
Table of Unduly Made Representations 

The Council received a number of unduly made representations to the Publication Draft Core 

Strategy and Development Plan.  These are detailed in the schedule below, including the reason why 

Officers consider the representations to be unduly made.  As these representations were considered 

to be unduly made, these have not been taken into consideration when preparing the Submission 

Core Strategy and Development Plan.  A copy of each of the representations is included within after 

the schedule. 

Consultee Policy Reason why Officers consider comments to be 
unduly made 

Miss Angela 
Blenkinsopp 

N/A Empty response form 

Virginia  Gatherer SS4 Late representation – Received 27/07/18 at 21.49. 

Victoria Hedley SS4 Late representation – Received 27/07/18 at 17.07. 

Gateshead 
Council 

SP1, SS2, SS3, Transport 
Impacts 

Late representation – Received 30/07/18 at 09.05. 

Mrs Margaret 
Clish 

SS7 Late representation – Received 30/07/18. 

Miss Pauline 
Edmondson 

SS7 Late representation – Received 30/07/18. 

Mr Kevin Elliott SS7 Late representation – Received 30/07/18. 

Miss Kimberly 
Richardson 

SS7 Late representation – Received 30/07/18. 

Mr Jack 
Richardson 

SS7 Late representation – Received 30/07/18. 

Miss Natalie 
Summerscales 

SS7 Late representation – Received 30/07/18. 

Ms Vivien 
Summerscales 

SS7 Late representation – Received 30/07/18. 

Ms Alison Swift SS7 Late representation – Received 30/07/18. 

Sue Bennett SP10 No contact details provided 

David Bishop SP4, SS4, NE6 No contact details provided 

Mrs Yvonne 
Cooper 

SP4, SS4, NE6 No contact details provided 

Unknown SP1, SS2, SS3, NE6, ST2 Illegible surname and address 

Unknown SS7 No contact details provided 

Unknown SS7 Illegible name  

Unknown SS7 No contact details provided 

Wayne 
Badresingh 

SS7 No contact details provided 

Unknown SP1, SS2, SS3, NE6, ST2 Illegible name 

G Millen SP1, SS2, SS3, NE6, ST2 Illegible address 

C Smith SP1, SS2, SS3, NE6, ST2 Illegible address 

Unknown CSDP and Chapter 1 No contact details provided 

Mr Leroy Thomas SP4, SS4 NE6 No contact details provided 

Mrs Gillian Wood SP4, SS4 NE6 No contact details provided 

Mr Norman 
Wood 

SP4, SS4 NE6 No contact details provided 
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Kathryn Stule

From: Virginia Gatherer <virginiagatherer@hotmail.com>
Sent: 27 July 2018 21:49
To: Planning Policy
Subject: North Hylton

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Categories: Red Category

***This message originates from outside your organisation. Do not provide login or password details. Do not click on 
links or attachments unless you are sure of their authenticity. If in doubt, email ‘Ask.ICT@Sunderland.gov.uk’ or call 
561 5000 *** 
 
Dear Sir/ Madam, 
     I have been trying to access your internet connections all afternoon and experienced immense insurmountable 
difficulties. I attribute this to the considerably disruptive thunderstorms that we have experienced today. 
     I have at last managed to find a link, no thanks to my laptop which is still proclaiming that there is no internet 
connection to Sunderland City Council. 
   Not withstanding this I have finally established a link thanks to the wonders of mobile phones. 
     Briefly ( hopefully) I wish to object to the proposed development at North Hylton on the grounds that: 
1) it is unnecessary as there is sufficient provision of housing for the population as it stands and as it can be 
realistically be projected. The birth rate is falling, the population is shrinking and there are a considerable number of 
houses standing empty already. 
2) it hollows out the central area of Sunderland. 
3) it deprives Sunderland residents of a lovely and SURPRISINGLY tranquil rural idyll on the doorstep. It truly is 
beautiful . The road down to the Ferry boat Inn and the vistas it affords are priceless! It is a glimpse of what 
Sumderland was once like. 
4) I believe that it houses a wild life refuge....which would be lost! 
5) When one drives past on the A19 
and A1231 it affords such a lovely view which shows the passage of the seasons and gives the passing traveller a 
most favourable impression of the City of Sunderland. 
A most favourable impression is created that this is a city which respects and reveres the pockets of history and 
preserves the remnants of countryside within it’s boundaries. 
6) The Greenbelt boundaries are immeasurably important for wildlife... 
7) .... and for the containment of urban sprawl. 
     Please preserve this little haven of immediately accessible bit of countryside for  us all to enjoy. 
     Yours sincerely, 
        Virginia Gatherer. 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Kathryn Stule

From: Victoria Hedley <victoria_hedley@live.co.uk>
Sent: 27 July 2018 17:07
To: Planning Policy; Cllr Doris MacKnight; Cllr Denny Wilson; Cllr Stephen Foster
Subject: CORE STRATEGY REPRESENTATION FORM
Attachments: North Hylton.pdf; ATT00001.htm

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Categories: Red Category

***This message originates from outside your organisation. Do not provide login or password details. 
Do not click on links or attachments unless you are sure of their authenticity. If in doubt, email 
‘Ask.ICT@Sunderland.gov.uk’ or call 561 5000 ***  

Please find attached, Representation Form for consultation. 
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Kathryn Stule

From: Neil Wilkinson <NeilWilkinson@Gateshead.Gov.UK>
Sent: 30 July 2018 09:05
To: Planning Policy
Subject: Sunderland City Council Core Strategy and Development Plan Publication Draft
Attachments: GMBC response to SCC pub draft CSDP July 2018.doc

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Categories: Red Category

***This message originates from outside your organisation. Do not provide login or password details. 
Do not click on links or attachments unless you are sure of their authenticity. If in doubt, email 
‘Ask.ICT@Sunderland.gov.uk’ or call 561 5000 ***  

Dear Sir/Madam 
Please find attached the response of Gateshead Council to the consultation on the Sunderland 
City Council Core Strategy and Development Plan 
Publication Draft. 
Please note that this response should be considered as draft as it is subject to Gateshead 
Cabinet’s approval at its meeting on 18th September, which will be confirmed at that time. 
Regards 
Neil Wilkinson  
Spatial Planning and Environment | Development and Public Protection | Communities and 
Environment | Gateshead Council 
Tel: (0191) 433 3411 

*********************************** 

 

Important Information 

This e-mail and its attachments may be confidential and are intended solely for the use of the individual to 
whom it is addressed. Any views or opinions expressed are solely those of the author and do not necessarily 
represent those of Gateshead Council. 

If you are not the intended recipient of this e-mail and its attachments, you must take no action based upon 
them, nor must you copy or show them to anyone. Communications by e-mail are not guaranteed to be 
private or secure. 

Please contact the sender if you believe you have received this e-mail in error. 

 

*********************************** 



 
 

 
 
 
 
Iain Fairlamb 
Strategic Plans 
Civic Centre 
Burdon Road 
Sunderland 
SR2 7DN 
 

26th July 2018 
 
 
Dear Iain, 
 
RE:  Sunderland City Council Core Strategy and Development Plan 

Publication Draft 
 
Thank you for providing us with the opportunity to comment on Sunderland City 
Council’s Publication Draft Core Strategy and Development Plan (CSDP).  As 
neighbouring local authorities, cooperation on strategic cross-boundary issues can 
positively influence sustainable patterns of development in Gateshead and 
Sunderland.  We therefore welcome this opportunity to comment on the emerging 
plan, further to the duty to cooperate meetings held between us in late 2017.  
Consultation on the CSDP is of relevance to Gateshead as we prepare elements of 
our Local Plan, and continue to implement the Gateshead and Newcastle Core 
Strategy and Urban Core Plan (CSUCP). 
 
The current stage of consultation on the plan requires that responses are provided in 
a representation form.  However, the standard representation form only allows 
comments to be submitted in accordance with a limited range of options, which do 
not appropriately reflect the cross-boundary issues that we consider are associated 
with the draft CSDP.  Our comments are therefore provided here as part of ongoing 
engagement between the Councils as we work towards preparing statements of 
common ground, and as Sunderland City Council prepares evidence that the CSDP 
has been prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate. 
 
Spatial strategy (housing need) 
Our October 2017 response to consultation on the draft CSDP noted that the level of 
housing growth in the emerging plan could have an adverse effect on population 
growth in Gateshead, thereby potentially undermining our efforts to implement 
policies in our adopted CSUCP that are associated with strategic growth objectives.  
We note that the publication draft CSDP no longer specifies an objective to reduce, 
or reverse out-migration from Sunderland to its surrounding local authority areas.  
However, the publication draft plan retains a relatively high housing requirement - 
around 25% higher than the indicative Local Housing Need figure for Sunderland.  



Accordingly, we would like to understand whether relatively high household growth in 
Sunderland could have cross-boundary implications for growth in Sunderland’s 
surrounding areas, and we would welcome the opportunity to discuss this issue 
further. 
 
Housing growth areas 
Our October 2017 response to consultation on the draft CSDP set out our concern 
regarding proposals to revise Green Belt boundaries around Springwell Village and 
to the north of Washington.  We note that one of these sites, on the north-east side 
of Springwell has subsequently been omitted from the CSDP.  However, in our view 
the remaining proposed allocations around Springwell Village and to the north of 
Washington would have the effect of narrowing the strategic gap provided by the 
Green Belt in this area.  In particular, we are concerned that development at South 
West Springwell (site HGA1) would come close to joining Springwell Village with 
Eighton Banks. The proposed site extends across the last open field between the 
two settlements, as well as bridging the most open part of the strategic gap at this 
point 
 
Safeguarded land 
The CSDP includes a proposal to remove a large area of land north east of 
Washington, and a smaller area of land south east of Springwell from the Green Belt 
(policy SS3) and retain them as Safeguarded Land.  The safeguarded land is 
intended to provide greater permanence to the Green Belt boundaries put in place by 
the plan, and provide flexibility if the Council cannot demonstrate a five-year land 
supply.  However, we note that to ensure delivery of a sufficient supply of new 
housing, the CSDP has identified a supply of land with potential dwelling capacity 
around 10% higher than the plan’s identified housing need.  This supply of land 
(including Housing Release Sites with capacity for around 1,330 dwellings) is 
intended to provide a “flexibility factor”, allowing for the supply of housing sites to be 
maintained throughout the plan period.  We therefore question whether it is 
necessary to safeguard a large area of additional land to provide a further degree of 
flexibility. 
 
We believe it is important that the larger area of safeguarded land is only released 
for development if there is a clear justification established through a formal Plan 
Review process, in accordance with the wording in the Publication Draft Plan and 
national guidance. We cannot support the removal of further land from the Green 
Belt at Springwell village, which further reduces the strength of the strategic Green 
Belt gap in that area. 
 
Transport 
Our October 2017 response to consultation on the draft CSDP requested a more 
detailed understanding of the transport impacts of the emerging plan.  We are not 
aware of additional information on anticipated traffic flows between Gateshead and 
Sunderland, and we are therefore keen to work with colleagues at Sunderland City 
Council to understand potential traffic impacts associated with the CSDP.  Although 
we do not anticipate that the plan will have significant impacts for traffic in 
Gateshead, we would welcome evidence that allows us to reach an informed 
conclusion. 
 



Summary 
Cooperation between local planning authorities on strategic cross-boundary issues is 
integral in preparing and implementing robust and sustainable Local Plan 
documents.  In accordance with the duty to cooperate, we are keen to work 
collaboratively with Sunderland City Council to further understand the cross-
boundary implications of the issues raised above. In particular we wish to stress our 
strong concern regarding the impact of proposed housing allocation HGA1 on both 
the gap between Springwell Village and Eighton Banks, and the strategic Green Belt 
gap between Gateshead and Washington/Sunderland, and would expect an 
opportunity for further engagement as the Council continues to prepare the CSDP. 
 
Yours Faithfully, 
 

 
Neil Wilkinson 
 
Spatial Planning and Environment 
Development & Public Protection 
Communities and Environment 
Gateshead Council 
 
















































































