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The International Advanced Manufacturing Park Report of Representations February 
2017 

 

1. This report includes copies of representations received as a result of the consultation 
completed in accordance with Regulation 19 of Statutory Instrument 2012 No.767 
The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 (the 
“2012 regulations”), which consulted upon the International Advanced Manufacturing 
Park Area Action Plan (IAMP AAP) Publication Draft August 2016.  
 

2. The Consultation Statement in the IAMP AAP Compliance Statement (PSD9) sets 
out: 
 
• Which bodies and persons the Council invited to make representations under 

Regulation 18, Regulation 19 Regulation 20; and 
• How those bodies and persons were invited to make representations. 
 

3. The Schedule of Representations (PSD9) sets out how any representations made 
pursuant to Regulation 19 have been taken into account.  
 

4. In total, 39 representations were duly made. Four representations have been 
subsequently withdrawn following agreed Statements of Common Ground (Appendix 
2).  
 

5. In total, 8 parties expressed that they would like to attend the examination in public to 
express their views. These are as follows: 
 
• Barrat David Wilson Homes; 
• Buckley Burnett Limited, Diane Talbot and W Gordon Proud Trust; 
• Harworth Estates; 
• NELSAM; 
• Peel, Mary; 
• Save The Trident; 
• Storey, Paul; and 
• Town End Farm Partnership. 

 
6. Four responses were received by telephone from the following persons: 

 
• Mrs Quinn; 
• Mr Bob Richard; 
• Matilda Ward; and 
• Theresa Dalby. 

 
7. These were not duly made, however the Councils have taken them into consideration.  

 
8. This report includes representations from the following representatives: 
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 Reference  Representations 
Appendix 1: Representations Made Pursuant to Regulation 19 
1 260916/BDWH/030 Barratt David Wilson Homes (North 

East) 
2 220916/CCE/018  Church Commissioners for England 
3 060916/COALAUTHORITY/015 Coal Authority 
4 190816/CA/013 County Archaeologist 
5 240916/CPRE/016 CPRE NE 
6 170916/CYCLINGUK/003 Cycling UK 
7 090816/DARLING/002 Darling, Brian 
8 180916/DBCLUB/030 Durham Bird Club 
9 071016/EA/042 Environment Agency 
10 070916/HARDIE/004 Hardie, Miriam 
11 260916/HARWORTHESTATES/025  Harworth Estates 
12 061016/HEN/041 Highways England 
13 260916/IAMPLLP/035 IAMP LLP 
14 100816/LOUNTON/009 Lounton, Stephen 
15 090816/MORRIS/014 Morris,Peter 
16 260916/NFU/028 National Farmers Union in the North 

East 
17 180816/NG/012 National Grid 
18 290916/NATENG/038 Natural England 
19 260916/NELSAM/026 NELSAM 
20 210916/NEXUS/036 NEXUS 
21 210916/NISSAN/032 Nissan Motor Company 
22 071016/NELNP/040 North East Local Nature Partnership 
23 210916/NWG/033 NWG 
24 260916/PEEL/027 Peel, Mary 
25 1016/ROBB/043 Robb, N 
26 100816/ROBSINSON/037 Robinson, David   
27 260916/STT/024 Save The Trident 
28 210916/SIMPSON/20 Simpson, David 
29 220916/SIMPSON/021 Simpson, Stephanie 
30 240916/STOREY/001 Storey, Paul 
31 051016/TEFP/039 Town End Farm Partnership 
32 110816/TURNER/010 Turner, Geoff 
33 260916/TWJLAF/019 Tyne and Wear Joint Local Access 

Forum 
34 260916/WGPTPTDTBB/023 W Gordon Proud Trust, Ms Diane 

Talbot, Buckley Burnett Ltd.   
35 170816/WANLESS/005 Wanless, Danielle 
 
Appendix 2: Withdrawn Representations and Statements of Common Ground 
36 260916/GC/017 Gateshead Council 
37 260916/HISENG/029  Historic England 
38 260916/NCC/034 Newcastle City Council 
39 220916/SE/022 Sport England 

 

9. The representation reference numbers correspond to the references in the Schedule of 
Representations (PSD9). 
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Development Plan Representation - 

International Advanced 

Manufacturing Park Area 

Action Plan – Publication Draft 
On behalf of Barratt David Wilson Homes (North East) 

26 September 2016 

260916/BDWH/030
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1. Introduction
Spawforths have been instructed by Barratt David Wilson Homes (North East) to submit

representations to the International Advanced Manufacturing Park (IAMP) Area Action Plan

(AAP) – Publication Draft consultation document.

Barratt David Wilson Homes (North East) welcomes the opportunity to contribute to the 

emerging IAMP AAP for Sunderland and South Tyneside and is keen to further the role of 

Sunderland and South Tyneside within the North East Region as a whole.   

As you are aware, Barratt David Wilson Homes (North East) has significant land interests in 

the area, which can positively contribute towards the economic and housing growth agenda. 

Barratt David Wilson Homes (North East) would like to make comments on the following 

topics and sections on the Growth Options: 

General Approach
Spatial Strategy and Design
Environment and Ecology
IAMP AAP Boundary and new Green Belt boundary
Land at Washington

In each case, observations are set out with reference to the provisions of the Framework 

and where necessary, amendments are suggested to ensure that the Local Plan is made 

sound.   

Barratt David Wilson Homes (North East) welcomes the opportunity for further 

engagement and the opportunity to appear at the Examination in Public.  

We trust that you will confirm that these representations are duly made and will give due 

consideration to these comments.   

Please do not hesitate to contact us to discuss any issues raised in this Representation 

further. 
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3. IAMP AAP Publication Draft

3.1. General Approach 

Barratt David Wilson Homes support the IAMP and the opportunity it presents to growth 

the local and regional economy.  The AAP states in its introduction that the IAMP will: 

Provide a bespoke, world class environment for the automotive supply chain and related advanced 

manufacturers to innovate and thrive, contributing significantly to the long-term economic success of 

the North East of England and the national automotive sector. 

To successfully deliver the IAMP and this economic boost for the local and regional 

economy the supporting studies have shown that there is a real need for aspirational family 

housing in the area, which is not catered for at present.  We have proposed land to the east 

of Sulgrave Road, Washington (SHLAA Site 401 plus adjacent land) as a suitable and 

appropriate site in meeting this need.  This site is adjacent to the proposed IAMP and is able 

to meet the need for aspirational housing in close proximity to the intended employment 

base. 

We are slightly concerned that the approach being proposed to the IAMP through the AAP 

and supporting evidence does not consider the broader picture for the area, in light of the 

housing and economic growth aspirations being pursued at the regional level and the Core 

Strategy. 

The AAP appears to consider the IAMP in isolation, which we understand given 

the confines of the AAP boundary and those of IAMP.  However, we consider 

that some of the policies and approaches through the AAP do not fully reflect 

the evidence base and could potentially inadvertently harm the prospects of land 

outside of the AAP boundary.   

3.2. Spatial Strategy and Design 

Barratt David Wilson Homes is concerned that the proposed IAMP does not fully consider 

this area of Sunderland spatially and consider the wider context.  There is no consideration 

within the document for the wider context, which only considers immediate adjacent uses 

such as the interface with Nissan.  The Masterplan Objectives (Section 4.4.1) appear to 
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consider the site to be located in the countryside and an area of important green open 

space.  However, Sunderland has already coalesced with Washington to the south via Nissan 

and the Enterprise Zone.  The area is distinctly urban fringe immediately adjoining industrial 

uses, the A19 duel carriageway and in close proximity to the eastern edge of Washington 

and western edge of Sunderland.  To the south of the site there is constant built form linking 

Washington to Sunderland in the form of industrial development.  To the north in South 

Tyneside lie Boldon Business Park and Follingsby Park and the former Wardley Coal 

Disposal Point.   

This area is therefore encircled by development and being approximately 2 miles wide 

should not be considered countryside but an urban fringe location.  Within considering this 

wider context the IAMP AAP should respect the potential of land adjoining its western 

boundaries could come forward for development in the future. 

At present the AAP states: 

In the masterplan objectives the importance of enforcing the settlement break between

existing built-up areas

Policy EN1 – to incorporate a landscape buffer to incorporate the development within

the surrounding countryside and provide a defensible Green Belt boundary

We are concerned that defining such a rigid policy approach could inadvertently harm the 

prospects of land immediately adjoining the AAP boundary which could come forward for 

residential development in the Local Plan and add value to the area and assist in the delivery 

of the economic growth aspirations. 

This issue arises due to the consideration of a portion of this area in isolation for the IAMP 

ahead of the consideration of the wider area through the Local Plan.  This disjointed 

approach can lead to confusion and the potential for the AAP and its supporting evidence to 

be misinterpreted in the consideration of potential development land in this area.  In such 

circumstances where a portion of the Development Plan is being progressed ahead of the 

remaining Local Plan evidence and policies should not be able to be interpreted to apply to 

land beyond the AAP boundary.  At present the manner in which the policies, 

supporting statements and evidence are expressed it could be interpreted to 
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suggest that the remaining land in this area between Washington and 

Sunderland adjoining the IAMP should remain open.    

Proposed Change 

Amend AAP to be more reflective and respect that land outside of the AAP could come

forward through the Local Plan and therefore remove elements suggesting settlement

breaks and integration within a countryside setting.

3.3. Environment and Ecology 

Policy EN1 – Landscape Design 

Barratt David Wilson Homes is concerned that the terminology within the policy seeks to 

ensure that the IAMP is created and retained within a countryside setting when the scheme 

is already in an urban fringe location on the edge of the built up area of Sunderland and 

Washington and surrounded by industrial and residential development.   

Policy EN1 states at Part A point iii: 

Incorporate a landscape buffer (minimum 20m wide) around the development edges to integrate 

the development with the surrounding countryside and provide defensible boundaries for the Green 

Belt; and 

The supporting text to the policy states: 

The policy approach seeks to minimise the impact of the IAMP on the surrounding landscape, take 

opportunities to enhance landscape and provide defensible boundaries for the Green Belt to prevent 

development sprawl. Proposed measures to reduce the visibility of the new development and 

mitigate development could include the use of building materials, green roofs and walls, planting 

with large trees and use of buffers along development edges, to ‘soften development’ and better 

integrate the development with the surroundings. 

The landscape policy approach focuses on the protection and enhancement of the natural and built 

environment, including preservation and strengthening of the special character of the environment, 

the separation of settlements, enhancement of the landscape experience along urban fringes, … 
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We are concerned, as stated earlier, that elements of Policy EN1 and supporting 

text and evidence portray an image of the IAMP being permanently integrated 

into a countryside setting and requiring and ensuring maintenance of separation 

of settlements.  This restrictive terminology could be considered to be pre-determining 

the outcome of the emerging Local Plan which is yet to consider locations for growth and 

accompanying housing allocations.  The IAMP AAP therefore should be reworded to ensure 

that policy approaches and evidence cannot be interpreted to relate to land beyond the AAP 

boundary. 

Proposed Change 

Amend Policy EN1 as follows:

Incorporate a landscape buffer (minimum 20m wide) around the development edges to integrate 

the development with the surrounding countryside and provide defensible boundaries for the Green 

Belt; and 

Amend supporting text as follows:

The policy approach seeks to minimise the impact of the IAMP on the surrounding landscape, take 

opportunities to enhance landscape and provide defensible boundaries for the Green Belt to prevent 

development sprawl. Proposed measures to reduce the visibility of the new development and 

mitigate development could include the use of building materials, green roofs and walls, planting 

with large trees and use of buffers along development edges, to ‘soften development’ and better 

integrate the development with the surroundings. 

The landscape policy approach focuses on the protection and enhancement of the natural and built 

environment, including preservation and strengthening of the special character of the environment, 

the separation of settlements, enhancement of the landscape experience along urban fringes, … 

3.4. IAMP AAP boundary and new Green Belt boundary 

Barratt David Wilson Homes is concerned that the IAMP AAP incorporates a large area of 

residual Green Belt land which is unnecessary for the implementation of the IAMP itself. 

The role and function of some of this residual Green Belt could be further considered 

through the emerging Local Plan when the consideration of housing options will be 
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determined.  We consider it would be prudent in such circumstances where the progression 

of the IAMP AAP is so far ahead of the Local Plan that the IAMP AAP has a tightly drawn 

boundary. 

We are concerned also that the new Green Belt boundary does not accord with national 

guidance and does not utilise clear and recognisable features.  Of particular concern is the 

area of land around West Moor Farm where the new boundary appears to dissect several 

fields along an undefined transect, which appears to be a line of pylons and are not 

permanent features for the long term given the ability to move such objects.  We believe a 

robust approach would be to utilise and reinforce the existing features, such as field 

boundaries, rather than create new ones.  Furthermore, the Ecological Technical 

Background Paper appears to suggest that the area around West Moor Farm has some 

ecological interest, therefore it would be more appropriate to exclude Wes Moor Farm 

from the IAMP and associated AAP boundary.    

The illustration below (Figure 1) suggests a new western boundary which utilises field 

boundaries and existing tracks and as such fully accords with national guidance.  The AAP 

boundary has been similarly reduced to only incorporate that which is necessary to deliver 

the IAMP.  

It is important that the AAP should be drafted in a manner in which the possibility for 

housing on land adjacent to the AAP and the IAMP can still be explored through the 

emerging Local Plan. 
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Figure 2: Assessment of Green Belt Parcels (Figure 5.2 from IAMP Green Belt and Site Selection Options Paper – 

Sunderland City Council and South Tyneside Council) 

This is shown clearly in Figure 2 above which is extracted from the Site Selection Paper and 

highlights that the land on the eastern edge of Washington and the fields that border the 

A1290 serve little or no Green Belt purpose and can be mitigated.  This conclusion is not 

fully reflected within the AAP as some of this land is included within the AAP boundary as 

Green Belt but not part of the IAMP proposals.  This then leads to the question if it is 

shown in the IAMP AAP as Green Belt can it be considered for residential when the wider 

plan is reviewed, particularly as the Green Belt Review considered the land serves little or 

no Green Belt purpose and its release in the future would complement the IAMP proposals.  

We have therefore proposed some suggested amendments to the AAP boundary to ensure 

land to the east of Washington is able to be fully considered through the Local Plan Review 

without risk of transcending into the AAP boundary.     

The AAP boundary should therefore be tightly drawn and not include land which 

is unnecessary for IAMP, as this would allow for the purpose of that land to be 

considered through the emerging Local Plan which is considering housing land allocations. 

The proposals for the IAMP on land adjacent to Nissan are a step change in aspirational 

economic growth and to truly capture its value for the Sunderland economy associated 

aspirational housing should be planned in the locality.  The Arup report on housing for IAMP 
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identifies that the scheme will generate the need for at least an additional 523 new homes 

but could be up to above 2,600 new homes.   

We believe that land in Washington adjacent to the IAMP proposals is the most appropriate 

location for new housing related to the proposals.  This approach reflects the Green Belt 

Review which concludes the land adjacent to that which is now being proposed for the 

IAMP does not perform a strong Green Belt function and is able to be removed from the 

Green Belt.  The location of aspirational family housing adjacent to the IAMP would benefit 

Sunderland and the wider economy with good linkages to the south and north and its 

proximity to existing and proposed employment sites.  There is the opportunity with the 

IAMP to create a sustainable urban extension delivering hi-tec jobs and aspirational family 

housing.  There should therefore be a focus for growth towards Washington to take 

advantage of the IAMP proposals.  

Proposed Change 

Amend the IAMP and AAP boundary per the plan above. 
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4. Land at Washington 
Barratt David Wilson Homes would like to highlight briefly the benefits of the 

Land East of Sulgrave Road, Washington (SHLAA Site 401 plus adjacent land) 

and that it should be identified for new housing.  Full details have been submitted 

previously as part of the Growth Options consultation. 

We consider that a new sustainable urban extension could be created to the east of 

Washington.  We believe the site to be a sustainable location for residential development 

which can assist in the delivery of a sustainable community providing housing in close 

proximity to existing and major new employment.  

We consider that the site is available, suitable and achievable and therefore in accordance 

with the Framework is deliverable and able to come forward in the short term.  We are 

preparing a masterplan and Vision which will be submitted in due course and demonstrate 

the deliverability of the proposals.  

The deliverability and benefits of Land East of Sulgrave Road, Washington is as follows: 

Overview of the proposals 

The Plan below shows land to the East of Sulgrave Road, Washington (SHLAA site 401 and 

adjacent land), which could create a sustainable urban extension to Washington.  The site is 

in close proximity to the proposed IAMP and lies adjacent to Nissan and the Enterprise 

Zone.  The site has the potential to create aspirational family housing which workers at the 

proposed IAMP aspire to and the Strategic Housing Market Assessment shows is deficient in 

the area.  The proposals and its interlinkages with the adjacent employment have the 

potential to create a sustainable mixed community with new aspirational housing in close 

proximity to hi-tec highly skilled employment.   

The site directly adjoins the A1290, which provides good accessibility to the A19 and 

A1(M)/A194(M) and A1231.  The site is already well connected by existing roads, tracks and 

public footpaths and public transport, but the proposals have the potential to enhance 

provision.  
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effect by meeting the needs of Sunderland and creating much needed aspirational family 

housing to attract employees and managers to the proposed new IAMP.  The site lies 

adjacent to IAMP, Nissan and the Enterprise Zone and has the potential to create a new 

community in close proximity to major employment.  Therefore this site provides a unique 

opportunity in a sustainable location.  





BA(Hons), DipTP, LLM, MInstLM, MRTPI

060916/COALAUTHORITY/015



From: Morrison, Jennifer 
Sent: 19 August 2016 11:31
To: IAMP
Subject: International Advanced Manufacturing Park Area Action Plan

190816/CA/013
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Project Office 
International Advanced Manufacturing Park 
IAMP Area Action Plan (August 2016) 

24th September 2016 

Dear Sir, 

IAMP: International Advanced Manufacturing Park for the NE Region 
Area Action Plan consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above consultation. 

Of particular concern to CPRE is the IAMP requires deletion of a significant area of Green 
Belt. Nationally, CPRE is the only body that seeks to protect the Green Belt and so we look 
at proposed deletions with great care.  In addition, we note that National Planning Policy 
Framework paragraph 83 states “Once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be 
altered in exceptional circumstances, through the preparation or review of the Local Plan.”
We accept that this Area Action Plan is part of the Local Plan process for both Sunderland 
City Council and South Tyneside Council but have considered this proposal with care to see 
if “exceptional circumstances” are in fact made out. 

Consequently we have taken particular notice of the “IAMP AAP: Exceptional Circumstances 
for Releasing Land from the Green Belt: Technical Background Report”. 

We note this document presents a case for “exceptional circumstances”, in particular: 

The success of Nissan and other advanced manufacturing businesses and their
associated businesses in bringing employment and economic success to the region,
plus the projected benefits;

The requirements of those businesses, in particular proximity of businesses, the
interconnectedness of businesses; and excellent transport links;

The analysis of possible alternative sites, none of which are adjudged to meet all
the necessary criteria.

240916/CPRE/016
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We also note that in the documentation for the AAP: 

there is repeated mention of the land being available for only specialised
manufacturing and its supporting businesses;

there will be a design guide for buildings.  Design will be critical, especially the
“mass” and colour of the buildings (including the roofs).  The heights of buildings
should be constrained to maximum permitted heights, perhaps similar to the heights
of the Nissan plant and the buildings on Boldon Business Park, so that so far as is
possible in the circumstances they “settle” into the landscape and do not protrude
unduly on the landscape.  Taller buildings than this must be avoided.  With regard to
colour, buildings should be of colours which help them blend into the landscape, not
stick out;

the protection and enhancement of the River Don corridor and wildlife in general
both on the site and beyond.

In light of the above CPRE accepts, subject to below, that a case for “exceptional 
circumstances” exists in this case and so will not be opposing the creation of the IAMP. 

However, the IAMP is premised on Nissan remaining in Sunderland.  Whilst there are many 
indicators that it will do so and in fact is expected to expand production, we note the 
recent comments from the Japanese at the G20 summit with regard to the Brexit 
negotiations and as a result believe it cannot be ruled out that Nissan may reconsider its 
options and close the Sunderland plant.  Should this occur we consider the need for the 
IAMP will cease and the land must be retained within the Green Belt.  The remaining 
specialist and advanced manufacturing business can be directed onto the land vacated by 
Nissan which is already allocated for employment use. 

We trust the above will be considered at the appropriate time. 

Yours faithfully  

Gillan Gibson 
Administrator 
CPRE North East 
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Durham Bird Club 

18 September 2016 

180916/DBCLUB/030
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Drainage
infrastructure to be accommodated within the street network with sustainable urban 
drainage systems (SuDS) placed to enable effective water management and improve 
water quality. 
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From: James Copeland 
Sent: 26 September 2016 17:48 
To: IAMP SOUTH TYNESIDE; iamp@sunderland.gov.uk
Subject: IAMP Area Action Plan Publication Draft - Consultation Response - NFU 

Dear Sunderland City Council and South Tyneside Council 

International Advanced Manufacturing Park (IAMP) Area Action Plan (AAP) – NFU 
Consultation response 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment upon the IAMP Action Plan. I write in the 
capacity as local representative of the National Farmers’ Union in the North East with a 
particular interest in planning and economic development in rural areas.  

I have highlighted a few areas for your consideration. 

Page 5 – (2.3) – Site Availability – We would be keen to see matters relating to land 
acquisition and potentially CPO resolved with impacted parties at an earlier stage as possibly 
during the negotiations. This will enable the agricultural businesses impacted time to make 
arrangements and plan for the future. 

Page 9 – (3.2.2) – South Tyneside – It is noted that South Tyneside’s Strategic Land Review 
has identified the site as an ‘exceptional circumstances’ for releasing land from the green 
belt. The NFU appreciates that our agricultural land, whether it forms part of green belt or 
the wider countryside, is valued through the town planning system for the essential role it 
performs for food production and for its landscape and environmental qualities, as well as 
its network of public footpaths. We seek further details on what impact future development 
may have upon the surrounding area, and if further ‘exceptional circumstances’ could be 
afforded. 

Page 20 – 4.4.1 – Masterplan Objectives – We note the intention to steer development away 
from areas which are at risk of flooding and enhance the local environment. While the IAMP 
proposes to incorporation SuDS into the development, we would welcome a detailed 
assessment of all flood risks to both the development site and surrounding area. 

Page 24 – Policy T2: Walking, Cycling and Horse Riding – The plan includes provisions to 
improve access to the open space for recreational purposes. Careful consideration should be 
given to where the routes are and specifically where they are in relation to agricultural land. 
In instances where access routes run alongside agricultural land, fences should be 
substantial and well maintained to prevent trespass and impacts on the agricultural 
business. We would expect that in the event of alterations to rights of way, landowners are 
thoroughly consulted at an early stage. 

Page 27 – Policy IN2: Flood Risk and Drainage – We are encouraged to see that the Drainage 
Strategy will detail future ownership and maintenance responsibilities for the various parts 
of the drainage network. In an area which, as evidenced by the flood maps, is prone to 
surface water and fluvial flooding, it is essential that responsibilities are understood at an 
early stage to avoid future issues. We also note that within the Green Belt and Site Selection 
options Paper it states that no watercourses in South Tyneside have been modelled by the 

260916/NFU/028



Environment Agency. We would also welcome a detailed Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) and 
Water Framework Directive Assessment to inform the application which will hopefully 
enable effective water management. In the event that the flood assessment highlights the 
need to incorporate flood resilient infrastructure, as highlighted in the site selection paper, 
any increased build costs should not prevent the implementation of appropriate measures. 
Implementation, maintenance and replacement will need to be factored in with any 
associated costs clearly accounted for by the promoter. 

Page 29 – Policy EN2: Ecology – While we acknowledge the further details will be provided in 
an Ecological Impact Assessment. We are yet to see details showing the impacts upon land 
need (and its availability) to offset any loss or if land in the local area is available or suitable 
to offset and archive net gains.   

Page 31 – Policy EN4: Amenity – While we are pleased to see any IAMP impacts upon the 
surrounding area are considered. What assessment has been made of possible conflict 
(traffic, odour, noise, etc.) from surrounding agri-business and communities as the 
development extends into the Green Belt. We are concerned that the future of agri-business 
to develop or diversify may be limited by the proximity of the IAMP.  

Page 33 – Policy Del2: Securing Mitigation – The plan states that ‘developer contributions 
may be appropriate to fund measures to mitigate the impact of the development on the 
environment’ and ‘similarly, it is possible that a proportion on environmental mitigation 
could be delivered directly by the promoter within the IAMP AAP area’. We would like to see 
these commitments clearly defined at an early stage to ensure environmental mitigation is 
effective in compensating for the loss of green belt land. Furthermore, mitigation should be 
futureproofed so that they do not disadvantage surround agri-business. Similarly, any 
developer contributions should also be defined early in the process.  

Kind regards 

James 

 



This e-mail is from the National Farmers' Union ("the NFU") or one of the organisations ("the 
Organisations") permitted by the NFU to use the NFU network. The information contained in this e-
mail and in any attachments is intended for the named recipient and may be privileged or 
confidential. If you receive this e-mail in error please notify the NFU immediately on 024 7685 8500. 
Do not copy it, distribute it or take any action based on the information contained in it. Delete it 
immediately from your computer. Neither the NFU nor the sender accepts any liability for any direct, 
indirect or consequential loss arising from any action taken in reliance on the information contained 
in this e-mail and gives no warranty or representation as to its accuracy or reliability. Nor does the 
NFU accept any liability for viruses which may be transmitted by it. It is your responsibility to scan the 
e-mail and its attachments (if any) for viruses. The NFU may monitor and read both incoming and 
outgoing e-mail communications to protect its legitimate interests.  

NFU, Registered in England No. 245E 



180816/NG/012









290916/NATENG/038





Respondent skipped this question 
 

260916/NELSAM/026



 



Thank you for offering Nexus the opportunity to respond to the consultation on the 
draft International Advanced Manufacturing Plant (IAMP) Area Action Plan (AAP). 

Nexus is currently working with Sunderland City Council and South Tyneside Council 
to determine an appropriate framework of public transport options that meets the 
needs of this evolving development area. 

The provision of high quality public transport is essential to the development and 
sustainability of the site. 

It is premature to specify at this stage the exact type or frequency of service; 
however, the intention is to provide a compelling alternative to the use of private car 
for commuting purposes, and to ensure maximum integration with the existing bus 
and Metro network. 

Nexus supports the public transport measures outlined in the AAP, and looks forward 
to continuing to work with Sunderland City Council and South Tyneside Council and 
other relevant organisations as appropriate, to see these measures progressed as the 
IAMP is developed. 

210916/NEXUS/036







North East Local Nature Partnership 

www.nelnp.co.uk  

sent by e-mail North East Local Nature Partnership 

7th October 2016 

Dear Sirs 

International Advanced Manufacturing Park (IAMP) - Response to AAP Consultation 

I write in reference to the above and to offer the comments of the North East Local Nature 
Partnership (NELNP) on the IAMP proposal at the AAP consultation stage. The comments 
provided should be viewed and read in the context of the Duty to Cooperate. 

The NELNP welcomes the opportunity to comment on the combined efforts 
of Sunderland and South Tyneside Councils to bring forward the International Advanced 
Manufacturing Park. There is a significant economic opportunity for the North East in this 
proposal and although it requires deletion of land from the Green Belt, with the right 
environmental enhancement, mitigation and a "net gain" approach to habitat and water 
quality, it is considered that biodiversity gains can be made. Notwithstanding there are 
several ecologically sensitive features spread across this landscape, thoughtful and 
extensive use of high quality blue and green infrastructure to minimise the impact of 
development can ensure that the scheme becomes an exemplar in terms of enhancing the 
natural environment whilst facilitating delivery of significant inward economic investment. 

IAMP is located on community fringes and the scale of the site should enable the 
development to become a local asset to all by improving connections with the landscape in 
the site design and delivery. To support the place making aspect of IAMP, it is important to 
understand the health challenges and opportunities of the workforce and local communities 
and to integrate these needs with aspects of park design to contribute healthier lifestyle 
choices whilst still contributing positively to biodiversity. Managed access onto and through 
the site will make an important employment site visible to local communities and for them 
to better understand the local employment opportunities available. 

The NELNP welcomes the IAMP team's willingness to engage in an Environmental Design 
Review (EDR) as part of the Development Consent Order process and looks forward to 
further discussion on the structure, format and objectives of the EDR in due course. 

Yours sincerely, 

Chairman 

071016/NELNP/040
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Respondent skipped this question
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From: david robinson 
Sent: 10 August 2016 19:39
To: IAMP
Subject: Advanced Manufacturing Park

Dear Sir/Madam, 
In your new consultation leaflet dated 08/08/2016, there is no mention or site plane 
indicating what is happening to the existing Aircraft Museum. 

Could you please tell me what is proposed for the future plans to preserve the museum. 

Regards 

David Robinson, 

100816/ROBINSON/037



Respondent skipped this question

Respondent skipped this question
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From: David Simpson 
Sent: 21 September 2016 21:11
To:

 Stephanie Simpson; 
IAMP SOUTH TYNESIDE
Cc:
Subject: Fwd: IMAP Sunderland council proposal

Hi 

Please see below my concerns highlighted to Sunderland council and ardent management 
many of which have not even been acknowledged. I would like some answers to my 
questions as we have not had any to date. 

Regards 
David Simpson 

Hi Vince 
Reference the meeting at Boldon last night which my wife and I attended, you said to let you 
know any additional concerns we may have regarding the IMAP proposal. 
As I made you aware last night we have recently finished our "forever" house with planning 
permission from Sunderland council and bought the house next door also for family to 
enjoy.  

 IMAP proposal would have a missive affect on our enjoyment of the 
area, views and standard of living as well as devaluing our houses. 
I have already spoke to local agents who say both properties would be less desirable to live 
in or let and would decrease in value because of the IMAP development. 

The development of the latest Vantec site is further away than some of the IMAP proposals 
but has caused us concern already. Because of the openness of the fields in front of us and 
the lack of natural barriers there has been constant banging heard from early in the morning 
and the bright lights shining straight at us at night (picture below of Vantec at night). 

These massive factory units are having a negative affect on us and I can only see it getting 
worse if the IMAP proposal is granted planning permission. The proposal also we feel is 
contrary to planning law where you should only develop greenbelt land under exceptional 
circumstances and would join up local villages where the greenbelt should remain 
established.  

Developing properties for 25 years these greenbelt laws are what I have always been told 
from Sunderland council when asking about developing greenbelt sites. There are many 
other sites other than greenbelt land this proposal could be developed on, especially now 
that all land nearby from Nissan to the bottom of Sulgrave has been developed on by 
Johnson control, Unipres, fergisons transport, vantec, Nissan car parks and now the ongoing 
Vantec aforementioned site(close to the bird wildlife sanctuary), which again we were not 
informed of.   

210916/SIMPSON/020



We have passed many un - utilised Business Parks all the way along the A19 Corridor – which 
have already been developed and are lying empty, surely this would be a better use than 
taking yet more Greenbelt – which (as you said at the meeting, the lifespan of the 
automotive industry in this area may only be another 30 years – and that this makes up 80% 
of the IMAP Business Park, with the further 20% being feeder companies for the automotive 
industry)  In 30 years will be looking at even more disused factory wasteland! 

Local roads could not take the increase load of 5000 extra workers where follingsby lane 
already has become a rat run and is dangerous at present with a narrow lane and people 
exceeding the 40mph speed limit, my wife has been forced into the side on several 
occasions by lorries, speeding cars, ect coming at her in the middle of the road since 
Follingsby park was developed again on Greenbelt land. 

The local community I have spoken to feel this is a step too far taking up the final pieces of 
greenbelt of Washington unnecessarily and want a stop to it before nothing of the greenbelt 
is left for future generations to enjoy. 

Conclusion 

Vantec  
Do you know of any plans to landscape infront of Vantec to block out these intrusive lights 
or can they be pointed down rather than at us! Is the noise now finished with because the 
factory has been completed? 

IMAP 
Should the proposal be granted will there be any compensation for us for the Negative 
affect it will have on our property value and impact on our lives? We will hopefully be 
informed of the process from now on and options/infrastructure arrangements that are 
proposed.  

I look forward to a reply from you regarding these and previously mentioned issues below. 

Regards 
David Simpson 



Sent from my iPhone 

From: David Simpson 
Date: 7 April 2016 at 12:32:19 BST 
To: Vince Taylor 

Subject: Re: IMAP Sunderland council proposal 

Hi Vince 

We still have had no reply to the additional questions we supplied on line, will we be getting 
a response? 

Regards 
David & Stephanie Simpson 

On 22 Feb 2016, at 13:10, David Simpson  wrote: 

Hi Vince 

We still have had no reply to the additional questions we supplied on line, will we be getting 
a response? 

Regards 
David & Stephanie Simpson 



On 28 Jan 2016, at 17:37, Vince Taylor wrote: 

Dear David, 

It was good to meet you on Monday at the Quadrus Centre for our consultations event. 
Thank you for your email. I am sorry but having scoured my email inbox I don’t seem to have 
received your email of 15th January. However, here is my response to the points you have 
made. 

As I outlined verbally on Monday, we have written on more than one occasion to all of the 
addresses within the wide area bounded by the A184 to the north, A19 to the east, Nissan 
plant/A1290 to the south and Washington/Leamside line to the west. In the current 
consultation, the following have been posted to each address: 

1. Introductory letter sent directly in March 2014.
2. Letter sent on 10th November 2015 inviting the occupier him to attend the

consultation and briefing open day held on the 16th December 2016.
3. A further letter sent on the 8th December, inviting the occupier to attend an evening

consultation event on 25th January (for those who did not attend the event on the
16th December)

So we were as puzzled as you were as to why you had not yet received any information. We 
then discovered that, records from the land registry information give Mr David Simpson as 
residing at 

which is where all direct correspondence has been sent to. 
However, you explained that your true address is 

  If the land register has not been kept up to date then that 
would explain why they were not received at your current address, but instead will have 
gone to . We will send you a copy of the correspondence sent so far in order 
that you have the complete set. 
I attach a map of the wider area.  Properties within the A184/ A19/Nissan plant/Leamside 
Line “box” have been sent letters. This outside of that “box” but within the red line shown 
on the map were each sent a leaflet relating to the Green Belt Options consultation. 

It is the view of both Sunderland and South Tyneside Councils that within a six week 
consultation period, enough time and opportunity has been allowed for residents, 
businesses, landowners and property owners to comment on the proposals being put 
forward in the current consultation.  I realise that in your case, you only heard about the 
proposals mid-way through the consultation period, but I hope that your meeting with Gary 
on 11 January and then with me on Monday has been helpful in your being able to 
contribute to the consultation. 

I see that you have sent me an email with your views, which is very helpful. Could I 
encourage you to submit these via the Council web site at 
http://www.sunderland.gov.uk/index.aspx?articleid=11379 (or search the Council site for 
IAMP Have Your Say). I will answer your questions in that email in due course. 

Many thanks again for coming to talk to us and sharing your views. 





From: Simpson, Stephanie 
Sent: 22 September 2016 11:14
To: David Simpson;

IAMP SOUTH TYNESIDE
Cc:
Subject: RE: IMAP Sunderland council proposal

Dear All

I concur with my husband’s opinion on this development on green belt land.  BUT I would 
like to point out AGAIN, that I think that this consultation period has been handled in an non 
inclusive and appalling fashion.  Websites that we have been directed to give formal 
complaints, were created in “PDF” formats and therefore could not accept the complaints!

The wording on all documentation from the start were in “jargon” and therefore not 
inclusive to the general public.  Maps were confusing. Plus the tactic from the beginning of 
this “consult” was one of a forgone conclusion as the questions put the general public did 
not give an option of NO, it only gave the option of choosing one of the 3 scenarios – which 
is a typical selling tactic.

Whomever has been employed to put all of the wording together – especially for the 
websites have not made any of this easy for the general public to respond.  Having attend 2 
of the “open Forum” these were in fact just divide and conquer drop in consults with no 
extra or valuable insight or information given.  Just more of the same “wordy” and confusing 
scenarios as the leaflets & letters.

On this note I do not think this consultation has been carried out in a fair or unbiased way – 
as every question has lead the public to believe we have to make a choice of the 3 given 
options.  

When I have flagged in the past that your website (which is how the general public have 
been urged to make their opinions through) does not work because of the formats you have 
created the forms in – I got NO response!

From the start of this “Consultation” I believe the general public have NOT been given the 
tools or information to give an informed opinion.  Your Forms have NOT been adequate or 
easy to use (in some cases could NOT be accessed at all because of the PDF)  When we asked 
whom had received letters – no-one could give us a definite answer – 
area and did not receive the 1st 2 letters.  Family members also live in 

 to the proposed site and again NONE of them received any 
letters.

I trust you have logged our opinions and that putting all of the North East’s eggs in the 
automotive industry basket is a very risky long term strategy which will affect our green belt 
forever.  

As stated there are many brown field sites “unused” on both sides of the A19 which could 
simply be redeveloped.

220916/SIMPSON/021



I trust we will get an acknowledgement this time.  The reason I have resorted to email is 
once again your on-pine forum is just too difficult to navigate, and I am proficient IT user.

Kind regards Stephanie Simpson 

Stephanie Simpson

Regional Charity Manager – North East

Cash for Kids registered charity 1122062 (England & NI) and SC041421 (East Scotland)



Respondent skipped this question 
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1.0 Introduction 
 
1.1 This representation is an addendum to the completed pro forma 'IAMP Area Action Plan 
Publication Draft – Consultation Response Form' (attached at Appendix 1) and forms part of 
the formal response. The submission is made on behalf of Town End Farm Partnership ("TEFP") 
and has been produced by Hedley Planning Services Limited (the “Agent”).  
 
1.2 This response is made having regard to the document titled International Advanced 
Manufacturing Park ("IAMP") Area Action Plan ("AAP") Publication Draft (August 2016) (the 
"AAP Publication Document") made available via the Sunderland City Council and South 
Tyneside Council websites. The evidence base which informs the AAP Publication Document 
has also been carefully reviewed.  
 
1.3 TEFP is uniquely qualified to comment on the IAMP APP, particularly given the extent of 
the social, environmental and economic assessments that it has undertaken for the purposes 
of its own planning application, and its representation carries material weight as the freehold 
owner of a significant site within the indicative IAMP boundary. This document supplements 
the pro forma submission and is additional evidence and comment which we respectfully 
request that the joint authorities consider formally prior to the AAP being submitted to the 
Planning Inspectorate.  
 
1.4 Overall the TEFP is, in principle, supportive of the IAMP proposals and has historically 
supported its proposed delivery through the Core Strategy and latterly the Development 
Consent Order ("DCO") procedure. However, as the freehold owner of a development site 
forming part of the AAP (Phase 1), TEFP seeks to ensure that the emerging document: 
 

(i) is sound; 
(ii) is positively prepared; 
(iii) is objectively assessed; 
(iv) uses a correct and proportionate evidence base; 
(v) is aspirational; 
(vi) is deliverable; 
(vii) avoids significant adverse impacts; 
(viii) is justified – e.g. considers positively alternative options which reduce or eliminate 

impacts;  
(ix) considers compensatory measures where impacts are unavoidable; and 
(x) is consistent with national planning policy. 

 
1.5 The National Planning Policy Framework ("NPPF") and National Planning Practice Guidance 
("NPPG") seek to facilitate aspirational but realistic development proposals (NPPF Paragraph 
154). 
 
1.6 With regards to business development local planning authorities ("LPA") are charged with 
having a clear understanding of business needs and to work closely with the business 
community to understand their needs and address barriers to investment (NPPF Paragraph 
160). 
 
1.7 In providing this formal representation to the AAP for IAMP, our response has been 
mindful of the evidence base, including the qualitative and quantitative need, infrastructure 
capacity, the environment, and the need to ensure viability and deliverability. 



 
1.8 TEFP have instructed WSP Highway Engineers to review the likely impacts and delivery of 
the AAP proposals from a highway perspective and Shandwick Surveyors to review viability of 
the proposed location of the “hub” element of the draft AAP. For completeness ease of 
reference the reports are appended to this report. 
 
 
2.0 Effectiveness of the AAP 
 
2.1 Every Local Plan must be informed and accompanied by a Sustainability Appraisal. A 
separate document to supplement the AAP has been provided which allows the potential 
environmental, economic and social impacts of the proposals to be considered.  National 
guidance provides that the Sustainability Appraisal “plays an important part in demonstrating 
that the Local Plan reflects sustainability objectives and has considered reasonable 
alternatives” (NPPG Paragraph: 017 Reference ID: 12-017-20140306). The Guidance also 
directs that where there is conflict with this sustainability objective then the plan is considered 
not to be sound. 
 
2.2 The AAP also requires a Habitats Regulation Assessment, as set out in the Conservation of 
Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended) if the AAP is considered likely to have 
significant effects on European habitats or species, located in the LPA’s area or in its vicinity. 
A Habitats Regulation Assessment does not appear to have been carried out. The 
Sustainability Appraisal Non-Technical Summary states that this was not necessary as the 
proposed IAMP AAP is not considered likely to have any direct or indirect impact on European 
designated sites. The first stage of a HRA process has been undertaken to “inform” if there are 
likely impacts. 
 
2.3 The AAP document necessitates consideration of both in regard to the Policies Map 
(Appendix A) and the text that forms the chapters 1 to 7 of the main document. The evidence 
base behind Section 2: 'The International Advanced Manufacturing Park: Strategic Context, 
Vision and Objectives' is the starting point to inform the AAP. We have reviewed both 
documents as part of our formal objection. 
 
 
3.0 The IAMP objectives 
 
3.1 The IAMP AAP seeks to provide a planning framework for the delivery of an employment 
development pursuant to a DCO (under the Planning Act 2008) following the designation of 
IAMP as a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project ("NSIP") in September 2015. The 
Sunderland City Council draft Core Strategy and Development Management Policies 2013 (the 
"emerging Core Strategy") relies upon an emerging strategic allocation on land north of Nissan 
(20 hectares within the freehold of TEFP) and does not include the wider IAMP AAP. 
 
3.2 The draft AAP seeks to deliver the requirements of the emerging Core Strategy policy 
preferring Class B1 (B1(b) and B1(c)), B2 and B8 uses with the requirement that the site will 
be developed to accommodate major employers. Piecemeal development is not considered 
appropriate (emerging Core Strategy policy CS3.2). 
 
 
 
 













“Visual receptors likely to be less sensitive to changes in views or visual amenity (and so have 
lower sensitivity) include: 

People engaged in outdoor sport or recreation which does not include or depend on 
appreciation of views; 

People at their place of work whose attention is generally focussed on their work 
activities and not on their surroundings, or where the setting is not important to the 
quality of their working life; and 

People travelling along roads where the main purpose is associated with routine 
day-to-day activities such as commuting, school runs, shopping or where the rate of 
travel means that the time exposed to the view is limited. “ 

(Provided by: Fairhursts, Stephen Goodchild. June 2016.) 

4.35 The A19 is a recognised as a visual receptor, though its importance, as set out above, is 
of a lower order when taken in the context of the impact of the green belt and the impact of 
the IAMP on its openness.  
 
4.36 The visibility of the site is open when approached from the south for a short distance of 
approximately 250 metres until an existing bund rises and screens the site visually from the 
A19. Towards the southern end of the site it is proposed to create a landscape and wildlife 
corridor that runs along the length of the southern boundary with Nissan to the boundary with 
the A19. The depth and width at 25 metres would ensure that when approached from the A19 
travelling north the site and structures on it will be screened until the southern landscaping 
strip is passed. The views are then interrupted again by the existing bund that would be 
enhanced as part of the detailed submission by [TEFP] NFTP. This would be repeated when 
travelling south along the A19 with only a fleeting view of the site glimpsed when travelling.   
 
4.37 The landscaping would also be significantly enhanced at the point the bund rises above 
the level of the A19. The importance of landscaping at the entrance to the site is recognised 
at the junction of the A19 where it turns west to enter the site and the proposed landscaping 
would form a boulevard, creating an open, landscaped visual gateway to the Hub that is the 
central information point for direction to the wider IAMP and Nissan beyond.  
 
5.0 Conclusion 
 
5.1 TEFP is uniquely qualified to comment on the IAMP APP, particularly given the extent of 
the social, environmental and economic assessments that it has undertaken for the purposes 
of its own planning application, and its representation carries material weight as the freehold 
owner of a significant site within the indicative IAMP boundary. 
 
5.2 We submit that the draft IAMP AAP in its current form is not sound. We have found that 
the plan has not been positively prepared and there are fundamental flaws in the in the 
evidence base for the reasons described above. TEFP submit that the proposals have not been 
objectively assessed and, as our findings have revealed, the correct and proportionate use of 
evidence as a base for preparing the AAP has been found lacking. TEFP instructed assessments 
of the highways impact of the proposed “hub” and a market analysis of the demand/ location 
of the commercial elements of the hub (Appendix 2).  
 
5.3 The AAP proposals are aspirational and the principle of the proposals are accepted by 
TEFP. TEFP objections relate specifically to the viability and deliverability of the hub element 



and do not avoid significant adverse impacts to the highway network. We have evidenced that 
the commercial element of the hub is also not deliverable. 
 
5.4 The proposals are therefore not justified, the alternative proposals submitted as part of 
the TEFP application have not been considered positively as ab alternative options. As noted 
above TEFP are uniquely qualified to comment on the IAMP having undertaken a thorough 
assessment of potential impacts. The TEFP proposals including their hub element will reduce 
or eliminate impacts; and is consistent with national planning policy. 
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Shandwick Developments Retail Response 

 
  













Appendix 3 
WSP – Highways Analysis of Proposed AAP Hub 
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Plans and decisions should 

ensure developments that generate significant movement are located where the need 

to travel will be minimised













    
 

  
The International Advanced 
Manufacturing Park (IAMP) is a joint venture between Sunderland and South Tyneside Councils 
that is currently being considered for allocation as part of their Local Plans.  

  
Located next to Nissan UK’s Sunderland plant, the UK’s largest and most productive car manufacturing plant, the 
IAMP will provide a bespoke, world class environment for the automotive supply chain and advanced manufacturing 
businesses to innovate and thrive.   
  
The AAP Publication Draft Documents can be found at the following links:  
- www.southtyneside.gov.uk/iamp  
- www.sunderland.gov.uk/iamp  
  
This is the final opportunity to have your say ahead of the councils submitting plans to the Secretary of the State for 
public examination. This feedback form has been prepared in line with national guidelines to gather feedback on 
specific elements of the AAP, if you require further support, please contact us using the email addresses below.   
  
All feedback should be returned by midnight on 26 September 2016 via:  
  
Post: Sara Dunlop, South Tyneside Council, Head of Development Services, Town Hall & Civic Offices, Westoe Road, 
South Shields, NE33 2RL  
Email: iamp@southtyneside.gov.uk  
Telephone: 0191 424 6257  
Online: www.southtyneside.gov.uk/iamp  
  
Post: Claire Harrison, Sunderland City Council, Project Office, Civic Centre, Burdon Rd, Sunderland, SR2 7DN Email: 
iamp@sunderland.gov.uk  
Telephone: 0191 561 1467  
Online: www.sunderland.gov.uk/iamp  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 



    
 

 
 

 
  

  
  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  
 

If this question does 
not apply to you, please move on to question 3.  
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Please use this space to add any further comments.  
Proposed Policy S1.B states that only the delivery of a single comprehensive scheme which meets the objectives of 
the IAMP AAP will be supported. What this means, following a review of the supporting text, is that the site should 
come forward as one proposal rather than “piecemeal” as envisaged by the draft Core Strategy. So the policy 
proposition is that anything other than comprehensive delivery (this is not explained) would be considered prejudicial 
to the delivery of the IAMP AAP objectives and overall delivery. 
 
What Policy S1 and the objectives of the AAP fail to consider at all is the immediacy of delivery. The AAP covers demand 
and supply (evidenced in various documents including the Green Belt justification document and the PwC report) 
however it does not seek to address the clear immediate demand for employment floor space which cannot be 



    
 

addressed by the DCO process. Only an immediate application (such as TEFP's current planning application for 
industrial accommodation to meet the existing and urgent needs of Nissan Tier 1 suppliers) is capable of 
comprehensively addressing the delivery of a floor space for immediate requirements in the market before the end of 
2017. 

 
We object to this policy as there is no evidence base to suggest that the joint authorities can control both the delivery 
of IAMP and the end users. There is a need for flexibility in the masterplan, given that delivery is over a 15 year period 
and a start date for the IAMP scheme is some years away. Further, there is no evidence base to suggest that a 100 
hectare site can be delivered in accordance with the masterplan and phasing regime. By comparison, there is clear 
evidence of an immediate economic need for employment floor space which is unlikely to be satisfied if Policy S1 
remains as currently drafted. 
 
We therefore request that this draft emerging policy is clarified and amended to ensure that individual planning 
applications, such as the current planning application by TEFP, can be accommodated as part of a comprehensive 
development of the site. That is to say that the proposals which are AAP compliant should be classified as 
comprehensive development for the purposes of Policy S1.  
 
The term "delivery of a single comprehensive scheme" requires clarification. This is unachievable and not supported 
by any evidence. It is assumed that this wording seeks to underpin the importance of the masterplan and the delivery 
proposals of De1 and 2 (Objections below). From a scheme delivery perspective there is no guidance to support the 
delivery of substantial applications made by anyone other than the scheme promoter (i.e. Sunderland City Council and 
South Tyneside Council). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 
  

  



    
 

  
 

Please use this space to provide suggested revised wording of any of the policies or text.  
 
 

B. Only development that is consistent with the aims of the IAMP AAP will be supported.  
i) Ensure proposed development is designed and orientated to relate well to existing employment area and 
Enterprise Zone and established Infrastructure.  
ii) Demonstrate how the proposed development is consistent with the IAMP AAP and AAP proposals plan.  
iii) Include a phasing plan for the delivery of proposed development that demonstrates it would not conflict with 
the IAMP AAP.  
iv) Ensure that the proposed development is sustainable and able to mitigate its impact or proposed development 
would need to comply with delivery of Del2.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



    
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
  

  

 
 

(Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 
those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.  
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If this question does 
not apply to you, please move on to question 3.  
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Please use this space to add any further comments.  



    
 

Drafted Policy S5 is confusing, and it does not provide the necessary certainty to deliver ancillary uses within the 
scheme. The small scale retail element is not sufficient to allow meaningful provision to entice national retailers to 
taking up floor space. NPPF paragraph 26 allows for up to 2,500 sqm (where there is no locally set threshold) of out of 
centre retail; anything above this requirement is considered as potentially having an impact on existing centres and 
therefore requires an impact assessment.  
 
The Report by Shandwick Properties, appended to this Representation, provides market commentary on the proposals 
which are contained within the live planning application by TEFP, and the Report includes an assessment of why such 
uses would not be successful outside of the proposed Hub element of the live planning application.  
 
 
Policy S5 of the AAP states that the delivery of the Hub should match with the take up of employment land. It is 
therefore reasonable to conclude that the Hub will take some time to develop.  
 
TEFP already have end users identified and those end users are committed to the provision of the Hub on-site and in 
a central location. This also assists in the attractiveness of the site for investment. 
 
We request that the ancillary policy be amended to provide certainty to retailers as to the location of a hub, given the 
likely demand for their goods and an inclusion for a car showroom given that local manufacturers will want to 
showcase their product.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
  

  

  
 

Please use this space to provide suggested revised wording of any of the policies or text.  



    
 

Drafted Policy S5: Ancillary Uses 
a. To support the delivery of a sustainable scheme the following ancillary uses shall be permitted within the 

IAMP:  
i) As written  
ii) As written  
iii) A range of local retail and leisure uses (up to a total of 2,500 sq metres gross floor space) 
iv) As written  
v) A hotel(s) to include conference facilities either separately or as a single delivery.  
vi) Other appropriate uses shall be considered on their merits including car show room,  

 
B. As written  
C. As written  
D. As written  
 
Ancillary uses will be available for use to serve both the existing and new business within the locality as well as 
other users.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



    
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
  

  

 
 

(Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 
those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.  







    
 

This is the final opportunity to 
have your say ahead of the 
councils submitting plans to the Secretary of the State for public examination. This feedback form 
has been prepared in line with national guidelines to gather feedback on specific elements of the 

AAP, if you require further support, please contact us using the email addresses below.   
  
All feedback should be returned by midnight on 26 September 2016 via:  
  
Post: Sara Dunlop, South Tyneside Council, Head of Development Services, Town Hall & Civic Offices, Westoe Road, 
South Shields, NE33 2RL  
Email: iamp@southtyneside.gov.uk  
Telephone: 0191 424 6257  
Online: www.southtyneside.gov.uk/iamp  
  
Post: Claire Harrison, Sunderland City Council, Project Office, Civic Centre, Burdon Rd, Sunderland, SR2 7DN Email: 
iamp@sunderland.gov.uk  
Telephone: 0191 561 1467  
Online: www.sunderland.gov.uk/iamp  
 

 
 

  
  
  

  
  

  

  

  

  

  

  
 

If this question does 
not apply to you, please move on to question 3.  
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Please use this space to add any further comments.  

Paragraph 2.7 of the IAMP Objectives sets out the 13 key indicators against which success will be measured.  
 
Point 11 is to: Create a central hub to provide identity and encourage public transport. The proposed location of the 
Hub in the IAMP scheme, defined by Policy S6 and as illustrated in Appendix A, is clearly in conflict with the key 
indicator for a number of reasons:  
 
The Hub is not central to the IAMP site, and due to the size of the IAMP the Hub will be in excess of 1.3 km from the 
employment development that is identified in Policy S3. Previous iterations of the plan illustrated the Hub to be more 
centrally located, however this location was considered unsuitable for reasons that included ecology and flood risk. 
The earlier iteration was clearly led by the obvious benefits of the Hub having a logical location centrally within the 
site, allowing it to be accessible and also equidistant for the wider IAMP scheme. It is acknowledged that in instances 
where a walking distance typically exceeds 750m, people may take the car, adding to the use of private vehicles within 
and around the site. This reflected in NPPF paras 29 – 30.   
 
The legibility and visual impact of the Hub is also essential to its function.  The August 2016 Publication Draft illustrates 
it being on the southern boundary with Nissan, and this would remove it from the key gateway (A19) and visually it 
would be detached and not an obvious Hub as the centre of activity for the wider IAMP site.  
 
Rather, the location of the Hub as set out within the AAP would become a focal point; this is proposed to be at the 
main entrance to Nissan. This would undoubtedly have an adverse impact on transport and traffic. The resultant 
increase in traffic, which is encouraged through the Objectives of the IAMP, would have an impact on and impede the 
day to day activities and access and egress of the main Nissan plant. It would also result in the channelling of local trips 
through the A1290 Nissan site access signalised T junction, and so increase both demand and queuing, with resulting 
increases in noise and emissions  
 
The Hub as submitted within the TEFP live application is, very clearly, sequentially preferable to the location as 
proposed within the AAP (August 2016) and the location is more central and easily accessible and visible from the A19, 
which is essential to attract and signpost the IAMP to national and international investment.  
 
The location as proposed by the TEFP is within 750 m of all the proposed Employment Development and retains a 
suitable distance from the existing Nissan complex, allowing clear interaction between the two sites, which would be 
enhanced through the creation of suitable pedestrian, cycle and transport links.  
 
The proposed Hub location in the live scheme was very carefully considered by TEFP to ensure that it would be 
accessible to pedestrians and therefore will ensure that short journeys to the Hub, as a focal point, are kept to a 
minimum by private car.  
 
There is no reasoned justification or evidence for the re-located hub point and in fact does not represent a sustainable 
location for the IAMP AAP proposals as can be seen by considering the appended Reports from 
 

1. WSP  
2. Shandwick Properties 



    
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
  

  

  
 

Please use this space to provide suggested revised wording of any of the policies or text.  



    
 

Policy S6: The Hub.  
 
The Proposals map should be amended to show the Hub to be located to the north of the current location, at the 
entrance to the site from the A19.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 



    
 

 
 
 

 
  

  

 
 

(Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 
those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.  
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If this question 
does not apply to you, please move on to question 3.  
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Please use this space to add any further comments.  



    
 

The Policy as drafted identifies a number of improvements which are quoted at i-iv. 
 
There is no certainty regarding Highways England plans; indeed there is significant slippage to the consultation 
document of the options that are proposed to upgrade the Downhill Lane junction. It is considered by TEFP that the 
entire masterplan is undeliverable until such time as the final HE project is confirmed. In fact, the deliverability of the 
HE Downhill lane scheme is not programmed to be complete until 2020, undermining the masterplan delivery as “a 
comprehensive scheme”. 
 
The evidence base of the Transport Assessment (JMP 2016) refers to the following requirement “The new bridge over 
the A19, as identified as a requirement for capacity in the ‘Washington Road Bridge Option Testing’ report, will provide 
a suitable connection between the AAP area and the local road network to the east of the A19. This bridge will cater 
for all modes of transport, including non-motorised users, and will enable a greater route choice for all modes of 
transport”. 
 
There is insufficient evidence to justify the proposed new bridge that would go over the A19 and along the southern 
boundary of the TEFP land as has been presented. In fact the IAMP masterplan does not show the bridge and so 
therefore we consider that this is misleading.  
 
The AAP also fails to provide a costing for this bridge and other requirements are identified but not costed, and 
therefore we question the scheme delivery and would be challenging this as part of DCO scheme and process. 
 
We object to the proposed inclusion of the A19 new bridge and request that it be deleted (Including reference in Table 
1). It is unnecessary and unjustified, and at a cost which is unacceptable to the delivery of the wider AAP. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 



    
 

  

  

  
 

Please use this space to provide suggested revised wording of any of the policies or text.  

Policy T1: Highway Infrastructure.  
 
ii). Should be deleted. In addition to reference to the bridge with Table 1.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



    
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  

  

 
 

(Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 
those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.  
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If this question 
does not apply to you, please move on to question 3.  
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Please use this space to add any further comments.  



    
 

Policy T2 encourages walking, cycling and horse riding with the aspiration being for the IAMP to be an attractive 
sustainable environment seeking to create and encourage pedestrian movement. The location of the Hub as identified 
within the (August 2016) Publication Draft to the southern boundary of the site clearly conflicts with the Policy T2.  
 
The Hub would be the key transport interchange as well as providing support facilities for the wider IAMP, due to 
these facilities being located at such a great distance 1.5 km it discourages walking and encourages the use of private 
modes of travel, which adds to the recirculation of traffic throughout the site adding to travel times, noise and 
emissions, all of which detract from the attractiveness of the IAMP as an investment.  
 
We object to the position of the Hub as envisaged within the draft AAP. The logical location for the Hub is to have it 
centrally located. We request that the Hub is relocated to a central position as envisaged, in part, by the TEFP 
submission for phase 1 with the transport hub element similarly located close to the A19 junction. The position of the 
hub which was previously promoted in an early consultation document (International Advanced Manufacturing Park 
– Green Belt and Site Selection Options 2015) was as follows and is the logical location; 
 
 

 
 The dashed line denotes the proposed relocated hub 

 
The centralisation of the Hub will ensure that the transport nodes are logical to users and truly central to all future 
users of the wider IAMP. The central location will ensure that no part of the Hub is more than 750 metres from 
commuters. 
 
 
 
 



    
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
  

  

  
 

Please use this space to provide suggested revised wording of any of the policies or text.  

 

 

 



    
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 



    
 

 
 
 

 
  

  

 
 

(Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 
those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.  
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If this question 
does not apply to you, please move on to question 3.  
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Please use this space to add any further comments.  



    
 

The specific distances set out within both points i. & iii. (and Policy ENV3) are not considered reasonable or necessary 
as they are overly restrictive and will conflict with the IAMP Objectives set out in paragraph 2.7.  
 
Policy EN1 and ENV3 does not align with any of the key indicators as set out within paragraph 2.7, namely Points 5, 10 
& 12.  
 
The specific distances (ENV3 i. 50 metre & ENV iii. 20 metre) would be overly restrictive to the delivery of sufficient 
land in the most appropriate locations to attract private sector investment. It would also conflict with the 
encouragement of design and development and would not ensure that opportunities are maximised to bring in both 
public sector and private sector funding.  
 
The TEFP agree that screening and landscape buffers are important and should be identified within the AAP, but these 
should not be so explicit and restrictive. The intent and effective visual screening can be achieved without setting 
specific restrictive distances within the Policy. The intent of the Policy can still be achieved by identifying the important 
visual screens, which can be addressed upon submission of detailed schemes in the future. The wording of the Policy 
should be amended to ensure that a suitable (Proportionate) landscaping scheme is delivered.  
 
Specifically in regard to the views from the A19, a Landscape Assessment has been carried out that refers to the A19 
and the impact of visual amenity:  
 
“Visual receptors likely to be less sensitive to changes in views or visual amenity (and so have lower sensitivity) include: 

People engaged in outdoor sport or recreation which does not include or depend on appreciation of views; 

People at their place of work whose attention is generally focussed on their work activities and not on their 
surroundings, or where the setting is not important to the quality of their working life; and 

People travelling along roads where the main purpose is associated with routine day-to-day activities such 
as commuting, school runs, shopping or where the rate of travel means that the time exposed to the view is 
limited. “ 

(Provided by: Fairhursts, Stephen Goodchild. June 2016.) 

The A19 is a recognised as a visual receptor, though its importance, as set out above, is of a lower order when taken 
in the context of the impact of the green belt and the impact of the IAMP on its openness.  
 
The visibility of the site is open when approached from the south for a short distance of approximately 250 metres 
until an existing bund rises and screens the site visually from the A19. Towards the southern end of the site it is 
proposed to create a landscape and wildlife corridor that runs along the length of the southern boundary with Nissan 
to the boundary with the A19. The depth and width at 25 metres would ensure that when approached from the A19 
travelling north the site and structures on it will be screened until the southern landscaping strip is passed. The views 
are then interrupted again by the existing bund that would be enhanced as part of the detailed submission by [TEFP] 
NFTP. This would be repeated when travelling south along the A19 with only a fleeting view of the site glimpsed when 
travelling.   
 
The landscaping would also be significantly enhanced at the point the bund rises above the level of the A19. The 
importance of landscaping at the entrance to the site is recognised at the junction of the A19 where it turns west to 
enter the site and the proposed landscaping would form a boulevard, creating an open, landscaped visual gateway to 
the Hub that is the central information point for direction to the wider IAMP and Nissan beyond.  
 
 
 



    
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
  

  

  
 

Please use this space to provide suggested revised wording of any of the policies or text.  



    
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



    
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  

  

 
 

(Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear 
those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.  
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Statement of Common Ground 

as agreed between 

Sunderland City Council; 

South Tyneside Council; and 

Gateshead Council 

 

 

 

 

January 2017 

 



Introduction 
 

1.1 This Statement of Common Ground has been prepared jointly between the parties consisting of 
Sunderland City Council, South Tyneside Council and Gateshead Council. 
 

1.2 The Statement sets out the confirmed points of agreement between the Councils with regard to 
the submitted International Advanced Manufacturing Park Area Action Plan (IAMP AAP) 2017-
2032. 

Background 
 

2.1 Sunderland and South Tyneside Councils (‘the Councils’) have been working jointly to prepare 
the IAMP AAP which will establish the planning policy framework for the delivery of a new 
International Advanced Manufacturing Park on land to the north of the existing Nissan 
manufacturing plant. 

2.2  In August 2016, the Councils published the Publication draft of the IAMP AAP for statutory 
consultation under Regulation 19 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning)(England) 
Regulations 2012. 

2.3  In response to this statutory consultation, Gateshead Council submitted a draft formal response 
to the draft plan on 26 September 2016.  Following this, a subsequent email was received on 13 
October to advise that this draft response had now been approved Gateshead Council’s Cabinet 
and should therefore be treated as a formal response.  A copy of this response received on 26 
September 2016 can be found at Appendix 1. 

2.4  The consultation response emphasised Gateshead Council’s support in principle for the IAMP 
project, and acknowledged the economic benefits an IAMP can bring to the North East Region.  
However, consultation on the publication draft IAMP AAP highlighted a number of areas where 
Gateshead Council considered revisions to policies were necessary to make the plan sound.   

2.5 In order to address these concerns, the Councils have proposed a number of minor 
modifications to the AAP.  Table 1 shows how each of these comments has been addressed, 
either through proposed minor modifications to the AAP or through other mechanisms beyond 
the scope of the AAP, which will require ongoing cooperation between Gateshead Council, 
South Tyneside Council and Sunderland City Council.  A schedule of the proposed modifications 
resulting from Gateshead’s submission is set out in Section 3.1 of this statement. 
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Agreed matters 
 

3.1 In agreement with Gateshead Council; Sunderland City Council and South Tyneside Council 
propose the following minor modifications to the IAMP AAP (new text shown in bold): 

Policy S3:  Principal Uses 

A. Through the DCO application, Consent shall be granted for employment development, in the 
allocated employment areas on the policies map production, supply chain and distribution 
activities directly related to the Automotive and Advanced Manufacturing sectors. These 
are the Principal Uses for IAMP., where the intended uses directly relate to the automotive 
and advanced manufacturing sectors for production, supply chain and distribution activities. 

B. To ensure premises are retained for their original permitted use in the long term, the DCO 
shall contain requirements to that effect or the Councils may consider making a direction 
under Article 4 of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) 
(England) Order 2015 to that effect. 

C. Employment development proposals from other sectors for B2 uses and B8 uses shall only 
be acceptable where: 

i. demand for this other type of use to be located within the IAMP can be clearly 
demonstrated through market demand analysis; and 

ii. it can be demonstrated that this type of use is not detrimental to the operation or known 
needs of the principal uses and the objectives of the IAMP AAP or to the comprehensive 
development of the IAMP; and 

D. it can be demonstrated there are no alternative, suitable locations  

E.  Development consent for B2 and B8 uses should be granted subject to DCO requirements to 
ensure premises are retained for the original permitted use in the long term. 

F. C. Proposals for residential development and development outside of the parameters as set 
out within Policy S5, shall not be permitted. 

D.  Proposals for retail and leisure uses outside of the Hub as shown on the Policies Map shall 
not be permitted, with the exception of the modest scale ancillary uses in the Northern 
Employment Area (denoted by an ‘N’ on the Policies Map).  

Deletion of Policies S5 and S6 of the Publication draft and their replacement with one 
amalgamated Policy with supporting text, as set out below: 

4.3.3: The Hub and Ancillary Uses  

Policy S5: The Hub and Ancillary Uses 

A. To support the delivery of a sustainable scheme the following ancillary uses shall be 
permitted to form ‘The Hub’, in the location shown on the Policies Map as part of the 
comprehensive development of IAMP: 

i. A hotel (Use Class C1) (up to 150 beds) with associated leisure and conference 
facilities; 



ii. Education and training facilities (Use Class D2 (c)) to support the Principal Uses; 

iii. Managed workspace for micro and start-up business (Use Class B1a) up to 
cumulative total of 3,000sqm gross floorspace), which is in addition to the total 
floorspace allowance set out for Principal Uses set out in Policy S4; 

iv. Nursery and child-care facilities (up to cumulative total of 1,000sqm gross 
floorspace); 

v. A range of small scale retail units (Use Class A1 and A3) up to cumulative total of 
1,500sqm gross floorspace, with no single unit being greater in size than 250sqm 
gross; and 

vi. A multi-modal transport interchange accommodating public transport, cycling and 
pedestrian access. 

B. The Hub should provide for higher density development compared to the surrounding 
employment uses in IAMP, to enable a concentration of permitted uses. 

C. The Hub shall be the primary location for ancillary uses. Provision for small scale retail 
provision (A1) up to a cumulative total of 1,000 sqm gross floorspace will be permitted 
within the Northern Employment Area, to support the Principal Uses, with no single unit 
being greater in size than 250sqm gross. 

The vision for the IAMP is for ‘a planned and sustainable employment location’. For this vision 
to be realised, the IAMP should include ancillary uses to provide an attractive working 
environment and meet the needs of a skilled workforce. Ancillary uses associated with retail, 
leisure and hotel facilities and space for education and training provision will be necessary to 
meet the vision and objectives for the IAMP. 

Complementary ancillary uses are required within the IAMP AAP area to allow existing and 
new employees the opportunity to access facilities and services locally, making the 
development more sustainable. These facilities may also be accessible and beneficial to 
employees in the adjacent Nissan complex and the residents of surrounding residential areas, 
but are primarily to serve the employment uses. 

The Hub is located in the south of the AAP area, bordering the A1290 in order for existing 
employees at Nissan and related current supply chain to access the facilities and transport 
interchange easily and to also integrate an existing business, the Horseshoe Public House into 
the Hub offer. 

This approach is in accordance with the NPPF, which emphasises the importance of 
sustainable development through the creation of ‘a high quality built environment, with 
accessible local services that reflect the community’s needs and support its health, social and 
cultural well-being’. Therefore, it is important for the IAMP AAP to include provision to meet 
the needs of the business community at the IAMP and ‘secure a good standard of amenity for 
all existing and future occupants of land and buildings’. 

Policy D1: Masterplan Design 

A.  Proposals for the IAMP should demonstrate how they shall be supported where they reflect 
the following key design principles: 

 
i. A hierarchical street network connected to existing roads and key transport corridors 

featuring a central boulevard and primary routes to prioritise access from the A19 and 



integrate the nNorthern Employment Area part of the IAMP north of the River Don with 
service networks to encourage efficient movement; 

ii. Drainage infrastructure to be accommodated within the street network with sustainable 
urban drainage systems (SuDS) placed to enable effective water quality management; 

iii. Orientation of buildings along the boulevard and primary routes to follow a common 
building line fronting on to the road, with buildings along the River Don corridor fronting 
onto facing towards the river and landscaping uses where possible; and 

iv. Have special regard to preserving and enhancing their significance, including any 
contribution made by their setting, of heritage assets within and in proximity to the 
site, including Give consideration to the setting of listed buildings such as Scot’s House 
(Grade II*) on the south side of the A184, Hylton Grove Bridge (Grade II) on Follingsby 
Lane and views from elevated locations such as Boldon Downhill and the Penshaw 
Monument. 
 

B. Compliance with the IAMP AAP design objectives shall be demonstrated by the scheme 
promoter through the submission of a Design Code as part of the DCO application. 

 
Policy T2: Walking, Ccycling and Hhorse Riding 

 
A. Walking and cycling in and around the IAMP shall be encouraged required by: 

 
i. Ensuring that any junction / highway measures and any new roads are designed to 

safely integrate be mindful of potential pedestrian and cycle movements.  New routes 
should seek to ensure that they reflect pedestrian / cycle desire lines and are of a high 
quality; 

ii. Ensuring that roads and spaces are designed to consider the needs of all types of users 
so that conflict between road users and vulnerable users is minimised; 

 
D. Where new routes abut agricultural land, appropriate measures to deter public access to 

agricultural land shall be incorporated. 
Policy T3: Public Ttransport 

 
A. Development of the IAMP shall promote and facilitate public transport measures including: 

 
Policy IN2: Flood rRisk and dDrainage 

 
B. A detailed Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) and Water Framework Directive Assessment are 

required to accompany development proposals. Alongside the DCO application or 
subsequent applications. 

C. A surface water drainage strategy shall be prepared which complies with national design 
standards and local policy.  The scheme promoter shall be required to provide Sustainable 
Drainage Systems (SuDs) capable of ensuring that run-off from the site (post-development) 
does not exceed corresponding greenfield rates, minimises pollution, provides 
multifunctional benefits to wildlife, landscape and water quality and is effectively managed 
with clear ownership in place. 

D. The scheme promoter for the comprehensive development of IAMP and applicants shall 
demonstrate sSufficient capacity both on and off-site in the foul sewer network to support 
development should be demonstrated.  Where insufficient capacity exists, plans for sewer 
upgrades should be delivered prior to the occupation of development within the IAMP AAP 
area. 

 



submission.  Ongoing cooperation regarding ecological connectivity and water quality along the 
River Don is required to address issues that the Councils consider cannot be addressed within 
the scope of the IAMP AAP.  With regard to transport infrastructure, ongoing cooperation is 
required to share information regarding traffic impacts of the IAMP which (due to the tight 
timescales required in preparing the IAMP AAP) had not been resolved prior to the submission 
of the IAMP AAP.  The relationship between the areas of ongoing cooperation and Gateshead 
Council’s response to consultation on the Publication Draft IAMP AAP are identified within table 
1.  Detail on the agreed areas of ongoing cooperation are set out below: 

Areas of ongoing cooperation: 

1. Gateshead Council, South Tyneside Council and Sunderland City Council aim to provide 
measures within their emerging Local Plans that will enhance the water quality of the River 
Don, and protect and enhance ecological connectivity along its corridor. 

Working in partnership with the Environment Agency, Gateshead Council, South Tyneside 
Council and Sunderland City Council will prepare a coordinated policy approach to enhancing 
the water quality of the River Don, and protecting and enhancing ecological connectivity 
along its corridor.  The three local authorities intend for these policy measures to be 
contained within emerging Local Plan documents.   

2. Transport Planners from Gateshead Council have provided feedback regarding IAMP traffic 
modelling.  The Councils have agreed to provide more detail on the impacts of the IAMP on 
the local road network by the end of March 2017. 

Following the submission of Gateshead Council’s response to consultation on the Publication 
Draft IAMP AAP, the Councils have shared traffic modelling information with Gateshead 
Council.  Following feedback, the Councils have agreed to provide further details regarding 
the impacts of the IAMP on Gateshead’s road network.  After reviewing this information 
Gateshead Council aim to advise on whether the proposed approach to mitigating the 
IAMP’s traffic impacts, particularly in relation to potential impacts on Gateshead, are 
appropriate.   

3. The Councils will provide Gateshead Council with the Draft Nexus Public Transport Study by 
the end of March 2017, following its presentation to the City Deal Board. 

The Draft Nexus Public Transport Study will provide an indication of the potential for 
improving public transport access to the IAMP.  Understanding the potential public transport 
improvements will inform Gateshead Council’s consideration of the potential accessibility of 
the IAMP for Gateshead residents and aid cooperation on the development of these options 
going forward.    

3.3 Gateshead Council, South Tyneside Council and Sunderland City Council are satisfied that the 
proposed modifications to the IAMP AAP, combined with a commitment to ongoing work 
identified within the areas of ongoing cooperation, appropriately address the issues raised in 
Gateshead Council’s response to consultation on the Publication Draft IAMP AAP. 
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Appendix 1: Gateshead Council response to consultation on the 
Publication Draft IAMP AAP 

 

 

Iain Fairlamb
Sunderland City Council
Civic Centre
Burdon Road
Sunderland
SR2 7DN

26 September 2016

Dear Iain,

RE: Consultation on the Publication Draft International Advanced 
Manufacturing Park Area Action Plan

Thank you for providing us with the opportunity to comment on the publication draft 
Area Action Plan (AAP) for the International Advanced Manufacturing Park (IAMP).  
An IAMP has potential to be of national significance in terms of its economic impact, 
and could play a major role in the development of the North East economy over the 
next decade and beyond.  In recognition of the potential wide-ranging implications of 
this project, and the requirement for local authorities to work together on cross-
boundary issues under the duty to cooperate, Gateshead Council wishes to submit a 
response to consultation on the publication draft IAMP AAP.  As consultation on the 
publication draft AAP is a formal stage of the plan preparation process, this letter is 
provided in addition to relevant representation forms, which are enclosed with this 
letter.

Successful implementation of the IMAP project, through delivery of development 
which meets the vision and objectives for the IAMP, will make a positive contribution 
to economic growth in Sunderland and South Tyneside, and the wider region.  
Policies of the emerging IAMP AAP will be the primary means by which Sunderland 
and South Tyneside Councils can guide and support the successful and sustainable 
delivery of the IAMP.  The scale and location of the IAMP means that it has potential 
to have a significant impact on economic development within Gateshead.  The 
successful application of robust policies relating to the IAMP will therefore make a 
positive contribution to economic growth within our area.  Through reviewing the 
publication draft AAP, we have identified a number of areas where we consider 



some improvements could be made to policy wording to enable the AAP to be more 
effective.

This formal stage of consultation on the AAP requires a consultation form to be 
completed setting out suggested changes to specific policies or paragraphs, and 
seeks that consultees indicate whether they consider the AAP to be sound and 
legally compliant on this basis.  The restrictions of the consultation response form 
(requiring respondents to indicate they either consider a policy or paragraph to be 
‘sound’ as written, or whether they consider some changes are required, and the 
policy or paragraph is therefore ‘unsound’) mean that, for our suggested 
amendments to policies to be regarded appropriately through the consultation 
process and subsequent examination of the AAP, we have needed to indicate that 
we consider a number of policies to be ‘unsound’.  

The IAMP has potential to have implications for Gateshead’s economic growth, and 
this consultation is the first opportunity we have had to consider the Councils’ draft 
policies for an AAP.  Through this consultation response we would like to
recommend a number of revisions to the proposed policies which we consider could 
improve their effectiveness, particularly in relation to the potential impacts on 
Gateshead.  However, we would like to make clear that, as noted in our previous 
responses to consultation on emerging proposals for the IAMP, Gateshead Council 
is supportive of this project, and we regard the overarching vision and broad policy 
approach to development at the IAMP to be appropriate.  We consider that when 
taken as a whole, our suggested amendments to the draft IAMP AAP policies 
amount to relatively minor modifications which, if taken forward would improve the 
clarity of the Councils’ emerging policy approach to development of an IAMP.  

Strategic Policies
Policy S2 sets out the Councils’ approach to designating Green Belt and 
safeguarded land.  Criterion B states: “Areas of safeguarded land shall only be 
released for development through a review of the AAP, where it can be 
demonstrated that there is insufficient land within the allocated employment areas to 
accommodate development needs.”  Although the criterion makes clear that a 
revision of the IAMP AAP is the only means by which safeguarded land can be 
released for development, neither the policy nor its supporting text give an indication 
of how the Councils will determine whether there is sufficient land within the 
allocated employment areas to accommodate development needs.  The monitoring 
framework provided within Appendix B identifies a contingency measure for 
monitoring the implementation of this policy (and the trigger for a review of the IAMP 
AAP), stating: “If 50% of the land is taken up by year 5, then consider an early review 
of the AAP to release the safeguarded land”.  However, this approach does not 
appear to provide a clear mechanism for how the capacity of the IAMP will be 
reviewed after year five of the project’s implementation.

The future release of safeguarded land (50ha) at the IAMP could have significant 
implications for economic development in the wider area, and for Gateshead’s policy 
approach to the provision of employment land.  In our view, the policy would benefit 
from increased clarity regarding which criteria need to be fulfilled before a review of 
the IAMP AAP would be deemed necessary.  Inclusion of some criteria within policy 
S2 or its supporting text (rather than the current reference within the monitoring 



framework table) would also aid transparency.  In our view, appropriate criteria would 
establish how future development needs at the IAMP will be determined, and set out 
how these needs will be considered against the remaining capacity of land within the 
IAMP.

Policy S2 and the approach to monitoring this policy appear to refer only to an 
exploration of the demand for, and supply of employment land within the allocated 
employment areas of the IAMP.  Notwithstanding the specific sectors that will be the 
focus of development at the IAMP, in our view a more effective assessment of the 
need to release safeguarded land would consider the supply of suitable and 
deliverable employment land in other nearby locations, including those within 
Gateshead.  Such an approach would be in keeping with the Duty to Cooperate, and 
would aid in minimising the potential displacement effects of the IAMP project.  
Considering the supply of employment land in nearby areas will be of particular 
relevance if development within the IAMP’s allocated employment areas contains 
occupiers operating outside of the automotive and advanced manufacturing sectors.   

Land Uses 
Policy S3 aims to establish the principal uses that will be located within the IAMP.  
Supporting text to the policy notes that, in order to protect against potential future 
changes to permitted development rights, the long term uses of the IAMP for the 
automotive and advanced manufacturing sectors will be secured through a 
requirement in the Development Consent Order (DCO).  Providing a robust and 
unambiguous planning framework for the uses that are to be located within the IAMP 
is likely to be a key factor in its success as a strategically important employment 
location.  Accordingly, we consider that policy S3 should more clearly specify the 
principal uses that will be considered appropriate within the IAMP.  Implementing the 
IAMP vision will mean the development of the IAMP primarily for B2 and B8 uses, 
and these Principal Uses should be clearly defined within the AAP policy.  Clearly 
identifying the Principal Uses within policy S3 would also support the implementation 
of other AAP policies, including policy S4, which makes reference to the Principal 
Uses “as set out in policy S3”. 

Criterion B of policy S3 aims to establish criteria which will be used to assess where 
development proposals not associated with automotive or advanced manufacturing 
sectors will be acceptable.  For proposals to be considered acceptable, criterion B.iii. 
requires applicants to demonstrate “that there are no alternative, suitable locations”
that could accommodate the proposal.  The AAP does not indicate the geographic 
area that should be used in the assessment of alternative, suitable locations.  Given 
the IAMP’s close proximity to Gateshead, and a number of our employment areas, 
we consider the policy would be more effective if it is made clear that assessments 
of suitable, alternative locations should include an appraisal of potential development 
sites in Gateshead.

Policy S4 identifies the mix of uses (in terms of amount of floorspace) that will be 
accommodated within the IAMP.  Although the policy sets the total amount of 
floorspace for employment (B use class) uses within the IAMP, the policy does not 
indicate floorspace area(s) of individual units.  Supporting text to the policy notes: 
“The IAMP AAP will facilitate provision for a range of unit sizes to encourage 
companies of varying scales to locate on the site.  This approach offers the 



opportunity for business growth within the development to encourage future 
sustainability”.  We recognise the potential benefits of supporting the development of 
businesses located within the IAMP, and also acknowledge the need to 
accommodate a range of unit sizes within the IAMP to cater for the needs of different 
businesses.  However, in our view, it would be appropriate for the majority of the 
IAMP’s premises to be larger units capable of attracting and accommodating larger 
occupiers.  An approach of focussing on the provision of larger premises, capable of 
accommodating established businesses would be in keeping with the IAMP’s vision 
of establishing “A nationally important and internationally respected location for 
advanced manufacturing and European-scale supply chain industries”, and would 
also support the objective of attracting “European-scale ‘super suppliers’”.  Provision 
of a relatively high proportion of larger units would also support the use of the IAMP 
by businesses operating in the automotive and advanced manufacturing sectors, 
reinforcing the Councils’ approach of concentrating development within these 
specific sectors.

Policy S5 aims to establish the Councils’ approach to ancillary uses within the IAMP.  
Ancillary uses will provide an important supporting function within the IAMP; 
however, if left unchecked, there is potential for retail and leisure uses in particular to 
occupy space in the IAMP that would be better used by industrial occupiers.  In this 
way, inappropriate development of retail and leisure uses within the IAMP could be 
detrimental to the project, and could detract from its contribution to economic growth.  
Accordingly, a clear and succinct policy is required to control the location and 
quantity of ancillary uses.  We consider the current structure of policy S5 results in 
some ambiguity regarding the appropriate quantity and location of ancillary uses 
within the IAMP.

Criterion A of policy S5 sets out the type and quantity of ancillary uses that will be 
acceptable within the whole of the IAMP, and states: “To support the delivery of a 
sustainable scheme the following ancillary uses shall be permitted within the IAMP
[our emphasis] as part of a comprehensive scheme comprised in the IAMP DCO 
application”.  The criterion goes on to specify the total quantity of floorspace that will 
be permitted for some ancillary uses, including a total of 1,500sq m for retail and 
leisure uses.  

Criterion B specifies that ancillary uses of education, training, leisure and hotel uses 
shall be accommodated within or next to the Hub.  Although supporting text to policy 
S6 suggests that the Hub will be a key location for retail uses, restaurants and cafés, 
such uses are not mentioned within criterion B of policy S5.  

Criterion D of policy S5 states: “In addition to the Hub location, small scale retail and 
leisure provision of up to 1,000sq m gross floorspace shall be supported to service
the northern extent of the IAMP, north of the River Don”.  Criterion D of this policy 
(unlike criterion A) does not make clear whether the amount of ancillary floorspace 
specified is the total quantity of floorspace that will be permitted, or the maximum 
area that will be acceptable for a single unit.    Assuming that criterion D sets out the 
total retail and leisure floorspace that will be acceptable within the northern part of 
the IAMP, applying this alongside criterion A suggests that there will only be 500sq 
m of retail and leisure facilities within the Hub location, which does not seem 
appropriate for its status as the ‘focal point’ for ancillary facilities.



An unambiguous policy framework guiding the location and quantity of ancillary uses 
within the IAMP as a whole, and within the Hub location specifically would contribute 
to a more effective policy, and we respectfully suggest that revisions are made to 
improve the clarity of policy S5.

Design
Policy D1 provides key design principles that will be used to shape the IAMP.  Given 
the sensitivity of the River Don to nearby development, we suggest that protection 
and enhancement of the River Don corridor should be a key design principle for the 
IAMP, set out within policy D1.  Effective water management and provision of 
landscape and ecology buffers will support this principle, as would a requirement for 
the proposed bridge crossing to be sensitively designed to minimise its impact on the 
River Don corridor.  A requirement to protect and enhance the River Don Corridor 
would also be consistent with the policy approach Gateshead Council has taken to 
development at the South of Follingsby Lane employment site, allocated within policy 
KEA2 of the Gateshead and Newcastle Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan 
(CSUCP).

Highway Infrastructure
Policy T1 relates to the mitigation of the highways impacts of the IAMP.  The 
Councils have published a Transport Technical Background Report to support 
consultation on the publication draft AAP; however, this report does not provide 
detail on the transport modelling work that has been undertaken.  Through ongoing 
dialogue, South Tyneside Council and Sunderland City Council have agreed to share 
this more detailed evidence on transport modelling with Gateshead Council.  Once 
we have received and had the opportunity to review this evidence, we hope to be in 
a position to advise on whether we consider the approach to mitigating the IAMP’s 
traffic impacts is appropriate, particularly regarding the potential impacts on 
Gateshead. 

Walking, Cycling and Horse Riding
Policy T2 sets out the Councils’ emerging policy on non-motorised transport at the 
IAMP.  If sustainable transport options are to be optimised within the IAMP, and 
within this part of the region, policies should seek to firmly integrate sustainable 
transport options within developments.  The current approach within policy T2, 
particularly within criterion A.i. and A.ii. places focus on accommodating cycleways 
and footpaths around planned changes to the highways network, rather than 
highlighting the importance of establishing a high-quality, integrated sustainable 
transport network.  We would support changes to policy T2 which emphasise the 
value of integrated sustainable transport routes in encouraging sustainable 
commuting, and acknowledge the importance of connecting the IAMP with wider 
sustainable transport networks.

Public Transport
Policy T3 sets out the approach that will be taken to promote and facilitate public 
transport servicing the IAMP.  We support the enhancement of bus services to and 
from the IAMP, and are keen to engage with both Councils to discuss potential links 
to Gateshead and the potential mutual benefits of links with the proposed Park and 
Ride facility at Follingsby. 



Flood Risk and Drainage
Policy IN2 includes requirements to provide SuDS features within the IAMP.  
Criterion C requires that “…run-off from the site (post development) does not exceed 
corresponding greenfield rates, minimises pollution and is effectively managed with 
clear ownership in place”.  While we support the principle of this policy, we consider 
that its requirements regarding pollution should be strengthened, by replacing 
“minimises” with “prevents”.  The policy also presents an opportunity to support the 
multifunctional benefits of SuDS, and should require SuDS to provide multifunctional 
benefits to wildlife, landscape and water quality.  The contribution of SuDS, flood 
mitigation measures and river restoration in supporting the enhancement of the River 
Don Wildlife Corridor should also be recognised within the policy.

A further opportunity for the IAMP to compliment the development of the South of 
Follingsby Lane site could be realised if policy IN2 required off-site measures to 
enhance the River Don corridor westwards up to the Gateshead boundary, to 
integrate with activity to enhance the River Don corridor through development in 
Gateshead.  This approach would support the wider catchment management and 
ecological connectivity of the River Don. 

Ecology
Policy EN2 seeks to establish policies which will protect and enhance the ecological 
value of the IAMP.  As referred to in our comments relating to draft AAP policies D1 
and IN2, the River Don corridor provides a valuable shared ecological resource 
which spans areas of Gateshead, South Tyneside and Sunderland.  The mobile 
nature of protected species also means that development within the IAMP has 
potential implications for biodiversity within Gateshead.  In this respect, Gateshead 
Council would support a strong policy approach to protecting and enhancing Local 
Wildlife sites and ecological connectivity through development of an IAMP.  We 
recognise that policies of the AAP will be applied alongside those contained in the 
Councils’ other Local Plan documents.  However, we would support revisions to the 
wording of policy EN2 to provide a more robust policy approach requiring the 
protection and enhancement of ecological assets through development of the IAMP.

Supporting text to policy EN2 states: “Priority will be given to mitigating effects [on 
ecological assets] within the IAMP boundary, however in certain cases it may be 
necessary to provide offsite mitigation”.  In our view it will be necessary to provide 
offsite mitigation if the ecological connectivity along the River Don corridor is to be 
protected, and this should be made clear within policy EN2.  

Summary
If the potential benefits of an IAMP for Sunderland, South Tyneside, and the wider 
region are to be delivered, effective cooperation with key stakeholders will be of 
fundamental importance.  Gateshead Council welcomes the opportunity to contribute 
to the IAMP’s success through active participation in this process.  

Yours Faithfully,



Neil Wilkinson

Spatial Planning and Environment
Development & Public Protection
Communities and Environment
Gateshead Council
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Areas of safeguarded land shall only be released for 
development through a review of the AAP, where it can be demonstrated that there is 
insufficient land within the allocated employment areas to accommodate development 
needs

If 50% of the land is taken up by year 5, then consider an early 
review of the AAP to release the safeguarded land



as set out in policy S3

that there are no alternative, suitable locations

The IAMP AAP 
will facilitate provision for a range of unit sizes to encourage companies of varying scales 
to locate on the site.  This approach offers the opportunity for business growth within the
development to encourage future sustainability

A nationally important and internationally respected location for advanced 
manufacturing and European-scale supply chain industries

European-scale ‘super suppliers’

To support the delivery of a 



sustainable scheme the following ancillary uses shall be permitted within the IAMP
as part of a comprehensive scheme comprised in the IAMP DCO application”

In addition to the Hub location, small scale retail and 
leisure provision of up to 1,000sq m gross floorspace shall be supported to service the 
northern extent of the IAMP, north of the River Don



…run-off from the site (post development) does not exceed corresponding 
greenfield rates, minimises pollution and is effectively managed with clear ownership in 
place

Priority will be given to mitigating effects
within the IAMP boundary, however in certain cases it may be 

necessary to provide offsite mitigation
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Introduction 
 

1.1 This Statement of Common Ground has been prepared jointly between the parties consisting of 
Sunderland City Council and South Tyneside Council (“the Councils”); and Historic England. 
 

1.2 The Statement sets out the confirmed points of agreement between the Councils and Historic 
England with regard to the submitted International Advanced Manufacturing Park Area Action 
Plan (IAMP AAP) 2017-2032. 

Background 
 

2.1 The Councils have been working jointly to prepare the IAMP AAP which will establish the 
planning policy framework for the delivery of a new International Advanced Manufacturing Park 
on land to the north of the existing Nissan manufacturing plant. 

2.2  In August 2016, the Council’s published the Publication draft of the IAMP AAP for statutory 
consultation under Regulation 19 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning)(England) 
Regulations 2012. 

2.3  In response to this statutory consultation, Historic England submitted a formal response to the 
draft plan on 26 September 2016.  A copy of this response can be found at Appendix 1. 

2.4  The response submitted indicated that, as published, Historic England was not satisfied that the 
plan was sound or legally compliant for several reasons, as set out below: 

 
There was no evidence that the plan had been informed by an up-to-date and robust historic 
environment evidence base, or that a proper assessment had been made of the likely impact 
of the different allocation options upon the significance of any heritage assets affected, in 
particular the Grade II Listed Hylton Grove Bridge which would be located within the centre 
of the site; 
There was little protection offered to the heritage asset by the draft policies, with the 
exception of a passing reference in Policy D1; and 
That the presence of the Grade II Listed Hylton Grove Bridge was not recognised on the 
Policies Map. 

2.5 In order to address these concerns, the Councils have been working together with Historic 
England and have subsequently agreed several minor changes to the AAP and supporting 
evidence base; comprising of the Planning Policy Technical Background Report and 
Sustainability Appraisal –Post Publication Draft Consultation Addendum; to satisfy the concerns 
of Historic England. 

2.6  Subject to these changes to the Planning Policy Technical Background Report and Sustainability 
Appraisal – Post Publication Draft Consultation Addendum, Historic England have agreed that 



they wish to formally withdraw their objections as they now consider that the draft AAP 
incorporating the proposed modifications as submitted, is both sound and legally compliant.   

  



Agreed matters 
 

3.1  In agreement with Historic England, the Councils have proposed the following minor 
modifications to the AAP as submitted (new text shown in bold).  Please note that the 
paragraphs below also reflect other changes proposed as a result of the consultation and 
therefore may address more than just Historic England’s concerns: 

2.5:  The IAMP Site Masterplan Objectives 

“The site currently mainly comprises of arable farmland. The River Don runs through the centre 
of the area. The Grade II listed Hylton Grove Bridge runs over the River Don. The site was 
previously crossed by railway infrastructure which is no longer present on site and existing 
development is limited to mainly agricultural buildings which are distributed across the site 
along the A1290, off Downhill Lane and Follingsby Lane. The North East Land Sea and Aircraft 
Museums is located in the southern part of the site next to the A1290 / Washington Road along 
with some residential properties. There are also approximately 2.5ha of playing fields located 
adjacent to the museums.” 

4.4.1 Masterplan Objectives 

“Preserving and enhancing heritage assets:  This objective seeks to preserve and enhance the 
Grade II listed Hylton Grove Bridge and its setting within the River Don corridor, together with 
the setting of other heritage assets in the vicinity of the IAMP AAP boundary.” 

Policy D1: Masterplan Design 

“Have special regard to preserving and enhancing the significance, including any contribution 
made by their setting, of heritage assets within and in proximity to the site, including Give 
consideration to the setting of listed buildings such as Scot’s House (Grade II*) on the south side 
of the A184, Hylton Grove Bridge (Grade II) on Follingsby Lane and views from elevated 
locations such as Boldon Downhill and the Penshaw Monument” 

Appendix A: IAMP AAP Policies Map 

Inclusion of Grade II Listed Hylton Grove Bridge as a feature on the Policies Map with reference 
to Policy D1. 

3.2 In addition to the agreed changes to the IAMP AAP, the councils have also agreed changes to 
the supporting Planning Policy Technical Background Paper and have prepared a Sustainability 
Appraisal – Post Publication Draft Consultation Addendum.  Historic England have agreed the 
text included within these supporting documents , which together with the proposed minor 
modifications to the AAP, address the concerns raised within their letter dated 26 September 
2016.  
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Sent by email to: iamp@sunderland.gov.uk;  iamp@southtyneside.gov.uk  
 
 
Dear Ms Harrison 
 
Consultation on International Advanced Manufacturing Park for the North East Region:  
Draft Area Action Plan 
 
Thank you for consulting Historic England on the International Advanced Manufacturing Park 
(IAMP) for the North East Region Draft Area Action Plan (AAP).  As the Government’s statutory 
adviser on all matters relating to the historic environment in England, we are pleased to offer our 
comments.  We champion and protect England’s historic places, providing expert advice to local 
planning authorities, developers, owners and communities to help ensure our historic environment 
is properly understood, conserved and enjoyed. 
 
We have previously commented on the proposed options for the IAMP (our email of 3 February 
2016 refers) and more recently on the Scoping Opinion for the EIA (our letter to PINS of 15 
September 2016).  Our earliest response notified the council of the designated heritage assets 
within the vicinity, including the Grade II listed Hylton Grove Bridge within the site boundary.  We 
pointed out the requirement under the NPPF that local planning authorities should recognise that 
heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource and conserve them in a manner appropriate to their 
significance.  In addition, the effects of development upon both designated and undesignated 
heritage assets should be considered, to assess any potential impact upon their significance 
including any contribution made by their setting.  We also recommended that, again to be 
compliant with the NPPF, options for the site should be informed by an up-to-date and robust 
historic environment evidence base, and a proper assessment made of the likely impact of the 
different allocation options upon the significance of any heritage assets affected. 
 
We are therefore surprised and concerned to note that the draft AAP, its accompanying 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA),  and the Planning Policy Technical Background Report, make virtually 
no reference to heritage assets, and we can only find one passing reference to the designated asset 
within the plan document (AAP Policy D1 (vi)).  The designated asset within the centre of the site is 
not identified on any of the site plans, and none of the IAMP AAP supporting documents appear to 
have considered the historic environment or provided an evidence base.  In addition, the 
Sustainability Appraisal assessment has failed to identify the designated assets within Table B1.7 of 
its appendix, or consider any impacts upon designated or undesignated assets within the appraisal, 
even stating in Table 4 that ‘The presence of cultural assets in, and around, the areas considered for 
the AAP are limited. Without the introduction of the AAP it is expected that the range, scale and 
condition of cultural assets will broadly continue as recent trends indicate.’ 

 
Claire Harrison 
Sunderland City Council 
Project Office 
Civic Centre 
Burdon Road 
Sunderland  
SR2 7DN 
 

Our ref:  
Your ref: 
 
Telephone 
Mobile 
 
Date 

PL00034147 
 
 
0191 269 1237 
07775 003532 
 
26 September 2016 



 
For these reasons, we do not consider that the draft AAP is sound or legally compliant.  Our 
comments with regards specific sections are as follow. 
 
Page 8, section 3.1:  This section states that the IAMP AAP has been developed in accordance with 
the requirements of the NPPF, including the presumption in favour of sustainable development.  
However, as we have noted above, we can find little evidence that the plan has been prepared in 
accordance with the NPPF guidance on the historic environment.  The NPPF provides clear 
guidance on cultural heritage in its section 12, including in paragraph 129 which states that ‘Local 
planning authorities should identify and assess the particular significance of any heritage asset that 
may be affected by a proposal (including by development affecting the setting of a heritage asset) 
taking account of the available evidence and any necessary expertise. They should take this 
assessment into account when considering the impact of a proposal on a heritage asset, to avoid or 
minimise conflict between the heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of the proposal.’  We can 
find no evidence within the AAP, the supporting evidence, or the SA, that this has been done.  It is 
also worth noting that the NPPF is clear in paragraph 7 that there are three dimensions to 
sustainable development, and the environmental role includes the need to protect and enhance the 
historic environment. 
 
Page 10, section 3.3:  As noted above, the AAP does not appear to be supported by any evidence on 
cultural heritage or the historic environment.  It is therefore unclear how the AAP is compliant with 
paragraph 169 of the NPPF.  
 
Page 20, section 4.4:  We welcome the intention to steer the heights of buildings within the scheme 
to reduce impacts on views from areas such as the Penshaw Monument, which is a Grade 1 Listed 
Monument.   
 
However, there is no mention within the supporting text of the need to sustain and enhance the 
historic environment, as required by the NPPF.  Although there is mention of listed buildings within 
Policy D1, the wording of this policy only requires proposals to ‘give consideration to the setting of 
listed buildings …’, which is inadequate protection, referring only to the setting of the asset and not 
providing any protection for the asset itself.  This policy is therefore non-compliant with both the 
NPPF and the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.  We would draw your 
attention in particular to paragraphs 126 and 132 of the NPPF, and to section 66 of the Act, which 
states that ‘In considering whether to grant planning permission for development which affects a listed 
building or its setting, the local planning authority or, as the case may be, the Secretary of State shall 
have special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special 
architectural or historic interest which it possesses.’ 
 
Page 28, section 6.1:  We recognise that the AAP contains many positive proposals, including setting 
out principles on landscape design in policy EN1.  However, again there is no mention of the historic 
environment, despite the supporting text referring to how the policy focuses on the protection and 
enhancement of the built environment. 
 
Policies Map:  As noted above, the Policies Map – while identifying locally important wildlife sites – 
has failed to identify the nationally important Grade II listed asset in the centre of the site, which is a 
major omission. 
 
 
Unfortunately, for the reasons outlined above, we do not consider that the draft AAP, as currently 
presented, can be found sound, as it is not supported by sufficient evidence or compliant with 



national policy.  However, we are confident that, by addressing the historic environment within the 
SA, providing sufficient evidence, and amending the relevant AAP policies to set out how they will 
sustain and enhance the significance of heritage assets, then the plan will readily meet the legal 
requirements.

We hope that these comments are helpful, but please do not hesitate to contact us should you 
require any further information. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Barbara Hooper 
Principal, Historic Places Team 
 
Email:  barbara.hooper@historicengland.org.uk 
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Introduction 
 

1.1 This Statement of Common Ground has been prepared jointly between the parties consisting of 
Sunderland City Council, South Tyneside Council and Newcastle City Council. 
 

1.2 The Statement sets out the confirmed points of agreement between the Councils with regard to 
the submitted International Advanced Manufacturing Park Area Action Plan (IAMP AAP) 2017-
2032. 

Background 
 

2.1 Sunderland and South Tyneside Councils have been working jointly to prepare the IAMP AAP 
which will establish the planning policy framework for the delivery of a new International 
Advanced Manufacturing Park on land to the north of the existing Nissan manufacturing plant. 

2.2  In August 2016, the Councils published the Publication draft of the IAMP AAP for statutory 
consultation under Regulation 19 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning)(England) 
Regulations 2012. 

2.3  In response to this statutory consultation, Newcastle City Council submitted a formal response 
to the draft plan on 26 September 2016.  A copy of this response can be found at Appendix 1. 

2.4  The response submitted indicated that, as published, Newcastle City Council was not satisfied 
that the plan was sound or legally compliant for several reasons, as set out below: 
 

Policy S3 did not make clear what the ‘principal uses’ are, and it was considered that the 
policy should be tightened up to prevent the IAMP becoming a general business/industrial 
park which would compete with Gateshead and Newcastle’s offer and the delivery of their 
adopted  Core Strategy and Urban Core Policies (CSUCP); 
Further clarity is required on what sectors the provision of  the 24,000 sqm of employment 
floorspace  for B1(a) and B1(b) set out in Policy S4 relate to, in terms of what size the units 
will be, and how this relates back and is ancillary to the objectives and purpose of the IAMP; 
and 
Further clarity is needed in policies S5 and S6 on how it is planned to control the location 
and quantity of ancillary uses. 

2.5 In order to address these concerns, the Councils have been working together and have 
subsequently agreed several minor changes to the AAP to satisfy the concerns of Newcastle City 
Council. 

2.6  Subject to these changes, Newcastle City Council have agreed that they wish to formally 
withdraw their objections as they now consider that the revised AAP, as submitted,  is both 
sound and legally compliant. 

  



Agreed matters 
 

3.1  In agreement with Newcastle City Council, Sunderland City Council and South Tyneside Council 
have made the following minor modifications to the AAP (new text shown in bold). 

Policy S3:  Principal Uses 

A. Through the DCO application, Consent shall be granted for employment development, in the 
allocated employment areas on the policies map production, supply chain and distribution 
activities directly related to the Automotive and Advanced Manufacturing sectors. These 
are the Principal Uses for IAMP., where the intended uses directly relate to the automotive 
and advanced manufacturing sectors for production, supply chain and distribution activities. 

B. To ensure premises are retained for their original permitted use in the long term the DCO 
shall contain requirements to that effect or the Councils may consider making a direction 
under Article 4 of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) 
(England) Order 2015 to that effect. 

C. Employment development proposals from other sectors for B2 uses and B8 uses shall only 
be acceptable where: 

i. demand for this other type of use to be located within the IAMP can be clearly 
demonstrated through market demand analysis; and 

ii. it can be demonstrated that this type of use is not detrimental to the operation or known 
needs of the principal uses and the objectives of the IAMP AAP or to the comprehensive 
development of the IAMP; and 

D. it can be demonstrated there are no alternative, suitable locations  

E.  Development consent for B2 and B8 uses should be granted subject to DCO requirements to 
ensure premises are retained for the original permitted use in the long term. 

F. C. Proposals for residential development and development outside of the parameters as set 
out within Policy S5, shall not be permitted.  

D.  Proposals for retail and leisure uses outside of the Hub as shown on the Policies Map shall 
not be permitted, with the exception of the modest scale ancillary uses in the Northern 
Employment Area (denoted by an ‘N’ on the Policies Map).  

4.3.1: Principal Uses 

The long term use and sustainability of the strategic employment location for the automotive 
and advanced manufacturing sectors will be secured though a requirement in the DCO and/ or a 
Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order Article 4 Direction, which 
can remove specific development rights related to change of use or permitted development or 
operational development. 

Policy S4: Mix of uses Scale and Quantum of Principal and Supporting Employment Uses 

A. Within the allocated employment areas shown on the IAMP AAP policies map, planning 
permission shall be granted for up to 260,000 sq m of employment space for the Principal 
Uses as follows: where the mix of uses is: 



i. up to 24,000 sq m of employment space for B1(a) and B1(b) class uses only where this is 
related to in support of the Principal Uses, as set out in Policy S3; and ii. up to 236,000 sq m of employment space for B1(c), B2 and B8 class uses. 

4.3.2: Mix of Uses 

The primary scale and quantum of mix of uses set out in the policy originates from the ‘Strategic 
Employment Study’ (2013) and the schedule of employment and floorspace (2014) submitted as 
part of the City Deal.  The scale and mix of uses is evidenced and justified within the Commercial 
and Employment Background Report.  

Deletion of Policies S5 and S6 of the Publication draft and their replacement with one 
amalgamated Policy with supporting text, as set out below: 

4.3.3: The Hub and Ancillary Uses  

Policy S5: The Hub and Ancillary Uses 

A. To support the delivery of a sustainable scheme the following ancillary uses shall be 
permitted to form ‘The Hub’, in the location shown on the Policies Map as part of the 
comprehensive development of IAMP: 

i. A hotel (Use Class C1) (up to 150 beds) with associated leisure and conference 
facilities; 

ii. Education and training facilities (Use Class D2 (c)) to support the Principal Uses; 

iii. Managed workspace for micro and start-up business (Use Class B1a) up to 
cumulative total of 3,000sqm gross floorspace), which is in addition to the total 
floorspace allowance set out for Principal Uses set out in Policy S4; 

iv. Nursery and child-care facilities (up to cumulative total of 1,000sqm gross 
floorspace); 

v. A range of small scale retail units (Use Class A1 and A3) up to cumulative total of 
1,500sqm gross floorspace, with no single unit being greater in size than 250sqm 
gross; and 

vi. A multi-modal transport interchange accommodating public transport, cycling and 
pedestrian access. 

B. The Hub should provide for higher density development compared to the surrounding 
employment uses in IAMP, to enable a concentration of permitted uses. 

C. The Hub shall be the primary location for ancillary uses. Provision for small scale retail 
provision (A1) up to a cumulative total of 1,000 sqm gross floorspace will be permitted 
within the Northern Employment Area, to support the Principal Uses, with no single unit 
being greater in size than 250sqm gross. 

The vision for the IAMP is for ‘a planned and sustainable employment location’. For this vision to 
be realised, the IAMP should include ancillary uses to provide an attractive working environment 
and meet the needs of a skilled workforce. Ancillary uses associated with retail, leisure and hotel 
facilities and space for education and training provision will be necessary to meet the vision and 
objectives for the IAMP. 

Complementary ancillary uses are required within the IAMP AAP area to allow existing and new 
employees the opportunity to access facilities and services locally, making the development more 



sustainable. These facilities may also be accessible and beneficial to employees in the adjacent 
Nissan complex and the residents of surrounding residential areas, but are primarily to serve the 
employment uses. 

The Hub is located in the south of the AAP area, bordering the A1290 in order for existing 
employees at Nissan and related current supply chain to access the facilities and transport 
interchange easily and to also integrate an existing business, the Horseshoe Public House into the 
Hub offer. 

This approach is in accordance with the NPPF, which emphasises the importance of sustainable 
development through the creation of ‘a high quality built environment, with accessible local 
services that reflect the community’s needs and support its health, social and cultural well-being’. 
Therefore, it is important for the IAMP AAP to include provision to meet the needs of the business 
community at the IAMP and ‘secure a good standard of amenity for all existing and future 
occupants of land and buildings’. 
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Introduction 
 

1.1 This Statement of Common Ground has been prepared jointly between the parties consisting of 
Sunderland City Council and South Tyneside Council (“the Councils”); and Sport England. 
 

1.2 The Statement sets out the confirmed points of agreement between the Councils and Sport 
England with regard to the submitted International Advanced Manufacturing Park Area Action 
Plan (IAMP AAP) 2017-2032. 

Background 
 

2.1 The Councils have been working jointly to prepare the IAMP AAP which will establish the 
planning policy framework for the delivery of a new International Advanced Manufacturing Park 
on land to the north of the existing Nissan manufacturing plant. 

2.2  In August 2016, the Councils published the Publication draft of the IAMP AAP for statutory 
consultation under Regulation 19 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning)(England) 
Regulations 2012. 

2.3  In response to this statutory consultation, Sport England submitted a formal response to the 
draft plan on 22 September 2016.  A copy of this response can be found at Appendix 1. 

2.4 The response submitted indicated that, as published, Sport England objected to the plan for the 
following reasons: 

 
Neither the policies map, nor the plan, acknowledges that the plan area includes a playing 
field site (located immediately north and east of the Aircraft Museum); 
The AAP does not consider how development could proceed whilst satisfying paragraph 74 
of the NPPF and Sport England’s playing field policy; and 
The AAP should have had regard to the detail contained within Sunderland’s Playing Pitch 
Strategy 2015 in its preparation.  If it is not proven that there is a surplus of playing pitches 
(across all sports and age-groups) in this part of Sunderland when the land comes forward 
for development then it will be necessary to replace the playing field in accordance with 
Sport England’s playing field exception E4 and NPPF para 74. 

2.5 In order to address these concerns, the Councils have been working together with Sport 
England and have subsequently agreed several minor changes to the AAP and supporting 
evidence base to satisfy the concerns of Sport England. 

2.6  Subject to these changes, Sport England have agreed that they wish to formally withdraw their 
objections as they now consider that the draft AAP incorporating the proposed modifications as 
submitted, is both sound and legally compliant. 

  



Agreed matters 
 

3.1  In agreement with Sport England, the Councils have proposed the following minor modifications 
to the AAP (new text shown in bold).  Please note that the paragraphs below also reflect other 
changes proposed as a result of the consultation and therefore may address more than just 
Sport England’s concerns: 

2.5:  The IAMP Site Masterplan Objectives 

“The site currently mainly comprises of arable farmland. The River Don runs through the centre 
of the area. The Grade II listed Hylton Grove Bridge runs over the River Don. The site was 
previously crossed by railway infrastructure which is no longer present on site and existing 
development is limited to mainly agricultural buildings which are distributed across the site 
along the A1290, off Downhill Lane and Follingsby Lane. The North East Land Sea and Aircraft 
Museum is located in the southern part of the site next to the A1290 / Washington Road along 
with some residential properties. There are also approximately 2.5ha of playing fields located 
adjacent to the museum.” 

Policy S1: Comprehensive Development– Supporting text 

“This policy releases 100ha of land to the north of Nissan within the IAMP AAP boundary from 
the Green Belt for allocation for employment uses. Within the AAP area the current North East 
Land Sea and Aircraft Sea Museum is present and is anticipated to remain on the site. There is 
also approximately 2.5ha of playing fields located adjacent to the Museum.  These will be 
retained on the site until deemed surplus to requirement by an up-to-date Playing Pitch 
needs assessment , in consultation with Sport England. Should the playing fields be required 
for development prior to being evidenced as surplus to requirements, they should be re-
provided in accordance with Sport England’s playing field policy exception E4.”
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