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Introduction 

 

Persimmon Homes North East has had a continued involvement as a key member interested 

in the emerging Making Spaces for Growing Places plan and are glad to have the opportunity 

to review this next stage of the plan. The development industry should be heavily involved in 

the preparation process of the emerging plan. This response covers the Making Spaces for 

Growing Places plan and the Inspector’s Schedule of Matters, Issues and Questions 

response. Each response has been provided in relation to the questions raised by the 

Inspector. 

 

MATTER 3 GREENBELT 

 

Green Belt 

 

3.1 Has the Council undertaken a comprehensive assessment of the current development 

capacity within existing urban areas and other areas outside the current Green Belt? Have 

all reasonable options for meeting the identified need been examined? 

Please refer to our representations in relation to questions 4.3, 4.5 and 4.6 of Matter 4 

appended to this document, which highlights why we believe the Council should consider 

alternative and additional sites for allocation. For this reason we do not consider that all 

reasonable options for meeting the identified need have been examined appropriately. 

 

3.2 Can all the Council’s housing requirement be accommodated on land outside the Green 

Belt? If so, would such an approach contribute to sustainable patterns of development? 

Please refer to our representations in relation to questions 4.3, 4.5 and 4.6 of Matter 4 

appended to this document. In order to effectively meet the Council’s housing requirement 

and effectively respond to years of under delivery of housing supply, land within and out 

with the Green Belt should be appropriately assessed and considered.  
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Appendix A – Matter 4 Responses 

 

4.3 Is there a sufficient range and choice of sites allocated in the Plan in terms of location, 

type and size, to provide adequate flexibility to meet the CSUCP housing requirement for 

Gateshead to 2030? Would the housing allocations ensure that the Plan would be 

positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with the Framework, insofar as it 

seeks to boost significantly the supply of housing and make effective use of land? 

The allocations identified within Appendix 2 are primarily smaller sites across a range of 

locations within Gateshead. When selecting housing sites, for allocation, the Council should 

select the widest possible range of sites by both size and market locations to provide sites 

which appeal to all sizes of developers. A large proportion of the sites allocated in the plan 

are relatively small scale or brownfield sites however it is important that all sites contained 

within the plan are deliverable over the plan period.  

 

Please refer to our representations to question 4.5 and 4.6 regarding concerns in relation to 

the allocation of smaller and brownfield sites within the Plan. 

 

A key concerns is that of housing delivery and it is important to ensure that an appropriate 

range of sites for housing delivery are identified and that policies within the plan do not 

delay or prevent this. The Council should provide maximum flexibility within the overall 

housing land supply in order to respond to changing circumstances. It is important that the 

plan seeks to provide sufficient development opportunities to meet the housing 

requirement but also provide an appropriate buffer over and above the requirement. In this 

regard the Council should treat the housing requirement as a minimum rather than a 

maximum and a buffer of sites will provide greater opportunities for the plan to deliver its 

housing requirement. 

 

 

4.5 Is the supply of housing sufficiently flexible in the event of non-delivery of allocated 

sites and to adapt to rapid change? Is there a sufficient buffer in the event of non-delivery 

of sites? 

We are supportive of the provision of surplus dwellings and it has been identified within the 

Housing Topic Paper (June 2019) that there is a surplus of 2,193 dwellings. It is considered 

that an appropriate buffer should be considered in this respect. The reasons for the inclusion 

of a buffer are two fold. Firstly, the NPPF is clear that plans should be positively prepared, 

aspirational and deliverable to significantly boost housing supply. Secondly the purpose of a 

buffer will provide flexibility and therefore provide greater opportunities for the plan to 

deliver its housing requirement. A buffer in the order of 20% of the requirement would be 

recommended.  

 

We acknowledge that the strategic housing allocation at Metrogreen is to be managed by 

Part 4 of the Local Plan for Gateshead via the Metrogreen Area Action Plan. The 

deliverability of Metrogreen should be considered as part of the housing land supply 

identified within the MSGP and should capture an appropriate buffer of sites in the event 

that Metrogreen does not become available and come forward for development.  

 

It also noted that a number of the sites allocated within the MSGP are small scale or 

brownfield sites. Following assessment of the allocated sites, it is evident that there is 

reliance on allocated sites within the MSGP which have viability issues.  
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As stated within the Gateshead SHLAA (2018) there has been a significant and continued 

under delivery of housing against the CSUCP requirement and an under delivery in each of 

the last 4 years, As a result of this under delivery the Council have produced a Housing 

Delivery Test Action Plan (2019) (Action Plan). The Action Plan highlights that only 50% of 

the housing requirement has been delivered in the period between 2015 – 2018. A large 

proportion of the housing allocations within MSGP are small scale sites and as set out within 

the Action Plan, Gateshead have had significant issues with delivering small sites. It is further 

highlighted within the Action Plan that one of the causes of under delivery in the borough is 

in fact that neighbouring local authorities have delivered higher levels of new housing than 

Gateshead due to their reliance on larger volume housebuilders, whereas due to 

Gateshead’s reliance on smaller Brownfield sites, this has detracted from development in 

the region. We therefore consider that the identification of small scale or brownfield sites 

will not effectively assist the Council with meeting their housing requirement and that an 

appropriate buffer of sites should be included for. 

 

 

4.6 Is there a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the relevant allocated 

sites in Appendix 2 of the Plan within the first five years of the plan? 

As set out within our representations to question 4.5, the allocated sites included for within 

the plan include for small scale or brownfield sites, some of which will need to overcome 

viability issues. We consider that there are a number of sites expected to be delivered within 

the first 5 years of the plan however this will require landowners and developers overcoming 

brownfield constraints and viability issues, clearance and remediation of sites as well as the 

approval and implementation of the planning consent. There are for example 21 allocated 

MSGP sites within Council ownership, comprising a total of approximately 854 dwellings 

which will be required to over come the issues above and deliver housing within the first five 

years. We therefore question whether a number of the allocated sites within the MSGP are 

considered deliverable in accordance with the Framework and will come forward within the 

first five years of the plan. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


