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INTRODUCTION
1. This is one of a series of five reports dealing with the
metropolitan districts of Tyne and Wear.
In each of these
reports we firstly set out our analysis of those proposals put
to us for radical change to the County as a whole, and then our
consideration of the boundaries of the particular metropolitan
district under review.
2.

The five reports are as follows:(i) Gateshead, and its boundaries with Castle Morpeth and
Tynedale in Northumberland and Derwentside and Chester-leStreet in County Durham.
(ii) Newcastle upon Tyne. and its boundaries with
Gateshead and with Castle Morpeth in Northumberland.

(iii) North Tvneside. and its boundaries with Newcastle
upon Tyne and with Blyth Valley and Castle Morpeth in
Northumberland.
(iv) South Tyneside. and its boundaries with Gateshead,
Newcastle upon Tyne, North Tyneside and Sunderland.
(v) Sunderland, and its boundaries with Gateshead, with
the City of Durham, Chester-le-Street and Easington in
County Durham.

3. This Report contains our final proposals for Gateshead's
boundaries with Castle Morpeth and Tynedale in Northumberland,
and with Chester-le Street and Derwentside in County Durham. We
are making a series of minor proposals to these boundaries to
make them more clearly identifiable; but we are not suggesting
any radical changes to the pattern of local government boundaries
in Tyne and Wear.
ANNOUNCEMENT OF START OF THE REVIEW
4. On 1 February 1988 we wrote to all the districts

in the

Metropolitan County of Tyne and Wear announcing the start of a
review of the County and its Metropolitan Districts under section
48(1) of the Local Government Act 1972.
5. Copies of our letter were sent to the county and district
councils bordering the Metropolitan County; parish councils in
the adjoining districts; to the local authority associations; to
Members of Parliament with constituency interests; to the
headquarters of the main political parties; the local press,
television and radio stations? and a number of other interested
persons and organisations.
6. The Metropolitan District Councils were requested, in cooperation as necessary with the other principal authorities, to
assist us in publicising the start of the review by inserting a
notice for two successive weeks in local newspapers, so as to
give a wide coverage in the areas concerned.
7. A period of seven months from the date of the letter was
allowed for all local authorities, and any person or body
interested in the review, to send us their views on whether
changes to the district boundary were desirable, and if so, what
those changes should be and how they would best serve the
interests of effective and convenient local government, the
criterion laid down in the Act.

SUGGESTIONS FOR RADICAL CHANGE
Our initial consideration

8. The response to our letter of 1 February 1988, announcing the
review, included about a thousand letters and postcards, the
majority of which expressed their lack of identification with the
metropolitan county. Most of the comments received from
individuals gave little specific information, but we recognised
some common strands of complaint and the following paragraphs
outline our consideration of the grievances identified and the
changes suggested.

(a) Abolition of the Metropolitan County

9. Morpeth Northumbrian Gathering Committee and four members of
the public suggested the abolition of the Metropolitan County of
Tyne and Wear; the return of North Tyneside and Newcastle to
Northumberland; and Gateshead, Sunderland and South Tyneside to
County Durham. The Committee had made these suggestions on
historical grounds and to reverse the creation of what it
considered to be an artificial county. It was not entirely clear
from these representations whether the transformation of the
metropolitan districts into shire districts within a two-tier
system was being firmly recommended. Three letters were received
from individuals who said that they identified with the County
of Tyne and Wear and were against its abolition.
10. We considered the representations made to us and noted that,
although under Section 47(1)(d) of the Local Government Act 1972
it would have been possible for us to propose the abolition of
a metropolitan county, Schedule 17 of the Local Government Act
1985 repealed that provision and we could no longer act on any
representations to that effect.

11. Apart from the legal position, we noted that, while there
had been considerable change in the area over recent years,
Newcastle has maintained its position as the regional centre.
We recognised the County's distinctiveness as a region. We also
recognised the close social and economic links, and the area's
strong cultural identity, especially across the Tyne.
12. We concluded that the two parts of the County, north and
south of the Tyne, had more in common with each other than with
the counties of Northumberland and Durham; and that to retain the
metropolitan district form of government in the area would be in
the best interests of effective and convenient local government.
(b) Restructuring of the Metropolitan County
13. We received other suggestions for radical change to be made
to parts of Tyne and Wear, particularly around Washington New
Town. A local resident favoured the retention of the Metropolitan
County but suggested the abolition of North Tyneside, South
Tyneside and Gateshead, and the enlargement of Newcastle upon
Tyne and Sunderland, to embrace these areas.
In addition, we examined on our own initiative areas where the
boundary appeared to be overlain by development or poorly related
to the pattern of community life. We recognised, also, that some
settlements that are presently outside the Metropolitan County,
such as Cramlington and Chester-le-Street, had strong attachments
to it in socio-economic terms.
14.
Several proposals were made to us for radical changes to
the pattern of authorities south of the River Tyne. The common
issues in these proposals were the status of Washington New Town
and the unsatisfactory boundary between Tyne and Wear and County
Durham in the light of the present pattern of development.
We
concluded however that although Washington had a separate
character from Sunderland, it lacked the necessary population and
resources to become a separate Metropolitan District. While it
might be viable as a shire district in County Durham its affinity

lay with the Metropolitan County and we considered that it should
remain an integral part of Tyne and Wear.
15.
We noted that there was continuous development between
Birtley (in Tyne and Wear) and Chester-le-Street (in County
Durham) and felt that these areas, and Washington, might share
a community of interest. However, while some proposals had been
made for a new metropolitan district incorporating the three
settlements, there was little evidence that the current pattern
of districts failed to provide effective and convenient local
government.
16. The guidelines set down for us stipulate that radical change
is only appropriate where we consider that present arrangements
clearly fail to provide effective and convenient local
government. We did not consider that this was the case in Tyne
and Wear and felt that it was therefore inappropriate for this
review to propose radical changes that would affect the pattern
of local authorities in the area. We recognised, also, that any
proposals to include within Tyne and Wear areas which were at
present outside it might affect the viability of neighbouring
authorities and would be likely to give rise to considerable
opposition from the areas concerned.
For all these reasons,
therefore, we decided to confine our draft proposals to those
places where specific boundary anomalies reguired rectification.
(c) Change of the County's Name

17.
We received a small number of representations from
individuals who suggested that we remove or change the name of
Tyne and Wear. We do not have the power to change the name;
moreover, the number of representations did not indicate
widespread dissatisfaction and we are unconvinced that a change
of name would be likely to improve the provision of effective and
convenient local government.

(d) Change of the postal addresses of the County
18.

We

received a number of letters from individuals who were

dissatisfied with the current postal addresses of the area.
However, we have no authority in this area of administration,
which is entirely a matter for the Post Office. Accordingly, it
is inappropriate for us to make any proposal based on these
representations.

Response to interim decisions
19. As part of our publication of draft proposals and interim
decisions on specific boundary changes for each of the
metropolitan districts, we announced our intention to make no
proposals for radical change to the County of Tyne and Wear. We
received only a small number of responses on this issue.
Feelings were again expressed that Tyne and Wear should be broken
up and divided between Northumberland and County Durham.
An
alternative suggestion was that Whitley Bay, Tynemouth and
Wallsend should be transferred to the Borough of Blyth Valley in
Northumberland. Birtley Town Council suggested that in the long
term a new metropolitan district should be created from Birtley,
Chester-le-Street and Washington, but that the status quo should
continue in the meantime.
Our conclusions
20. Throughout this review, there has been little interest in
radical change, which for the most part called for a reversion
to a more historic pattern of local government.
We understand
the strength of local feeling in support of historic counties.
However, we do not have power either to propose the abolition of
the metropolitan county or to propose the incorporation of the
metropolitan districts into their former counties.

21.

We do have the power to propose changes in the .pattern of.

metropolitan districts. However, our guidelines state that such
radical change would be appropriate only where the Commission
considers that present arrangements

clearly fail to provide

effective and convenient local government.

We do not consider

that the present pattern of local government in Tyne and Wear has
failed in this way, and radical change would not, under existing
legislation, be in the interests of effective and convenient
local government. We have therefore

conf irmed as f inal our

interim decisions not to propose any radical change in Tyne and
Wear.
22.

Nevertheless, the issues that we have considered suggest

that, were there to be a wider review of Tyne and Wear in the
future, it would be necessary to examine the size of the local
authorities in the area (both within and outside the metropolitan
county); the extent of the metropolitan area; and the pattern of
authorities in the Washington area.

PROPOSED MINOR CHANGES TO GATESHEAD'S BOUNDARIES
The Submissions made to us
23. In response to our letter of 1 February 1988, we received
representations from the Metropolitan Borough of Gateshead, from
the County Councils of Durham and Northuiaberland, and from the
District Councils
of Castle Morpeth,
Chester-Le-Street,
Derwentside and Tynedale. We also received representations from
Birtley Town Council; the Parish Councils of Medley and Wylara;
from Newcastle Health Authority; and about a thousand letters and
postcards from individuals (but see also paragraph 8).

Announcement of our draft proposals/interim

decisions

24. After considering these representations we published a
further consultation letter on 20 July 1990 announcing our draft
proposals and interim decisions for Gateshead. Copies were sent
to the local authorities concerned and to all those who had made
representations to us. Gateshead, Northumberland and County
Durham, and Castle Morpeth, Chester-le-Street, Derwentside and
Tynedale, were asked to publish a notice giving details of our
decisions and to post copies of it at places where public notices
are customarily displayed. They were also asked to place copies
of our letter on deposit for inspection at their main offices for
a period of eight weeks. Comments were invited by 19 October
1990.

Response to our draft proposals/interim decisions
25.
In response to our draft proposals we received
representations from Gateshead" Metropolitan Borough Council,
Northumberland and Durham County Councils, and one member of the
public. No responses were received from Castle Morpeth, Chesterle-Street, Derwentside or Tynedale District Councils.
26. As required by Section 60(2) of the Local Government Act
1972, we have carefully considered all the representations made
to us and set out below our final proposals.

THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN GATESHEAD AND CASTLE MORPETH
River Tyne
Draft proposal
27. Gateshead, Northumberland and Castle Morpeth all suggested
that the existing boundary be realigned to follow the mid-stream
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course

of the River Tyne

so as to provide a more readily

identifiable boundary.
28.
We agreed that the present boundary was anomalous and
decided to issue a draft proposal defining the boundary as being
at the centre of channel of the river at low water.
Final proposal
29.
Gateshead supported our draft proposal to realign the
boundary to the centre of channel of the River Tyne at low water.
We received no other representations and have decided to confirm
our draft proposal as final.
THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN GATESHEAD AND TYNEDALE
River Tyne
Draft proposal

_\ t

30.

In order to provide a more readily identifiable boundary

both Gateshead and Northumberland suggested a realignment of the
present boundary to follow the mid-stream course of the river.
Tynedale suggested a realignment to the south bank of the river.
31.
We considered the suggestions and concluded that the
proposed realignment along the centre of the River Tyne would
provide a better boundary. We therefore decided to issue a draft
proposal defining the boundary as being at the centre of channel
of the river at low water.
Final proposal
32.

Gateshead

and Northumberland

both supported

our draft

proposal to realign the boundary to the centre of channel of the
River Tyne at low water. We have decided to confirm it as final.

Castle Hill

.. •

Draft proposal
33. Gateshead suggested a realignment of the boundary to follow
the course of Stanley Burn and so provide a more readily
identifiable boundary.
Tynedale District Council and Wylam
Parish Council suggested an alternative realignment that would
transfer the site of Castle Hill Hospital and a small number of
properties to Tynedale.
This suggestion was supported by
Northumberland, subject to a minor adjustment at Crawcrook Lane.
Gateshead objected to this suggestion arguing that this larger
transfer was not necessary.
34. We considered all the representations made to us and the
possibility that the premises of Castle Hill Hospital (which
closed in 1989) might be transferred from Newcastle Health
Authority to Gateshead Health Authority.
We agreed that the
properties concerned seemed to have some affinity with Wylam in
Tynedale but concluded that the larger transfer was not necessary
as a minor amendment would clarify the boundary. We therefore
decided to adopt Gateshead's suggestion as our draft proposal.

Final proposal
35.
Gateshead supported our draft proposal to realign the
boundary to the current course of Stanley Burn so as to provide
a more readily identifiable boundary. Northumberland noted our
proposal but also commented that it understood that Wylam Parish
Council was considering submitting an alternative proposal
involving minor adjustments to the existing boundary at Bradley
Mill Farm. In the event we received no further representations
and have decided to confirm our draft proposal as final.
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Leadgate Village

. •

Draft proposal

36.
In order to simplify highway maintenance and service
provision Gateshead suggested a realignment of the existing
boundary so as to unite Leadgate Village in its authority.
Northumberland agreed that Leadgate should be united but thought
it should be united in Tynedale.
37. We considered both suggestions and noted that the greater
part of Leadgate was already in Tynedale. We therefore decided
to adopt Northumberland's suggestion as our draft proposal.
Final proposal
38. Northumberland supported our draft proposal to unite the
village of Leadgate in Tynedale.
Gateshead said that it had
provided a high level of services to the area for 16 years, which
Northumberland would find extremely hard to match, and repeated
its suggestion that Leadgate should be united in Gateshead.
However, Gateshead provided no new evidence to support its
original suggestion and we have decided to confirm our draft
proposal as final.

Moorgate Plantation and Labourn's Fell
Draft proposal
39. In order to simplify highway maintenance and
readily identifiable boundary Northumberland,
Tynedale, suggested a realignment of the present
would transfer Moorgate Plantation to Gateshead
Fell and the property of 'Ravenside' to Tynedale.
was supported by Hedley Parish Council. Gateshead
it was not opposed to the suggestion.
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provide a more
supported by
boundary. This
and Labourn's
The suggestion
indicated that

40.

We considered the suggestion and noted the support for it.

We therefore decided to adopt Northumberland's suggestion as our
draft proposal, subject to a minor amendment to improve clarity.
Final proposal
41.

Gateshead

proposal

to

and Northumberland both supported

transfer

Moorgate

Plantation

to

our draft

Gateshead

and

Labourn's Fell and the property called 'Ravenside' to Tynedale.
We received no other representations and have decided to confirm
our draft proposal as final.
Milkwell Burn
Draft proposal
42. We noted that the boundary at Milkwell Burn was not clearly
identifiable and considered that a realignment would be in the
interests of effective and convenient local government.
We
therefore decided to issue a draft proposal to this effect.
Final proposal
43.
Gateshead and Northumberland both supported our draft
proposal to realign the boundary at Milkwell Burn.
We have
decided to confirm it as final.

THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN GATESHEAD AND DERWENTSIDE
Rowland's Gill
Draft proposal
44.

Gateshead

and Durham County Council both suggested

an

identical realignment of the boundary to the mid-stream course
of the River Derwent. We acknowledged the need to improve the
12

existing boundary in this area. We therefore decided to ac|opt
the joint suggestion as our draft proposal, subject to a minor
amendment.
Final proposal
45. Gateshead and Durham both supported our draft proposal to
realign the boundary in this area.
We received no other
representations and have decided to confirm it as final.
Leapmill Burn
Draft proposal
46. Durham suggested a realignment of the present boundary to
the course of the Leapmill Burn so as to provide a more readily
identifiable boundary.
We agreed that this suggestion would
provide a better boundary in this area and decided to adopt it
as our draft proposal.
Final proposal
47.
Gateshead supported our draft proposal to realign the
boundary in this area. We received no other representations and
have decided to confirm it as final.
Byermoor
Draft proposal
48. In order to provide a readily identifiable boundary, and to
assist reclamation of an area of derelict land by uniting it in
one authority, Durham County Council suggested the transfer of
land at Byermoor from Gateshead to Derwentside. Gateshead agreed
that the derelict land needed to be reclaimed but opposed the
suggestion on the grounds that the current boundary did not cause
any problems.
13

49.
We noted that the present boundary is anomalous an£
considered that the suggested realignment would improve its
identification. In the interests of effective and convenient
local government we decided to adopt Durham's suggestion as our
draft proposal, subject to a minor adjustment to clarify highway
maintenance on the A692.
Final proposal

50. Gateshead and Durham both supported our draft proposal to
transfer land at Byermoor from Gateshead to Derwentside with a
modification to clarify highway maintenance on the A692. We have
decided to confirm our draft proposal as final.
Fortune Hill
Draft proposal
51. We noted that the boundary at Fortune Hill was not clearly
identifiable, and considered that a realignment would be in the
interests of effective and convenient local government.
We
therefore decided to issue a draft proposal to this effect.
Final proposal
52. Gateshead and Durham both supported our draft proposal to
realign the boundary in this area.
We received no other
representations and have decided to confirm it as final.
Hedley West House Farm
Draft proposal
53. In order to simplify the provision of highway maintenance
Durham suggested a realignment of the boundary in the vicinity
of Hedley West House Farm. Gateshead made a similar but more
limited proposal.
14

54. We considered that a realignment would be in the interests
of effective and convenient local government and agreed that the
suggestion would simplify highway maintenance and provide a more
readily identifiable boundary.
We therefore decided to adopt
Durham's suggestion as our draft proposal, subject to a minor
extension to improve clarity.
Final proposal
55. Gateshead and Durham both supported our draft proposal to
realign the boundary in this area.
We received no other
representations and have decided to confirm it as final.
THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN GATESHEAD, DERWENTSIDE AND CHESTER-LE-STREET
Beamish Hill, near Coppy
Draft proposal
56. Durham County Council suggested a realignment of the present
boundary to the side of the road in order to remove a length of
defaced and undefined boundary.
57. We agreed that the suggestion would provide a more readily
identifiable boundary and considered that the access to Beamish
Mill should be united in Chester-le-Street. We also observed
that the nearby Chester-le-Street/Derwentside boundary was
unsatisfactory in this area but, because it is outside the
Metropolitan County, concluded that it could not be rectified
under this review. We decided to adopt Durham's suggestion as
our draft proposal.
Final proposal
58.
Gateshead supported our draft proposal to realign the
boundary in this area. We received no other representations and
have decided to confirm our draft proposal as final.
15

THE BOUNDARY BETWEEN GATESHEAD AND CHESTER-LE-STREET
Beamish East Moor
Draft proposal
59.
Durham County Council suggested the realignment of the
present boundary so as to unite Pockerleyhill Wood in Chester-leStreet and provide a more readily identifiable boundary.
Gateshead suggested a minor realignment to improve clarity.
60. We agreed that Durham's suggested realignment would improve
the existing defaced boundary. We therefore decided to adopt
Durham's suggestion as our draft proposal, subject to a minor
adjustment.
Final proposal
61.
Gateshead supported our draft proposal to unite
Pockerleyhill Wood in Chester-le-Street. We received no other
representations and have decided to confirm it as final.

High Forge
Draft proposal
62. Gateshead suggested a realignment of the present boundary
in the vicinity of High Forge where it split properties. Durham
made a similar suggestion.
63. We agreed that the suggested realignment would be in the
interests of effective and convenient local government.
We
therefore decided to adopt Gateshead's suggestion as our draft
proposal.
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Final proposal
64.

.. •

Gateshead supported our draft proposal to unite properties

in the vicinity of High Forge, together with their road access,
in Chester-le-Street. We received no other representations and
have decided to confirm our draft proposal as final.
Urpeth Burn and River Team
Draft proposal
65. In order to make the boundary more easily identifiable both
Gateshead and Durham suggested a realignment to follow the new
course of the Urpeth Burn and River Team.
66. We agreed that this would provide a better boundary in this
area and decided to adopt Gateshead's suggestion as our draft
proposal.
Final proposal
67.
Gateshead supported our draft proposal to realign the
boundary to follow the new course of the Urpeth Burn and the
River Team.
We received no other representations
decided to confirm our draft proposal as final.

and have

ELECTORAL CONSEQUENCES
68. A table showing the electoral changes which we recommend as
consequential to our proposals is attached at Annex B. Only a
minimal number of electors are affected by the changes and we do
not anticipate any adverse effect on electoral representation at
either district or county level.
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CONCLUSIONS
69.

We believe that our final proposals, which are summarised

in Annex C to this report, are in the interests of effective and
convenient local government, and we commend them to you.
PUBLICATION
70. A separate letter is being sent to the Metropolitan Borough
of Gateshead, to the County Councils of Northumberland and Durham
and to Castle Morpeth, Tynedale, Derwentside and Chester-leStreet District Councils, asking them to deposit copies of this
report at their main offices for inspection for a period of six
months. They are also being asked to put notices to that effect
on public notice boards. Arrangements have been made for similar
notices to be inserted in the local press.
The text of the
notice will explain that the Commission has fulfilled its
statutory role in this matter and that it now falls to you to
make an order implementing the proposals, if you think fit,
though not earlier than six weeks from the date our final
proposals are submitted to you. Copies of this report, with the
attached maps illustrating the proposed changes, are being sent
to all those who received our draft proposal letter of July 1990,
to those who made written representations to us, and to other
interested parties.
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South Tynedale Ward
Slaley ED

Tyne and Wear County
Gateshead MB
non-parlshed area
Chopwell and Rowlands Gill Ward

Tyne and Wear County
Northumberland County
Goteshead MB
Tynedale District
nan-p<irlsn«d area
Hedley CP
Chopwell and Rowlands Gill Ward South Tynedale Word
Slaley ED
Durham County
Derwentslde District
Burnopfleld Ward
Burnopfield and Dip ton ED

Tyne and Wear County
Goteshead MB
Chopwell and Rowlands Gill Ward
-

Tyne and Wear County
Durham County
Gateshead MB
Derwentslde District
Chopwell ond Rowlands Gill Ward Burnopfleld Ward
Burnopfleld and Dlpton ED

C E
F H

Tyne ond Wear County
Gatesheod MB
Whickhom South Word
"

Durham County
Derwentslde District
Burnopfleld Ward
Burnopfleld and Dlpton ED

CONSEQUENTIAL
AREA
REF.

n
L/

TO

FROM
Durham County
Derwentslde District
Burnopfield Ward
Burnopfleld and Dlpton CD

Tyne and Wear County
Gateshead MB
Whickham South Ward
-

A

Durham County
Derwentslde District
Tanficld Ward
Tanfield ED

Tyne and Wear County
Gateshead MB
Whickham South Ward

B

Tyne and Wear County
Gateshead MB
Whickham South Ward

Durham County
Derwentside District
Tanfield Ward
Tanfield ED

Durham County
Derwentslde District
Tanfield Ward
Tanfield ED

Tyne and Wear County
Gateshead MB
Whickham South Ward
_

Tyne and Wear County
Gateshead MB
Whickham South Ward
_

Durham County
Derwentslde District
Tanfleld Ward
Tanfield ED

Tyne and Wear County
Gateshead MB
Lamesley CP
Lamesley Ward
-

Durham County
Derwentslde District
non-parlshed area
Tanfield Ward
Tanfield ED

Durham County
Derwentslde District
non-parlshed area
Tanfield Ward
Tonfield ED

Tyne and Wear County
Gateshead MB
Lamesley CP
Lamesley Ward

r
v*

F
L.

D

A

Durham County
Derwentslde District
non-parished area
Tanfleid Ward
Tanfield CD

Tyne and Wear County
Gateshead MB
Lamesley CP
Lamesley Ward

MAP
NO.

8
cont.

CHANGES
AREA
REF.

FROM
Tyne and Wear County
Gateshead MB
Lamesley CP
Lamesley Ward
_

Durham County
Derwentslde District
non-parlshed area
Tanfleld Word
Tanfield ED

r

Tyne and Wear County
Gateshead MB
Lomesley CP
Lamestey Ward
-

Durham County
Chester-Ie-Streel District
Urpeth CP
Urpeth Ward
Pelton ED

A

Tyne and Wear County
Gateshead MB
Lamesley CP
Lamesley Ward
_

Durham County
Chester-le-Street District
Urpeth CP
Urpeth Word
Pelton ED

Durham County
Chester-le-Street District
Urpeth CP
Urpeth Ward
Pelton ED

Tyne and Wear County
Gateshedd MB
Lamesley CP
_Lamesley Ward

County
A r\* Durham
Chester-le-Street District

Tyne and Wear County
Gdteshead MB
Lamesley CP
Lamesley Ward

9

c
M

H K
10
B D
E
G J
11

TO

K

Urpeth CP
Urpeth Ward
Pelton ED
Tyne and Wear County
Gateshead MB
Lamesley CP
Lamesley Ward

Durham County
Chester-le-Street District
Urpeth CP
Urpeth Ward
Pelton ED

Durham County
Chester-le-S1reet
Urpeth CP
Urpeth Ward
Pelton CD

Tyne and Wear County
Gateshead MB
Lamesley CP
Lamesley Ward

District

CONSEQUENTIAL CHANGES
MAP
NO.

AREA
REF.

Tyne and Wear County
Gateshead MB
Lomesley CP
Lomesley Ward
-

cont.

TO

FROM

Durham County

Chester-le-Streel District
Urpeth CP
Urpeth Ward
Pelton ED

L N

Q S

Tyne and Wear County
Gatesheod MB
AAr\ Lamesley CP
n
Lamesley Ward

U W
YI

12

CCEE
GG JJ

M P
R T
V X
Z BB
DDFF
HHKK

District

Tyne and Wear County
Gateshead MB
Lamesley CP
Lamesley Ward

C
C
F
K
p
r

Durham County
Ch«$ter-le-Street District
Urpeth CP
Urpelh Ward
Pelton ED

Tyne and Wear County
Gatesheod MB
Lamesley CP
Lomesley Ward
-

L

D
JJ
* i
N

Tyne and Wear County
Gateshead MB
Lamesley CP
Lamesley Ward

Q

R

Durham County
Chester-le-Street District
Urpeth CP
Urpeth Word
Pelton ED

A

E
H

13

Durham County
Chester-le-Street
Urpeth CP
Urpeth Ward
Pclton ED

Durham County
Chester-le-Street District
Urpeth CP
Urpeth Ward
Pelton ED

M
B
G
VJ

MAP
NO.

AREA
REF.

FROM

TO

ANNEX C

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED BOUNDARY CHANGES BETWEEN THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH
OF GATESHEAD AND ITS BOUNDARIES WITH THE DISTRICTS OF CASTLE MORPETH
AND TYNEDALE IN NORTHUMBERLAND AND THE DISTRICTS OF DERWENTSIDE AND
CHESTER-LE-STREET IN COUNTY DURHAM
River Tyne

Minor realignment to
the centre of the
River Tyne

Paragraphs 27-29
Map 1

River Tyne

Minor realignment to
the centre of the
River Tyne

Paragraphs 30-32
Maps 1 and 2

Castle Hill

Minor realignment to
follow the current
course of Stanley
Burn to provide a
more readily
identifiable
boundary

Paragraphs 33-35
Map 2

Leadgate Village

Minor realignment to
unite the village of
Leadgate in Tynedale

Paragraphs 36-38
Map 3

Moorgate Plantation
and Labourn's ~Fell

Minor realignment to
transfer Moorgate
Plantation to
Gateshead and
Labourn's Fell and
property to Tynedale
and to simplify
highway maintenance

Paragraphs 39-41
Map 3

Milkwell Burn

Minor realignment at
Milkwell Burn to
provide a clearly
identifiable
boundary

Paragraphs 42-43
Map 4

Rowland's Gill

Minor realignment to
provide a more
identifiable
boundary

Paragraphs 44-45

Leapmill Burn

Minor realignment to
provide a more
readily identifiable
boundary

Paragraphs 46-47
Map 5

Byermoor

Minor realignment to
transfer land at
Byermoor from
Gateshead to
Derwentside and a
modification to
clarify highway
maintenance on the
A692

Paragraphs
Map 5

Fortune Hill

Minor realignment to
establish
identification of
the boundary in this
area

Paragraphs 51-52
Map 6

Hedley West House
Farm

Minor realignment in
this area to clarify
and simplify highway
maintenance

Paragraphs 53-55
Map 7

Beamish Mill near
Coppy

Minor realignment to
side of road and to
remove a length of
defaced and
undefined boundary

Paragraphs 56-58
Map 8

Beamish East Moor

Minor realignment to
unite Pockerleyhill
Wood in Chester-leStreet and to
provide a more
readily identifiable
boundary

Paragraphs 59-61
Map 8

High Forge

Minor realignment to
unite properties in
the vicinity of High
Forge together with
their road access in
Chester-le-Street

Paragraphs 62-64
Map 9

Urpeth Burn and
River Team

Minor realignment to
the boundary to
follow the new
course of the Urpeth
Burn and River Team

Paragraphs 65-67
Maps 9-13

48-50

