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Response ID ANON-TJBH-TDYM-6 
 

 

Submitted to South Tyneside Publication Draft Local Plan 2023-2040 

Submitted on 2024-03-03 23:17:34 

 

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: 

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.: 

 

Why was this site in 2016 deemed to be unsuitable for large scale development, but now in 2024 it is - Simple question really but the most important. 

What has changed to bring about this change in strategy. Whilst surrounding areas have retained their green belt status, Fellgate has seen a large 

proportion of theirs potentially removed. 

Comments on scoping document: 

 

5.i Provision of mixed house types etc. is not a guarantee, they can be negotiated away in return for capital investment elsewhere. This is frequently the 

case especially with larger developments. Metro services are currently over capacity in peak time with no additional availability on the network . 

 

5.ii Provision of local services are dependent upon need. Current figures indicate the population of the Borough is declining, therefore the requirement 

for another Primary School is questionable at best . Shortages of GPs and future moves to a more remote service provision rule out requirement for 

Health Services. Large supermarkets and out of town retail outlets now replace local shops. All of these changes mentioned remove the need for a 

settlement type build. 

 

5.iii ,iv,v In addition to the proposed 1200 new homes built, there are 127 houses currently being built west of the A194 and a new Tri-Station built on land 

near the Lukes Lane Estate, all of which will feed onto Mill Lane Roundabout. This level of growth will have a severe impact on all surrounding traffic 

infrastructure. It is frequently observed that when traffic is impeded on the A194 for even a short time it has negative consequences on traffic feeding 

into the Tyne Tunnel and A19 as it backs up to the Lindisfarne roundabout. The surrounding urban roads also become crowded and dangerous  to 

pedestrians as motorists attempt alternative routes. The Traffic Assessment Report 2023 acknowledged lack of clarity around working /shopping 

patterns. This is now becoming clear with an increase in workers returning to the workplace and increased use of internet shopping. Both leading to an 

increase in traffic. 

 

The plan to open a road onto Durham Drive, which is currently a 20 mph parameter road around an estate which contains schools, a special needs 

teaching facility, a community  centre and is used for cycling, running, horse riding to name a few is not feasible. It introduces significant danger to the 

current residents, a lot of whom have young children. It will be used by motorists as a feeder road to the A19 significantly increasing the amount of traffic 

and speed of travel, which will also feed into the heavily pedestrianised  Fellgate Avenue. The impact of such a plan has not been investigated therefore it 

can not be sound. 

 

5.vi The current Green Belt contains  a working farm producing grain, which if allowed to continue will help us achieve self sustainability in the future. This 

is becoming more and more important as the world political landscape changes. The farm also provides a service  to the existing community as a livery 

stable which currently houses 52 horses. There are also beautiful walks, surrounded by hedgerows teaming with birdlife. 

Frequently residents are visited by bats and birds of prey. There are foxes and hares in the fields and the we have swans and the occasional heron in our 

ponds. To decimate all of this and offer protection for the scraps left is both unsound and unethical. 

viii Net gain delivery is not gained by offering to plant trees whilst concreting over large volumes of working arable land and decimating wildlife habitat. 

ix Fellgate has been flooded on numerous occasions and whilst flood defences put in place have mitigated  the risk to a degree we continue  to see it on 

parts of the estate. The defences put in place did not take into account new builds of this size so the issue remains. This was a highly contentious issue at 

the consultation meeting as the panel did not appear to know about the flooding at all. To suggest that surface water would feed into the Monkton and 

Calf Close Burn is exceptionally naive, as one good day of heavy rain results in it breaking its banks and flooding further down on to farmland at Mill dene 

Town Farm. Therefore these current events prove this is not sound. 

 

Conclusion: 

 

This plan if allowed to go ahead will have a massive impact on residents health and well being in Fellgate and Hedworth.  This will remove the feeling of 

safety of the estate by introducing large volumes of traffic and increasing air pollution. The estate will be become enclosed by houses on one side and the 

A194 on the other. To build a new estate at the detriment of the existing one is not a sound or good plan. 

 

Again i ask what has changed to put the residents and farmer in this position?

LP1994 - Karen Hunter



The traffic is not the same it is worse 

The wildlife still thrives here 

The landscape and its boundaries  have remained the same 

 
So what has changed !! 

 

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have 

identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination). 

You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your 

suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.: 

 

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

 

Your personal details 

 
What is your name? 

 

Name: 

Karen Hunter 

 

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-TD76-D 
 

 

Submitted to South Tyneside Publication Draft Local Plan 2023-2040 

Submitted on 2024-03-03 13:29:25 

 

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: 

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.: 

 

We support Policy SP21: Natural Environment (page 116) to protect and enhance the natural environment, but at present it is not currently sound as it's 

not effective or compliant with national policy due to a lack of consideration of urban wildlife that falls outside the remit of Biodiversity Net Gain. 

 

In more detail, swift bricks are specifically highlighted as valuable to wildlife in NPPG Natural Environment 2019 paragraph 023, along with bat boxes and 

hedgehog highways. 

 

As swift bricks, bat boxes and hedgehog highways have no value in the DEFRA Biodiversity Net Gain metric, they do need their own policy. 

 

Swift bricks are a universal nest brick for small bird species, including red-listed species such as swifts and house sparrows, so are relevant for all 

developments  (e.g. see NHBC Foundation: Biodiversity in New Housing Developments (April 2021) Section 8.1 Nest sites for birds, page 42: 

https://www.nhbcfoundation.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/S067-NF89-Biodiversity-in-new-housing-developments_FINAL.pdf ), and they are a 

permanent zero-maintenance aesthetically integrated nest brick. 

Best-practice guidance is provided for example by BS 42021:2022, and CIEEM (https://cieem.net/resource/the-swift-a-bird-you-need-to-help/). 

Many other Local Authorities are including detailed swift brick requirements in Local Plans, such as Wiltshire Local Plan Regulation 19 stage which 

requires an enhanced number of 2 swift bricks per dwelling, so this enhanced level of provision should be considered (policy 88: Biodiversity in the built 

environment, page 246: "As a minimum, the following are required within new proposals: 1. integrate integral bird nest bricks (e.g., swift bricks) at a 

minimum of two per dwelling;" https://www.wiltshire.gov.uk/article/8048/Current-consultation-Reg-19 ). 

 

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.: 

 

Please add additional paragraphs to Policy NP21 (page 116), to respond to NPPG Natural Environment 2019 paragraph 023 as follows: 

Swift bricks, bat boxes and hedgehog highways should be installed in all new developments including extensions. 

Swift bricks should be installed in accordance with best-practice guidance such as BS 42021 or CIEEM which requires at least one swift brick per home on 

average for each development. Photographic evidence of suitable installation should be provided. Swift bricks are a universal nest brick for small bird 

species. 

 

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

Yes, if required to provide further information. 

Your personal details 

 
What is your name? 

 

Name: 

Mr Michael Priaulx 

 

What is your email address? 

 

Email address: 

LP1995 - Swifts Local Network: Swifts & planning Group



Who are you responding as? 

Other Organisation (please specify) 

Organisation: 

Swifts Local Network: Swifts & Planning Group 

 

What is your postal address? 

 

Address: 

 



Response ID ANON-TJBH-TDYG-Z 
 

 

Submitted to South Tyneside Publication Draft Local Plan 2023-2040 

Submitted on 2024-03-03 23:21:43 

 

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: 

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.: 

 

Resubmitting comment to correct my typo in policy reference, apologies for the initial error: 

We support Policy SP21: Natural Environment (page 116) to protect and enhance the natural environment, but at present it is not currently sound as it's 

not effective or compliant with national policy due to a lack of consideration of urban wildlife that falls outside the remit of Biodiversity Net Gain. 

 

In more detail, swift bricks are specifically highlighted as valuable to wildlife in NPPG Natural Environment 2019 paragraph 023, along with bat boxes and 

hedgehog highways. 

 

As swift bricks, bat boxes and hedgehog highways have no value in the DEFRA Biodiversity Net Gain metric, they do need their own policy. 

 

Swift bricks are a universal nest brick for small bird species, including red-listed species such as swifts and house sparrows, so are relevant for all 

developments  (e.g. see NHBC Foundation: Biodiversity in New Housing Developments (April 2021) Section 8.1 Nest sites for birds, page 42: 

https://www.nhbcfoundation.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/S067-NF89-Biodiversity-in-new-housing-developments_FINAL.pdf ), and they are a 

permanent zero-maintenance aesthetically integrated nest brick. 

Best-practice guidance is provided for example by BS 42021:2022, and CIEEM (https://cieem.net/resource/the-swift-a-bird-you-need-to-help/). 

Many other Local Authorities are including detailed swift brick requirements in Local Plans, such as Wiltshire Local Plan Regulation 19 stage which 

requires an enhanced number of 2 swift bricks per dwelling, so this enhanced level of provision should be considered (policy 88: Biodiversity in the built 

environment, page 246: "As a minimum, the following are required within new proposals: 1. integrate integral bird nest bricks (e.g., swift bricks) at a 

minimum of two per dwelling;" https://www.wiltshire.gov.uk/article/8048/Current-consultation-Reg-19 ). 

 

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.: 

 

Resubmitting comment to correct my typo in policy reference, apologies for the initial error: 

Please add additional paragraphs to Policy SP21 (page 116), to respond to NPPG Natural Environment 2019 paragraph 023 as follows: 

Swift bricks, bat boxes and hedgehog highways should be installed in all new developments including extensions. 

Swift bricks should be installed in accordance with best-practice guidance such as BS 42021 or CIEEM which requires at least one swift brick per home on 

average for each development. Photographic evidence of suitable installation should be provided. Swift bricks are a universal nest brick for small bird 

species. 

 

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

Yes, if further information is required. 

Your personal details 

 
What is your name? 

 

Name: 

Mr Michael Priaulx 

 

What is your email address?



Email address: 

are you responding  as? Other 

Organisation (please specify) 

Organisation: 

Swifts Local Network: Swifts & Planning Group 

 

What is your postal address? 

 

Address: 

 

. 



Response ID ANON-TJBH-TDY6-F 

 
Submitted to South Tyneside Publication Draft Local Plan 2023-2040 

Submitted on 2024-03-03 23:48:13 

 

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: 

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 refer to East Boldon Neighbourhood  Forum’s comments and modifications as I fully endorse their submission. 

I believe Objective 5 and policy SP2 have not been  met with regard to the needs of older people. The housing need survey and consultation  for the 

neighbourhood plan proved that we need housing for older people to downsize to in our 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.: 

 

Consider bespoke  retirement developments within all new developments. 

 

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

EBNF will participate. 

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: 

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 refer to the objections and points raised by East Boldon Forum as their response is comprehensive and I fully endorse their submission. 

object  to 2.2 –       the basis for the calculation of the number  of new homes  proposed  is not sound or credible. 

Out of date statistics have been  uses to calculate the number  of homes  needed  and this results in an overestimate. 

A large development  of around 200 dwellings at Cleadon Lane, East Boldon, has been  left out of the Draft Local Plan creating a misrepresentation of the 

impact of other developments in the villages on local infrastructure. 

 

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.: 

 

East Boldon Forum have set out a number  of suggested  modifications and I fully endorse these. 

The latest population statistics and projections should be used. 

Infrastructures for the Boldons and Cleadon should be based on all of the developments that are planned, including the Cleadon Lane development. 

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

LP1996 - Kirstin Richardson



East Boldon Forum will represent my views at the oral part of the examination. 

 

Policy SP3: Spatial Strategy  for Sustainable Development 

 

Do you consider  that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory  tests  of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to 

Cooperate? 

 

Support or Object - Legally Compliant: 

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 fully endorse the comments from East Boldon Neighbourhood  Forum on these  issues. 

I object  to 3.2- the policy has not been  positively prepared  to deliver sustainable development  in the East Boldon Neighbourhood  Plan area. 

There are currently 1,860  homes  in the EBNP area and the addition of 474 new homes  will bring an unsustainable level of growth which will have a 

detrimental  impact on the local infrastructure of the area and on the distinctive character of the village. 

 

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.: 

 

Include all housing developments from Town End Farm through the Boldons, Cleadon and Whitburn and provide detailed traffic, parking and schools 

development  plans for these  as a whole. Do not treat developments as though they are in isolation. 

 

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

EBBF will participate on my behalf. 

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: 

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 refer to the comments made by East Boldon Neighbourhood  Forum on this issue; I fully endorse their objections and recommendations. I 

object  to GA2 –       Land at North Farm This proposal is not justified and is not effective in delivering sustainable development. 

It is in conflict with the adopted East Boldon Neighbourhood  Plan as it is outside the settlement boundary approved in the plan. The Green Belt Review 

Site Assessment for this site is not correct as it says development  will only have a moderate impact. 263 new homes  on the site will have a considerable 

impact as evidenced by the Traffic Assessment and Infrastructure development  Plan. 

 

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have 

identified where this relates  to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate  is incapable  of modification at examination). 

You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your 

suggested  revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.: 

 

Significantly reduce the number  of dwellings on this site. 

Incorporate active travel routes through it, creating linked cycle and bridle ways from West to SouthEast areas  of the borough. 

 

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

EBNF will make representation at the oral part.



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: 

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 refer to the East Boldon Neighbourhood  Forum’s response the this plan. I fully endorse their comments and modifications. 

I object  to 16.2 –       Provision of at least 263 homes  in the EBNP area -the policy is not sound or justified. 

This figure does not include 202 homes  given conditional approval at Cleadon Lane or 9 homes  with permission  at Mayflower Glass. It is not based on 

housing need but on an arbitrary allocation of land. The total number  of new homes  planned will result in 26% increase  in the size of the village and as 

result the distinctiveness  of the village will be lost. The infrastructure of the village is inappropriate  for this increase  in size. 

 

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have 

identified where this relates  to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate  is incapable  of modification at examination). 

You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your 

suggested  revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.: 

 

Plan should include some attempt  to mitigate the impact all of the developments in the villages and demonstrate a commitment to providing viable 

infrastructure. 

 

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

EBNF will participate and I fully endorse their views. 

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: 

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.: 

 

Policy 47 as currently drafted does not specifically provide for: 

 

1. The use of Neighbourhood  Plan Design guides to inform local development  proposals. 

2. New development  proposals  to include a requirement for tree lined streets. 

3. The use of nationally Described Space Standards  in new development  proposals. 

4. Creation of places that are safe, inclusive and accessible and which promote  health and well-being. 

 

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.: 

 

Commit to the design code agreed in the Neighbourhood  Plan. 

 

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

EBNF will participate 

Your personal details



What is your name? 

 

Name: 

Kirstin Richardson 

 

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-TDY1-A

Submitted to South Tyneside Publication Draft Local Plan 2023-2040
Submitted on 2024-03-03 23:49:50

Chapter 1: Introduction

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:
No

Support or Object - Sound:
No

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:
No

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

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

Chapter 2: Context

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:
No

Support or Object - Sound:
No

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:
No

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

I attach a number of representations in connection with site generally referred to as GA4

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

A site comprising Field 14, 15 & 60 would provide for a better site in respect of meeting ALL the needs of the local plan.

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

Yes please

Chapter 3: Spatial Vision and Strategic Objectives

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:
No

Support or Object - Sound:
No

LP1997 - T P Duffy



Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:
No

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

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

Policy SP1: Presumption in favour of Sustainable Development

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:
No

Support or Object - Sound:
No

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:
No

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

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

Policy SP2: Strategy for Sustainable Development to meet identified needs

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:
No

Support or Object - Sound:
No

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:
No

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

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

Policy SP3: Spatial Strategy for Sustainable Development

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:
No



Support or Object - Sound:
No

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:
No

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

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

Policy SP4: Housing Allocations in the Main Urban Area

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:
No

Support or Object - Sound:
No

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:
No

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

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

Policy SP5: Former Brinkburn Comprehensive School

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:
No

Support or Object - Sound:
No

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:
No

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

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

Policy SP6: Land at former Chuter Ede Education Centre

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?



Support or Object - Legally Compliant:
No

Support or Object - Sound:
No

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:
No

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

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

Policy SP7: Urban and Village Sustainable Growth Areas

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:
No

Support or Object - Sound:
No

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:
No

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

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

Policy SP8: Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:
No

Support or Object - Sound:
No

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:
No

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

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

Policy SP9: Strategic Vision for South Shields Town Centre Regeneration



Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:
No

Support or Object - Sound:

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

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

Policy SP10: South Shields Riverside Regeneration Area

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:

Support or Object - Sound:

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:
No

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

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

Policy SP11: South Shields Town Centre College Regeneration Site

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:

Support or Object - Sound:
No

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

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

Policy SP12: Fowler Street Improvement Area

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:



Support or Object - Sound:
No

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

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

Policy SP13: Foreshore Improvement Area

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:

Support or Object - Sound:
No

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

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

Policy SP14: Wardley Colliery

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:

Support or Object - Sound:
No

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

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

Your personal details

What is your name?

Name:
Mr T P Duffy

What is your email address?

Email address:



Who are you responding as?

Resident or Member of the General Public

Organisation:

What is your postal address?

Address:



Response ID ANON-TJBH-TDYH-1 
 

 

Submitted to South Tyneside Publication Draft Local Plan 2023-2040 

Submitted on 2024-03-03 23:50:07 

 

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: 

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.: 

 

5i Will there  actually be 25% affordable housing? Or will this be offset? I find it difficult to understand what  constitutes affordable housing 

 
5ii Another school, healthcare plus shops will only increase traffic 

 
5iii This will not reduce dominance of car traffic. Its very difficult to get people to walk or cycle especially if the own a car and need to get to work and drop 

of kids.  Many households have 2 or 3 cars 

Access  to the remaining greenbelt to me only indicates the loss of farming and farmer 

 
5iv Vehicular access to the A194 and Durham Drive can only mean more  congestion at peak times 

 
5vi I don't  believe the new greenbelt boundary would be "defensible" as the current one of greater value and loss isn't. 

As for improving biodiversity i can't  recall  seeing a report or survey of the biodiversity that is presently on the greenbelt farmland 

 
5viii Sounds impressive but don't  know what  it means 

 
5ix Discharging surface water into the Burns sounds like a good  idea, but I have seen the burn filling up to impressive levels in the past and that is before 

the building of 1200 houses on the land that currently soaks up the rain water 

 

I was unable to "Have  your Say"  via computers at ST Libraries over the consultation period as it would not load  the page. Once reported on Thursday 29th 

Feb it was explained to me that there  was missing code in the programming however this was not rectified as of the 3rd March (Closing Date). 

I have found the whole  experience stressful and complicated and I have already lost the submission once for reasons unknown to me. 

With regards to this plan, I cannot understand that in 2016 South Fellgate was rejected as unsuitable yet now in 2024 it is suitable - What has  changed ? 

 
I do not support any  building on the greenbelt/farmland. We constantly hear  about climate change due  to increased urbanisation and our carbon 

footprint due  to importing food  from  other countries. How is this helping mitigate this? 

 

KEEP OUR GREENBELT AND FARMING !!!!! 

 

Please set out what  modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have 

identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any  non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination). 

You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your 

suggested revised wording of any  policy  or text. Please be as precise as possible.: 

 

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

 

Your personal details 

 
What is your name? 

 
Name: 

Brian Hunter 

 

What is your email address? 

 
Email address: 

LP1998 - Brian Hunter



Who are you responding as? 

 
Resident or Member of the General Public 

 
Organisation: 

 

What is your postal address? 

 

Address: 

 



Response ID ANON-TJBH-TDYS-C 
 

 

Submitted to South Tyneside Publication Draft Local Plan 2023-2040 

Submitted on 2024-03-03 23:56:47 

 

Policy SP5: Former Brinkburn Comprehensive School 

 
Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to 

Cooperate? 

 

Support or Object - Legally Compliant: 

No 

 

Support or Object - Sound: 

No 

 

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate: 

No 

 

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this box to set out and 

explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.: 

 

Community Centre is key to the local community, particularly the swimming pool. 

 

Plus football pitches are in use. Sports England should have some say as the green fikeds site and playing g fields are key to the local community. 

Should not be used for housing development 

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have 

identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination). 

You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your 

suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.: 

 

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

 

Your personal details 

 
What is your name? 

 

Name: 

Lynne Nelson 

 

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: 

 

LP1999 - Lynne Nelson 



LP2000- Ian Ord



Response ID BHLF-5JMM-6ZHQ-2

Submitted to Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area Supplementary Planning Document: Scoping Report
Submitted on 2024-04-09 12:52:17

Have your say

1  Do you have any comments to make in relation to the Scoping Report?

Comments:

"Firstly, I have no clear idea as to why this is being consider, my main concern begin with my child, I wasn’t able to sent my child to the local school. For
clarity, I love less than 500 metres from Cleadon infants school, my son didn’t get a place due to a simple reason of no space, over subscribed! Still there is
no space for my child to attend a local school. Therefore I need to travel on the metro or car to get my child to a school for his education. To add to this,
the number of cars on the road means this can actually take up to an hour on a bad day. Sometimes I can’t actually get onto the metro either due to the
number of people already on.
We are able to sit down even if we do. Since my child has been due to the lack of capacity he has to spend unnecessary time travelling further. Which feels
completely unfair considering we have a perfectly good school 10 minute walk from our front door.
Therefore my objections begin here;
-schools already over subscribed, lack of primary school places locally
- volume of traffic already at capacity
The road and garden floods regularly - flood risk Already having issues with drainage and therefore - sewerage issues
Lack of services already affect the area, extra strain will push this further into chaos
The obvious factor here;
- loss of habitat - wildlife suffers
- loss of green belt
- if the village loses identity by the merge of South Tyneside with Sunderland then that in itself affects the any unique character, history or value.
The fact is, the reputation is already feeling strained with the lack of services, including public transport. Meaning the 1018 is busier and exiting moor lane
can take far longer than it ever has. And traffic noise is increasing. Alongside the fact of the past several years flooding is becoming far worse with the
increase in rainfall. It’s feels disastrous to consider. "

2  What is your name?

Name:
Mrs jackson

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:

LP2001 - Mrs Jackson



LP2002- Russell Bennett



1

Rhiannon Laverick

From:
Sent: 03 March 2024 15:03
To: Local Plan
Subject: developments

Categories: Deborah Lamb

<div style="color: black; background-color: #ffff99; background-clip: padding-box; border: 2px solid black; margin: 
5px; padding: 5px; font-family: Arial; font-size: 11pt;">*** <span style="color: red; font-weight: 
bold;">WARNING</span> - 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 aƩachments unless you are sure that the content is safe. If 
you are unsure about this email or its content forward it to: <a 
href="mailto:email.quaranƟne@southtyneside.gov.uk">email.quaranƟne@southtyneside.gov.uk,</a>&nbsp;<strong
>clearly staƟng your concerns in the email</strong>&nbsp;***</div> Good aŌernoon to you.My wife and i think that 
the proposal of all these extra houses that could be built is simply a bad idea, that has not been looked into 
thoroughly.The consequences of these builds would just get rid of all our green belts that are leŌ at the moment.If 
the building plans go ahead it would mean more congesƟon around the Metro and surrounding areas that are 
already causing a lot of local residents problems.More houses mean more traffic, then more access would be needed 
for emergency services etc.Then the schools ,Doctors would be overloaded, they are already struggling to 
accommodate the residents now.It is surprising how much wild life we have around our area ,which is great to 
see.that would be lost.So please think again about geƫng rid of what is leŌ of our green belts. 
                                           Kind regards Mr & Mrs A, Wheatman, 
                                                                     

                                    
 

LP2004 - Mr & Mrs A Wheatman



LP2005 - Cllr Rachael Milne



Response to South Tyneside Local Plan Review Submission Consultation (Regulation 19) 

Please accept this email as my response to Regulation 19 stage of the draft *Local Plan AND 

my *objection to SP8 Fellgate sustainable Growth Area combined AND *Habitat Regulations 

South Tyneside Local Plan is not legally compliant and not sound: 

Policy SP23 does not meet Strategic Objective 14: ‘To support sustainable 

development whilst protecting the Boroughs most valuable landscapes and 

maintaining the openness and permanence of the Green Belt.’ 

 Wardley Colliery does not meet exceptional circumstances to remove it 

from the Green Belt. Neither does Fellgate SP8. 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) seeks to preserve Greenbelt 

and Local Wildlife Sites. 

SP14: ‘5.68 The Wardley Colliery Local Wildlife Site is the largest open mosaic habitat on 

previously developed land in South Tyneside and is the most valuable example of its type in 

the borough. The NPPF is clear on the desirability of conserving and enhancing nature 

conservation.’ 

 

The plan is not sound due to the Green Belt deletion. In 2023 South Tyneside Green Belt 

Study was published and exceptional circumstances were not met regarding the sites: policy 

SP7, SP8 and SP14. 

There are suitable Brown Field sites within the Borough that could be built on for residential 

housing. This removes the argument for Exceptional Circumstances. Old industrial sites such 

as Rohm and Haas for example. Which would also link in better for active travel and public 

transport too. 

We have already lost a huge area of Green Belt locally recently due to the IAMP. Which does 

not appear to be referred to in the Local Plan.  

South Tyneside Councils own response regarding Green Belt removal in 2016 stated Fellgate 

(SP8) was not suitable to build on due to a catalogue of issues. 

The Local Plan states: 

‘It seeks to deliver this growth in a sustainable and inclusive way, protecting those assets 

which give South Tyneside its identity and special character, whilst enhancing our natural 

environment and recognising the current and future pressures of a changing climate.’ 

 



• ‘A mechanism for seeking the reduction of carbon emissions and creating a 

resilient and enhanced natural environment.’ 

Please read Appendix 1. The Local Plan does not stand up to scrutiny regards carbon 

emission reduction. Neighbouring Councils have raised this issue.  

Neighbourhood plans do not have the planning weight of the Local Plan and as such the 

Local Plan must have stricter planning criteria. For example, changing the wording 

regarding retention of mature trees and mature hedgerows from ‘Should’ retain mature 

trees to ‘Must’ retain mature trees. This was raised at Regulation 18 stage but ignored.  

 

• ‘Whitburn Neighbourhood Plan 

The Whitburn Neighbourhood Plan was ‘made’ in September 2022. The 

Plan’s vision is to ensure Whitburn village will continue as a sustainable and 

well-supported, thriving community. It will conserve and enhance its unique 

character as a coastal village set within a rural environment with a rich 

heritage and natural environment. It will be forward looking and resilient to 

the effects of climate change. 

The relationship between the Local Plan and Neighbourhood Plans 

Once ‘made’ Neighbourhood Plans become part of the statutory development plan. Planning 

applications which fall within the neighbourhood plan area must have regard to the 

neighbourhood plan policies unless material considerations indicate otherwise.’ 

 

Chuter Ede SP6 states: 

‘Proposals must be supported by a site-specific transport assessment, with 

particular focus on Benton Road, Galsworthy Road, Boldon Lane, New Road and 

the Boldon Level Crossing along with the importance of active travel links and 

public transport connections.’ 

This suggests the traffic data will push the Tilesheds Flyover through (Tilesheds 

road over rail bridge that was due to be built in 2022 but was paused following 

public campaign and petition) leading to huge added traffic to the area which will 

become a rat run and the environmental impacts of mature tree loss (Great 

North Forest trees planted by the local community in 1990), the destruction of a 



Site of Special Scientific Interest, A great crested newt pond will be negatively 

impacted and a vital wildlife corridor destroyed. 

All in contravention of Climate Change targets. Including Net Zero hopes and the 

NPPF. Policy 2 Air Pollution Policy means SP6 – Chuter Ede should be removed 

from the Local Plan. 

 

South Tyneside Council Local Plan fails to meet their Duty to Cooperate: 

• Appendix 1. Shows the traffic concerns raised by Gateshead Council regarding extra 

pressure on the roads surrounding SP8 – Fellgate sustainable Growth Area and 

Wardley Colliery. Traffic Data is suspect and timeframes to carry out road 

improvements to meet demand is sometime in the future after the planned SP8 

development is completed. This is not acceptable. 

  

This is likely to lead to increased air pollution (Policy 2) which is avoidable. 
South Tyneside Council have done the bare minimum regarding the Duty to cooperate. No 

hard evidence was included within the local plan to show what the adjoining councils were 

claiming was true when refusing to take any housing allocations from South Tyneside. This 

would be helpful. The neighbouring authorities have reportedly added more houses and have 

approval for more houses that required via their Local Plans and there is scope as such for 

South Tyneside Council to reduce our need for new houses in our Draft Local Plan. This could 

save the Greenbelt in South Tyneside. Yet reportedly when STC officers contacted those 

Councils they were told they weren’t interested in working together. I find this hard to 

believe. Can the inspector investigate this information? 

Thousands of extra houses in South Tyneside will mean extra Council Tax and extra jobs for 

builders, trades etc. This could be seen as a motivation to keep new house numbers high 

here.  

 

Procedural Challenges 

Consultation 

Effective Consultation: There was poor engagement due to very limited amount of 

consultation events and fewer location the events were held. Most Wards had no 

engagement via events or information from Ward Councillors or STC Officers. Kendall v 

Rochford DC (2014) EWHC 3866. Held: LPA reliance on website only consultation not effective 

enough (93)-(94). 

 



Serious legal issues have been raised regarding the timing of the consultation: Timing- 6 

weeks (extended to 7 weeks after Green Party put in request). This was not long enough. 

No one is able to accurately view locations of the sites given the exceptionally poor graphics 

on the map supplied on both the hard copy and online copy of the map locations. This 

hinders accurate feedback, engagement and any real consultation given how this hinders any 

real democracy for residents, Councillors, businesses etc. *I have a video as evidence. 

Lack of democracy: Procedural failings. 

1. All public libraries within South Tyneside reportedly would not allow public access to the 

local plan and response forms following incorrect codes being put into the system and this 

was only resolved days before the consultation ended on March the 3rd.  

2. Hard copies of the public response forms to Regulation 19 were not available from the 

Town Hall or Council Buildings upon residents’ requests throughout the consultation in 

contravention of the Disability act 2010. I have spoken to residents with disabilities and 

Mental Health issues that have been unable to access information and easily object.  

Wide powers of High Court 3.113 (7)-(7B): can quash whole or part of relevant plan document 

or direct action concerning preparation, publication or adaptation. 

3. More public engagement is/was needed. Most Wards had no knowledge of events or 

events weren’t accessible due to the locations being far away. There should have been 

events put on in every ward. This did not happen. 

 

‘SEE Woodfield + JJ Gallagher LTD V Cherwell DC (2016) 1 WLR S126 Lindblom LJ (29)-(33) on 

the breadth and flexibility of the powers. 

 

My objections to regulation 19 include: 

• Substantiative 

• Procedural 

• Preclusive provision s.113 planning and compulsory purchase Act 2004. 

• Follows CPR PDS4E Like other statutory Challenges. 

• Public Law Grounds. 

 

✓ Reasonable alternatives- The proposed 71 homes for the only green space in the 

Biddick Hall and All Saints Ward (Chuter Ede) could be removed in its entirety given 

recently approved South Tyneside College site application by Avant Homes for 260 

homes had exceeded the 163 proposed for the site in the Draft Local Plan. Not 

building on this Community Green space at Chuter Ede would also be inline with 

National Planning Policy, STC Promoting Healthy Communities (page 62-67 of Local 

Plan and Policy 1), Policy SP15 Climate Change and Policy 2 Air Pollution given the 



future traffic data feeding into figures to build the Tilesheds Flyover and the 

environmental destruction that will cause by way of huge mature trees loss (Great 

North Forest), destruction of SSSI site, annihilation of a designated Wildlife Corridor, 

Great Crested Newt pond and habitat would be negatively impacted and the loss of 

horses fields. 

✓ Rohm and Hass and adjoining land along river. 

✓ Boldon Lane (Old Clinic – NHS) 

 

Safeguarding provisions for future assessment. 

Cumulative effects. 

Timing of Objections: SP8 consultation is running alongside Regulation 19 of the Local Plan. 

This is confusing and putting extra time and work pressure on residents and interested 

parties who wish to comment or object.  

 

The Soundness of Plan is difficult to challenge as it is not a task for the Court and not 

statutorily defined. Making resident feedback difficult to quantify, however, given the 

Climate challenges we face the Local Plan does not offer any solid solutions. Instead adding 

to the Climate Crisis. 

Use: Policy 36 regarding Trees gives no way to protect our towns mature trees. Its just empty 

words that clearly means little too many developers or decision makers. We need hard rules 

in place to save mature trees and mature hedgerows which this policy does not do. 

Policy 36 in inconsistent with Policy SP15 regarding Climate Change. The Planning Policy 

Guidance puts emphasis on tackling Climate Change and the NPPF saes must be both a 

planning making and decision making principle. To be found sound Local Plans will need to 

reflect this in line with the Climate Change Act 2008. 

Failure to take policy into account (See Chuter Ede SP6) 

Failure to understand/address evidence (Water Sewage Issues raised by STEP and Whitburn 

Neighbourhood Forum) Sewage Pollution is a factor in Climate Change so policy SP25, Policy 

10 and Policy 11 are linked together with Policy SP15 

 

S19 (1A) PCPA requires LPs include ‘policies designed to secure that the development and use 

of land in the Local Planning authority’s area contribute to the mitigation of, and adaptation 

to, Climate Change. Sites allocated within Regulation 19 of STC Local Plan are in 

contravention of the Climate Change policy. These include Brinkburn (SP5), Chuter Ede (SP6) 

and Fellgate (SP8) along with all Green belt sites. The increase vehicle uses to surrounding 

roads on these sites will have a huge impact on air quality too. 



Future challenges on sustainability grounds e.g. poor public transport, remote site 

allocations: The Green belt sites allocated have very poor public transport services. South 

Tyneside Council has declared a Climate and Ecological Emergency and has Carbon reduction 

targets in place. Building over 1200 houses on Greenbelt with no or limited public transport 

without a clear plan in place for increasing accessible public transport the Carbon Reduction 

targets will pointless. Roads will be under added pressure, air quality will plummet, global 

warming will increase when all councils are aiming to limit the impact, they are having on not 

only the local area but our planet. Climate Earth letter to Councils preparing Local Plans 

threatening legal action if strategies do not include ‘evidence-based carbon reduction 

targets.’ 

Climate Challenges should be at the heart of sites allocated for development. Instead, sites 

are included which are not suitable due to huge negative environmental impacts, foreseeable 

future negative impacts. 

The Plan is not consistent with The National Planning Policy Framework. 

Given the information supplied here I do not consider Regulation 19 of the Draft Local Plan 

Sound and not Legally Compliant. 

 

Appendix 1.  

Duty to Cooperate Meetings See Appendix 4: Schedule of meetings Key issue and outcomes 

Need for Green Belt Release Issue: Whether Gateshead Council are able to accommodate 

some of South Tyneside’s objectively assessed housing and employment land needs without 

Green Belt release. Outcome: Once it became clear that South Tyneside Council would be 

unable to meet its objectively assessed housing needs in full without Green Belt release, the 

Council wrote a letter in 2018 to all neighbouring authorities including Gateshead Council to 

ascertain whether they would be able to accommodate this growth within their own area 

without the need to release their own Green Belt. Gateshead Council formally responded to 

advise that they would not be able to accommodate any of South Tyneside’s housing need 

without Green Belt incursion. In May 2022 STC wrote again to Gateshead requesting that 

Gateshead formally confirm that it is still not in a position to meet any of South Tyneside’s 

housing needs and also asked Gateshead to state whether Gateshead is able to meet any of 

South Tyneside’s economic development needs. The GMBC response stated ‘I can confirm 

that we continue to be unable to help meet South Tyneside’s housing land needs … we are 

also not in a position to assist in meeting South Tyneside’s employment land needs’ (see 

Appendix 1). Working together in the future: The two authorities will continue to liaise 

regarding Green Belt approaches and on any issues Sustainable Transport and highway 

capacity Issue: Impact on encouraging sustainable travel and on highway capacity of the 

proposed development allocations, particularly the Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area 

development. Outcome: At the Reg 18 stage, Gateshead Council made a representation 

stating ‘We would wish to see what, if any, assessment of the potential impact of these 

proposals on the local highway network has been undertaken – particularly on junctions at 

Heworth and Whitemare Pool and on routes into Gateshead. We would also like to discuss 



what efforts are being made to encourage active and public transport to/from these 

locations, in order to minimize car-born trips to these locations reducing that impact on the 

highway network and widening access to the opportunities provided.’ The representation 

also stated, ‘A particular focus for Gateshead will be the Whitemare Pool Junction (A194M / 

A194 / A184).’ 14 Both the Delivering Sustainable Transport policy and the Fellgate 

Sustainable Growth Area policy in the South Tyneside Draft Local Plan support public 

transport and active travel provision and the South Tyneside Council Local Cycling and 

Walking Infrastructure Delivery Plan has been endorsed by Cabinet. STC has also met with 

Nexus (the Tyne and Wear Passenger Transport Executive) with the objective of ensuring that 

public transport accessibility is embedded into the proposed Fellgate Sustainable Growth 

Area from the outset. Working together in the future: Officers from South Tyneside Council 

and Gateshead Council had a Teams meeting on 14.12.2023 to discuss the issues raised by 

Gateshead in their representation. There was discussion around the proposed South 

Tyneside Local Plan housing allocations, particularly the Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area, 

and cross-boundary traffic generation implications for Gateshead. South Tyneside Council has 

strong partnership working with National Highways and strategic modelling had been 

undertaken for White Mare Pool. It was agreed that this modelling could be shared with 

Gateshead and to schedule a further meeting to discuss collaborative working between 

Gateshead and STC regarding the wider strategic highways implications of the proposed 

allocations in the South Tyneside Draft Local Plan. Sustainable Transport Issue: Mitigating the 

impact on the local highway network of the proposed allocation of Wardley Colliery for 

general economic development in the South Tyneside Draft Local Plan. Outcome: Officers 

from Gateshead and STC met on 14.12.2023 to discuss the issues raised by Gateshead in 

their representation made at the Regulation 18 stage of the South Tyneside Draft Local Plan. 

The representation stated, ‘There may be other planning issues relating to this proposed 

allocation in relation to Green Belt, Transport and Ecology’. The proposed Wardley Colliery 

allocation is on the boundary with Gateshead and close to Follingsby Park Industrial Estate. At 

the meeting, Gateshead clarified that their primary concern was in relation to transport and 

specifically to understand if improvements are proposed to the local transport infrastructure 

to mitigate the impact of the proposed development. Working together in the future. It was 

agreed to schedule a further liaison meeting and that this meeting would be focused 

specifically on transport issues including any improvements to the local highway network 

required as a result of the proposed allocation of land at Wardley Colliery for general 

economic development. 

 

Habitat Regulations: Critical to this is the huge push to protect Farmland Birds. IAMP pushed 

protected and Farmland Birds on to the Fellgate (SP8) site. ‘Adverse effect on unfettered 

land’. 

Defra -3A,3B regarding agricultural land is important to objecting the Fellate development 

(SP8) as preservation of land we can grow crops on, and currently this is a successful working 

farm and has been for 4 or 5 generations of the same family, that grow crops. 



The area is a large area that floods regularly and has started to flood more since the IAMP 

development due to underground streams and the lay of the land. Local residents are gravely 

concerned their nearby homes currently next to the site will flood in the future following 

1200 homes being built. 

Three traffic surveys have been undertaken for SP8 – Fellgate. At least 1 survey has been 

queried as completely inaccurate due to timing of the survey reportedly being during one 

lockdown. 

 

I would like to request to speak at the next stage with the planning inspector please. 

 

Objections written by and on behalf of  

Councillor Rachael Milne 

Green Party Councillor Biddick and All Saints Ward 
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Rhiannon Laverick

From:
Sent: 03 March 2024 23:30
To: Local Plan
Subject: South Tyneside Local Plan
Attachments: Policy 6 solar.pdf; Policy 25 Leisure and tourism.pdf; Policy 6 wind.pdf; Policy 11 

water quality.pdf; Policy 33 Biodiversity etc.pdf; Policy SP7 general.docx; Policy SP7 
general.pdf; Policy SP7 Point GA3.pdf; Policy SP7 Point GA4.pdf; Policy SP7 Point 
GA5.pdf; Policy SP7 Point GA6.pdf; Policy SP8.pdf

Categories: Rachel Cooper

 
 

*** 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 *** 

 
 

 
Dear Sir 
 
I attach a number of Representations to certain proposed Policies in the South Tyneside Local Plan. 
These have been prepared on behalf of CPRE Durham. 
 
Please note I am also a member of Durham Bird Club and have used this to formulate some of my 
responses. 
 
 
--  
 

Richard Cowen 

 
 
 
 
 

LP2006 - CPRE Durham Branch



























































































Considera
ons in rela
on to Policies SP7 and SP8 

 

CPRE, the countryside charity, originally known as the Council for the Preserva�on of Rural England, 

was instrumental in encouraging the establishment of Green Belt in the 1940s and 50s. The charity 

remains commi&ed to protec�ng the Green Belt to this day and the Durham Branch, which covers 

South Tyneside, seeks to do this.  

We note that this Regula�on 19 dra+ of the Plan is to be guided by the principles set in the July 2021 

version of the NPPF, as amended in September 2023, rather than the December 2023 version. The 

significant difference between the two versions, in rela�on to this issue, is that under paragraph 140 

of the 2021 version, there appears to be requirement to review Green Belt boundaries where the 

housing need is established whereas, under paragraph 145 of the 2023 version there is no such 

requirement.  

We accept that the council has used the Standard Method to calculate the objec�vely assessed 

housing need for the borough. Although some of this number is to be supplied from land not within 

the Green Belt, it is stated that the need cannot be fully met unless land is released from the Green 

Belt. Apart from the Sustainable Growth Area at Fellgate and an employment site at Wardley Colliery, 

all the proposed sites to be deleted from the Green Belt are contained within Policy SP7.  

We represent that it is also relevant to consider the recent dele�on from the Green Belt to take 

account of the Interna�onal Advanced Manufacturing Park. While we did not oppose that dele�on, 

that taken with these proposed dele�ons perhaps demonstrates a significant diminu�on of the 

Green Belt that shows a worrying trend. 

We note the provisions of the South Tyneside Green Belt Study of 2023 and the Green Belt 

Excep�onal Circumstances paper of 2024. From these, which take into account criteria listed in the 

Calverton judgment men�oned in both these documents, we deduce  

1) There is insufficient Brownfield land within the Borough to meet the objec�vely assessed 

need 

2) However, there is evidence from Census informa�on that the popula�on has declined 

consistently over the years 

3) The Study assesses the harm to the Green Belt that may be caused by dele�ng each site, 

both individually and cumula�vely. It also refers to compensa�on in the remaining parts of 

the Green Belt in respect of any site deleted. 

4) The Excep�onal Circumstances paper does not itself address issues rela�ng to harm to the 

Green Belt does conclude that, because of the lack of suitable sites not in the Green Belt, 

Excep�onal Circumstances have been made out for the dele�on of these sites. 

In view of this, we do not challenge the findings of the Study as far as it goes. However, there is one 

issues that we represent that it does not cover that can in turn affect whether Excep�onal 

Circumstances have been made out. 

The essence of the Calverton judgment is based on the judgment of the court of Appeal judgment in 

St Albans City Council v Hunston Proper�es Ltd [2013] EWCA Civ 1610. At paragraph 32, Sir David 

Keene said 

“Where this inspector went wrong was to use a quan�fied figure for the five year housing 

requirement which departed from the approach in the Framework, especially paragraph 47. 



On the figures before her, she was obliged (in the absence of a local plan figure) to find that 

there was a shorEall in housing land supply. However, decision-makers in her posi�on, faced 

with their difficult task, have to determine whether very special circumstances have been 

shown which outweigh the contribu�on of the site in ques�on to the purposes of the Green 

Belt. The ul�mate decision may well turn on a number of factors, as I have indicated, 

including the scale of the shorEall but also the context in which that shorEall is to be seen, a 

context which may include the extent of important planning constraints in the district as a 

whole. There may be nothing special, and certainly nothing "very special" about a shorEall in 

a district which has very li&le undeveloped land outside the Green Belt. But ul�mately that is 

a ma&er of planning judgment for the decision-maker.” 

Although this case dealt with Very Special as opposed to Excep�onal Circumstances, this was not 

considered to be an issue in Calverton (paragraph 39). So the mere fact that there is s shorEall does 

not of itself amount to Very Special (or Excep�onal) Circumstances and the scale of the shorEall, its 

context and the importance of the planning constraints are relevant issues according to this 

judgment. 

We accept that South Tyneside is �ghtly constrained by the Green Belt to the west and the south. 

Clearly it is also constrained to the north and the east by the River Tyne and the North Sea. However, 

we represent that the Green Belt around South Tyneside is rela�vely narrow and serves the 

important role of separa�ng the built parts of South Tyneside from Sunderland to the south and, to 

some extent, Gateshead to the west. But this appears to be just the sort of scenario that existed in 

the Hunston case and we represent that this issue, namely whether in such a case, the shorEall in 

itself does represent a “Very Special”, or “Excep�onal” Circumstance, is an important considera�on 

that should be addressed. Bearing in mind that there has already been a significant dele�on from the 

Green Belt at the IAMP, this perhaps increases the need for this to be considered. 

 

 

 



LP2007 - Dan Parr



Policy 51, Policy SP8 and Policy 2 

 

The evidence does not support this policy It is not sound or complies with the duty to cooperate 
Legally compliant.  

 

 There is compelling arguments that capacity improvements at the junctions A194 / B1306; 
A194 / A184; Durham Drive / A194; Durham Drive / Fellgate Avenue; Fellgate Avenue / Hedworth 
will not be achieved from the road improvements past and proposed. 

 

3 local road network surveys carried out: 

1. White Mare Pool Junction Study Ref GB01T21D46 / GB01T21B22 (AC.21.03 ) 22/12/2021. 

2. Local Road Network - Traffic Capacity Assessment Ref 16L02/001/004  08/05/2022 

3. Local Road Network - Traffic Capacity Assessment Ref 16L02/002/002  20/12/2023 

 

  

1. The Survey White Mare Pool Junction Study, The Executive Summary States:  

“An additional test has also been undertaken of the release of 1000 to 1500 houses at the Land 
south of Fellgate on top of the 2019 draft allocations".  

It explains how the traffic flow was carried out, it stated.  

"Additionally, a stress test was undertaken to identify the consider the extra trips that can be 
accommodated on the SRN in the White Mare Pool area for new developments before any 
scheme is delivered"  

 

It specifically states: 

"The outputs present safety concern on the A184 east and A184 south when 100 additional trips 
per hour are included”. 

Therefore the study tests are based on 100 addition trips and there is a safety concern.  

 

 This contradicts, the calculated number of additional trips identified in the other 2 surveys, 
which are discussed below.  

 

 

 

 



2.-  Local Road Network - Traffic Capacity Assessment Ref 16L02/001/004:   

 

 Observation and clarity of communication.  

The Introduction of this evidence document has paragraph numbering (used for document flow 
and referencing). This paragraph numbering is wrong:  

 

From paragraph: “1.2 The study” the paragraph numbers are repeated twice:  e.g 1.2.1. is used 2 
twice, 1.2.2 is used twice and 1.2.3 is used twice. 

 

This makes the document difficult to read, and may present incorrect information or evidence.  

 

Therefore, for clarity I will use the following (n) to in order to reference the correct paragraphs.  

 

 It states: 

“1.2.6 Junctions (No’s 38 to 45) are on the Strategic Road Network and will be assessed by 
National Highways (working in partnership with the Council) as part of various assessments and 

"therefore have not been investigated further as part of this study".  

"Studies completed to date include the South Tyneside Infrastructure Study, A19 A185 to A194 
Improvement Options, A194(M) / A184 White Mare Pool Junction Study and the A19 / A185 
Howard Street Junction Study". 

 

This means that there is no evidence of the traffic relating to Fellgate estate entry/exit onto 
A184. 

 

"1.2.1(2) These studies have already resulted in the delivery of a number of schemes provided to 
deliver immediate capacity improvements and future capacity to facilitate the Local Plan" 

 

 There is no follow-up evidence of this statement. 

 

  

 

  

 



3 Local Road Network - Traffic Capacity Assessment Ref 16L02/002/002  20/12/2023  

 

 Observation and clarity of communication. 

 

The Introduction paragraph numbering in this evidence document is wrong:  

 

From “1.2 The study” the paragraph numbers are repeated several times. e.g 1.2.1. is used 3 
times, 1.2.2 is also used 3 times and 1.2.3 is used twice. 

 

This makes the document difficult to read, and may present incorrect information or evidence.  

Therefore, I will use the following (n) to identify the correct paragraph. 

 

“1.2.1(3)  South Tyneside Council and National Highways have a longstanding partnership of 
working closely together and have undertaken various studies that have led to successful 
delivery of a number of schemes provided to deliver immediate capacity improvements and 
future capacity to facilitate the Local Plan for example the A19 A194 to A185 Lane gain/lane 
drop scheme (Junction 41), the Lindisfarne improvement scheme (Junction 42) and A194 / Mill 
Lane to A194 White Mare Pool capacity improvement scheme (Junctions 47 and 48). In addition 
major schemes have recently been completed at the A19 / A184 Testo’s junction and at the A19 
/ A1290 Downhill Lane (Junction 45 and 46). In addition, the Tyne Tunnel has recently installed 
ANPR cameras at the northern portal removing the requirement for vehicles to stop when 
passing through the Tunnel". 

 

 There is no follow up evidence that prove that these improvement schemes have been achieved 
or successful   

“1.2.5 Junctions (No’s 34 to 39) have been subject to various pieces of study work and therefore 
have not been investigated further as part of this study".  

 

"These studies have already resulted in the delivery of a number of schemes to provide 
immediate capacity improvements and future capacity to facilitate the Local Plan" 

 

There is no follow up evidence that prove that these improvement schemes have been achieved 
or successful   

 

  

 



Analysing 3. Local Road Network - Traffic Capacity Assessment Ref 16L02/002/002  20/12/2023 
which is the latest and current document. 

 

 Note: the same errors in the paragraph numbering exist in this documents as to its predecessor.  

 

Context:   

 

The document survey covers 33 junctions (3.1 thru 3.33) covering South Tyneside.  

 

The analysis also includes statements about the traffic count from Land South of Fellgate. It 
also states the Removal of double counting trips. 

 

 Analysis: Taking these figures as read: 

Thirteen(13) of the 33 junctions surveyed have traffic counts from Land South of Fellgate during 
peak times Mon - Fri AM/PM. 

 

The actual number of vehicle's traveling from Land South of Fellgate during peak times are: 

 

AM = 312 - PM = 335. 

 

 This is 3 times greater than the 100 additional trips per hour used in Survey 1.  

 

The conclusion bases on the evidence:  It is fair to say as Durham Drive is an entry and exit point 
from this land: Durham Drive and the junctions off Durham Drive will: 

 

a) experience significant traffic congestion,  

 

b) safety issues (as already states on the 100 extra trips in the 1st survey) Note there is local 
access to schools on the Fellgate estate. There is also a care home nearby. Also Durham Drive is 
a popular walking route, which is used by many senior citizens. 

 

c) will significantly increase Air pollution. 

 



 Policy 51 is NOT Legal and is NOT SOUND based on the conclusions and evidence from these 
surveys.  

 

Also the following policies and supporting evidance are NOT Legal and NOT Sound policies:   

 

  

Policy SP8_ Fellgate Sustainable Growth  

 

 Policy 2_ Air Quality.  There is additional external evidence that highlights the impact on health 
due to poor Air Quality:      

 

Exhibit 3 from the British Medical Association Report (BMJ 24/2/24) (Source Dr G Morley). The 
conclusion of this report was that an increase in cars, resulted in an increase in hospital 
admissions and death. 

 

Exhibit 4 from The University of Birmingham report (pub 27/3/23)  
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Rhiannon Laverick

From:
Sent: 29 February 2024 23:18
To: Local Plan
Subject: Fwd: Objections to the Local Plan 2024-2040

Categories: Deborah Lamb

 
 

*** 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 *** 

 
 

 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
I should like to register my objections to the Local Plan as detailed by my sister,  
Kathleen Ramm. 
I agree entirely with her submission. 
Your sincerely, 
Janet Ramm 

 

Sent from my iPad 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From:
Date: 26 February 2024 at 19:18:53 GMT 
To:  
Subject: Fwd: Objections to the Local Plan 2024-2040 

 

Sent from my iPad 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From:  
Date: 25 February 2024 at 20:22:21 GMT 
To: local.plan@southtyneside.gov.uk 
Subject: Objections to the Local Plan 2024-2040 

To whom it may concern : 
 

LP2012 - Janet Ramm
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The final draft of the above plan needs to be radically changed and 
improved especially in respect of the proposed use of Green  Belt land for 
housing. 
The residents of East Boldon and Cleadon  value their green belt 
extremely highly. 
 
On or around 10th February 2024 Michael Gove, the Housing Secretary 
announced changes to the law which will scrap the size and time limits 
on turning office blocks into homes for residential use.  Councils are to 
be allowed to turn offices into homes as soon as they become 
vacant.  The aim of the strategy is to ensure that new housing is focused 
on already built up areas to limit development sprawling into the 
outskirts of villages. 
I understand that there are office blocks such as this  in South Shields 
town.  In this case there should be no need to build on the Green Belt. 
 
The housing developments proposed by the Council are as follows: 
Boker Lane 263 houses (Local Plan 2024) 
Moore Lane 259 houses (Local Plan 2024) 
Cleadon Lane 202 houses (Local Plan 2023) 
Mayflower Glass 9 houses  (Local Plan 2023) 
Total  733 houses in Cleadon and East Boldon 
 
In addition 400 houses are proposed to be built at Town End Farm 
in  Sunderland  but close to West Boldon and 1200 houses at South 
Fellgate, both in the Green Belt. 
 
The purposes of the Green Belt according to the National Policy Planning 
Framework (NPPF )are as follows: 
- to prevent urban sprawl 
- to keep land permanently open 
- to retain the essential character and openness of the villages and the 
land 
- to restrict and prevent neighbouring towns merging 
- to safeguard the countryside from encroachment 
- to assist urban regeneration, encouraging the recycling of derelict 
buildings and urban land. 
 
The Green Belt may only be altered in exceptional circumstances.  These 
must be fully evidenced and justified. 
 
Those wishing to take Green Belt land for building must demonstrate that 
all other reasonable options have been fully examined. 
 
The permanence of the Green Belt maximises the use of brownfield and 
underdeveloped land.  In this case only thirty houses from small 
brownfield sites have been identified as available. 
 
The Green Belt optimises the density of developments in town centres 
with appropriate infrastructure. 
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Proposals must have been informed by discussion with 
neighbouring  authorities (see  Townend Farm and South Fellgate 
figures). 
 
The whole point of the Green Belt, when it was created, is that it is 
permanent. 
In this case there are no exceptional circumstances. 
 
STATEMENTS OF HOUSING NEEDS in South Tyneside to 2040 produced 
by the Office of National Statistics (ONS) 
These figures are well out of date and overestimated. 
Houses required ONS 2014   77,425 
Houses required ONS 2018   75,412 
Overestimate                              2013 
These figures include the 72,081 homes already in existence in South 
Tyneside. 
There are no more recent figures. 
 
The Council’s housing targets are well above the figures projected by the 
ONS. 
There is actually no population growth in South Tyneside and this has 
been the case for many years.  Moreover an analysis of properties 
available to buy or rent shows that there is no excess demand. 
 
There are no positives here but it is to be hoped that new homes can be 
built in converted offices in the town centre following Mr Gove’s recent 
intervention and that the Green Belt is kept intact. 
 
OTHER OBJECTIONS to the Local Plan: 
The natural environment will be ruined as the site is a wildlife corridor. 
For example  mixed hedges on the Ash Path to the east of the Boker Lane 
site have  been full of birdsong from robins, blackbirds, long tailed tits, 
bluetits, great tits , bullfinches, green finches, chaffinches and long 
eared owls which are rare visitors to Britain, in the last three weeks.   The 
path is also a corridor for pipistrelle bats.   This is only one of many 
mature  hedges which would be ruined if housing plans go ahead. 
If the mature hedges of Cleadon and East  Boldon are damaged or 
destroyed we shall have only a silent spring. 
 
The infrastructure will be unable to cope with the extra sewage 
created.  Sewage is already discharged into the sea at times of heavy rain 
which are now very frequent indeed as the result of climate change. 
 
There is a obvious risk of flooding as another result of excessive rain and 
climate change. 
 
Valuable agricultural land will be lost when it is most needed  for food 
security. 
 
Traffic is already well over capacity and the air quality in East Boldon 
Front Street is already terrible. 
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Infrastructure will be overwhelmed. 
 
Village identity will be lost as villages are merged. 
 
Finally I understand that the proposed development on the Boker Lane 
site is in contravention of the Neighbourhood  Plan. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
Kathleen Ramm, 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sent from my iPad 



LP2014- Michele Ross
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Fellgate sustainable growth area 

 

Regulation 19 submission: This report is unsound. This plan is unsound on many 

levels. It is not justified as the need for housing is not high, you say on your website 

there is little homelessness in the borough. Not as many children are being born, 

school rolls are falling, and there are already many houses being built. Also it is 

unjustified as there is no need to take a Greenfield site of ancient farmland as there 

are 45 Brown field sites available. 

 

I consider much of this report to be unsound. There are issues surrounding the health 

of residents, how the council will cope with the extra @2000 cars on a road system 

which is currently woefully inadequate for the amount of cars already using it. As well 

as the effect on wildlife and flooding. It also not legally compliant as it goes against 

both Government and published ST policies on wildlife and health among others. 

 

Section 1 Need 

I wish to object to the basic premise of the plan. I consider it is based on out of date 
information and so should be withdrawn. 
Number of houses required 

The plan says there is a need for 1,200 houses. 
This is the same number as quoted in 2022. However there has been a lot of building work 
going on in the area and several more planned 
 
A total of 914 houses have been or are being built at the end of 2023 and beginning of 2024 
Hebburn Metro area 2024, 92 houses being built 
Monkton Gardens: houses being built, including room for future development 127 
Bedewell court. Houses, (2 left to sell, 3 and 4 bedrooms, from £233,995) 335 
Swallow Drive (Persona) 100+ houses built 
College site, Avant Homes 260 
See enclosed ST report on housing in the borough. Addendum1 
 
Schools 
Schools in the area demonstrate the fall in numbers of children  
(Source school service.gov.uk) 
Fellgate School has capacity for 204 pupils, but only has 165 on its roll. Deficit: 39  
St Josephs catholic primary, Capacity 210, roll 151, deficit 59 
 
The fall in number of children being born means less housing is needed 
NewcastleWorld.com says that South Tyneside has seen the fewest births in a decade in 
2022 than in any year since 2013 (data from ONS) 
This is in line with the decline in births in England and Wales 
 
Section 2 Traffic numbers and Health 
I reject this plan on the grounds that it will adversely affect the health of 
approximately 2000 people living on Fellgate and is therefore unsound. 
 
The plan to take over the greenbelt around Fellgate will have a detrimental effect on our 
health which is already worse than the national average. (Source your report Addendum 2) 
your report says you will be “working with partners to drive improvement” But you will be 
making it much worse for Fellgate residents. 
Fellgate has a large number of people entering their 60s and above. A lot bought houses 
here 30 to 40 years ago in order to raise children in the safe and healthy environment. Good 
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schools and access to fresh air from the farmland as well as a lower crime rate attracted 
people to move here. A lot of them have stayed and so have a lot of their children, moving 
into flats until they decide to have children of their own 
This means that health problems of the elderly are already a problem for some of the 
residents. As acknowledged in your report, (Addendum 2) See Addendum 2 to 3, I find it 
an unsound policy that you know that the health of our area is bad and that you would 
further worsen it by Building this amount of houses and introducing 2000 new cars. 
Lung and heart problems will be massively impacted by: 

• The stress of building 1200 houses over a period of 20 years. 

• The  effect of @ 2000 cars on air  pollution and the subsequent rise in the  number of 
asthma, COPD and lung cancer sufferers caused by the policies outlined in this 
document 

• I enclose a copy from South Tyneside council’s own publication (Addendum 2 )“ 
Our South Tyneside” 2023 which shows that the health of people in the borough is 
already worse than the national average Addendum 2 and 3 

• Addendum 2 and 3, from your own statistical report, shows that COPD levels in the 
borough at 740 per 1,000 are already higher than the regional rate of 638 per 1K, 
and the national rate of 415 per 1K. You are considering deliberately causing the 
health of Fellgate people to massively decline if you go ahead with this plan due to 
dust from developing housing and the effect of another 2,00 cars 

• Addendum 4 from the British Medical Association Report  (BMJ 24/2/24) 
(Source Dr G Morley) 

• This report demonstrates the findings of a US study into the effect of fine particulate 
matter on cardiovascular and respiratory morbidity. 

• It’s worth noting that the study group was: 
1. Large containing 50.1 million people 
2. Contained people who had medical insurance, and so therefore not already 

disadvantaged poor. 
3. Extensive: it lasted from1/1/2010 to 31/12/2016 
The conclusion of this report was that an increase in cars, resulted in an increase in 
hospital admissions and death. 
Addendum 5 A and B from the University of Birmingham report (pub 27/3/23) 
source University of Birmingham shows that all cars produce airborne particles for 
emissions and are not filtered out, even in new cars. This means that tha approximation 
of 2000 extra cars will significantly raise the levels of dangerous and deadly airborne 
toxins. 
It goes on to say that a concentration of cars, as will happen at Mill Lane roundabout, will 
cause a concentration of pollution which will be dispersed around Fellgate and Hebburn. 
This will further increase the detrimental effect on Fellgate residents in the form of 
COPD, Asthma, Cardiovascular problems and deaths. 
There is nothing in your plan to say you have investigated the effect of this plan on the 
health of Fellgate residents, or indeed the other people who use this road from South 
Shields, Jarrow and Hebburn. 

 
The Traffic Assessment 2023 PDF. ST website. Shows that this plan is not legally 
compliant and is totally unsound. 
Because of the massive impact on the number of cars that will be introduced to the roads, 
there will be continual gridlock on the A194 and Mill Lane, the fire service, ambulance and 
police will not be able to get to the area in an emergency, they are to be stationed at the Tri-
station in Hebburn and will have to journey through a stationary A194, Further putting 
residents lives at risk. 
 
You have looked at traffic flow at Mill lane roundabout, section 3.4.2 .Even without the local 
plan increase in numbers, there is major congestion 
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Fig.3.5 can be seen to be exceeding capacity at both morning and evening peak, without 
the local plan introduced 
Fig 3.5.2 shows this will be exacerbated by the Local plan 
and this situation will be “significantly worsened” by its introduction 
You have not said how this will be fixed, apart from a vague statement at the 
public meeting. This is a major consideration and the situation will cause danger and  
chaos for all South Tyneside residents. 
 
 
Wildlife. This plan is not legally compliant as it goes against government policy on 
wildlife corridors 
There is a lot of wildlife on the greenbelt and around Fellgate, the ponds, the field beside 

the ponds, and other parts of Jarrow including Monkton ponds. This plan will disrupt the 

wildlife corridor and fragment habitats such as the pond area and that goes against 

the Lawton principle of bigger, better and more joined up care for Wildlife. 

Source gov.uk protected species and development advice for local planning 

authorities. 

This particularly mentions species we have seen on the disputed area: Bats, Pigeons, 

Starlings, Owls, Dormice, Hedgehogs, Great Crested Newts, Larks, Blackbirds, plus 

other breeding birds. 

Gov.uk says that LPAs should consult natural England, and prepare an environmental 

impact assessment, the absence of such may lead to objections from Natural 

England. 

There is no proper environmental impact assessment specific to Fellgate greenbelt 

(Natural England advice) included in this report, which goes against ST Council stated  

Policies. 

Available Brownfield sites 

There are 45 Brownfield sites in South Tyneside that could be built upon (Brownfield 

land register 2023. ST.gov.uk) 

Why aren’t you using these? 

Nothing in the plan to say why not. 

 

Flooding. The deprivation of the greenbelt is both unsound and not legally 

compliant. It is against government policy to reduce flooding 

Fellgate has been severely flooded in the past, even though the fields absorbed some 

of the water. Measures were taken by council to mitigate the effect of this by 

introducing washaways on the farm track to Fellgate farm. The farmer’s fields also 

help by absorbing the water. If this is taken away and 1.200 houses built, there is 

likely to be severe flooding for the houses on Fellgate, which is slightly lower than the 

fields  

 

 

Additionally: This plan is basically unsound. The previous edition of the plan 

stated the area involved (SP6) is 51.5 hectares, but is stated in Policy SP 8 to be 

58 hectares. A significant change of 12.7% which changes the whole issue. 
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Response ID BHLF-5JMM-6ZH4-5

Submitted to Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area Supplementary Planning Document: Scoping Report
Submitted on 2024-04-09 13:34:49

Have your say

1  Do you have any comments to make in relation to the Scoping Report?

Comments:

I do not believe plan to be legally compliant or sound because of the following:-
1) Reg 18 in 2016 stated land was classified as Greenbelt - what has changed?
2) Lack of accessible information- website has faulty links, cannot be accessed from South Tyneside hubs no hard copies available missing documents.
3) Repeated requests for extentions refused, despite access issues.
4) Impacts on local habitats including farm birds migrating from other developed areas, flora/fauna, lack of robust environmental survey.
5) Impacts on sustainable public transport already unable to cope with demand.
6) Impacts on residents health as result of increased traffic and emissions, exacerbated by removal of Greenbelt, which reduces existing Impacts.
7) Impact on local road infrastructure, which is unable to cope with existing demand frequent gridlocked across proposed access routes to new estate.
8) Consideration of access routes for emergency services through gridlocked roads, especially with proposed new tri-station in Hebburn.
9) Traffic survey for development was carried out just after Covid so not a true picture of everyday traffic.
10) Impacts on secondary school provision across Jarrow and Hebburn schools already at capacity and no plans for additional secondary school places.
11) Lack of GP access - plans show proposed GP surgery, but current surgeries are over capacity, with insufficient GP s available.

2  What is your name?

Name:
Mr Metcalfe

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:

LP2021 - Mr & Mrs A Metcalfe



Response ID BHLF-5JMM-6ZHG-R

Submitted to Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area Supplementary Planning Document: Scoping Report
Submitted on 2024-04-09 13:35:43

Have your say

1  Do you have any comments to make in relation to the Scoping Report?

Comments:

I do not believe plan to be legally compliant or sound because of the following:-
1) Reg 18 in 2016 stated land was classified as Greenbelt - what has changed?
2) Lack of accessible information- website has faulty links, cannot be accessed from South Tyneside hubs no hard copies available missing documents.
3) Repeated requests for extentions refused, despite access issues.
4) Impacts on local habitats including farm birds migrating from other developed areas, flora/fauna, lack of robust environmental survey.
5) Impacts on sustainable public transport already unable to cope with demand.
6) Impacts on residents health as result of increased traffic and emissions, exacerbated by removal of Greenbelt, which reduces existing Impacts.
7) Impact on local road infrastructure, which is unable to cope with existing demand frequent gridlocked across proposed access routes to new estate.
8) Consideration of access routes for emergency services through gridlocked roads, especially with proposed new tri-station in Hebburn.
9) Traffic survey for development was carried out just after Covid so not a true picture of everyday traffic.
10) Impacts on secondary school provision across Jarrow and Hebburn schools already at capacity and no plans for additional secondary school places.
11) Lack of GP access - plans show proposed GP surgery, but current surgeries are over capacity, with insufficient GP s available.

2  What is your name?

Name:
Mrs A Metcalfe

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:



LP2022- Matthew Johnston
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