 1,618 tonnes of untreated wastewater were discharged into the North 

Sea 

No data is provided by the authorities to substantiate their claims that sewage discharges are heavily 

diluted. Once they reach the sea/ ocean they will become heavily diluted but by that time the damage 

is done. 

As the rainfall causing the discharges is, at most, mainly moderate, then the discharges cannot be 

heavily diluted. The flows that continue to be treated at the STW during the same period that discharges 

are taking place from combined sewer overflows are generally the same level of dilution as the 

discharges. If the authorities were confident that the flows in the sewer system (which, during rainfall, 

form a homogenous sewage soup) were as highly diluted as they claim, then why do they continue to 

treat the flows that arrive at the treatment works at that same time? 

There were no storms taking place during these discharges, only normal, moderate rainfall. 

This can hardly be said to be in line with the UWWTD. The system cannot cope with moderate rainfall. 

As has been proved with the illegal connection, added flows from the proposed level of development 

in the Local Plan will increase the volumes of untreated sewage discharges at Whitburn, which was 

declared non-compliant with the Urban Wastewater Treatment Directive in 2012 and remains in breach 

of the Urban Wastewater Treatment Regulations (UWWTR) today. 

The objective pursued by UWWTR goes beyond the mere protection of aquatic ecosystems and seeks 

to conserve man, fauna, flora, soil, water, air and landscapes from any significant adverse effects of 

the accelerated growth of algae and higher forms of plant life that results from discharges of urban 

wastewater. 

The purpose of the Urban Wastewater Treatment Regulations is to ensure a high level of environmental 

protection. It would be absurd to accept that untreated wastewater may be discharged into the 

environment as a matter of course, in the absence of exceptional circumstances, simply because a 

collecting system or a treatment plant has been designed with insufficient capacity.  

THE PERFORMANCE OF THE HENDON SEWAGE TREATMENT WORKS 

Of equal concern, during 2021, Hendon Sewage Treatment Works (STW) is reported to have 'spilled' 116 

times, amounting to 565 hours. This is the STW for Cleadon, Whitburn and East Boldon and is spilling when 

there is little or no rain.  

Although the volumes are not measured, this STW is discharging millions of tonnes of untreated sewage 

each year. It must also be noted that Hendon STW also has 2 x Quay Wall overflows (which have no 

event duration monitors fitted) which will also add to the volumes of untreated sewage discharges. The 

'spills' from these overflows are not measured at all. 

There exists limited data on the capacity of the Hendon Sewage Treatment works. From the data that 

does exist it can be shown that light rainfall causes the Hendon Sewage Treatment works to overflow 

and routinely discharge untreated wastewater directly into the North Sea via the 310 m overflow pipe. 
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Between 7th May and 2nd October 2003 measurements of the volumes of discharges from the 310 m 

overflow pipe were recorded using a flow monitor. These measurements have been compared with 

rainfall for the period and the following summary prepared. 

The total volume of untreated wastewater discharged into the North Sea during the monitoring period 

(149 days) was 418,184.9 tonnes. Discharges happened on 39 separate days. 

During the 149 days that flows were measured rainfall was recorded as falling on 66 days. The total 

volume of rainfall was a moderate 234.8 mm and there were 28 days of the 66 days of rainfall when 

rainfall for the whole day was recorded at less than 1 mm. Rainfall over 1 mm per day was therefore 

recorded as falling on 38 days. 

More recently the performance of the Hendon STW has been subject to scrutiny by Professor Peter 

Hammond (He is a mathematician with current visiting research posts at the UK Centre for Ecology & 

Hydrology (2018-20) and Dept. of Human Genetics, Leuven University, Belgium (2017-21). He has 

previously been called upon to give evidence regarding sewage pollution at the Environmental Audit 

Committee at the Houses of Parliament    

Professor Hammond has prepared a report that shows that the Hendon Sewage Treatment works is 

operated by NWL in contravention of the discharge permit as he has identified 30+ illegal early spills.  

It is obvious that the Hendon STW is operating at capacity during dry weather and cannot cope when 

it rains. The added flows from this proposed development in the Local Plan are also likely to end up 

discharged untreated into the sea. 

THE PERFORMANCE OF THE HOWDON SEWAGE TREATMENT WORKS  

The Howdon STW deals with the flows from the rest of South Tyneside. Sewage is pumped to this STW via 

pipes that run through the Tyne Tunnel. 

In 2021 the following discharge figures were reported for Howdon 

Howdon STW CSO – 162 times amounting to 2087 hours. 

Howdon STW North Bank CSO – 86 times amounting to 882 hours. 

Howdon STW South Bank CSO – 136 times amounting to 1427 hours. 

It is amazing how Northumbrian Water are able to charge people for treating wastewater and then 

casually dump it untreated into the environment. 

PUBLIC OPINION AS A MATERIAL PLANNING CONSIDERATION 

Public opinion, if justified, is also a material planning consideration. I draw your attention to the petition 

to Stop Sewage Pollution at Whitburn which has gathered over 1,130 local signatures. 

https://bit.ly/3QgVAD4 

PROTECTING WATER QUALITY -POLICY 

The quantity and quality of surface and groundwater bodies shall be protected and where possible 

enhanced.  

https://bit.ly/3QgVAD4
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Development will not be permitted where it would have an adverse impact on water dependent Sites 

of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) and European sites. 

The reason why it is important in South Tyneside that there is sufficient wastewater collection and 

treatment capacity is because we are fortunate to have the following protected sites as part of our 

coastline: 

Ramsar sites, Northumbria Coast Special protection Area and the Durham Coast Special Area of 

Conservation 

THE NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK affords a greater level of protection to these habitats: 

The following should be given the same protection as habitats sites:  

a) potential Special Protection Areas and possible Special Areas of Conservation;  

b) listed or proposed Ramsar sites; and  

c) sites identified, or required, as compensatory measures for adverse effects on habitats sites, potential 

Special Protection Areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, and listed or proposed Ramsar sites.  

The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely 

to have a significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or 

projects), unless an appropriate assessment has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely 

affect the integrity of the habitats site.  

EVIDENCE OF SEWAGE POLLUTION IN THE BOROUGH 

South Tyneside has at least 63 Combined Sewer Overflows (CSOs), operated by NWL, that routinely 

discharge untreated sewage into the River Don, the River Tyne and the North Sea. In 2020 the number 

of 'spills' from these amounted to 1197 and they discharged for 6,337.2 hours in total. You must bear in 

mind that not all CSOs are monitored and some of the data supplied by NWL has been proved to be 

inaccurate previously so the totals may be higher. 

The figures provided by NWL to the Environment Agency (EA) for discharges from the Hendon STW for 

2019 to 2020 were challenged. The hours of discharge that were supplied in the annual report by NWL 

to the EA for 2019 to 2020 were 15 hours and 52 minutes. The EA went back to NWL who revisited their 

figures. The figure has now been amended to 646 hours, a 4,000% increase. 

In 2021 the South Tyneside CSOs 'spilled' 1614 times for 14,046.75 hours, a 120% increase. This is all the 

more remarkable as rainfall data supplied by the EA shows average rainfall in 2020 to be 610 mm which 

increased by a modest 11 % to 661 mm in 2021. The fact is the sewage infrastructure cannot cope now 

due to the lack of investment. 

The CSOs are regulated by environmental permits regulated by the Environment Agency which allow 

discharges to take place during heavy rainfall or snowmelt. The CSOs in the South Tyneside area are 

discharging in light to moderate rainfall, 
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All of this sewage flows into the River Don and River Tyne eventually flowing to the Ramsar sites, 

Northumbria Coast Special protection Area and the Durham Coast Special Area of Conservation 

SEWAGE POLLUTION IN SOUTH TYNESIDE FROM NWL ASSETS 

Embedded below is a table of the spills per year 

SEWAGE 

POLLUTION IN SOUTH TYNESIDE FROM NWL ASSETS.xlsx
 

PUBLIC HEALTH IS A MATERIAL PLANNING CONSIDERATION. 

EFFECTS OF SEWAGE POLLUTION 

In this age of declaring ocean emergencies, It is important to recognise that sewage pollution harms 

the marine environment due to a myriad of causes including the fact it contains high levels of 

microplastics, Sewage also includes all the drugs and bugs that we have, including chemotherapeutic 

drugs and all the chemicals from cleaning products. This all forms a soup which encourages genetic 

mutation in the bugs which helps them resist the effects of the antimicrobials we have now. The 

prediction is that in 10 years’ time as many as 50 million people will die every year from conditions that 

we now control but should they gain resistance from the drugs we've got then we are going to be in 

trouble.  

SUMMARY 

It is evident from the sewage pollution figures and the ongoing investigations into the performance of 

Northumbrian Water Limited that tis company cannot be trusted to protect the environment. 

Self-regulation and self-reporting by NWL is not working. This company has been shown to allow 

numerous ‘spills’ from their assets in both dry weather and in light to moderate rainfall. This behaviour is 

not permitted as spills are only supposed to take place in exceptional circumstances such as heavy rain 

or snowmelt. 

The Environment Agency are under resourced and admit they are unable to regulate sewage 

discharge permits in our area. 

The risk of harm to our marine environment is significant and this should be recognised in the draft Local 

Plan.  

No large housing developments can be agreed to until plans to improve the sewage treatment 

infrastructure are also agreed. 

 





Policy SP7 Housing Supply and Delivery – Soundness (No) 

The Regulation 19 local plan that South Tyneside Council (STC) have recently issued are using 

the standard method to calculate housing need.  The standard method says that you must 

use the 2014 ONS figures as a base (which are now 10 years out of date).  

Below is a graph from the ONS itself showing a marked decrease in population growth. The 

annual population growth based on their own figures has decreased by 33% between 2014 

and 2018. This is due to the long-term completed family size being revised down across Great 

Britain by 0.05 children per woman since the 2014-based projections to 1.85 in England & 

Wales. Added to the natural change numbers is a small reduction in the expectation for net 

international migration, down from 170,000 people per year to 150,000. This downward trend 

has been backed up by the results of the 2021 census. 

 

The PPG is very clear that the Standard Method is not the whole answer to deciding on a 

housing target within a particular local authority. The formula is only based on two inputs so 

cannot possibly accurately reflect the myriad of very different housing challenges that exist 

across the country. The Standard Method was introduced to speed up and simplify the Plan-

making process but was never intended to be a panacea. 

The NPPF (para 61) states that: 

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.  

 

We the WNF believe that the following exceptional circumstances should be taken into 

consideration: 

 

• Demographic characteristics of an area: For example, if an area has a high proportion 

of elderly residents, it may be necessary to take this into account when assessing 

housing need. South Tyneside has 20.8% of the population over 65 years of age 

compared to the national average of 18.6% 



• Economic factors: For example, if an area has a high level of unemployment, it may 

be necessary to consider the impact of this on housing need. See Figure 1 below. The 

North-East has the highest level of unemployment in England. 

• Infrastructure constraints: For example, if an area has insufficient sewage capacity it 

may be necessary to consider the impact of this on housing need. See response to 

Policy no 10 

 

Have the council included an assessment of whether these exceptional circumstances apply? 

Figure 1 

 

The 2021 Census figures for no of households in South Tyneside is 68,285 and the population is 

147,800 

  
 
 

 



The SHMA on which housing delivery is used by the council is 71,074 households for 2023 and a 

population of 151,426. If we allow for the budgeted build of 309 houses per annum for 2022 

and 2023 there is an overestimate of 2,177 households. The council want to release green belt 

and build 1,108 houses. The figures on which the council are basing housing delivery is not 

sound. There are exceptional circumstances to not apply the standard method in South 

Tyneside. 

 

 
 

 



Whitburn return 2021

Date On Time On Date Off Time Off Duration
No.of
Events

Volume
m3

Volume m3
per event

01-Jan-21 3:06 01-Jan-21 4:32 1:25:54 1 7731.00 26871.00 85
01-Jan-21 3:13 01-Jan-21 4:18 1:04:10 5775.00 64
01-Jan-21 9:11 01-Jan-21 11:07 1:56:22 10473.00 116
01-Jan-21 13:34 01-Jan-21 14:07 0:32:08 2892.00 32
02-Jan-21 17:16 02-Jan-21 18:45 1:28:52 2 7998.00 14395.50 88
02-Jan-21 21:35 02-Jan-21 22:14 0:38:40 3480.00 38
03-Jan-21 0:31 03-Jan-21 1:03 0:32:25 2917.50 32
03-Jan-21 5:44 03-Jan-21 6:22 0:38:24 3 3456.00 17920.50 38
03-Jan-21 8:24 03-Jan-21 9:19 0:54:31 4906.50 54
03-Jan-21 10:46 03-Jan-21 11:22 0:36:09 3253.50 36
03-Jan-21 15:00 03-Jan-21 15:34 0:34:54 3141.00 35
03-Jan-21 19:44 03-Jan-21 20:19 0:35:09 3163.50 35
06-Jan-21 16:35 06-Jan-21 17:46 1:11:37 4 6445.50 10953.00 71
06-Jan-21 16:42 06-Jan-21 17:32 0:50:05 4507.50 50
08-Jan-21 0:38 08-Jan-21 2:38 1:59:54 5 10791.00 23757.00 120
08-Jan-21 0:46 08-Jan-21 2:08 1:22:04 7386.00 82
08-Jan-21 3:33 08-Jan-21 4:35 1:02:00 5580.00 62
08-Jan-21 5:24 08-Jan-21 6:57 1:33:03 6 8374.50 18361.50 93
08-Jan-21 8:12 08-Jan-21 8:53 0:40:54 3681.00 41
08-Jan-21 10:44 08-Jan-21 11:24 0:39:37 3565.50 40
08-Jan-21 15:21 08-Jan-21 15:52 0:30:27 2740.50 30
14-Jan-21 5:16 14-Jan-21 6:57 1:40:28 7 9042.00 38803.50 100
14-Jan-21 5:20 14-Jan-21 6:41 1:20:17 7225.50 80
14-Jan-21 8:00 14-Jan-21 9:05 1:05:05 5857.50 65
14-Jan-21 9:44 14-Jan-21 10:48 1:03:41 5731.50 63
14-Jan-21 11:32 14-Jan-21 12:49 1:16:44 6906.00 77
14-Jan-21 13:51 14-Jan-21 14:36 0:44:54 4041.00 45
14-Jan-21 16:31 14-Jan-21 17:17 0:45:40 8 4110.00 7015.50 46
14-Jan-21 19:41 14-Jan-21 20:14 0:32:17 2905.50 32
19-Jan-21 15:07 19-Jan-21 21:12 6:05:30 9 32895.00 59830.50 365
19-Jan-21 15:15 19-Jan-21 16:40 1:25:19 7678.50 85
19-Jan-21 19:03 19-Jan-21 20:50 1:46:51 9616.50 107
19-Jan-21 22:16 19-Jan-21 23:21 1:05:54 5931.00 66
20-Jan-21 0:20 20-Jan-21 1:01 0:41:13 3709.50 41
20-Jan-21 3:08 20-Jan-21 3:41 0:32:10 10 2895.00 82660.50 32
20-Jan-21 8:48 20-Jan-21 9:30 0:42:15 3802.50 42
20-Jan-21 11:29 20-Jan-21 12:06 0:37:05 3337.50 37
20-Jan-21 13:55 20-Jan-21 17:39 3:43:52 20148.00 224
20-Jan-21 14:37 20-Jan-21 16:44 2:07:28 11472.00 127
20-Jan-21 18:22 20-Jan-21 20:44 2:21:24 12726.00 141
20-Jan-21 21:26 21-Jan-21 1:09 3:42:59 20068.50 223
20-Jan-21 23:03 21-Jan-21 0:34 1:31:14 8211.00 91
21-Jan-21 1:38 21-Jan-21 5:37 3:58:56 11 21504.00 42049.50 239
21-Jan-21 6:17 21-Jan-21 7:17 0:59:52 5388.00 60
21-Jan-21 8:11 21-Jan-21 9:04 0:52:54 4761.00 53
21-Jan-21 10:14 21-Jan-21 11:00 0:46:12 4158.00 46
21-Jan-21 12:28 21-Jan-21 13:04 0:36:39 3298.50 37
21-Jan-21 16:12 21-Jan-21 16:44 0:32:40 2940.00 33
28-Jan-21 6:58 28-Jan-21 9:05 2:06:14 12 11361.00 26809.50 126
28-Jan-21 7:01 28-Jan-21 8:32 1:31:36 8244.00 92
28-Jan-21 9:44 28-Jan-21 10:30 0:45:15 4072.50 45
28-Jan-21 12:27 28-Jan-21 13:02 0:34:48 3132.00 35



28-Jan-21 23:21 29-Jan-21 0:13 0:52:33 13 4729.50 20316.00 53
29-Jan-21 0:35 29-Jan-21 2:18 1:43:04 9276.00 103
29-Jan-21 4:17 29-Jan-21 4:57 0:39:51 3586.50 40
29-Jan-21 13:01 29-Jan-21 13:31 0:30:16 2724.00 30
02-Feb-21 22:06 03-Feb-21 2:21 4:15:33 14 22999.50 58795.50 256
02-Feb-21 23:07 02-Feb-21 23:08 0:00:53 79.50 1
02-Feb-21 23:13 02-Feb-21 23:14 0:00:58 87.00 1
02-Feb-21 23:20 02-Feb-21 23:20 0:00:26 39.00 0
02-Feb-21 23:38 03-Feb-21 1:02 1:23:22 7503.00 83
03-Feb-21 2:57 03-Feb-21 4:05 1:07:54 6111.00 68
03-Feb-21 4:46 03-Feb-21 8:50 4:04:11 21976.50 244
03-Feb-21 9:27 03-Feb-21 10:25 0:57:10 15 5145.00 41752.50 57
03-Feb-21 13:54 03-Feb-21 15:15 1:20:58 7287.00 81
03-Feb-21 13:58 03-Feb-21 15:00 1:01:58 5577.00 62
03-Feb-21 17:00 03-Feb-21 17:47 0:47:09 4243.50 47
03-Feb-21 18:49 03-Feb-21 19:50 1:01:11 5506.50 61
03-Feb-21 20:51 03-Feb-21 21:40 0:49:42 4473.00 50
03-Feb-21 23:06 03-Feb-21 23:46 0:40:48 3672.00 41
04-Feb-21 2:30 04-Feb-21 3:02 0:31:51 2866.50 32
04-Feb-21 9:24 04-Feb-21 9:57 0:33:08 2982.00 33
05-Feb-21 12:41 05-Feb-21 12:42 0:00:52 16 78.00 1209.00 1
05-Feb-21 12:43 05-Feb-21 12:47 0:04:05 367.50 4
05-Feb-21 12:57 05-Feb-21 12:57 0:00:13 19.50 0
05-Feb-21 14:09 05-Feb-21 14:17 0:08:16 744.00 8
06-Feb-21 9:18 06-Feb-21 10:07 0:49:14 17 4431.00 19765.50 49
06-Feb-21 10:21 06-Feb-21 10:26 0:04:59 448.50 5
06-Feb-21 12:03 06-Feb-21 12:07 0:03:47 340.50 4
06-Feb-21 13:41 06-Feb-21 13:44 0:03:36 324.00 4
06-Feb-21 15:03 06-Feb-21 15:07 0:03:49 343.50 4
06-Feb-21 16:07 06-Feb-21 17:50 1:42:28 9222.00 102
06-Feb-21 16:24 06-Feb-21 17:12 0:47:55 4312.50 48
06-Feb-21 23:11 06-Feb-21 23:15 0:03:49 343.50 4
07-Feb-21 1:51 07-Feb-21 1:54 0:03:35 18 322.50 970.50 4
07-Feb-21 4:23 07-Feb-21 4:26 0:03:40 330.00 4
07-Feb-21 7:30 07-Feb-21 7:33 0:03:32 318.00 4
08-Feb-21 15:50 08-Feb-21 15:53 0:02:51 19 256.50 256.50 3

5-Jul-21 5:35 5-Jul-21 6:12 00:36:51 20 3316.50 20400.00 37
5-Jul-21 5:43 5-Jul-21 6:07 00:24:30 2205.00 24
5-Jul-21 6:17 5-Jul-21 7:48 01:30:19 8128.50 90
5-Jul-21 6:19 5-Jul-21 7:34 01:15:00 6750.00 75
6-Jul-21 6:12 6-Jul-21 8:57 02:44:41 21 14821.50 46335.00 164
6-Jul-21 6:15 6-Jul-21 8:37 02:21:55 12772.50 142
6-Jul-21 9:43 6-Jul-21 10:41 00:58:13 5239.50 58
6-Jul-21 11:13 6-Jul-21 13:00 01:47:07 9640.50 107
6-Jul-21 13:56 6-Jul-21 14:39 00:42:54 3861.00 43

28-Jul-21 16:31 28-Jul-21 17:39 01:07:43 22 6094.50 6094.50 68
27-Sep-21 12:58 27-Sep-21 14:38 01:39:14 23 8931.00 8931.00 99

5-Oct-21 9:06 5-Oct-21 14:47 05:41:18 24 30717.00 59737.50 341
5-Oct-21 9:08 5-Oct-21 14:30 05:22:27 29020.50 322
5-Oct-21 19:13 6-Oct-21 0:17 05:03:46 25 27339.00 38466.00 304
5-Oct-21 22:06 5-Oct-21 23:34 01:28:15 7942.50 88
6-Oct-21 1:42 6-Oct-21 2:17 00:35:23 3184.50 35

31-Oct-21 12:09 31-Oct-21 13:54 01:45:11 26 9466.50 16959.00 105
31-Oct-21 12:20 31-Oct-21 13:43 01:23:15 7492.50 83
26-Nov-21 21:24 26-Nov-21 23:05 01:40:16 27 9024.00 18483.00 100
27-Nov-21 1:19 27-Nov-21 3:04 01:45:06 9459.00 105

1-Dec-21 2:25 1-Dec-21 4:03 01:37:50 28 8805.00 18915.00 98



1-Dec-21 2:32 1-Dec-21 3:49 01:17:04 6936.00 77
1-Dec-21 11:54 1-Dec-21 12:29 00:35:16 3174.00 35
5-Dec-21 8:55 5-Dec-21 10:23 01:28:38 29 7977.00 40954.50 89
5-Dec-21 8:57 5-Dec-21 10:01 01:03:41 5731.50 64
5-Dec-21 11:21 5-Dec-21 12:12 00:50:58 4587.00 51
5-Dec-21 13:07 5-Dec-21 13:43 00:35:47 3220.50 36
5-Dec-21 14:20 5-Dec-21 16:30 02:09:56 11694.00 130
5-Dec-21 17:54 5-Dec-21 18:30 00:35:18 3177.00 35
5-Dec-21 19:22 5-Dec-21 20:13 00:50:45 4567.50 51
5-Dec-21 21:42 5-Dec-21 22:14 00:32:12 30 2898.00 2898.00 32

31-Dec-21 2:31 31-Dec-21 5:17 02:46:32 31 14988.00 30421.50 166
31-Dec-21 2:37 31-Dec-21 4:54 02:17:26 12369.00 137
31-Dec-21 7:00 31-Dec-21 7:34 00:34:03 3064.50 34

821088.00 821088.00 9113
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From: Whitburn Neighbourhood Forum
Sent: 03 March 2024 16:38
To: Local Plan
Subject: Regulation 19 Local Plan: Sustainability Appraisal attachments

 
 

*** WARNING - This message has originated from outside the Council. Do not provide any login or 
password details if requested. Do not click on any links or attachments unless you are sure that the 
content is safe. If you are unsure about this email or its content forward it to: 
email.quarantine@southtyneside.gov.uk, clearly stating your concerns in the email *** 

 
 

 
To the local plan team, 
 
See below image as an attachment to the Sustainability Appraisal representation made by the 
Whitburn Neighbourhood Forum. It’s is an image from the Magic.gov.uk map showing the presence of 
Best and Most Versatile Agricultural Land on the site north of Shearwater. 
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Many thanks, 
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Phil Leaf 
Whitburn Neighbourhood Forum 
 
 
 
--  
Whitburn Neighbourhood Forum 
 
Website: whitburnforum.co.uk 
Social media: Facebook, Twitter and Instagram 
 
Working for a better Whitburn 
 

To help protect your privacy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

 
 
 
 





Response ID ANON-TJBH-TD7K-2 

 
Submitted to South Tyneside Publication Draft Local Plan 2023-2040 

Submitted on 2024-03-03 20:47:59 

 

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: 

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. 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. 

 

The 2023  South Tyneside Strategic Housing Market Assessment provides the following estimates for the number  of households in the Borough in 2023: 

• 2014  based - 71,074 

• 2018  based - 70,762 

The number  of households in the Borough at the 2021  Census was 68,300. 

 

These household  estimates which are out of line with the Census figure are then projected forward to 2033  to provide the housing requirement figure of 

309 dwellings per year and a total of 5,253. 

The proposed  allocation of a housing site within the Green Belt in the EBNP area (GA2 – Land at North Farm) arises solely because of the use of these 

household  projections. 

 

The Government has consulted  on the status of the standard method for calculating the housing requirement. This has resulted in an updated National 

Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) published on 19 December 2023.  In Paragraphs  60 and 61 of the new NPPF there is greater  flexibility for local 

authorities in assessing housing needs.  Under paragraph 61, the revised NPPF states  that the standard method for calculating housing need, to establish 

the number  of homes  required, is now considered  as “an advisory starting point”. Under the previous NPPF, the standard method was not classified in 

this way and there was no similar explanatory text. 

 

As a result of these  changes,  local authorities have greater  flexibility to plan for fewer or higher number  of homes  than the standard method indicates, 

and where there are specific local circumstances that justify an alternative approach  to assessing housing need, which is now explicitly supported. 

 

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.: 

 

Notwithstanding the transitional arrangements being applied that this Local Plan should be examined  under the September 2023  NPPF, based on the 

guidance in the December 2023  NPPF, there is a clear case for a much lower housing requirement figure based on local circumstances and Green Belt 

constraint. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

No 

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.:

LP1983 - Dave hutchinson



SP3.2 States  that “The Plan will….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” 

This policy has not been  positively prepared  to deliver sustainable development  in the East Boldon Neighbourhood  Plan area. The proposed  development 

of 263 houses  at GA2, Land at North Farm, along with 202 houses  already approved at Cleadon Lane and 9 at the Former Mayflower Glass site, will result in 

a 26% increase  in the number  of houses  in East Boldon. The impact of this on the ‘distinctive character of the village’, local services and infrastructure is 

unsustainable. 

 

SP 3.4 States:  “Ensure the delivery of housing in sustainable locations through the allocation of sites in the Main Urban Area and by amending the Green 

Belt boundary to allocate Urban and Village sustainable growth areas” 

The policy is not justified, uses out of date evidence and the 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.: 

 

Remove from the Plan entirely or significantly reduce the number  of houses  proposed  for GA2 Land at North Farm under policy SP7. This would reduce 

the impact of new housing development  on local services and infrastructure and maintain the integrity of the existing green belt. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

No 

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: 

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.: 

 

This proposal is in conflict with the adopted East Boldon Neighbourhood  Plan as it is outside the settlement boundary approved in the plan. The site is 

within the Green Belt and its removal can only be agreed if the Council can prove exceptional circumstances and can demonstrate that all other 

reasonable options have been  met. 

 

Furthermore,  the number  of houses  proposed  for the village of East Boldon that will result from the development  of this site is not sustainable, and the 

mitigation proposed  for the site within the draft local plan has not been  shown to be deliverable or adequate to address its loss. 

 

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.: 

 

Remove or significantly reduce the 263 houses  proposed  for site GA2 – Land at North Farm. This will resolve the conflict with the Neighbourhood  Plan 

and reduce the impact of new development  on local infrastructure. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

No 

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: 

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.: 

 

SP16 point 2 states: 

‘Making provision for the provision of at least 263 new homes  within the designated  East Boldon Neighbourhood  Forum Area;’ to contribute  to the 

overall housing requirement of 5253  net additional dwellings (309 per year) and maintain a rolling five-year land supply. 

 

The Regulation 19 Local Plan does not acknowledge an additional 202 houses  proposed  for Cleadon Lane, a site that was included in the Regulation 18 

draft Plan, which although not yet given final approval will probably still proceed.  Along the development  of 9 dwellings recently approved at the former 

Mayflower Glass site, and the Land at North Farm (GA2/163 dwellings included in the Reg 19 plan), 470 houses  could now come forward within the East 

Boldon, an increase  of 26%. 

 

Strategic policy SP3 (2), states  “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.” 

 

The impact of 470 new dwellings on the physical and social infrastructure of East Boldon is unsustainable and does not "respect the distinctive character 

of the village". 

 

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.: 

 

Remove or significantly reduce the provision of 263 homes  proposed  for the North Farm site (GA2). 

This will reduce or eliminate the impact on local physical and social infrastructure and help maintain the character of East Boldon. 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

No. 

Policy 50: Social and Community Infrastructure 

 

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.: 

 

Policy 50 does not contain sufficient detail about how appropriate  social, environmental,  and physical infrastructure will be provided to cater for the 

impact of new development  on local communities. 

 

There is a thematic approach  cutting across  all the Plan policies which highlights “policies seeking to improve health and wellbeing for residents.” (Page 12 

Chapter 6: Promoting Healthy Communities). 

Policy 50, Social and Community Infrastructure (page 150), addresses these  issues but without providing any specific detail about how appropriate 

infrastructure should be provided to cater for proposed  new dwellings in the Plan. In particular, the 26% increase  in households in East Boldon will have a 

significant impact on the health and wellbeing of the residents,  both current and proposed.  Schools, medical facilities and road networks are already 

under severe pressure. In the absence of detail about how this will be provided, Policy 50 is unsound. 

 

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.: 

 

Policy 50 should be amended  to provide more detail about how the delivery of appropriate  social, environmental  and physical infrastructure will be 

achieved to mitigate the impact of new development  on local communities  where new housing development  is proposed. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

No 

Your personal details 

 

What is your name?



Name: 

Dave Hutchinson 

 

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: 

 



Response ID ANON-TJBH-TD7R-9 

 
Submitted to South Tyneside Publication Draft Local Plan 2023-2040 

Submitted on 2024-03-03 21:26:38 

 

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.: 

 

Proposed  Housing 

Reference - Local Plan paragraph 5.26 – 5.27 

The basis for Fellgate development  hinges on the development  and completion  of the International Advance Manufacturing Park according to their web 

site documentation only 3 buildings have been  developed and are in use covering 623,000 sqft out of a potential 4 million sqft availability of covering 245 

Acres. At this point there are many plots not allocated nor are there signs of significant building works; as stated in document  LSH 2 Employment Area 

Assessment. Phase 1 "Some infrastructure completed.  Phase 2 "Requires Infrastructure" 

As South Tyneside are a partner in this venture it can only be assumed  that the building of home on the land south of Fellgate may attract business to 

Fellgate area. As this cannot be proven as there is no evidence of (IAMP) being achievable within the timescales of South Tyneside’s Local Plan. 

As the IAMP, is within Sunderland local authority area, no evidence can be found on any direct public transport  from Fellgate to IAMP. 

Until this is assessed and documented, it has to be assumed  that anyone living in these  homes  and who work at IAMP would use their own transport. This 

would more likely be a car. 

If this is the case then the above assumption is not recorded  in the evidence provide in Local Plan Policy 51 Traffic Assessment. 

On page 48 and 49, in column Policy SP8: Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area, item 5 it talks about the things that the Development of this new sustainable 

community shall deliver. 

For these  reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound 

 

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.: 

 

Remove SP8 Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area from South Tyneside Local Plan to retain the Green Belt. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

No 

Your personal details 

 

What is your name? 

 

Name: 

Kathryn Pino 

 

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:

LP1984 - Kathryn Pino



 



Response ID ANON-TJBH-TD7T-B 

 
Submitted to South Tyneside Publication Draft Local Plan 2023-2040 

Submitted on 2024-03-03 21:38:53 

 

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.: 

 

Paragraph:  4.35 (Page 37) 

Policy: South Tyneside Publication Local Plan 

SP8 Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area 

 

Paragraph SP8 Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area Page 5 

Policy SP8 Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area 

 

I object  to the Local Plan. 

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound of the Local Plan for the following reasons: 

Policy SP8: Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area 

1. Land south of Fellgate is allocated as a sustainable urban extension  and will be removed from the Green belt as shown on the Polices Map and Inset 

Map 9. The allocation will deliver approximately 1200  homes  and supporting infrastructure and community facilities. 

Local Plan Paragraph 4.34 (page 37) the Plan has identified land south of Fellgate as a Sustainable Urban Extension. The site will be allocated for 

approximately 1200  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. 

Local Plan Paragraph 4.35 (page 37) states  "Land South of Fellgate offers a unique opportunity to deliver a new sustainable community. It will be well 

designed and provide an attractive and desirable place.’ 

Although South Tyneside Council have been  considering this plan for a number  of years, for example in 2021  a study of White Mare Pool was carried out, 

A194/A184 White Mare Pool – Emerging Pressures 22/12/2021 Reference number  GB01T21D46  / GB01T21B22 (AC.21.03 ) WHITE MARE POOL JUNCTION 

STUDY the residents  of Fellgate were only formally informed of this proposal in January 2024  and given 6 weeks to respond  to what is a very lengthy and 

complex proposal. 

Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area Supplementary  Planning Document:  Scoping report (January 2024) page 5 ‘Land south of Fellgate is allocated as a 

sustainable urban extension  and will be removed from the Green Belt’ 

The Green Belt needs to be removed to enable  this development  to take place. This does not take into account the residents  of Fellgate and the negative 

and undesirable impact leading to impaired quality of life that the removal of the Green could and is likely to have. The residents  of Fellgate have not 

been considered  in the plan. 

The removal of the Green Belt, to the south of Fellgate As stated in ‘South Tyneside Green Belt Study 2023,  Purpose 3 – Function recognises that the 

parcel of land is ‘part of the countryside’ if the plan goes ahead the landscape  will be replaced with the development  of a 1200  housing development. 

Although Paragraph 4.34 states  that the Green Belt Study explores  opportunities  for mitigation and compensatory improvements. The only reason  there 

is need for this is because the plan is taking away the Green Belt and all the benefits  of it. In no way will any of the mitigation and compensatory 

measures, make up for the loss of the Green Belt. Conclusion: There is absolutely no mitigation and compensatory measure that could compensate to 

justify the removal of the Green Belt. 

In the ‘Strategic Land Review – Fellgate and Hedworth – 2016’ The Site Appraisal Conclusion was stated as. ‘There are likely adverse impacts upon the 

green belt landscape,  biodiversity ground conditions and infrastructure provision. However, some parts of the site, particularly along Durham Drive are 

required for flood attenuation schemes and are strictly not suitable for development. The emerging International Advanced Manufacturing Park Area 

Action Plan document  should also be considered  further as it will reduce the size of the Green Belt in this area’. 

This document  states  the unsuitability of the Green Belt land that there would be ‘High Impact – significant mitigation required’ in Infrastructure and 

Services, Landscape and Townscape, Biodiversity and Green Belt Separation. 

There have been  NO changes  to the Greenbelt and surrounding areas  since the ‘Strategic Land Review – Fellgate and Hedworth – 2016’ when it was 

deemed  that removal would have a high impact therefore ‘unsuitable for development’ . 7 years later in the ‘South Tyneside Green Belt Study , 

2023’ states  that the impact would be ‘moderate’ and now this same land is suitable for development, even taking into account the ‘mitigation’ 

measures included, this in no way compensates for the loss of the Green Belt. 

There are many potential sites for development  that have not been  included in the plan. There are at least 46 brownfield sites in South Tyneside that 

could be used for development. There are also many sites that are or will become available for example when manufacturing  sites close and land 

becomes available. Explored thoroughly these  could provide the land needed  for housing development  so our Green Belt can be protected. 

For these  reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound 

In the Plan it states  that number  of new homes  that South Tyneside are required to build to meet Government targets.  The plan goes on to state where



and how many houses  are to be built on specific sites including 1200  houses  on the Greenbelt South of Fellgate. This does not consider a statement made 

on 19 December 2023  by Michael Gove Secretary  of State for Levelling Up, Housing and Communities, and Minister for Intergovernmental Relations. 

In his statement Michael Gove stated that: ‘Local authorities have the comfort of knowing that they need not re-draw the green belt or sacrifice protected 

landscapes to meet housing numbers.’ This means  that there are no requirements for South Tyneside to use Green belt land to meet targets. 

For these  reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound 

 

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.: 

 

Remove SP8 Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area from South Tyneside Local Plan to retain the Green Belt. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

No 

Your personal details 

 

What is your name? 

 

Name: 

Kathryn Pino 

 

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: 

 



Response ID ANON-TJBH-TD7U-C 

 
Submitted to South Tyneside Publication Draft Local Plan 2023-2040 

Submitted on 2024-03-03 21:20:09 

 

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.: 

 

Infrastructure – traffic 

In the Local Plan paragraph 5.28 on page 51 we read ‘the Local Centre is to be located to coincide with sustainable transport  routes accessibility to the 

existing Fellgate estate and the green infrastructure network’the detail of this is in the Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area Supplementary  Planning 

Document:  Scoping Report – page 6. Paragraph 5- iii - v 

5-v in this document  states  ‘ensure that there are no unacceptable impacts on highway safety or severe residual cumulative impacts on the wider 

strategic network in terms of capacity and congestion, including mitigating the impact of the development  at White Mare Pool roundabout. 

There would inevitably be increased  traffic which would increase  congestion, parking is currently difficult enough without additional cars in the area. 

 

In the Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area Supplementary  Planning Document:Scoping Report January 2024  it states  on page 6 paragraph 5 iv. Deliver 

Vehicle access  routes to the site from a) Mill Lane roundabout and b)Durham Drive 

Having read the A194/A184 White Mare Pool – Emerging Pressures 22/12/2021 Reference number  GB01T21D46  / GB01T21B22 (AC.21.03 ) WHITE MARE 

POOL JUNCTION STUDY. It does not appear to reflect the actual circumstance of these  roads on a day to day basis. 

The A194 is the main route to link South Shields with the motor-way and nearby towns and cities including Sunderland and Newcastle. This is an 

extremely busy road, particularly at peak times when traffic can build up quickly and Mill Lane roundabout becomes congested and struggles to cope with 

existing traffic. Introducing another  junction on to the roundabout with the cars from the proposed  1200  houses  will add significantly to the problem. In 

addition there are 127 houses  being built west of the A184 (adjacent to Luke's Lane), if the proposed  1200  houses  go ahead this will bring an 

unsustainable level of growth which will have a significant detrimental  impact 

Durham Drive carries all of the traffic around Fellgate, it is not wide enough for the traffic currently using it, for example a bus and car going in opposite 

directions cannot pass without one of them stopping. So it is not tenable  to have an access  route, from any development  on the Greenbelt,  on to Durham 

Drive. There are only 2 routes from Durham Drive, either on to the A194, and as this is a dual carriageway, all traffic exiting this way joins the roundabout 

at Mill Lane, therefore joining any traffic from the new development  or, on to Fellgate Avenue and adding pressure to the traffic lights at Hedworth lane. At 

busy times, if the A194 is busy Fellgate becomes gridlocked with the cars of current resisents and those who are trying to avoid traffic jams, and it is 

impossible to leave Fellgate estate. At these  times it is almost impossible for emergency  vehicles to access  or leave the estate. 

 

Fellgate is a quiet estate where children can play safely outdoors  however taking into account an increase  of pedestrians walking through Fellgate to 

access  the Metro or other public transport,  this may be no longer possible. 

 

Fellgate Metro station is on the Newcastle to Sunderland line. The Metro at peak times is often very busy and does not cope with the number  of 

passengers, so any increase  in passengers would be untenable. The Metro takes people out of South Tyneside so any benefit  to the economy of South 

Tyneside will be minimal. 

 

Although public transport  links are mentioned  in the Local Plan there does not appear to have been  any studies as to how these  will be implemented, as 

Durham Drive is not wide enough for a bus and car to pass easily there would be no scope for increasing buses  to go along Durham Drive. 

 

The air-pollution from increased  traffic and public transport  would negatively impact those in the surrounding areas  including the residents  of Fellgate. 

For these  reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound 

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.: 

 

Remove SP8 Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area from South Tyneside Local Plan to retain the Green Belt. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

No



Your personal details 

 

What is your name? 

 

Name: 

Kathryn Pino 

 

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: 

 



Response ID ANON-TJBH-TD7X-F 
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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.: 

 

Flooding 

On page 7 of the Policy SP8: Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area, ix it talks about the urban drainage systems. 

 

Historically Fellgate area has been  prone to flooding, work was undertaken  to install sustainable urban drainage systems  (SuDS). This £ 21million 

project-built systems  to alleviate future flooding, in part this has been  successful,  although parts of Durham Drive still have localised flood from heavy 

rain. 

Current flood defenses may be overwhelmed by the added pressures of housing development. This could and is likely to intensify the flood risk for the 

existing Fellgate community. 

The proposals  to incorporate new, appropriately designed SuDS state that "Any surface  water should discharge into Monkton Burn and Calf Close Burn". 

Whilst the evidence provides a view that these  systems  will be successful,  however there is little clarity that Monkton Burn and Calf Close Burn will cope 

with the water discharge from 1,2000 homes 

No evidence can be found on the impact on the biodiversity, the wildlife, the Great Crested Newt Pond, and Wildlife corridor which traverse  these  burns. 

Whilst no figures can be found that would estimate the amount of water entering these  burns it can be assumed  that there will be a significant is a risk of 

surface  water flooding from these  burns, if not in the immediate area, but further downstream  where that land is near sea level 

This in its self will have a negative effect towards the climate change objectives. 

For these  reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound 

 

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.: 

 

Remove SP8 Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area from South Tyneside Local Plan to retain the Green Belt. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

No 

Your personal details 

 

What is your name? 

 

Name: 

Kathryn Pino 

 

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: 

 



Response ID ANON-TJBH-TD75-C 

 
Submitted to South Tyneside Publication Draft Local Plan 2023-2040 

Submitted on 2024-03-03 21:09:30 

 

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.: 

 

I object  to the Local Plan. 

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons: 

Environmental impact 

In the Local Plan, paragraph 5.34, we read that 2 other wildlife sites, Calf Close Burn and Lakeside Inn are recognised  as wildlife sites and where possible 

improvements will be sought for these  sites through appropriate  mitigation and compensation. The current Green Belt is a natural habitat and the plan 

states  that it is a ‘wildlife corridor’ to many wildlife and states  ‘The release of the Greenbelt would change the landscape  take away the open space to the 

south of Fellgate. 

The Green Belt is currently farmland and is recognised  in the South Tyneside Green Belt Study page 105 as being ‘part of the countryside’ as such it has 

an existing working farm on the land. This is prime arable farming land currently used to grow grain. The land is used to house livery stable which services 

the local community. The Farmer will be given notice to leave therefore, as well as losing a valuable contribution  to the eco system and the food chain, 

this person is losing his livelihood. The Green Belt including the farm are home to many species  of wildlife. 

In the ‘Strategic Land Review - 2016’ South Tyneside Council deemed  the Greenbelt land to the South of Fellgate as not suitable for development, however 

in 2023  South Tyneside Council now deem the land is suitable for development! What has changed? Certainly not the land or activities that happen on it. 

The 2016  report states  that the site is a Green Belt, is a habitat creation  zone, is a wildlife Corridor and a local wildlife site –       this has NOT CHANGED. 

The council now seem  to be content  with the loss of greenbelt and the damage to wildlife in the area, these  include farmland birds (barn owls, wood 

pigeons, collared doves, kestrel, yellow hammer  and red kites). Other wildlife such as foxes, rabbits, voles, squirrels are on the land. Whilst South 

Tyneside Council assure  us that they will have ‘mitigations’ in place, they cannot guarantee that this wildlife will ‘comply’ and, taking into account the 

planned IAMP nearby development  which is also removing natural habitats,  there is further concern  that by removing this Green Belt land we will be 

contributing to the demise of the wildlife population. 

Furthermore,  the development  will add to air and noise pollution and eventually light pollution once a development  is completed. 

The 2016  study recommends that the linear links between  sites of habitat value should be created  and promoted,  the area is of open aspect  and views 

should be retained. 

It is considered  that developing the site would have a HIGH impact on the landscape.  The Local Plan does not consider this to be of any importance and 

will need significant mitigation would be required to change this recommendation. 

For these  reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound 

 

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.: 

 

Remove SP8 Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area from South Tyneside Local Plan to retain the Green Belt. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

No 

Your personal details 

 

What is your name? 

 

Name: 

Kathryn Pino 

 

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: 

 

 



Response ID ANON-TJBH-TD7J-1 

 
Submitted to South Tyneside Publication Draft Local Plan 2023-2040 

Submitted on 2024-03-03 21:09:40 

 

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.: 

 

I object  to the Local Plan. 

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound for the following reasons: 

Environmental impact 

In the Local Plan, paragraph 5.34, we read that 2 other wildlife sites, Calf Close Burn and Lakeside Inn are recognised  as wildlife sites and where possible 

improvements will be sought for these  sites through appropriate  mitigation and compensation. The current Green Belt is a natural habitat and the plan 

states  that ‘ it is a ‘wildlife corridor’ to many wildlife and though the plan states  ‘The release of the Greenbelt would change the landscape  take away the 

open space to the south of Fellgate. The Green Belt is currently farmland and is recognised  in the South Tyneside Green Belt Study page 105 as being 

‘part of the countryside’ as such it has an existing working farm on the land. This is prime arable farming land currently used to grow grain. The land is 

used to house livery stable which services the local community. The Farmer will be given notice to leave therefore as well as losing a valuable contribution 

to the eco system and the food chain, this person is losing his livelihood. The Green Belt including the farm are home to many species  of wildlife. 

In the ‘Strategic Land Review - 2016’ South Tyneside Council deemed  the Greenbelt land to the South of Fellgate as not suitable for development, however 

in 2023  South Tyneside Council now deem the land is suitable for development! What has changed, certainly not the land or activities that happen on it. 

The 2016  report states  that the site is a Green Belt, is a habitat creation  zone, is a wildlife Corridor and a local wildlife site –       this has NOT CHANGED. 

The council now seem  to be content  with the loss of greenbelt and the damage to wildlife in the area, these  include farmland birds (barn owls, wood 

pigeons, collared doves, kestrel, yellow hammer  and red kites). Other wildlife such as foxes, rabbits, voles, squirrels are on the land. Whilst South 

Tyneside Council assure  us that they will have ‘mitigations’ in place, they cannot guarantee that this wildlife will ‘comply’ and, taking into account the 

planned IAMP nearby development  which is also removing natural habitats,  there is further concern  that by removing this Green Belt land we will be 

contributing to the demise of the wildlife population. 

Furthermore,  the development  will add to air and noise pollution and eventually light pollution once a development  is completed. 

 

The 2016  study recommends that the linear links between  sites of habitat value should be created  and promoted,  the area is of open aspect  and views 

should be retained. 

It is considered  that developing the site would have a HIGH impact on the landscape.  The Local Plan does not consider this to be of any importance and 

will need significant mitigation would be required to change this recommendation. 

For these  reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound 

 

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.: 

 

Remove SP8 Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area from South Tyneside Local Plan to retain the Green Belt 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

no 

 

Your personal details 

 

What is your name? 

 

Name: 

Mrs Angela Pino 

 

What is your email address? 

 

Email address: 

LP1985 - Mrs Angela Pino



Who are you responding as? 

 

Resident or Member of the General Public 

 

Organisation: 

 

What is your postal address? 

 

Address: 

 



Response ID ANON-TJBH-TD7Q-8 

 
Submitted to South Tyneside Publication Draft Local Plan 2023-2040 

Submitted on 2024-03-03 21:32:46 

 

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.: 

 

Flooding 

I object  to the Local Plan. 

On page 7 of the Policy SP8: Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area, ix, it talks about the urban drainage systems. 

 

Historically Fellgate are has been  prone to flooding, work was undertaken  to install sustainable urban drainage systems  (SuDS). This £ 21million 

project-built systems  to alleviate future flooding, in part this has been  successful,  although parts of Durham Drive still have localised flood from heavy 

rain. 

Current flood defences may be overwhelmed by the added pressures of housing development. This could and is likely to intensify the flood risk for the 

existing Fellgate community. 

The proposals  to incorporate new, appropriately designed SuDS state that "Any surface  water should discharge into Monkton Burn and Calf Close Burn". 

Whilst the evidence provides a view that these  systems  will be successful,  however there is little clarity that Monkton Burn and Calf Close Burn will cope 

with the water discharge from 1,2000 homes 

No evidence can be found on the impact on the biodiversity, the wildlife, the Great Crested Newt Pond, and Wildlife corridor which traverse  these  burns. 

Whilst no figures can be found that would estimate the amount of water entering these  burns it can be assumed  that there will be a significant is a risk of 

surface  water flooding from these  burns, if not in the immediate area, but further downstream  where that land is near sea level 

This in its self will have a negative effect towards the climate change objectives. 

For these  reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound 

 

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.: 

 

Remove SP8 Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area from South Tyneside Local Plan and retain the Green Belt 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

no 

 

Your personal details 

 

What is your name? 

 

Name: 

Mrs Angela Pino 

 

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: 

 



Response ID ANON-TJBH-TD7W-E 

 
Submitted to South Tyneside Publication Draft Local Plan 2023-2040 

Submitted on 2024-03-03 21:27:57 

 

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.: 

 

I object  to the Local Plan. 

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound of the Local Plan for the following reasons: 

 

Proposed  Housing 

Reference - Local Plan paragraph 5.26 – 5.27 

The basis for Fellgate development  hinges on the development  and completion  of the International Advance Manufacturing Park according to their web 

site documentation only 3 buildings have been  developed and are in use covering 623,000 sqft out of a potential 4 million sqft availability of covering 245 

Acres. At this point there are many plots not allocated nor are there signs of significant building works; as stated in 

 

document  LSH 2 Employment Area Assessment. Phase 1 "Some infrastructure completed.  Phase 2 "Requires Infrastructure" 

As South Tyneside are a partner in this venture one can only assume  that the building of home on the land south of Fellgate may attract business to 

Fellgate area. As this cannot be proven as there is no evidence of (IAMP) being achievable within the timescales of South Tyneside’s Local Plan. 

As the IAMP, is within Sunderland local authority area, no evidence can be found on any direct public transport  from Fellgate to IAMP. 

Until this is assessed and documented, it has to be assumed  that anyone living in these  homes  and who work at IAMP would use their own transport. This 

would more likely be a car. 

If this is the case then the above assumption is not recorded  in the evidence provide in Local Plan Policy 51 Traffic Assessment. 

On page 48 and 49, in column Policy SP8: Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area, item 5 it talks about the things that the Development of this new sustainable 

community shall deliver. 

For these  reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound 

 

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.: 

 

remove SP8 Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area from South Tyneside Local Plan and retain the Green Belt 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

no 

 

Your personal details 

 

What is your name? 

 

Name: 

Mrs Angela Pino 

 

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: 

 



Response ID ANON-TJBH-TD72-9 

 
Submitted to South Tyneside Publication Draft Local Plan 2023-2040 

Submitted on 2024-03-03 21:41:10 

 

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.: 

 

I object  to the Local Plan. 

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound of the Local Plan for the following reasons: 

Policy SP8: Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area 

1. Land south of Fellgate is allocated as a sustainable urban extension  and will be removed from the Green belt as shown on the Polices Map and Inset 

Map 9. The allocation will deliver approximately 1200  homes  and supporting infrastructure and community facilities. 

Local Plan Paragraph 4.34 (page 37) the Plan has identified land south of Fellgate as a Sustainable Urban Extension. The site will be allocated for 

approximately 1200  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. 

Local Plan Paragraph 4.35 (page 37) states  "Land South of Fellgate offers a unique opportunity to deliver a new sustainable community. It will be well 

designed and provide an attractive and desirable place.’ 

Although South Tyneside Council have been  considering this plan for a number  of years, for example in 2021  a study of White Mare Pool was carried out, 

A194/A184 White Mare Pool – Emerging Pressures 22/12/2021 Reference number  GB01T21D46  / GB01T21B22 (AC.21.03 ) WHITE MARE POOL JUNCTION 

STUDY the residents  of Fellgate were only formally informed of this proposal in January 2024  and given 6 weeks to respond  to what is a very lengthy and 

complex proposal. 

Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area Supplementary  Planning Document:  Scoping report (January 2024) page 5 ‘Land south of Fellgate is allocated as a 

sustainable urban extension  and will be removed from the Green Belt’ 

The Green Belt needs to be removed to enable  this development  to take place. This does not take into account the residents  of Fellgate and the negative 

and undesirable impact leading to impaired quality of life that the removal of the Green could and is likely to have. The residents  of Fellgate have not 

been considered  in the plan. 

The removal of the Green Belt, to the south of Fellgate As stated in ‘South Tyneside Green Belt Study 2023,  Purpose 3 – Function recognises that the 

parcel of land is ‘part of the countryside’ if the plan goes ahead the landscape  will be replaced with the development  of a 1200  housing development. 

Although Paragraph 4.34 states  that the Green Belt Study explores  opportunities  for mitigation and compensatory improvements. The only reason  there 

is need for this is because the plan is taking away the Green Belt and all the benefits  of it. In no way will any of the mitigation and compensatory 

measures, make up for the loss of the Green Belt. Conclusion: There is absolutely no mitigation and compensatory measure that could compensate to 

justify the removal of the Green Belt. 

In the ‘Strategic Land Review – Fellgate and Hedworth – 2016’ The Site Appraisal Conclusion was stated as. ‘There are likely adverse impacts upon the 

green belt landscape,  biodiversity ground conditions and infrastructure provision. However, some parts of the site, particularly along Durham Drive are 

required for flood attenuation schemes and are strictly not suitable for development. The emerging International Advanced Manufacturing Park Area 

Action Plan document  should also be considered  further as it will reduce the size of the Green Belt in this area’. 

This document  states  the unsuitability of the Green Belt land that there would be ‘High Impact – significant mitigation required’ in Infrastructure and 

Services, Landscape and Townscape, Biodiversity and Green Belt Separation. 

There have been  NO changes  to the Greenbelt and surrounding areas  since the ‘Strategic Land Review – Fellgate and Hedworth – 2016’ when it was 

deemed  that removal would have a high impact therefore ‘unsuitable for development’ to 7 years later in the ‘South Tyneside Green Belt Study , 

2023’ 

that the impact would be ‘moderate’ and now this same land is suitable for development, even taking into account the ‘mitigation’ measures included, 

this in no way compensates for the loss of the Green Belt. 

There are many potential sites for development  that have not been  included in the plan. There are at least 46 brownfield sites in South Tyneside that 

could be used for development. There are also many sites that are or will become available for example when manufacturing  sites close and land 

becomes available. Explored thoroughly these  could provide the land needed  for housing development  so our Green Belt can be protected. 

For these  reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound 

In the Plan it states  that number  of new homes  that South Tyneside are required to build to meet Government targets.  The plan goes on to state where 

and how many houses  are to be built on specific sites including 1200  houses  on the Greenbelt South of Fellgate. This does not consider a statement made 

on 19 December 2023  by Michael Gove Secretary  of State for Levelling Up, Housing and Communities, and Minister for Intergovernmental Relations. 

In his statement Michael Gove stated that: ‘Local authorities have the comfort of knowing that they need not re-draw the green belt or sacrifice protected 

landscapes to meet housing numbers.’ This means  that there are no requirements for South Tyneside to use Green belt land to meet targets. 

For these  reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound



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.: 

 

remove SP8 Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area from South Tyneside Local Plan so that the Green Belt is retained 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

no 

 

Your personal details 

 

What is your name? 

 

Name: 

Mrs Angela Pino 

 

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: 

 



Response ID ANON-TJBH-TD74-B 
 

 

Submitted to South Tyneside Publication Draft Local Plan 2023-2040 

Submitted on 2024-03-03 21:43:46 

 

Your personal details 

 
What is your name? 

 
Name: 

Mrs Angela Pino 

 

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: 

 



Response ID ANON-TJBH-TD77-E 

 
Submitted to South Tyneside Publication Draft Local Plan 2023-2040 

Submitted on 2024-03-03 21:20:19 

 

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.: 

 

I object  to the Local Plan. 

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound of the Local Plan for the following reasons: 

Infrastructure – traffic 

In the Local Plan paragraph 5.28 on page 51 we read ‘the Local Centre is to be located to coincide with sustainable transport  routes accessibility to the 

existing Fellgate estate and the green infrastructure network’the detail of this is in the Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area Supplementary  Planning 

Document:  Scoping Report – page 6. Paragraph 5- iii - v 

5-v in this document  states  ‘ensure that there are no unacceptable impacts on highway safety or severe residual cumulative impacts on the wider 

strategic network in terms of capacity and congestion, including mitigating the impact of the development  at White Mare Pool roundabout. 

There would inevitably be increased  traffic which would increase  congestion, parking is currently difficult enough without additional cars in the area. 

In the Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area Supplementary  Planning Document:Scoping Report January 2024  it states  on page 6 paragraph 5 iv. Deliver 

Vehicle access  routes to the site from a) Mill Lane roundabout and b)Durham Drive 

Having read the A194/A184 White Mare Pool – Emerging Pressures 22/12/2021 Reference number  GB01T21D46  / GB01T21B22 (AC.21.03 ) WHITE MARE 

POOL JUNCTION STUDY. It does not appear to reflect the actual circumstance of these  roads on a day to day basis. 

The A194 is the main route to link South Shields with the motor-way and nearby towns and Cities including Sunderland and Newcastle. This is an extremely 

busy road, particularly at peak times when traffic can build up quickly and Mill Lane roundabout becomes congested and struggles to cope with existing 

traffic. Introducing another  junction on to the roundabout with the cars from the proposed  1200  houses  will add significantly to the problem. In addition, 

there are 127 houses  being built west of the A184 (adjacent to Luke's Lane), if the proposed  1200  houses  go ahead this will bring an unsustainable level of 

growth which will have a significant detrimental  impact 

Durham Drive carries all of the traffic round Fellgate, it is not wide enough for the traffic currently using it, for example a bus and car going in opposite 

directions cannot pass without one of them stopping. So it is not tenable  to have an access  route, from any development  on the Greenbelt,  on to Durham 

Drive. There are only 2 routes from Durham Drive, either on to the A194, and as this is a dual carriageway, all traffic exiting this way joins the roundabout 

at Mill Lane, therefore joining any traffic from the new development  or, on to Fellgate Avenue and adding pressure to the traffic lights at Hedworth lane. At 

busy times, if the A194 is busy Fellgate becomes gridlocked with cars of current residents  and those who drive through Fellgate (Durham Drive) to 

avoid traffic jams. At these  times it is almost impossible for emergency  vehicles to access  the estate or drive along the A194. When the roads are 

gridlocked, it is impossible to drive off Fellgate estate. 

Fellgate is a quiet estate where children can play safely outdoors  however taking into account an increase  of pedestrians walking through Fellgate to 

access  the Metro or other public transport,  this may be no longer possible. 

Fellgate Metro station is on the Newcastle to Sunderland line. The Metro at peak times is often very busy and does not cope with the number  of 

passengers, so any increase  in passengers would be untenable. The Metro takes people out of South Tyneside so any benefit  to the economy of South 

Tyneside will be minimal. 

Although public transport  links are mentioned  in the Local Plan there does not appear to have been  any studies as to how these  will be implemented, as 

Durham Drive is not wide enough for a bus and car to pass easily there would be no scope for increasing buses  to go along Durham Drive. 

The air-pollution from increased  traffic and public transport  would negatively impact those in the surrounding areas  including the residents  of Fellgate. 

For these  reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound 

 

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.: 

 

remove SP8 Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area from South Tyneside Local Plan and retain the Green Belt 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

no 

 

Your personal details



What is your name? 

 

Name: 

Mrs Angela Pino 

 

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: 

 



Response ID ANON-5JMM-6ZHU-6

Submitted to Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area Supplementary Planning Document: Scoping Report
Submitted on 2024-03-03 21:45:27

Have your say

1  Do you have any comments to make in relation to the Scoping Report?

Comments:

Policy Local Plan - SP8 Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area Scoping report 
 
I object to the Local Plan. 
The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound of the Local Plan for the following reasons: 
 
Paragraph SP8 Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area Page 5 
Policy SP8 Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area 
 
I object to the Local Plan. 
The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound of the Local Plan for the following reasons: 
Policy SP8: Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area 
1. Land south of Fellgate is allocated as a sustainable urban extension and will be removed from the Green belt as shown on the Polices Map and Inset 
Map 9. The allocation will deliver approximately 1200 homes and supporting infrastructure and community facilities. 
Local Plan Paragraph 4.34 (page 37) the Plan has identified land south of Fellgate as a Sustainable Urban Extension. The site will be allocated for 
approximately 1200 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. 
Local Plan Paragraph 4.35 (page 37) states "Land South of Fellgate offers a unique opportunity to deliver a new sustainable community. It will be well 
designed and provide an attractive and desirable place.’ 
Although South Tyneside Council have been considering this plan for a number of years, for example in 2021 a study of White Mare Pool was carried out, 
A194/A184 White Mare Pool – Emerging Pressures 22/12/2021 Reference number GB01T21D46 / GB01T21B22 (AC.21.03 ) WHITE MARE POOL JUNCTION 
STUDY the residents of Fellgate were only formally informed of this proposal in January 2024 and given 6 weeks to respond to what is a very lengthy and 
complex proposal. 
Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area Supplementary Planning Document: Scoping report (January 2024) page 5 ‘Land south of Fellgate is allocated as a 
sustainable urban extension and will be removed from the Green Belt’ 
The Green Belt needs to be removed to enable this development to take place. This does not take into account the residents of Fellgate and the negative 
and undesirable impact leading to impaired quality of life that the removal of the Green could and is likely to have. The residents of Fellgate have not 
been considered in the plan. 
The removal of the Green Belt, to the south of Fellgate As stated in ‘ South Tyneside Green Belt Study 2023, Purpose 3 – Function recognises that the 
parcel of land is ‘part of the countryside’ if the plan goes ahead the landscape will be replaced with the development of a 1200 housing development. 
Although Paragraph 4.34 states that the Green Belt Study explores opportunities for mitigation and compensatory improvements. The only reason there 
is need for this is because the plan is taking away the Green Belt and all the benefits of it. In no way will any of the mitigation and compensatory 
measures, make up for the loss of the Green Belt. Conclusion: There is absolutely no mitigation and compensatory measure that could compensate to 
justify the removal of the Green Belt. 
In the ‘Strategic Land Review – Fellgate and Hedworth – 2016’ The Site Appraisal Conclusion was stated as. ‘There are likely adverse impacts upon the 
green belt landscape, biodiversity ground conditions and infrastructure provision. However, some parts of the site, particularly along Durham Drive are 
required for flood attenuation schemes and are strictly not suitable for development. The emerging International Advanced Manufacturing Park Area 
Action Plan document should also be considered further as it will reduce the size of the Green Belt in this area’. 
This document states the unsuitability of the Green Belt land that there would be ‘High Impact – significant mitigation required’ in Infrastructure and 
Services, Landscape and Townscape, Biodiversity and Green Belt Separation. 
There have been NO changes to the Greenbelt and surrounding areas since the ‘Strategic Land Review – Fellgate and Hedworth – 2016’ when it was 
deemed that removal would have a high impact therefore ‘unsuitable for development’ to 7 years later in the ‘South Tyneside Green Belt Study , 2023’ 
that the impact would be ‘moderate’ and now this same land is suitable for development, even taking into account the ‘mitigation’ measures included, this 
in no way compensates for the loss of the Green Belt. 
There are many potential sites for development that have not been included in the plan. There are at least 46 brownfield sites in South Tyneside that 
could be used for development. There are also many sites that are or will become available for example when manufacturing sites close and land 
becomes available. Explored thoroughly these could provide the land needed for housing development so our Green Belt can be protected. 
For these reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound 
In the Plan it states that number of new homes that South Tyneside are required to build to meet Government targets. The plan goes on to state where 
and how many houses are to be built on specific sites including 1200 houses on the Greenbelt South of Fellgate. This does not consider a statement made 
on 19 December 2023 by Michael Gove Secretary of State for Levelling Up, Housing and Communities, and Minister for Intergovernmental Relations. 
In his statement Michael Gove stated that: ‘Local authorities have the comfort of knowing that they need not re-draw the green belt or sacrifice protected 
landscapes to meet housing numbers.’ This means that there are no requirements for South Tyneside to use Green belt land to meet targets. 
For these reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound 
 
Environmental impact 
In the Local Plan, paragraph 5.34, we read that 2 other wildlife sites, Calf Close Burn and Lakeside Inn are recognised as wildlife sites and where possible 
improvements will be sought for these sites through appropriate mitigation and compensation. The current Green Belt is a natural habitat and the plan 
states that ‘ it is a ‘wildlife corridor’ to many wildlife and though the plan states ‘The release of the Greenbelt would change the landscape take away the



open space to the south of Fellgate. The Green Belt is currently farmland and is recognised in the South Tyneside Green Belt Study page 105 as being 
‘part of the countryside’ as such it has an existing working farm on the land. This is prime arable farming land currently used to grow grain. The land is 
used to house livery stable which services the local community. The Farmer will be given notice to leave therefore as well as losing a valuable contribution 
to the eco system and the food chain, this person is losing his livelihood. The Green Belt including the farm are home to many species of wildlife. 
In the ‘Strategic Land Review - 2016’ South Tyneside Council deemed the Greenbelt land to the South of Fellgate as not suitable for development, however 
in 2023 South Tyneside Council now deem the land is suitable for development! What has changed, certainly not the land or activities that happen on it. 
The 2016 report states that the site is a Green Belt, is a habitat creation zone, is a wildlife Corridor and a local wildlife site – this has NOT CHANGED. 
The council now seem to be content with the loss of greenbelt and the damage to wildlife in the area, these include farmland birds (barn owls, wood 
pigeons, collared doves, kestrel, yellow hammer and red kites). Other wildlife such as foxes, rabbits, voles, squirrels are on the land. Whilst South 
Tyneside Council assure us that they will have ‘mitigations’ in place, they cannot guarantee that this wildlife will ‘comply’ and, taking into account the 
planned IAMP nearby development which is also removing natural habitats, there is further concern that by removing this Green Belt land we will be 
contributing to the demise of the wildlife population. 
Furthermore, the development will add to air and noise pollution and eventually light pollution once a development is completed. 
 
The 2016 study recommends that the linear links between sites of habitat value should be created and promoted, the area is of open aspect and views 
should be retained. 
It is considered that developing the site would have a HIGH impact on the landscape. The Local Plan does not consider this to be of any importance and 
will need significant mitigation would be required to change this recommendation. 
For these reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound 
 
I object to the Local Plan. 
The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound of the Local Plan for the following reasons: 
Infrastructure – traffic 
In the Local Plan paragraph 5.28 on page 51 we read ‘the Local Centre is to be located to coincide with sustainable transport routes accessibility to the 
existing Fellgate estate and the green infrastructure network’ the detail of this is in the Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area Supplementary Planning 
Document: Scoping Report – page 6. Paragraph 5- iii - v 
5-v in this document states ‘ensure that there are no unacceptable impacts on highway safety or severe residual cumulative impacts on the wider 
strategic network in terms of capacity and congestion, including mitigating the impact of the development at White Mare Pool roundabout. 
There would inevitably be increased traffic which would increase congestion, parking is currently difficult enough without additional cars in the area. 
In the Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area Supplementary Planning Document:Scoping Report January 2024 it states on page 6 paragraph 5 iv. Deliver 
Vehicle access routes to the site from a) Mill Lane roundabout and b)Durham Drive 
Having read the A194/A184 White Mare Pool – Emerging Pressures 22/12/2021 Reference number GB01T21D46 / GB01T21B22 (AC.21.03 ) WHITE MARE 
POOL JUNCTION STUDY. It does not appear to reflect the actual circumstance of these roads on a day to day basis. 
The A194 is the main route to link South Shields with the motor-way and nearby towns and Cities including Sunderland and Newcastle. This is an 
extremely busy road, particularly at peak times when traffic can build up quickly and Mill Lane roundabout becomes congested and struggles to cope with 
existing traffic. Introducing another junction on to the roundabout with the cars from the proposed 1200 houses will add significantly to the problem. In 
addition, there are 127 houses being built west of the A184 (adjacent to Luke's Lane), if the proposed 1200 houses go ahead this will bring an 
unsustainable level of growth which will have a significant detrimental impact 
Durham Drive carries all of the traffic round Fellgate, it is not wide enough for the traffic currently using it, for example a bus and car going in opposite 
directions cannot pass without one of them stopping. So it is not tenable to have an access route, from any development on the Greenbelt, on to Durham 
Drive. There are only 2 routes from Durham Drive, either on to the A194, and as this is a dual carriageway, all traffic exiting this way joins the roundabout 
at Mill Lane, therefore joining any traffic from the new development or, on to Fellgate Avenue and adding pressure to the traffic lights at Hedworth lane. 
At busy times, if the A194 is busy Fellgate becomes gridlocked with cars of current residents and those who drive through Fellgate (Durham Drive) to 
avoid traffic jams. At these times it is almost impossible for emergency vehicles to access the estate or drive along the A194. When the roads are 
gridlocked, it is impossible to drive off Fellgate estate. 
Fellgate is a quiet estate where children can play safely outdoors however taking into account an increase of pedestrians walking through Fellgate to 
access the Metro or other public transport, this may be no longer possible. 
Fellgate Metro station is on the Newcastle to Sunderland line. The Metro at peak times is often very busy and does not cope with the number of 
passengers, so any increase in passengers would be untenable. The Metro takes people out of South Tyneside so any benefit to the economy of South 
Tyneside will be minimal. 
Although public transport links are mentioned in the Local Plan there does not appear to have been any studies as to how these will be implemented, as 
Durham Drive is not wide enough for a bus and car to pass easily there would be no scope for increasing buses to go along Durham Drive. 
The air-pollution from increased traffic and public transport would negatively impact those in the surrounding areas including the residents of Fellgate. 
For these reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound 
 
I object to the Local Plan. 
The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound of the Local Plan for the following reasons: 
 
Proposed Housing 
Reference - Local Plan paragraph 5.26 – 5.27 
The basis for Fellgate development hinges on the development and completion of the International Advance Manufacturing Park according to their web 
site documentation only 3 buildings have been developed and are in use covering 623,000 sqft out of a potential 4 million sqft availability of covering 245 
Acres. At this point there are many plots not allocated nor are there signs of significant building works; as stated in 
 
document LSH 2 Employment Area Assessment. Phase 1 "Some infrastructure completed. Phase 2 "Requires Infrastructure" 
As South Tyneside are a partner in this venture one can only assume that the building of home on the land south of Fellgate may attract business to 
Fellgate area. As this cannot be proven as there is no evidence of (IAMP) being achievable within the timescales of South Tyneside’s Local Plan. 
As the IAMP, is within Sunderland local authority area, no evidence can be found on any direct public transport from Fellgate to IAMP. 
Until this is assessed and documented, it has to be assumed that anyone living in these homes and who work at IAMP would use their own transport. This



would more likely be a car. 
If this is the case then the above assumption is not recorded in the evidence provide in Local Plan Policy 51 Traffic Assessment. 
On page 48 and 49, in column Policy SP8: Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area, item 5 it talks about the things that the Development of this new sustainable
community shall deliver. 
For these reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound 
 
Flooding 
I object to the Local Plan. 
On page 7 of the Policy SP8: Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area, ix, it talks about the urban drainage systems. 
 
Historically Fellgate are has been prone to flooding, work was undertaken to install sustainable urban drainage systems (SuDS). This £21million
project-built systems to alleviate future flooding, in part this has been successful, although parts of Durham Drive still have localised flood from heavy
rain. 
Current flood defences may be overwhelmed by the added pressures of housing development. This could and is likely to intensify the flood risk for the
existing Fellgate community. 
The proposals to incorporate new, appropriately designed SuDS state that "Any surface water should discharge into Monkton Burn and Calf Close Burn".
Whilst the evidence provides a view that these systems will be successful, however there is little clarity that Monkton Burn and Calf Close Burn will cope
with the water discharge from 1,2000 homes 
No evidence can be found on the impact on the biodiversity, the wildlife, the Great Crested Newt Pond, and Wildlife corridor which traverse these burns. 
Whilst no figures can be found that would estimate the amount of water entering these burns it can be assumed that there will be a significant is a risk of
surface water flooding from these burns, if not in the immediate area, but further downstream where that land is near sea level 
This in its self will have a negative effect towards the climate change objectives. 
For these reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound
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4  What is your organisation?
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Response ID ANON-5JMM-6ZHK-V

Submitted to Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area Supplementary Planning Document: Scoping Report
Submitted on 2024-03-03 21:44:58

Have your say

1  Do you have any comments to make in relation to the Scoping Report?

Comments:

Policy Local Plan - SP8 Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area Scoping report 
 
I object to the Local Plan. 
The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound of the Local Plan for the following reasons: 
 
Paragraph SP8 Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area Page 5 
Policy SP8 Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area 
 
I object to the Local Plan. 
The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound of the Local Plan for the following reasons: 
Policy SP8: Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area 
1. Land south of Fellgate is allocated as a sustainable urban extension and will be removed from the Green belt as shown on the Polices Map and Inset 
Map 9. The allocation will deliver approximately 1200 homes and supporting infrastructure and community facilities. 
Local Plan Paragraph 4.34 (page 37) the Plan has identified land south of Fellgate as a Sustainable Urban Extension. The site will be allocated for 
approximately 1200 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. 
Local Plan Paragraph 4.35 (page 37) states "Land South of Fellgate offers a unique opportunity to deliver a new sustainable community. It will be well 
designed and provide an attractive and desirable place.’ 
Although South Tyneside Council have been considering this plan for a number of years, for example in 2021 a study of White Mare Pool was carried out, 
A194/A184 White Mare Pool – Emerging Pressures 22/12/2021 Reference number GB01T21D46 / GB01T21B22 (AC.21.03 ) WHITE MARE POOL JUNCTION 
STUDY the residents of Fellgate were only formally informed of this proposal in January 2024 and given 6 weeks to respond to what is a very lengthy and 
complex proposal. 
Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area Supplementary Planning Document: Scoping report (January 2024) page 5 ‘Land south of Fellgate is allocated as a 
sustainable urban extension and will be removed from the Green Belt’ 
The Green Belt needs to be removed to enable this development to take place. This does not take into account the residents of Fellgate and the negative 
and undesirable impact leading to impaired quality of life that the removal of the Green could and is likely to have. The residents of Fellgate have not 
been considered in the plan. 
The removal of the Green Belt, to the south of Fellgate As stated in ‘ South Tyneside Green Belt Study 2023, Purpose 3 – Function recognises that the 
parcel of land is ‘part of the countryside’ if the plan goes ahead the landscape will be replaced with the development of a 1200 housing development. 
Although Paragraph 4.34 states that the Green Belt Study explores opportunities for mitigation and compensatory improvements. The only reason there 
is need for this is because the plan is taking away the Green Belt and all the benefits of it. In no way will any of the mitigation and compensatory 
measures, make up for the loss of the Green Belt. Conclusion: There is absolutely no mitigation and compensatory measure that could compensate to 
justify the removal of the Green Belt. 
In the ‘Strategic Land Review – Fellgate and Hedworth – 2016’ The Site Appraisal Conclusion was stated as. ‘There are likely adverse impacts upon the 
green belt landscape, biodiversity ground conditions and infrastructure provision. However, some parts of the site, particularly along Durham Drive are 
required for flood attenuation schemes and are strictly not suitable for development. The emerging International Advanced Manufacturing Park Area 
Action Plan document should also be considered further as it will reduce the size of the Green Belt in this area’. 
This document states the unsuitability of the Green Belt land that there would be ‘High Impact – significant mitigation required’ in Infrastructure and 
Services, Landscape and Townscape, Biodiversity and Green Belt Separation. 
There have been NO changes to the Greenbelt and surrounding areas since the ‘Strategic Land Review – Fellgate and Hedworth – 2016’ when it was 
deemed that removal would have a high impact therefore ‘unsuitable for development’ to 7 years later in the ‘South Tyneside Green Belt Study , 2023’ 
that the impact would be ‘moderate’ and now this same land is suitable for development, even taking into account the ‘mitigation’ measures included, this 
in no way compensates for the loss of the Green Belt. 
There are many potential sites for development that have not been included in the plan. There are at least 46 brownfield sites in South Tyneside that 
could be used for development. There are also many sites that are or will become available for example when manufacturing sites close and land 
becomes available. Explored thoroughly these could provide the land needed for housing development so our Green Belt can be protected. 
For these reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound 
In the Plan it states that number of new homes that South Tyneside are required to build to meet Government targets. The plan goes on to state where 
and how many houses are to be built on specific sites including 1200 houses on the Greenbelt South of Fellgate. This does not consider a statement made 
on 19 December 2023 by Michael Gove Secretary of State for Levelling Up, Housing and Communities, and Minister for Intergovernmental Relations. 
In his statement Michael Gove stated that: ‘Local authorities have the comfort of knowing that they need not re-draw the green belt or sacrifice protected 
landscapes to meet housing numbers.’ This means that there are no requirements for South Tyneside to use Green belt land to meet targets. 
For these reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound 
 
Environmental impact 
In the Local Plan, paragraph 5.34, we read that 2 other wildlife sites, Calf Close Burn and Lakeside Inn are recognised as wildlife sites and where possible 
improvements will be sought for these sites through appropriate mitigation and compensation. The current Green Belt is a natural habitat and the plan 
states that ‘ it is a ‘wildlife corridor’ to many wildlife and though the plan states ‘The release of the Greenbelt would change the landscape take away the



open space to the south of Fellgate. The Green Belt is currently farmland and is recognised in the South Tyneside Green Belt Study page 105 as being 
‘part of the countryside’ as such it has an existing working farm on the land. This is prime arable farming land currently used to grow grain. The land is 
used to house livery stable which services the local community. The Farmer will be given notice to leave therefore as well as losing a valuable contribution 
to the eco system and the food chain, this person is losing his livelihood. The Green Belt including the farm are home to many species of wildlife. 
In the ‘Strategic Land Review - 2016’ South Tyneside Council deemed the Greenbelt land to the South of Fellgate as not suitable for development, however 
in 2023 South Tyneside Council now deem the land is suitable for development! What has changed, certainly not the land or activities that happen on it. 
The 2016 report states that the site is a Green Belt, is a habitat creation zone, is a wildlife Corridor and a local wildlife site – this has NOT CHANGED. 
The council now seem to be content with the loss of greenbelt and the damage to wildlife in the area, these include farmland birds (barn owls, wood 
pigeons, collared doves, kestrel, yellow hammer and red kites). Other wildlife such as foxes, rabbits, voles, squirrels are on the land. Whilst South 
Tyneside Council assure us that they will have ‘mitigations’ in place, they cannot guarantee that this wildlife will ‘comply’ and, taking into account the 
planned IAMP nearby development which is also removing natural habitats, there is further concern that by removing this Green Belt land we will be 
contributing to the demise of the wildlife population. 
Furthermore, the development will add to air and noise pollution and eventually light pollution once a development is completed. 
 
The 2016 study recommends that the linear links between sites of habitat value should be created and promoted, the area is of open aspect and views 
should be retained. 
It is considered that developing the site would have a HIGH impact on the landscape. The Local Plan does not consider this to be of any importance and 
will need significant mitigation would be required to change this recommendation. 
For these reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound 
 
I object to the Local Plan. 
The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound of the Local Plan for the following reasons: 
Infrastructure – traffic 
In the Local Plan paragraph 5.28 on page 51 we read ‘the Local Centre is to be located to coincide with sustainable transport routes accessibility to the 
existing Fellgate estate and the green infrastructure network’ the detail of this is in the Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area Supplementary Planning 
Document: Scoping Report – page 6. Paragraph 5- iii - v 
5-v in this document states ‘ensure that there are no unacceptable impacts on highway safety or severe residual cumulative impacts on the wider 
strategic network in terms of capacity and congestion, including mitigating the impact of the development at White Mare Pool roundabout. 
There would inevitably be increased traffic which would increase congestion, parking is currently difficult enough without additional cars in the area. 
In the Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area Supplementary Planning Document:Scoping Report January 2024 it states on page 6 paragraph 5 iv. Deliver 
Vehicle access routes to the site from a) Mill Lane roundabout and b)Durham Drive 
Having read the A194/A184 White Mare Pool – Emerging Pressures 22/12/2021 Reference number GB01T21D46 / GB01T21B22 (AC.21.03 ) WHITE MARE 
POOL JUNCTION STUDY. It does not appear to reflect the actual circumstance of these roads on a day to day basis. 
The A194 is the main route to link South Shields with the motor-way and nearby towns and Cities including Sunderland and Newcastle. This is an 
extremely busy road, particularly at peak times when traffic can build up quickly and Mill Lane roundabout becomes congested and struggles to cope with 
existing traffic. Introducing another junction on to the roundabout with the cars from the proposed 1200 houses will add significantly to the problem. In 
addition, there are 127 houses being built west of the A184 (adjacent to Luke's Lane), if the proposed 1200 houses go ahead this will bring an 
unsustainable level of growth which will have a significant detrimental impact 
Durham Drive carries all of the traffic round Fellgate, it is not wide enough for the traffic currently using it, for example a bus and car going in opposite 
directions cannot pass without one of them stopping. So it is not tenable to have an access route, from any development on the Greenbelt, on to Durham 
Drive. There are only 2 routes from Durham Drive, either on to the A194, and as this is a dual carriageway, all traffic exiting this way joins the roundabout 
at Mill Lane, therefore joining any traffic from the new development or, on to Fellgate Avenue and adding pressure to the traffic lights at Hedworth lane. 
At busy times, if the A194 is busy Fellgate becomes gridlocked with cars of current residents and those who drive through Fellgate (Durham Drive) to 
avoid traffic jams. At these times it is almost impossible for emergency vehicles to access the estate or drive along the A194. When the roads are 
gridlocked, it is impossible to drive off Fellgate estate. 
Fellgate is a quiet estate where children can play safely outdoors however taking into account an increase of pedestrians walking through Fellgate to 
access the Metro or other public transport, this may be no longer possible. 
Fellgate Metro station is on the Newcastle to Sunderland line. The Metro at peak times is often very busy and does not cope with the number of 
passengers, so any increase in passengers would be untenable. The Metro takes people out of South Tyneside so any benefit to the economy of South 
Tyneside will be minimal. 
Although public transport links are mentioned in the Local Plan there does not appear to have been any studies as to how these will be implemented, as 
Durham Drive is not wide enough for a bus and car to pass easily there would be no scope for increasing buses to go along Durham Drive. 
The air-pollution from increased traffic and public transport would negatively impact those in the surrounding areas including the residents of Fellgate. 
For these reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound 
 
I object to the Local Plan. 
The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound of the Local Plan for the following reasons: 
 
Proposed Housing 
Reference - Local Plan paragraph 5.26 – 5.27 
The basis for Fellgate development hinges on the development and completion of the International Advance Manufacturing Park according to their web 
site documentation only 3 buildings have been developed and are in use covering 623,000 sqft out of a potential 4 million sqft availability of covering 245 
Acres. At this point there are many plots not allocated nor are there signs of significant building works; as stated in 
 
document LSH 2 Employment Area Assessment. Phase 1 "Some infrastructure completed. Phase 2 "Requires Infrastructure" 
As South Tyneside are a partner in this venture one can only assume that the building of home on the land south of Fellgate may attract business to 
Fellgate area. As this cannot be proven as there is no evidence of (IAMP) being achievable within the timescales of South Tyneside’s Local Plan. 
As the IAMP, is within Sunderland local authority area, no evidence can be found on any direct public transport from Fellgate to IAMP. 
Until this is assessed and documented, it has to be assumed that anyone living in these homes and who work at IAMP would use their own transport. This



would more likely be a car. 
If this is the case then the above assumption is not recorded in the evidence provide in Local Plan Policy 51 Traffic Assessment. 
On page 48 and 49, in column Policy SP8: Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area, item 5 it talks about the things that the Development of this new sustainable
community shall deliver. 
For these reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound 
 
Flooding 
I object to the Local Plan. 
On page 7 of the Policy SP8: Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area, ix, it talks about the urban drainage systems. 
 
Historically Fellgate are has been prone to flooding, work was undertaken to install sustainable urban drainage systems (SuDS). This £21million
project-built systems to alleviate future flooding, in part this has been successful, although parts of Durham Drive still have localised flood from heavy
rain. 
Current flood defences may be overwhelmed by the added pressures of housing development. This could and is likely to intensify the flood risk for the
existing Fellgate community. 
The proposals to incorporate new, appropriately designed SuDS state that "Any surface water should discharge into Monkton Burn and Calf Close Burn".
Whilst the evidence provides a view that these systems will be successful, however there is little clarity that Monkton Burn and Calf Close Burn will cope
with the water discharge from 1,2000 homes 
No evidence can be found on the impact on the biodiversity, the wildlife, the Great Crested Newt Pond, and Wildlife corridor which traverse these burns. 
Whilst no figures can be found that would estimate the amount of water entering these burns it can be assumed that there will be a significant is a risk of
surface water flooding from these burns, if not in the immediate area, but further downstream where that land is near sea level 
This in its self will have a negative effect towards the climate change objectives. 
For these reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound
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would more likely be a car. 
If this is the case then the above assumption is not recorded in the evidence provide in Local Plan Policy 51 Traffic Assessment. 
On page 48 and 49, in column Policy SP8: Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area, item 5 it talks about the things that the Development of this new sustainable
community shall deliver. 
For these reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound 
 
Flooding 
I object to the Local Plan. 
On page 7 of the Policy SP8: Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area, ix, it talks about the urban drainage systems. 
 
Historically Fellgate are has been prone to flooding, work was undertaken to install sustainable urban drainage systems (SuDS). This £21million
project-built systems to alleviate future flooding, in part this has been successful, although parts of Durham Drive still have localised flood from heavy
rain. 
Current flood defences may be overwhelmed by the added pressures of housing development. This could and is likely to intensify the flood risk for the
existing Fellgate community. 
The proposals to incorporate new, appropriately designed SuDS state that "Any surface water should discharge into Monkton Burn and Calf Close Burn".
Whilst the evidence provides a view that these systems will be successful, however there is little clarity that Monkton Burn and Calf Close Burn will cope
with the water discharge from 1,2000 homes 
No evidence can be found on the impact on the biodiversity, the wildlife, the Great Crested Newt Pond, and Wildlife corridor which traverse these burns. 
Whilst no figures can be found that would estimate the amount of water entering these burns it can be assumed that there will be a significant is a risk of
surface water flooding from these burns, if not in the immediate area, but further downstream where that land is near sea level 
This in its self will have a negative effect towards the climate change objectives. 
For these reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound
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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: 

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 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.: 

 

Buckley Burnett is broadly supportive of the principle of Policy SP2, albeit we do object  to part 2 of the policy which establishes the housing need over the 

plan period. We do not consider that part of the policy to be positively prepared  and capable of supporting other elements of Policy SP2, specifically the 

aspirations  of jobs growth over the plan period. As such, the policy as a whole is not sound. 

 

We understand the housing requirement figure has reduced from 5,778  (equating to 321 dwellings per annum) dwellings at Regulation 18 stage to 5,253 

(309 dwellings per annum) within this current consultation  document.  It is also noted that the Plan period has been  amended  (from 2021  to 2039  to 2023 

to 2040), thus reducing the length of the plan period from 18 to 17 years, resulting in a further reduction in the overall number  of homes  required through 

the effective loss of 1 years’ worth of housing. 

 

Paragraphs  2.6 – 2.8 of the Plan clearly articulate the difficulties faced by South Tyneside, in particular a declining working age population and an 

increasing population of over 65, placing greater  pressure on the local economy and delivery of services. For the Plan to achieve all of its objectives,  it is 

essential that the Plan secures an appropriate  amount of housing delivery to attract a working age population to support the targeted  employment 

growth. In the Regulation 19 Local Plan, these  objectives are not aligned and cannot be considered  sound. 

 

In order to determine the minimum number  of homes  required, a Local Housing Needs Assessment (LHNA) has been  undertaken  using the Standard 

Method (SM). This process  has led to the proposed  309 dwellings per annum figure. The Plan notes that national policy explains this figure should be 

seen as a minimum starting point, from which a case can be made to increase  the requirement to address other requirements (ie economic  and 

employment  growth). 

 

In this case, the Plan is proposing to provide the absolute  minimum housing delivery, without any attempt  to align housing growth with the wider plan 

aspirations. 

 

The PPG (ID: 2a-010-20201216) provides clear guidance for the authority to increase  its housing requirement in these  circumstances. 

 

We note the SHMA makes reference to the North East Local Enterprise Partnership’s (NELEP) Strategic Economic Plan which identifies that it is targeting 

25,000 new jobs for South Tyneside by 2031.  The Council’s own plan seeks to drive the economy and generate more jobs. A key pillar of this strategy is

LP1986 - Andrew Burnett



the International Advanced Manufacturing Park (IAMP) which the plan notes at paragraph 2.41 is “identified in the LEA as providing a major opportunity to 

increase  the number  of high-quality jobs in South Tyneside and this is already happening: investment  was announced  in 2021  by Envision AESC for a 

Gigafactory to provide batteries for electric vehicles”. To put this into further context, paragraph 9.10 of the plan states  that “there are 30,000 jobs 

regionally in the advanced automotive  sector  and there is the potential to increase  this significantly” (our emphasis). 

 

We note that the 2023  SHMA now identifies a total affordable  housing requirement of 361 net additions per annum (52 more than the total annual target 

cited in the Plan; or 884 additional dwellings over the plan period; or nearly 17% of the plan target). Whilst we accept it is not possible to require this 

amount of affordable  housing to be delivered through allocated sites without making them unviable, it is further clear evidence that the plan simply does 

not plan to provide sufficient housing. However it is measured, the need for affordable  housing is ultimately a matter of supply and demand. The more 

housing there is available, the less the market will continue to overheat  and push prices up, further increasing the affordability gap. 

 

Furthermore,  allocating a greater  number  of sites in the first place will also deliver more affordable  housing as a proportion of those developments. In 

this case, it is a conscious  decision of the Council not to allocate sufficient land to deliver affordable  homes  for existing households in need. 

We conclude the Plan fails to consider the balance  between  the Council’s employment  needs and aspirations,  affordable  housing need and the overall 

housing requirement. As such, before  the Plan progresses to submission,  the Council must seek to align the jobs growth aspirations  with the proposed 

housing delivery. This should be achieved by increasing the housing requirement. 

 

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.: 

 

Before  the Plan progresses to submission,  the Council must seek to align the jobs growth aspirations  with the proposed  housing delivery. This should be 

achieved by increasing the housing requirement. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

Yes 

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.: 

 

In principle, the draft policy is well intended but does require further clarification for it to be considered  positively prepared,  and sound. We welcome the 

recognition  in point 4 of the policy text that, in order to meet the identified needs and facilitate sustainable growth, amendments to the Green Belt 

boundary are necessary. However, as discussed under Policy SP7, we do not consider sufficient land is released from the Green Belt. 

 

Point 1 of the Policy confirms growth will be focused in the “Main Urban Area, including South Shields, Hebburn and Jarrow”. Point 2 goes on to reference 

“the Boldons” amongst  other areas. 

Map 3 of the draft plan defines the ‘Main Urban Area’. The plan resolution is very poor and it is difficult to define the exact boundaries, but it appears  to 

confirm the ‘Main Urban Area’ includes the areas  referenced in Point 3 of the Policy. This is unnecessarily confusing and lacks clarity. 

 

Assuming all these  areas  do fall within the Main Urban Area, it is not necessary to list the individual settlements. Further clarification is required before 

the Policy can be considered  sound. 

On the issue of the need to release land from the Green Belt to meet identified needs, we support this approach,  although we consider the Plan does not 

release sufficient land to support its other policy objectives. Indeed, it is significant to note that the 2022  Housing Delivery Test (HDT) results have been 

published. The below table summarises housing delivery over the last three years in South Tyneside. 

 

Years Housing Requirement  Housing Delivered Balance for Year 

2019-20 320 236 -84 

2020-21 227 182 -45 

2021-22 321 207 -114 

Totals 868 625 -243 

Source: Housing Delivery Test 2022  Results (published December 2023) 

 

Based on the above, the trend of under delivery is one that continues,  and is significantly below the draft plan target. This provides further justification for 

the need to release land from the Green Belt to meet needs.



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.: 

 

In order for the Plan to be considered  sound, clarifications must be made to the policy wording and associated figures. The Policy must also make a 

greater  allowance for land to be released from the Green Belt, aligned with our comments on other policies. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

Yes 

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.: 

 

We have previously (at Regulation 18 stage) provided commentary on certain allocated sites with a view to highlighting potential constraints. Where those 

sites remain allocated, our previous comments stand. 

Policy SP4 sets out 25 allocations which, when taken together,  have an indicative capacity of 849 dwellings (approximately 16% of the total Plan 

requirement, or 24% of the allocated sites). 

 

We provide an overall summary on the number  of site allocations at the end of Policy SP8, although the overriding concern  is that the Council is failing to 

deliver anywhere near the required homes  to meet its own plan requirement of 5,253  homes.  This is before  considering whether or not 5,253  homes  is 

sufficient to deliver the wider Plan objectives in the first place. 

 

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.: 

 

More sites must be allocated for the Plan to be able to meet its plan wide objectives,  specifically around economic  growth. Specifically, this should include 

Buckley Burnett’s land at Hylton Lane, Boldon (SHLAA Ref: SBC111). 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

Yes 

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.: 

 

As detailed in our response to Policy SP3 (Spatial Strategy for sustainable development),  we support the Council’s strategy of facilitating sustainable 

growth through the amendment of Green Belt boundaries. However, we consider the Council is not proposing to release sufficient land to support either 

its minimum requirement for housing delivery over the plan period, or sufficient to support the wider economic  objectives.



The Council’s Green Belt Review 2023  considers  land promoted  by Buckley Burnett at Hylton Lane, Boldon (site reference SBC111). The site falls within the 

wider Green Belt parcel, reference BO-S4, which extends  to approximately 110ha. The vast majority of the land parcel subject  to the assessment bears  no 

relationship to site reference SBC111 and it is unclear how a reasonable and reasoned judgement  can be made on a small piece of land (representing  less 

than 2% of the total Green Belt parcel) can be made. 

 

The parcel description contained  within the Green Belt Study (2023) further supports this opinion. For example, the Study notes: 

“The parcel would only be released in combination  with the other parcels that lie in between  this parcel and the urban edge of The Boldons to the north.” 

This is only relevant to the eastern half of the parcel where parcels BO-S5 and BO-S6 lie between  it and the urban edge. The area around site SBC111 has 

no relevance  to this part of the description. 

In drawing this conclusion, we note the Council has previously concluded release of site SBC111 does not cause unacceptable harm to the Green Belt and 

included it as a proposed  allocation. There is no clear evidence to rationalise this change in position and how the site actually relates  to a significantly 

larger land parcel assessment within the Green Belt Review. On this basis it is clear the evidence underpinning these  policies of the Plan is not justified and 

the policy is not positively prepared.  As such, it is not sound in its current drafting. 

 

SHLAA (2023) 

 

Despite being submitted  at several rounds of call for sites, being assessed in previous editions of the SHLAA and appearing in the published Site Selection 

Paper, site reference SBC111 does not appear in the latest SHLAA. The site should be assessed in future SHLAA publications. 

 

As evidenced in previous representations, the site is available now with a willing landowner. There is also market interest  in the site. Deliverability of the 

site has previously been  demonstrated through site assessment and preparation of a Vision Document.  With a positive Local Plan position, the site could 

be delivered early in the Plan period, assisting with the shortage in housing delivery and helping to close the gap between  the number  of allocated sites 

and the minimum housing requirement over the plan period. 

 

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.: 

 

More housing allocations must be included within the submission  version of the Plan. Specifically Buckley Burnett's  land at Hylton Lane, Boldon (SHLAA 

Ref: SBC111). 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

Yes 

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.: 

 

Policy SP8 allocates  land at Fellgate to deliver in the order of 1,200  homes.  This is equivalent to 23% (almost a quarter) of the total housing requirement 

for the Plan and 34% (over a third) of the allocated housing numbers  over that period. It is clear the Plan is entirely reliant on the successful  and timely 

delivery of this site. 

 

Whilst large developments such as this offer a range of benefits  and can deliver large numbers  of homes  alongside significant infrastructure and services, 

experience across  the region shows they can take much longer than anticipated  to get from allocation to delivery, particularly where there are multiple 

land ownerships and requirements for them to be comprehensively master  planned. This does not mean that those sites should not be allocated, but 

authorities must build sufficient contingency into their plans to allow for some delays. 

 

Examples of this include the following: 

 

•      Murton, North Tyneside (c. 3,000  homes) – allocated 2017.  Delivery commenced 2023 

•      Killingworth, North Tyneside (c. 2,000  homes) – allocated 2017.  Delivery due to commence 2024 

•      Sniperley, County Durham (c 1,700  homes) – allocated 2020.  Delivery subject  to determination of recovered  appeal. Completions unlikely before  2025.



It is not clear from any of the published information when the Council anticipates  delivery to commence at Fellgate. However, it is not unreasonable to 

assume  it will be several years following adoption of the Plan. There are a number  of implications from this: 

 

1 The Plan is overly reliant on other sites delivering in the early years to maintain a 5-year housing land supply. This means  other sites are all clustered  into 

the early years of the Plan with very little delivery in the rest of the Borough in the later years, or the Council is unable to maintain a 5-year housing land 

supply in the early years (as it currently cannot), continues  to fail the Housing Delivery Test and is subject  to the presumption  in favour of sustainable 

development; or 

 

2 Fellgate continues  to deliver beyond the end of the Plan period which does not seem  to be allowed for with the capacity of the proposed  housing 

allocations and the ability of the Council to deliver its minimum housing requirement for the plan period. 

 

Whilst we do not specifically object  to the principle of Fellgate, there are significant concerns that it is not able to provide the delivery expected by the 

Council and the Plan does not secure  a rolling 5-year housing land supply over the plan period. The Plan as drafted is too reliant upon a single large 

allocation. If delivery of that allocation falters, even by the smallest of margins, the Plan will not deliver on the minimum housing requirement for the plan 

period. 

 

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 Plan is overly reliant on the delivery of Fellgate (representing  over a third of the allocated housing sites) to achieve its objectives. More sites must be 

allocated to ensure  the plan does not fail with any delay to the Fellgate site. Also noting our position that the amount of allocations (and housing target) is 

not sufficient to deliver the wider plan aspirations. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

Yes 

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: 

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.: 

 

Policy SP16 explains the different sources  of housing supply to achieve the minimum plan period requirement of the 5,253  net additional dwellings. 

Having reviewed the sources  of supply and the over reliance on a small number  of allocated sites, it is immediately clear that the Plan is operating within 

extremely fine margins, meaning the smallest change in delivery could undermine  the whole Plan. 

 

The proposed  housing allocations,  amounting to some 3,498  dwellings, amount to only 67% of the minimum housing requirement for the plan period. 

The remainder  is made up of existing commitments, neighbourhood forum areas  and windfall sites. 

 

Parts 2 and 3 of Policy SP16 designate  a housing requirement for the neighbourhood forum areas  of East Boldon and Whitburn Village (263 dwellings and 

71 dwellings respectively). There is no evidence to demonstrate where these  homes  could be delivered within the Neighbourhood  Forum areas  and 

neither of the adopted Neighbourhood  Plans for these  areas  allocates  land to deliver these  homes.  This places significant doubt on the deliverability of 

334 homes  (equivalent to over 6% of the plan requirement). 

 

On windfall delivery, we agree there should not be an allowance made for the first 6 years of the plan. Whilst this is the case, it’s not clear how the Council 

has arrived at a windfall allowance of 37 dwellings per annum from year 6 onwards. Whilst this is the case, some allowance for windfall is not 

unreasonable. Greater clarity should be provided on the Council’s evidence to support the stated figure, which amounts  to almost 8.5% of the total 

housing requirement. 

 

We note a 10% lapse rate has been  made for existing commitments, although no allowance is made for none delivery of allocated sites or for those sites 

to deliver beyond the plan period. This is an unrealistic expectation and cannot be justified. 

 

Taking account of the alternative sources  of supply, Table 2 under Policy SP16 considers  allocated sites need to account for 3,443  dwellings to achieve the 

overall plan requirement. In this case, the allocated sites amount to 3,498  dwellings, resulting in a theoretical over supply of 55 dwellings. 

 

This theoretical over supply provides no meaningful flexibility in supply or for any sites to slip at all. The 55 units amount to less than 20% of a single



year’s supply and 1% of the total plan requirement. The plan is working in margins so fine that even a slip in delivery in year 1 could undermine  the whole 

plan – this does not seem  unrealistic given the evidence of historic delivery and the Housing Delivery Test results. This is not positively prepared  or 

justified and cannot be considered  sound. 

 

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 only way to make this sound is to increase  the amount of site allocations.  Even with an increase  in allocations,  as noted earlier, we do not consider 

the actual requirement figure of 5,253  is reasonably  aligned with other policies of the plan relating to economic  growth. The only reasonable conclusion 

on this is that the plan is planning to fail from day 1. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

Yes 

Policy 18: Affordable Housing 

 

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.: 

 

We note that the 2023  SHMA now identifies a total affordable  housing requirement of 361 net additions per annum. Whilst we accept it is not possible to 

require this amount of affordable  housing to be delivered through allocated sites without making them unviable, it is further clear evidence that the plan 

simply does not plan to provide sufficient housing. However it is measured, the need for affordable  housing is ultimately a matter of supply and demand. 

The more housing there is available, the less the market will continue to overheat  and push prices up, further increasing the affordability gap. 

 

Furthermore,  allocating a greater  number  of sites in the first place will also deliver more affordable  housing as a proportion of those developments. In 

this case, it is a conscious  decision of the Council not to allocate sufficient land to deliver affordable  homes  for existing households in need. 

 

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 Plan must increase  its housing requirement and range of housing allocations to be able to make this and other policies sound. 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

Yes 

 

Your personal details 

 

What is your name? 

 

Name: 

Andrew Burnett (Buckley Burnett) 

 

What is your email address? 

 

 

 

Who are you responding as? 

Landowner 

Organisation:



What is your postal address? 

 

Address: 
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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.: 

 

Boldon area........................ 

I do not feel consideration has been given to the practicalities of serving the people who will live in the new homes. Our schools are full, teachers are 

working to maximum capacity and increases in classes or class sizes would disadvantage our children's education. 

It is difficult enough to get a GP appointment  further people added to the lists would adversely affect service provided and overstretch  our already hard 

working medical professionals. 

Traffic is already heavy around the area and further traffic threatens the safety and efficient travel. 

 

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.: 

 

Although the plan looks very professional and a huge amount  or work has gone into producing it, it appears that the simple practicalities of use of 

services etc has not been considered fully. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification,  do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

no 

 

Policy 41: Green Belt 

 
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.: 

 

Boldon area 

Greenbelt is being built on regardless of the consequences to the area. When considering the benefits to the area of development,  a wider approach 

needs to be adopted to consider the environment, benefits to our children's and our own wellbeing  and mental health by having open space we can all 

appreciate. 

 

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.: 

 

Original pledges and promises for conservation of greenbelt need to be reviewed and honoured.

LP1987 - Brenda Horton



If your representation is seeking a modification,  do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

no 

 

Policy 59: Delivering Infrastructure 

 
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.: 

 

The infrastructure in East Boldon is insufficient to support additional housing. 

Boker Lane for example is already busy leading to two of the main roads in Boldon. I question the safety and flow of traffic, congestion and pollution 

factors. 

 

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.: 

 

Realistically look at the practical human aspects of this and not as an exercise on paper.....this number of houses will increase cars on road, pollution, 

traffic issues. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification,  do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

no 

 

Your personal details 

 
What is your name? 

 

Name: 

Brenda Horton 

 

What is your email address? 

 

Email address: 

 

Who are you responding as? 

 

Resident or Member of the General Public 

 

Organisation: 

The Manager 

 

What is your postal address? 

 

Address: 

 



Response ID ANON-TJBH-TD7F-W 

 
Submitted to South Tyneside Publication Draft Local Plan 2023-2040 

Submitted on 2024-03-03 21:56:49 

 

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.: 

 

STC have put many obstacles in place during this entire process. Missing Links, incorrect input codes meaning Reg 19 was unavailable for the entirity of 

the Consultation process,  refusal to provide paper copies in accessible format, Equality Act 2010  being broken. I have stuck by it and completed  this as 

best I can. It may not be in legal terms but i hope to have made my point. Please don't be fooled by them 

 

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.: 

 

Reject their proposal 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

Yes Please 

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.: 

 

Policy SP8 in my opinion does not neither Legally Compliant or Sound. The development  is to be built on a Green Belt Corridor which currently is home to 

a working farm and 52 horses  grazing and is an asset  to our Community. It is a habitat to numerous  types of wildlife which will not be able to be 

relocated. 

Another concern  is Traffic from the development  with access  onto Mill Lane roundabout A194 and Durham Drive. In their Local Plan Strategic Allocation 

Point 5 v it states: 

• 5 v. Ensure that there are no unacceptable impacts on highway safety or severe residual cumulative impacts on the wider strategic road network in 

terms of capacity and congestion, including mitigating the impact of the development  at White Mare Pool Roundabout. 

STC CANNOT LEGALLY OR SOUNDLY  STATE THAT THEY CAN MITIGATE FOR THIS PROBLEM 

MILL LANE: In their Local Plan Traffic Assessment 2023  they make no mention of the traffic onto Mill Lane roundabout via the A194 (Pages 6 + 9) The 

report also does not take into account recent  house builds and second  guess that: 

• 2.2.2 National data is available which demonstrates that levels of traffic are increasing, however in South Tyneside they are considered  to remain lower 

or comparable with pre-COVID levels i.e. forecasted traffic growth has not occurred.  TRAFFIC LEVELS HAVE INCREASED AND THE AREA IS CONGESTED 

DAILY. 

DURHAM DRIVE: This is a residential ring road around Fellgate with residents  parking on one side. It has 3 local Schools in the vicinity and the proposed 

development  will have a serious detrimental  effect on the Mental Health and Wellbeing of all the residents  as well as their safety and Air Quality. In 

addition:
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• The Junction of Fellgate Avenue / Hedworth Lane has never been  considered  by STC in their reports.  This regularly tails back from the A19 junctions to 

the Single lane Bridge creating total Gridlock on one of the main access  routes to Fellgate 

• The second  access  route to the A194 is regularly gridlocked from the Mill Lane Roundabout. 

STC will state that they already have infrastructure in place at Tests Roundabout A19 and Lindisfarne Roundabout A19/A194. This has not mitigated the 

problem. They will also state that they will create  a ‘new arm’onto the Mill Lane roundabout from the proposed  development  to Whitemare Pool. THIS 

WILL NOT MITIGATE THE PROBLEM  . 

STC are trying to hide the fact that there are currently major traffic problems  around the Mill Lane/ Durham Drive Area. 1200  homes  will not help and 

WILL SERIOUSLY  HARM THE CURRENT FELLGATE COMMUNITY  FOR MANY, MANY YEARS . PLEASE DON’T BE FOOLED BY THEM. 

Fellgate also has a severe problem with Flooding. 

 

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.: 

 

STC in the Local Plan state that 5 iv. Deliver vehicular access  roads to the site, from: a) Mill Lane roundabout on the A194; b) Durham Drive. 

v. Ensure that there are no unacceptable impacts on highway safety or severe residual cumulative impacts on the wider strategic road network in terms 

of capacity and congestion, including mitigating the impact of the development  at White Mare Pool Roundabout. 

STC CANNOT STATE THAT THEY ARE ABLE TO DO THIS PARTICULARLY AROUND THE DURHAM DRIVE RESIDENTIAL ROAD WHICH WILL CREATE SEVERE 

TRAFFIC CONGESTION  , HAVE A SERIOUS  AFFECT ON THE MENTAL HEALTH ,WELLBEING  AND SAFETY OF THE CURRENT COMMUNITY AND CREATE 

PROBLEMS  WITH AIR POLLUTION, LIGHT POLUTION FOR MANY YEARS TO COME. PLEASE DO NOT GRANT PLANNING PERMISSION WITHOUT LOOKING 

INTO THIS VERY CLOSELY. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

Yes please 

Policy 1: Promoting  Healthy Communities 

 

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.: 

 

STC state that they will create  Health Communities. There is already a Healthy Community on Fellgate with a Farm which is cherished  by them along with 

the Green Belt it stands on. This will be destroyed  by the proposed  new development  with the current community being subjected to years of 

construction and inconvenience which will have a serious detrimental  on their Mental health and Wellbeing. Congestion. Air Pollution, Light Pollution will 

become everyday occurrences should this development  be given the go-ahead.  WE DON'T DESERVE THAT 

 

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.: 

 

STC have created  many problems  for residents  trying to give their responses to Reg 19. These have included:- 

-Missing Links which suddenly re-appear 

-STC Hubs not having any access  to the Reg 19 forms for the entirty of the Consultation period 

- Incorrect advice given in relatio to the 'have your say' link 

- Paper copies of the Reg 19 feedback  forms being unavailable even when requested 

- Format not accessible to residents  wit Learning disabilities. 

YOU WILL HAVE RESPONSE FROM STC RESIDENTS WHICH HIGHLIGHT THIS. STC HAVE DEVEIVED THEIR RESIDENTS  AND THEIR LOCAL PLAN SHOULD  BE 

REJECTED. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

YES PLEASE 

Your personal details 

 

What is your name?



Name: 

Doreen Green 

 

What is your email address? 

 

Email address: 

 

Who are you responding as? 

 

Resident or Member of the General Public 

 

Organisation: 

Previous customer 

 

What is your postal address? 

 

Address: 

 



Response ID ANON-5JMM-6ZHB-K

Submitted to Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area Supplementary Planning Document: Scoping Report
Submitted on 2024-03-03 21:49:50

Have your say

1  Do you have any comments to make in relation to the Scoping Report?

Comments:

Policy Local Plan - SP8 Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area Scoping report 
 
I object to the Local Plan. 
The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound of the Local Plan for the following reasons: 
 
Paragraph SP8 Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area Page 5 
Policy SP8 Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area 
 
I object to the Local Plan. 
The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound of the Local Plan for the following reasons: 
Policy SP8: Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area 
1. Land south of Fellgate is allocated as a sustainable urban extension and will be removed from the Green belt as shown on the Polices Map and Inset 
Map 9. The allocation will deliver approximately 1200 homes and supporting infrastructure and community facilities. 
Local Plan Paragraph 4.34 (page 37) the Plan has identified land south of Fellgate as a Sustainable Urban Extension. The site will be allocated for 
approximately 1200 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. 
Local Plan Paragraph 4.35 (page 37) states "Land South of Fellgate offers a unique opportunity to deliver a new sustainable community. It will be well 
designed and provide an attractive and desirable place.’ 
Although South Tyneside Council have been considering this plan for a number of years, for example in 2021 a study of White Mare Pool was carried out, 
A194/A184 White Mare Pool – Emerging Pressures 22/12/2021 Reference number GB01T21D46 / GB01T21B22 (AC.21.03 ) WHITE MARE POOL JUNCTION 
STUDY the residents of Fellgate were only formally informed of this proposal in January 2024 and given 6 weeks to respond to what is a very lengthy and 
complex proposal. 
Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area Supplementary Planning Document: Scoping report (January 2024) page 5 ‘Land south of Fellgate is allocated as a 
sustainable urban extension and will be removed from the Green Belt’ 
The Green Belt needs to be removed to enable this development to take place. This does not take into account the residents of Fellgate and the negative 
and undesirable impact leading to impaired quality of life that the removal of the Green could and is likely to have. The residents of Fellgate have not 
been considered in the plan. 
The removal of the Green Belt, to the south of Fellgate As stated in ‘ South Tyneside Green Belt Study 2023, Purpose 3 – Function recognises that the 
parcel of land is ‘part of the countryside’ if the plan goes ahead the landscape will be replaced with the development of a 1200 housing development. 
Although Paragraph 4.34 states that the Green Belt Study explores opportunities for mitigation and compensatory improvements. The only reason there 
is need for this is because the plan is taking away the Green Belt and all the benefits of it. In no way will any of the mitigation and compensatory 
measures, make up for the loss of the Green Belt. Conclusion: There is absolutely no mitigation and compensatory measure that could compensate to 
justify the removal of the Green Belt. 
In the ‘Strategic Land Review – Fellgate and Hedworth – 2016’ The Site Appraisal Conclusion was stated as. ‘There are likely adverse impacts upon the 
green belt landscape, biodiversity ground conditions and infrastructure provision. However, some parts of the site, particularly along Durham Drive are 
required for flood attenuation schemes and are strictly not suitable for development. The emerging International Advanced Manufacturing Park Area 
Action Plan document should also be considered further as it will reduce the size of the Green Belt in this area’. 
This document states the unsuitability of the Green Belt land that there would be ‘High Impact – significant mitigation required’ in Infrastructure and 
Services, Landscape and Townscape, Biodiversity and Green Belt Separation. 
There have been NO changes to the Greenbelt and surrounding areas since the ‘Strategic Land Review – Fellgate and Hedworth – 2016’ when it was 
deemed that removal would have a high impact therefore ‘unsuitable for development’ to 7 years later in the ‘South Tyneside Green Belt Study , 2023’ 
that the impact would be ‘moderate’ and now this same land is suitable for development, even taking into account the ‘mitigation’ measures included, this 
in no way compensates for the loss of the Green Belt. 
There are many potential sites for development that have not been included in the plan. There are at least 46 brownfield sites in South Tyneside that 
could be used for development. There are also many sites that are or will become available for example when manufacturing sites close and land 
becomes available. Explored thoroughly these could provide the land needed for housing development so our Green Belt can be protected. 
For these reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound 
In the Plan it states that number of new homes that South Tyneside are required to build to meet Government targets. The plan goes on to state where 
and how many houses are to be built on specific sites including 1200 houses on the Greenbelt South of Fellgate. This does not consider a statement made 
on 19 December 2023 by Michael Gove Secretary of State for Levelling Up, Housing and Communities, and Minister for Intergovernmental Relations. 
In his statement Michael Gove stated that: ‘Local authorities have the comfort of knowing that they need not re-draw the green belt or sacrifice protected 
landscapes to meet housing numbers.’ This means that there are no requirements for South Tyneside to use Green belt land to meet targets. 
For these reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound 
 
Environmental impact 
In the Local Plan, paragraph 5.34, we read that 2 other wildlife sites, Calf Close Burn and Lakeside Inn are recognised as wildlife sites and where possible 
improvements will be sought for these sites through appropriate mitigation and compensation. The current Green Belt is a natural habitat and the plan 
states that ‘ it is a ‘wildlife corridor’ to many wildlife and though the plan states ‘The release of the Greenbelt would change the landscape take away the
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open space to the south of Fellgate. The Green Belt is currently farmland and is recognised in the South Tyneside Green Belt Study page 105 as being 
‘part of the countryside’ as such it has an existing working farm on the land. This is prime arable farming land currently used to grow grain. The land is 
used to house livery stable which services the local community. The Farmer will be given notice to leave therefore as well as losing a valuable contribution 
to the eco system and the food chain, this person is losing his livelihood. The Green Belt including the farm are home to many species of wildlife. 
In the ‘Strategic Land Review - 2016’ South Tyneside Council deemed the Greenbelt land to the South of Fellgate as not suitable for development, however 
in 2023 South Tyneside Council now deem the land is suitable for development! What has changed, certainly not the land or activities that happen on it. 
The 2016 report states that the site is a Green Belt, is a habitat creation zone, is a wildlife Corridor and a local wildlife site – this has NOT CHANGED. 
The council now seem to be content with the loss of greenbelt and the damage to wildlife in the area, these include farmland birds (barn owls, wood 
pigeons, collared doves, kestrel, yellow hammer and red kites). Other wildlife such as foxes, rabbits, voles, squirrels are on the land. Whilst South 
Tyneside Council assure us that they will have ‘mitigations’ in place, they cannot guarantee that this wildlife will ‘comply’ and, taking into account the 
planned IAMP nearby development which is also removing natural habitats, there is further concern that by removing this Green Belt land we will be 
contributing to the demise of the wildlife population. 
Furthermore, the development will add to air and noise pollution and eventually light pollution once a development is completed. 
 
The 2016 study recommends that the linear links between sites of habitat value should be created and promoted, the area is of open aspect and views 
should be retained. 
It is considered that developing the site would have a HIGH impact on the landscape. The Local Plan does not consider this to be of any importance and 
will need significant mitigation would be required to change this recommendation. 
For these reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound 
 
I object to the Local Plan. 
The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound of the Local Plan for the following reasons: 
Infrastructure – traffic 
In the Local Plan paragraph 5.28 on page 51 we read ‘the Local Centre is to be located to coincide with sustainable transport routes accessibility to the 
existing Fellgate estate and the green infrastructure network’ the detail of this is in the Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area Supplementary Planning 
Document: Scoping Report – page 6. Paragraph 5- iii - v 
5-v in this document states ‘ensure that there are no unacceptable impacts on highway safety or severe residual cumulative impacts on the wider 
strategic network in terms of capacity and congestion, including mitigating the impact of the development at White Mare Pool roundabout. 
There would inevitably be increased traffic which would increase congestion, parking is currently difficult enough without additional cars in the area. 
In the Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area Supplementary Planning Document:Scoping Report January 2024 it states on page 6 paragraph 5 iv. Deliver 
Vehicle access routes to the site from a) Mill Lane roundabout and b)Durham Drive 
Having read the A194/A184 White Mare Pool – Emerging Pressures 22/12/2021 Reference number GB01T21D46 / GB01T21B22 (AC.21.03 ) WHITE MARE 
POOL JUNCTION STUDY. It does not appear to reflect the actual circumstance of these roads on a day to day basis. 
The A194 is the main route to link South Shields with the motor-way and nearby towns and Cities including Sunderland and Newcastle. This is an 
extremely busy road, particularly at peak times when traffic can build up quickly and Mill Lane roundabout becomes congested and struggles to cope with 
existing traffic. Introducing another junction on to the roundabout with the cars from the proposed 1200 houses will add significantly to the problem. In 
addition, there are 127 houses being built west of the A184 (adjacent to Luke's Lane), if the proposed 1200 houses go ahead this will bring an 
unsustainable level of growth which will have a significant detrimental impact 
Durham Drive carries all of the traffic round Fellgate, it is not wide enough for the traffic currently using it, for example a bus and car going in opposite 
directions cannot pass without one of them stopping. So it is not tenable to have an access route, from any development on the Greenbelt, on to Durham 
Drive. There are only 2 routes from Durham Drive, either on to the A194, and as this is a dual carriageway, all traffic exiting this way joins the roundabout 
at Mill Lane, therefore joining any traffic from the new development or, on to Fellgate Avenue and adding pressure to the traffic lights at Hedworth lane. 
At busy times, if the A194 is busy Fellgate becomes gridlocked with cars of current residents and those who drive through Fellgate (Durham Drive) to 
avoid traffic jams. At these times it is almost impossible for emergency vehicles to access the estate or drive along the A194. When the roads are 
gridlocked, it is impossible to drive off Fellgate estate. 
Fellgate is a quiet estate where children can play safely outdoors however taking into account an increase of pedestrians walking through Fellgate to 
access the Metro or other public transport, this may be no longer possible. 
Fellgate Metro station is on the Newcastle to Sunderland line. The Metro at peak times is often very busy and does not cope with the number of 
passengers, so any increase in passengers would be untenable. The Metro takes people out of South Tyneside so any benefit to the economy of South 
Tyneside will be minimal. 
Although public transport links are mentioned in the Local Plan there does not appear to have been any studies as to how these will be implemented, as 
Durham Drive is not wide enough for a bus and car to pass easily there would be no scope for increasing buses to go along Durham Drive. 
The air-pollution from increased traffic and public transport would negatively impact those in the surrounding areas including the residents of Fellgate. 
For these reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound 
 
I object to the Local Plan. 
The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound of the Local Plan for the following reasons: 
 
Proposed Housing 
Reference - Local Plan paragraph 5.26 – 5.27 
The basis for Fellgate development hinges on the development and completion of the International Advance Manufacturing Park according to their web 
site documentation only 3 buildings have been developed and are in use covering 623,000 sqft out of a potential 4 million sqft availability of covering 245 
Acres. At this point there are many plots not allocated nor are there signs of significant building works; as stated in 
 
document LSH 2 Employment Area Assessment. Phase 1 "Some infrastructure completed. Phase 2 "Requires Infrastructure" 
As South Tyneside are a partner in this venture one can only assume that the building of home on the land south of Fellgate may attract business to 
Fellgate area. As this cannot be proven as there is no evidence of (IAMP) being achievable within the timescales of South Tyneside’s Local Plan. 
As the IAMP, is within Sunderland local authority area, no evidence can be found on any direct public transport from Fellgate to IAMP. 
Until this is assessed and documented, it has to be assumed that anyone living in these homes and who work at IAMP would use their own transport. This



would more likely be a car. 
If this is the case then the above assumption is not recorded in the evidence provide in Local Plan Policy 51 Traffic Assessment. 
On page 48 and 49, in column Policy SP8: Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area, item 5 it talks about the things that the Development of this new sustainable
community shall deliver. 
For these reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound 
 
Flooding 
I object to the Local Plan. 
On page 7 of the Policy SP8: Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area, ix, it talks about the urban drainage systems. 
 
Historically Fellgate are has been prone to flooding, work was undertaken to install sustainable urban drainage systems (SuDS). This £21million
project-built systems to alleviate future flooding, in part this has been successful, although parts of Durham Drive still have localised flood from heavy
rain. 
Current flood defences may be overwhelmed by the added pressures of housing development. This could and is likely to intensify the flood risk for the
existing Fellgate community. 
The proposals to incorporate new, appropriately designed SuDS state that "Any surface water should discharge into Monkton Burn and Calf Close Burn".
Whilst the evidence provides a view that these systems will be successful, however there is little clarity that Monkton Burn and Calf Close Burn will cope
with the water discharge from 1,2000 homes 
No evidence can be found on the impact on the biodiversity, the wildlife, the Great Crested Newt Pond, and Wildlife corridor which traverse these burns. 
Whilst no figures can be found that would estimate the amount of water entering these burns it can be assumed that there will be a significant is a risk of
surface water flooding from these burns, if not in the immediate area, but further downstream where that land is near sea level 
This in its self will have a negative effect towards the climate change objectives. 
For these reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound

2  What is your name?

Name:
Julie Price

3  What is your email address?

Email:

4  What is your organisation?

Resident of member of the general public

Organisation:

5  What is your postal address?

Address:
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Submitted to South Tyneside Publication Draft Local Plan 2023-2040 
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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.: 

 

I object  to the Local Plan. 

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound of the Local Plan for the following reasons: 

 

Proposed  Housing 

Reference - Local Plan paragraph 5.26 – 5.27 

The basis for Fellgate development  hinges on the development  and completion  of the International Advance Manufacturing Park according to their web 

site documentation only 3 buildings have been  developed and are in use covering 623,000 sqft out of a potential 4 million sqft availability of covering 245 

Acres. At this point there are many plots not allocated nor are there signs of significant building works; as stated in 

 

document  LSH 2 Employment Area Assessment. Phase 1 "Some infrastructure completed.  Phase 2 "Requires Infrastructure" 

As South Tyneside are a partner in this venture one can only assume  that the building of home on the land south of Fellgate may attract business to 

Fellgate area. As this cannot be proven as there is no evidence of (IAMP) being achievable within the timescales of South Tyneside’s Local Plan. 

As the IAMP, is within Sunderland local authority area, no evidence can be found on any direct public transport  from Fellgate to IAMP. 

Until this is assessed and documented, it has to be assumed  that anyone living in these  homes  and who work at IAMP would use their own transport. This 

would more likely be a car. 

If this is the case then the above assumption is not recorded  in the evidence provide in Local Plan Policy 51 Traffic Assessment. 

On page 48 and 49, in column Policy SP8: Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area, item 5 it talks about the things that the Development of this new sustainable 

community shall deliver. 

For these  reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound 

 

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.: 

 

Remove SP8 from the local plan 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

no 

 

Policy 7: Flood Risk and Water Management 

 

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 object  to the Local Plan. 

On page 7 of the Policy SP8: Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area, ix, it talks about the urban drainage systems. 

 

Historically Fellgate are has been  prone to flooding, work was undertaken  to install sustainable urban drainage systems  (SuDS). This £21million 

project-built systems  to alleviate future flooding, in part this has been  successful,  although parts of Durham Drive still have localised flood from heavy 

rain. 

Current flood defences may be overwhelmed by the added pressures of housing development. This could and is likely to intensify the flood risk for the 

existing Fellgate community. 

The proposals  to incorporate new, appropriately designed SuDS state that "Any surface  water should discharge into Monkton Burn and Calf Close Burn". 

Whilst the evidence provides a view that these  systems  will be successful,  however there is little clarity that Monkton Burn and Calf Close Burn will cope 

with the water discharge from 1,2000 homes 

No evidence can be found on the impact on the biodiversity, the wildlife, the Great Crested Newt Pond, and Wildlife corridor which traverse  these  burns. 

Whilst no figures can be found that would estimate the amount of water entering these  burns it can be assumed  that there will be a significant is a risk of 

surface  water flooding from these  burns, if not in the immediate area, but further downstream  where that land is near sea level 

This in its self will have a negative effect towards the climate change objectives. 

For these  reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound 

 

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.: 

 

Remove the proposed  development  of the area to the south of Fellgate from the local plan 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

no 

 

Policy SP21:  Natural Environment 

 

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.: 

 

Environmental impact 

In the Local Plan, paragraph 5.34, we read that 2 other wildlife sites, Calf Close Burn and Lakeside Inn are recognised  as wildlife sites and where possible 

improvements will be sought for these  sites through appropriate  mitigation and compensation. The current Green Belt is a natural habitat and the plan 

states  that ‘ it is a ‘wildlife corridor’ to many wildlife and though the plan states  ‘The release of the Greenbelt would change the landscape  take away 

the open space to the south of Fellgate. The Green Belt is currently farmland and is recognised  in the South Tyneside Green Belt Study page 105 as being 

‘part of the countryside’ as such it has an existing working farm on the land. This is prime arable farming land currently used to grow grain. The land is 

used to house livery stable which services the local community. The Farmer will be given notice to leave therefore as well as losing a valuable contribution 

to the eco system and the food chain, this person is losing his livelihood. The Green Belt including the farm are home to many species  of wildlife. 

In the ‘Strategic Land Review - 2016’ South Tyneside Council deemed  the Greenbelt land to the South of Fellgate as not suitable for development, however 

in 2023  South Tyneside Council now deem the land is suitable for development! What has changed, certainly not the land or activities that happen on it. 

The 2016  report states  that the site is a Green Belt, is a habitat creation  zone, is a wildlife Corridor and a local wildlife site – this has NOT CHANGED. 

The council now seem  to be content  with the loss of greenbelt and the damage to wildlife in the area, these  include farmland birds (barn owls, wood 

pigeons, collared doves, kestrel, yellow hammer  and red kites). Other wildlife such as foxes, rabbits, voles, squirrels are on the land. Whilst South 

Tyneside Council assure  us that they will have ‘mitigations’ in place, they cannot guarantee that this wildlife will ‘comply’ and, taking into account the 

planned IAMP nearby development  which is also removing natural habitats,  there is further concern  that by removing this Green Belt land we will be 

contributing to the demise of the wildlife population. 

Furthermore,  the development  will add to air and noise pollution and eventually light pollution once a development  is completed. 

 

The 2016  study recommends that the linear links between  sites of habitat value should be created  and promoted,  the area is of open aspect  and views 

should be retained. 

It is considered  that developing the site would have a HIGH impact on the landscape.  The Local Plan does not consider this to be of any importance and 

will need significant mitigation would be required to change this recommendation. 

For these  reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound



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.: 

 

Remove the proposed  development  of the land to the south of Fellgate to protect  the natural environment  and not destroy the wildlife 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

no 

 

Policy SP25:  Infrastructure 

 

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 object  to the Local Plan. 

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound of the Local Plan for the following reasons: 

Infrastructure – traffic 

In the Local Plan paragraph 5.28 on page 51 we read ‘the Local Centre is to be located to coincide with sustainable transport  routes accessibility to the 

existing Fellgate estate and the green infrastructure network’ the detail of this is in the Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area Supplementary  Planning 

Document:  Scoping Report – page 6. Paragraph 5- iii - v 

5-v in this document  states  ‘ensure that there are no unacceptable impacts on highway safety or severe residual cumulative impacts on the wider 

strategic network in terms of capacity and congestion, including mitigating the impact of the development  at White Mare Pool roundabout. 

There would inevitably be increased  traffic which would increase  congestion, parking is currently difficult enough without additional cars in the area. 

In the Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area Supplementary  Planning Document:Scoping Report January 2024  it states  on page 6 paragraph 5 iv. Deliver 

Vehicle access  routes to the site from a) Mill Lane roundabout and b)Durham Drive 

Having read the A194/A184 White Mare Pool – Emerging Pressures 22/12/2021 Reference number  GB01T21D46  / GB01T21B22 (AC.21.03 ) WHITE MARE 

POOL JUNCTION STUDY. It does not appear to reflect the actual circumstance of these  roads on a day to day basis. 

The A194 is the main route to link South Shields with the motor-way and nearby towns and Cities including Sunderland and Newcastle. This is an extremely 

busy road, particularly at peak times when traffic can build up quickly and Mill Lane roundabout becomes congested and struggles to cope with existing 

traffic. Introducing another  junction on to the roundabout with the cars from the proposed  1200  houses  will add significantly to the problem. In addition, 

there are 127 houses  being built west of the A184 (adjacent to Luke's Lane), if the proposed  1200  houses  go ahead this will bring an unsustainable level of 

growth which will have a significant detrimental  impact 

Durham Drive carries all of the traffic round Fellgate, it is not wide enough for the traffic currently using it, for example a bus and car going in opposite 

directions cannot pass without one of them stopping. So it is not tenable  to have an access  route, from any development  on the Greenbelt,  on to Durham 

Drive. There are only 2 routes from Durham Drive, either on to the A194, and as this is a dual carriageway, all traffic exiting this way joins the roundabout 

at Mill Lane, therefore joining any traffic from the new development  or, on to Fellgate Avenue and adding pressure to the traffic lights at Hedworth lane. At 

busy times, if the A194 is busy Fellgate becomes gridlocked with cars of current residents  and those who drive through Fellgate (Durham Drive) to 

avoid traffic jams. At these  times it is almost impossible for emergency  vehicles to access  the estate or drive along the A194. When the roads are 

gridlocked, it is impossible to drive off Fellgate estate. 

Fellgate is a quiet estate where children can play safely outdoors  however taking into account an increase  of pedestrians walking through Fellgate to 

access  the Metro or other public transport,  this may be no longer possible. 

Fellgate Metro station is on the Newcastle to Sunderland line. The Metro at peak times is often very busy and does not cope with the number  of 

passengers, so any increase  in passengers would be untenable. The Metro takes people out of South Tyneside so any benefit  to the economy of South 

Tyneside will be minimal. 

Although public transport  links are mentioned  in the Local Plan there does not appear to have been  any studies as to how these  will be implemented, as 

Durham Drive is not wide enough for a bus and car to pass easily there would be no scope for increasing buses  to go along Durham Drive. 

The air-pollution from increased  traffic and public transport  would negatively impact those in the surrounding areas  including the residents  of Fellgate. 

For these  reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound 

 

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.: 

 

Remove the proposed  development  of the land to the south of Fellgate due to the infrastructure



If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

no 

 

Your personal details 

 

What is your name? 

 

Name: 

Julie Price 

 

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: 

 



Response ID ANON-TJBH-TDYE-X 

 
Submitted to South Tyneside Publication Draft Local Plan 2023-2040 

Submitted on 2024-03-03 22:00:01 

 

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: 

Yes 

 

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 object  to the Local Plan. 

The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound of the Local Plan for the following reasons: 

Policy SP8: Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area 

1. Land south of Fellgate is allocated as a sustainable urban extension  and will be removed from the Green belt as shown on the Polices Map and Inset 

Map 9. The allocation will deliver approximately 1200  homes  and supporting infrastructure and community facilities. 

Local Plan Paragraph 4.34 (page 37) the Plan has identified land south of Fellgate as a Sustainable Urban Extension. The site will be allocated for 

approximately 1200  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. 

Local Plan Paragraph 4.35 (page 37) states  "Land South of Fellgate offers a unique opportunity to deliver a new sustainable community. It will be well 

designed and provide an attractive and desirable place.’ 

Although South Tyneside Council have been  considering this plan for a number  of years, for example in 2021  a study of White Mare Pool was carried out, 

A194/A184 White Mare Pool – Emerging Pressures 22/12/2021 Reference number  GB01T21D46  / GB01T21B22 (AC.21.03 ) WHITE MARE POOL JUNCTION 

STUDY the residents  of Fellgate were only formally informed of this proposal in January 2024  and given 6 weeks to respond  to what is a very lengthy and 

complex proposal. 

Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area Supplementary  Planning Document:  Scoping report (January 2024) page 5 ‘Land south of Fellgate is allocated as a 

sustainable urban extension  and will be removed from the Green Belt’ 

The Green Belt needs to be removed to enable  this development  to take place. This does not take into account the residents  of Fellgate and the negative 

and undesirable impact leading to impaired quality of life that the removal of the Green could and is likely to have. The residents  of Fellgate have not 

been considered  in the plan. 

The removal of the Green Belt, to the south of Fellgate As stated in ‘South Tyneside Green Belt Study 2023,  Purpose 3 – Function recognises that the 

parcel of land is ‘part of the countryside’ if the plan goes ahead the landscape  will be replaced with the development  of a 1200  housing development. 

Although Paragraph 4.34 states  that the Green Belt Study explores  opportunities  for mitigation and compensatory improvements. The only reason  there 

is need for this is because the plan is taking away the Green Belt and all the benefits  of it. In no way will any of the mitigation and compensatory 

measures, make up for the loss of the Green Belt. Conclusion: There is absolutely no mitigation and compensatory measure that could compensate to 

justify the removal of the Green Belt. 

In the ‘Strategic Land Review – Fellgate and Hedworth – 2016’ The Site Appraisal Conclusion was stated as. ‘There are likely adverse impacts upon the 

green belt landscape,  biodiversity ground conditions and infrastructure provision. However, some parts of the site, particularly along Durham Drive are 

required for flood attenuation schemes and are strictly not suitable for development. The emerging International Advanced Manufacturing Park Area 

Action Plan document  should also be considered  further as it will reduce the size of the Green Belt in this area’. 

This document  states  the unsuitability of the Green Belt land that there would be ‘High Impact – significant mitigation required’ in Infrastructure and 

Services, Landscape and Townscape, Biodiversity and Green Belt Separation. 

There have been  NO changes  to the Greenbelt and surrounding areas  since the ‘Strategic Land Review – Fellgate and Hedworth – 2016’ when it was 

deemed  that removal would have a high impact therefore ‘unsuitable for development’ to 7 years later in the ‘South Tyneside Green Belt Study , 

2023’ 

that the impact would be ‘moderate’ and now this same land is suitable for development, even taking into account the ‘mitigation’ measures included, 

this in no way compensates for the loss of the Green Belt. 

There are many potential sites for development  that have not been  included in the plan. There are at least 46 brownfield sites in South Tyneside that 

could be used for development. There are also many sites that are or will become available for example when manufacturing  sites close and land 

becomes available. Explored thoroughly these  could provide the land needed  for housing development  so our Green Belt can be protected. 

For these  reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound 

In the Plan it states  that number  of new homes  that South Tyneside are required to build to meet Government targets.  The plan goes on to state where 

and how many houses  are to be built on specific sites including 1200  houses  on the Greenbelt South of Fellgate. This does not consider a statement made 

on 19 December 2023  by Michael Gove Secretary  of State for Levelling Up, Housing and Communities, and Minister for Intergovernmental Relations. 

In his statement Michael Gove stated that: ‘Local authorities have the comfort of knowing that they need not re-draw the green belt or sacrifice protected 

landscapes to meet housing numbers.’ This means  that there are no requirements for South Tyneside to use Green belt land to meet targets. 

For these  reasons The Local Plan is not legally compliant or sound



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.: 

 

Withdraw SP8 Fellgate sustainable growth from South Tyneside local plan in order to sustain the greenbelt 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

no 

 

Your personal details 

 

What is your name? 

 

Name: 

Julie Price 

 

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: 

 



LP1990 - John Bage















Response ID ANON-5JMM-6ZZM-G

Submitted to Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area Supplementary Planning Document: Scoping Report
Submitted on 2024-01-29 12:05:07

Have your say

1  Do you have any comments to make in relation to the Scoping Report?

Comments:

My view is that this is already a 'done deal' by a council attempting to steal Green Belt land so that they can get more money for their already failed
financial position.

It had already been attempted in November 2006 to build a business park on this Green Belt, and that idea was kicked out when the Church
Commissioners, who own a significant amount of the said Green Belt, decided that it would not be beneficial for the existing residents. The council have
very short memories!

Doubling the number of houses by adding another 1200 on Fellgate is definitely not to the good of the existing residents who already suffer considerably
from air pollution, due to the extremely busy dual carriageways that encompass the existing estate to the north (A184), to the west (A194) and the A19
just a few miles away.

Doubling the number of houses on Fellgate by up to 1200 more will significantly increase air pollution from vehicles (many homes now have two cars and
sometimes three). There will be even more delivery vehicles, such as Amazon, who will add to this air pollution. Electric vehicles will not help much
because many are hybrids (like mine) which use a petrol engine on cold start up, so please don't use the ‘clean’ electric car argument.

Traffic leaving the Fellgate Estate onto the main exit on the A194 will be made even worse than it is now. Trying to join two lanes of vehicles doing 50 mph
plus is very risky. I was rear ended a few years ago by a driver looking up towards the oncoming traffic and not paying attention to the vehicle in front of
him.

Now to the flooding that we have experienced previously. All the surface water from the Green Belt fields that isn't absorbed when we have a torrential
downpour makes its way westwards straight across the existing Fellgate Estate with disastrous consequences. No way can this surplus water ever be
taken care of by the existing two burns as stated in the document.
In 2012 fast flowing rivers of surface water flooded out many houses on the existing Fellgate Estate with dire consequences for the owners. The A194 was
badly flooded below the metro bridge and thousands of vehicles were brought to a stop for hours, as nothing could be done until the water subsided, as
the nearby burn was absolutely overwhelmed. The result was a council effort to alleviate the cause of the flooding at a cost of millions of pounds. Even
then flooding still occurred at a later time, so it is doubtful whether the measures taken will be sufficient to stop any more flooding when we get the many
more intensive downpours that are coming our way due to climate change, which climatologists are certain will happen soon rather than later.

The increase in population density in the Fellgate area will have detrimental physical and mental effects on the wellbeing of existing residents. We already
have, in recent years, seen the building of a large business park opposite the Lakeside Inn, and just now the building of dozens of new houses on the
soggy field nearby is also taking place. Not to mention the thousands of new houses that have been added to the nearby Hebburn and Jarrow areas.

With the increased traffic in the Fellgate area generating lots more air pollution, noise pollution and congestion the situation cannot possibly be called
'sustainable.' The government is under pressure to prevent all of these issues, and likewise it is the responsibility of the local council also.

It is also worth noting that the last part of the Government guideline document states that the council should be adding Green Belt areas around new
housing, NOT removing it.

Here is an extract from the last attempt to steal the Fellgate Green Belt;-
02 NOVEMBER 2006
CHURCH TIMES

'After a five-week public hearing, however, inspectors opposed the re-zoning proposals. A church spokesman said that the scheme was now "highly
unlikely" to go ahead.'

2  What is your name?

Name:
JOHN BAGE

3  What is your email address?

Email:

4  What is your organisation?

Resident of member of the general public



Organisation:

5  What is your postal address?

Address:



Response ID ANON-5JMM-6ZY5-Q

Submitted to Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area Supplementary Planning Document: Scoping Report
Submitted on 2024-02-29 16:26:36

Have your say

1  Do you have any comments to make in relation to the Scoping Report?

Comments:

It has been badly put together, without any thought for the residents to be able to read, digest and comment on it in good time. It is not 'fit for purpose'
and those responsible for it should hang their heads in shame. They have not helped the people who pay their wages, and it could even be said that this
might have been deliberate on their part so as to 'push' through the erasure of the last Green Belt/Farming Land nearby, and the building of hundreds of
houses for their own benefit (money). Some years ago when a Business Park was being attempted on the same Green Belt, the then owners, the 'Church
of England' realized how bad this would be for the existing residents and dutifully, and sensibly, changed their minds. Obviously they are no longer part
owners of this land, and the only one's who had a social conscience.

2  What is your name?

Name:
JOHN BAGE

3  What is your email address?

Email:

4  What is your organisation?

Resident of member of the general public

Organisation:

5  What is your postal address?

Address:



LP1991- Irene Bage







LP1992 - Julie Richardson 









Response ID ANON-TJBH-TD5F-U 

 
Submitted to South Tyneside Publication Draft Local Plan 2023-2040 

Submitted on 2024-03-03 22:19:24 

 

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: 

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.: 

 

The following statements are set out in the spatial vision and strategic objectives. How do these  statements fit with the plans to develop the greenbelt 

south of fellgate???: 

 

Healthy and well - Residents will 

enjoy good mental wellbeing and 

physical health throughout  their 

lives. They will have the best start in 

life and be able to live and age well. 

 

How does the above apply to CURRENT residents  of Fellgate? 

 

''countryside and important 

biodiversity and geodiversity 

designations  will continue to 

be protected'' 

 

''To support sustainable development  whilst protecting the 

borough’s most valuable landscapes and maintaining the openness 

and permanence of the Green Belt'' 

 

How can the removing prat of protected GREENBELT land to be built on before  Brownfield (AS THE GOVERNMENT HAS URGED!!!) 

 

''including a choice of 

schools and nurseries'' 

 

The plan to develop fellgates greenbelt mentions  nothing of SECONDARY schools OR NURSERIES!!!! where is the plan for these.  We have primary schools 

a plenty but are lacking in both secondary  schools and nurseries. 

 

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.: 

 

Reconsider  Brownfield before  encroaching onto GREENBLET!!! 

if this plan is to go ahead there needs to be serious consideration given to the provision of secondary  schools and nurseries  for the area. 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

I would be happy to take part 

 

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:

LP1993 - Gerogina Scott



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 NEED for housing is based on out of date Data therefore this is NOT SOUND. Removal of greenbelt is not justified. 

 

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.: 

 

Re-address  the need for housing in the CURRENT CLIMATE. 

BUILD ON BROWNFIELD!!! 

 

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.: 

 

In March 2016  the 'south tyneside strategic land review - fellgate and hedworth' was published. in this document  it states  that the land south of fellgate '' 

IS NOT CONSIDERED SUITABLE FOR DEVELPOMENT'' - WHAT HAS CHANGED??? it states  that the site contains protected low fen species  - great crested 

newt pond and that development  of the site would have a HIGH IMPACT on wildlife corridor and local wildlife site. How do you intend to make 

improvements to 'biodiversity' when the current plan as I understand it fragments  wildlife corridor , isolating the pond and goes against Lawton Principle 

(bigger, better,  more joined up') This is not a sound, or credible plan. Established ecosystems do not appear overnight. The building site alone alongside a 

wildlife corridor will disrupt the wildlife for many years and may not recover. The planting of 'woodland' will take years and years to establish.  The wildlife 

will not wait. It will die! 

 

The number  of new homes  proposed  to be needed  is not sound or credible. The statistics used to calculate this proposal I believe are out of date and 

inflated. 

 

Building an additional 1200  homes  on the proposed  site in addition to the 127 homes  currently being built west of the A194 will create  an unsustainable 

level of growth. It will have a huge negative impact on our local infrastructure and road networks. Has there been  consultation  with local emergency 

services as to the impact of this for access  to the fellgate estate (and surrounding areas) and the safety of our current and proposed  new residents  to the 

area? As i understand it no such consultation  has taken place. Therefore i believe this is not sound or credible AND endangers the public. The suggestion 

that there would only be an estimated '100 extra trips' in relation to vehicles is laughable and i believe hugely underestimated. Who will finance the 

SIGNIFICANT infrastructure changes  that would need to be addressed to make this plan credible? 

 

The document  states  that the position of Fellgate metro station would be KEY in creating public transport  links for the new development. yet the current 

metro station could not support an Influx of additional passengers. Particularly at peak times when there is no physical space either in the metro cars or 

on the platform itself. The metro is currently extremely overcrowded before  reaching Fellgate Metro station during the commute  to work. Has there been 

a survey of the feasibility of additional passengers during peak times? As a person who currently uses this service it is already UNSAFE with the current 

volume!!! Therefore i believe this proposal to be NOT SOUND or credible. 

 

Where is the plans for a new SECONDARY SCHOOL or NURSERIES? Our current secondary  schools in the 'area' could not cope with the influx of a whole 

'new primary school'. and we are quite lacking in nurseries,  particularly now with the new funding expansion  on the horizon for ALL children. 

 

 

I believe that the development  goes against the proposed  'policy 1: promoting healthy communities'  for the residents  of fellgate, by removing the 

greenbelt the residents  of fellgate are being robbed  of "Good quality open space''  which contributes to our overall physical and mental wellbeing, 

''New developments can generate 

potential risks to human health 

through increasing exposure  to



air pollution, noise pollution or 

contaminated land. These issues 

should be adequately  addressed 

and assessed in accordance with 

the relevant policies in this Plan. '' 

How does the current proposal address this for the current residents  of Fellgate? 

 

How does building on GREENBELT FARMLAND fit into policy 40? This Proposal will loose FARMLAND used for FOOD PRODUCTION. 

 

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.: 

 

DO NOT STRIP FELLGATE OF ITS GREENBELT!!!! Build on CURRENT Brownfield Areas! Continue to use proposed  site for FOOD PRODUCTION! 

Re-address  statistics based on CURRENT figures. 

Re -address and Project a more ACCURATE assessment of the strain on road networks and public transport  (Metro) that this kind of development  will 

bring. 

Specific thought must go in to preserving EXISTING wildlife species  and providing a suitable and 'more joined up' habitat so that biodiversity can flourish. 

DO NOT ISOLATE THE POND AREA!!!! 

Collect data on CURRENT species  which rely on the site! 

Ensure this promised new wildlife habitat is ESTABLISHED and part of a more long term plan before  any building work takes place. 

Re-address  the need for educational  settings. Where is the plan for nursery and secondary  aged children? 

PROTECT the physical and mental wellbeing of current residents. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

I would be happy to partake. 

Policy 1: Promoting  Healthy Communities 

 

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.: 

 

The SP8 plans in relations to fellgate seems  to go against this policy for 'promoting healthy communities.  it IGNORES current residents  as an existing 

community. whose health and wellbeing should be considered. The current proposal will have a significant impact on our residents. 

''Air pollution is associated with 

several adverse health impacts 

and particularly affects  vulnerable 

groups such as children, older 

people and those with heart and 

lung conditions.'' 

Building what is effectively a town next to fellgate will have a significant impact on the air quality of the local area and have a detrimental  effect on the 

residents 

 

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.: 

 

Build om EXISTING Brownfield areas.  Do NOT strip fellgate of its greenbelt. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

Policy 2: Air Quality 

 

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: 

 

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 40: Agricultural Land 

 

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.: 

 

How does the proposed  development  on land south of Fellgate comply with this policy?????? The proposed  plan to build on GREENBELT FARMLAND is 

NOT SOUND. 

 

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.: 

 

Preserve the land for food production. 

 

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?: 

 

Policy 41: Green  Belt 

 

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: 

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.: 

 

In March 2016  the 'south tyneside strategic land review - fellgate and hedworth' was published. in this document  it states  that the land south of fellgate '' 

IS NOT CONSIDERED SUITABLE FOR DEVELPOMENT'' - WHAT HAS CHANGED??? it states  that the site contains protected low fen species  - great crested 

newt pond and that development  of the site would have a HIGH IMPACT on wildlife corridor and local wildlife site. How do you intend to make 

improvements to 'biodiversity' when the current plan as I understand it fragments  wildlife corridor , isolating the pond and goes against Lawton Principle 

(bigger, better,  more joined up') This is not a sound, or credible plan. Established ecosystems do not appear overnight. The building site alone alongside a 

wildlife corridor will disrupt the wildlife for many years and may not recover. The planting of 'woodland' will take years and years to establish.  The wildlife 

will not wait. It will die! 

 

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.: 

 

BUILD ON BROWNFIELD. DO NOT ENCROUCH ON GREENBELT!!!!! 

 

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: 

Georgina Scott 

 

What is your email address? 

 

Email address: 

 

Who are you responding as? 

 

Resident or Member of the General Public 

 

Organisation: 

Fellgate resident 

 

What is your postal address? 

 

Address: 
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