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Matter 4 

Gateshead Making Spaces for Growing Places Development Plan Document Examination 
in Public 

Response to the Inspector’s Matters, Issues and Questions 

Made on Behalf of Taylor Wimpey  

Matter 4: Homes 

Preamble 

4.1 This Hearing Statement is made on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Limited (our ‘Client’), in 

advance of making verbal representations at the Examination in Public of the Making Spaces 

for Growing Places Development Plan Document (MSGP). Our Client has made comments 

throughout the consultation process, and this Hearing Statement makes reference to those 

previous representations. 

4.2 Our Client has multiple land interests with the Gateshead Metropolitan Borough area, and is a 

proactive housebuilder within the borough, with recent Minded to Grant developments at Ryton 

and Kibblesworth and on-site development at Crawcrook. Our client has additional land 

interests at Kibblesworth and Crawcrook, as well as further land at Whickham, and has 

continually reviewed the emerging MSGP document to ensure it is consistent and compliant 

with national policy, and to ensure effective in its aspirations to deliver enough homes that 

Gateshead needs, when considering past delivery and its future pipeline of housing sites. 

4.3 Our response to the relevant questions in Matter 4 are found below. We have had specific 

regard to the tests of soundness outlined in the National Planning Policy Framework (the 

‘Framework’); namely that the policies in the MSGP must be justified, effective, positively 

planned and consistent with national policy in order to be found sound.  

Issue 4A: Is the Council’s approach towards the supply and delivery of housing land 
justified, effective and consistent with national policy, in order to ensure the timely 
delivery of the CSUCP housing requirement for Gateshead? 

4.4 Our Client does not wish to make written representations on Questions 4.1 

Quest ion  4 .2 : I s  i t  appropr ia te t ha t  the s i t es  a re refer red to  in  Append ix  2  o f  t he  

P lan  ra ther  t han  in  P o l i cy  M SGP 10?  I s  i t  c l ea r  how  t he  hecta rage set  ou t  i n  P o l i cy  

M SGP 10  w ou ld  t rans l a te t o  the  p rov is i on  o f  hom es?  I s  P o l i cy  M SGP 10  cons is t en t  

w i th  pa ragraph  16 (d)  o f  t he  Fram ew ork ?  
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4.5 Paragraph 16 (d) of the Framework states that Local Plans must contain policies that are clearly 

written and unambiguous, so that it is evident how a decision maker should react to 

development proposals. Hence it would be preferable for the allocations to actually be in the 

policy, rather than just as an appendix. 

 

4.6 Policy MSGP10 frustratingly makes no reference to the actual sites, how many are being 

allocated, or indicative capacities or site yields. This information is not even considered as part 

of the supporting text, and the reader is directed to Appendix 2 of the MSGP.  

 
4.7 Appendix 2 lists the sites but has no supporting text of note. The Table has a column for 

capacities but does not provide commentary on whether this is an indicative figure, or whether 

the sites are to be capped at that figure. Indeed, there is a lack of information present in the 

policy and Appendix all together regarding the sites, there isn’t a total number of units the 

sites would provide or confirmation of exactly how many sites are being allocated. 

 

4.8 The site allocation policy specifying the amount of land is largely irrelevant in comparison to 

the actual sits themselves and the homes they will provide. We therefore consider that the 

policy fails to be effective in its purpose and is unsound. 

 

 Quest ion  4 .3 : I s  t here  a  su f f i c i en t  range and cho ice  o f  s i t es  a l loca ted  in  the P lan  in  

t erm s  of  l oca t i on , t ype  and  s i z e, t o  p rov ide  adequate  f l ex ib i l i t y  t o  m eet  t he  CSUCP  

hous ing  requ i rem ent  for  Gateshead  to  2030?  W ou ld  the hous ing  a l l oca t i ons  ensur e  

tha t  the P lan  w ou ld  be pos i t i v e ly  p repared, jus t i f i ed , ef fect i v e, and  cons is t en t  w i th  

the Fram ew ork , i nsofa r  as  i t  seek s  t o  boos t  s ign i f i can t ly  t he supp ly  o f  hous ing and  

m ak e ef fect iv e  use o f  land?  

 

4.9 No is the short answer, supply will not be boosted. Appendix 2 of the MSGP proposes to allocate 

112 sites for housing, with a total site capacity of 2,912, when the Minor Modifications are 

applied. The allocated sites cover a range of sizes, and a range of yields, however, calculated 

from Appendix 3 (Ref: GC001.6) of the Housing Topic Paper, 76% of the MSGP housing 

allocations are Council owned and 71% are previously developed sites. This means there is a 

reliance on challenging, complex and less attractive sites. 

 

4.10 As set out in Table 5 of the Housing Topic Paper (Ref:GC001.2), when comparing the delivery 

of homes on land predominantly owned by developers or other land owners, the Council have 

failed to develop its allocated land where the land predominantly falls within its ownership. Its 

shows that of the Core Strategy Allocations, at almost 71% approved, or minded to approve, 

but of the Urban Core Plan allocations, made up of largely previously development land in the 

Council’s ownership, only approximately 21% has planning permission. 
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4.11 With the Council having ownership of some much of the allocated site, it raises concerns over 

their deliverability given the predominantly previously developed nature of the allocations.  

 

4.12 The Councils should be providing a wide range of sites for small and medium housebuilders as 

well as the national housebuilders such as our client, which will help with the delivery issues 

faced by the Council. This is not currently the case with the MSGP housing allocations, and we 

consider Policy MSGP10 will therefore fail to be effective. 

 
 Quest ion  4 .4 : A re  the  assum pt ions  for  de l i very  o f  t he  a l l oca ted s i t es  rea l i s t i c  and  

suppor ted by  ev idence?  

 

4.13 It is important to consider that the Council have persistently failed to deliver the level of 

housing to meet its needs. The most recent Housing Delivery Test results for 2018 showed that 

the Council had delivered 50% of its required homes which automatically triggers the 

application of a 20% buffer on its 5 Year Land Supply.  

 

4.14 In Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) Paragraph: 007 Reference ID: 68-007-20190722, it states 

‘clear relevant information about site viability’ can be used to demonstrate deliverability on 

allocated site or those on the Brownfield Register. The Council have failed to do this in a 

number of its site assessments and conclusions set out in their Assessment of Housing Sites 

Potentially Contributing to the Supply (GC001.3). 

 

4.15 For example, the Council state in its conclusion for both site HLO15 and site HLH 30 that they 

have ‘viability issues but there is evidence of recent market interest in developing it’. Site 

HLC35 is therefore considered suitable and the 30 unit capacity is included in the Council’s 5 

Year Land Supply (Site Allocation Ref: MSGP10.129). Site HLH 30 is not considered suitable, 

and no further information is provided on either site as to what the differentiation is.  

 

4.16 As further evidence, the prominent site on the corner of Hawks Road and Mill Road, commonly 

known as the Hawks Mill site (Site Ref: HLC34) was granted planning permission in May 2018 

for a development incorporating 386 units, then another planning approval in October 2018 for 

317 units, and a further planning application has now been submitted and validated on 28th 

August 2019 for a Hotel and Serviced Apartments, with no residential provision. As stated in 

the supporting Planning Statement, the previous approvals have failed to come forward due, 

in part, to market changes and deliverability issues.  

 

4.17 It should be noted that the 317 units from the previous approved scheme form part of the 

Council’s SHLAA and 5 year land supply, and the site assessment identifies that there are ‘no 

identified constraints to achievability’. Clearly this isn’t the case and taking this site alone out 

of the Council’s housing supply drops their total supply in years down to 4.9 years. 
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4.18 Taking the above into consideration, the Council have not fully considered the implications of 

viability on a large percentage of their proposed previously developed land housing allocations, 

with a heavy reliance on themselves as landowner to resolve the issue, and they have not 

provided the clear evidence behind the conclusions of many sites. This is not in accordance 

with national policy, and the housing allocations policy will fail to be effective. 

 
 Quest ion  4 .5 : I s  t he  supp ly  o f  hous ing su f f i c ien t ly  f l ex ib l e  in  t he  event  o f  non-

de l i v ery  o f  a l l oca ted s i t es  and t o  adapt  t o  rap id  change?  I s  t here  a  su f f i c ien t  bu f fer  

in  t he  event  o f  non-de l i v ery  o f  s i t es?  

 
4.19  Table 3 of the Housing Topic Paper (Ref: GC001.2) shows that of the Core Strategy Allocations, 

almost 71% of the units have permission or a minded to grant. These are sites driven by 

developers such as out client e.g. the approval at north Crawcrook (187 units) and minded to 

grant at Kibblesworth (225 units). Likewise, the Ryton site, jointly promoted by TW and Bellway 

has a minded to grant for the full allocation. 

 

4.20 By contrast, of the Urban Core Plan allocations, made up of largely previously development 

land in the Council’s ownership, only approximately 21% has planning permission. This is not 

a criticism of the Council per se, just a clear indication of the complexities and constraints that 

the previously developed sites within Gateshead possess, and the impacts viability has in the 

borough. 

 

4.21 Given the significant and demonstrable delivery issues faced by the Council, we are concerned 

that the large amount of previously developed land forms the housing allocations, and the 

impact this will have on the Council meeting its Housing Delivery target, especially considering 

it needs to hit 75% in 2021, otherwise the Framework’s Presumption in Favour of Sustainable 

Development applies. The Council therefore needs to look at all options to meet its housing 

need, and guard against its deliverability issues and should be seeking to allocate a buffer of 

at least 20%, and ultimately look to review its Local Plan in 2020, including further strategic 

allocations and Green Belt releases in order to meet its deliverability targets. 

 
4.22 Our Client does not wish to make written representations on Questions 4.6 - 4.10 

 Quest ion  4 .11 : How  w ou ld  non-a l l oca ted s i t es  be dea l t  w i t h  i n  po l i cy  t erm s i f  t hey  

w ere t o  com e forw a rd  fo r  hous ing?  

 

4.23 It is not clear how the non-allocated sites would be dealt with, we would expect the Council to 

have made reference within the Plan to the scope for provision of further housing on 

unallocated sites. This would be in line with the Government’s objective of significantly boosting 

the supply of homes. 
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 Quest ion  4 .14 : A re  the  p roposed  hous ing s i t e  a l loca t ions  app ropr ia t e  and  j us t i f i ed  

in  t he  l igh t  o f  poten t ia l  const ra in t s , in f ras t ructu re  requ i rem ent s  and adverse  

im pact s?  I s  there  any  r i sk  t ha t  any  in f ra s t ructu re  requ i rem en t s , s i t e  cond i t i on s  

and/ or  const ra in t s  m igh t  prevent  or  de lay  deve lopm ent  or  adverse ly  a f fect  v iab i l i t y  

and  de l i v ery?  Can  su i t ab le m i t i ga t i on  m easu res  be ach ieved i n  order  t o  address  any  

pot en t ia l  adverse  ef fect s  iden t i f i ed?  A re these assum pt ions  rea l i s t i c?  

 

4.24 As set out above, the Council 76% of the MSGP housing allocations are Council owned and 

71% are previously developed sites. A significant proportion of these relies on the Council 

addressing the viability concerns themselves, or through the Gateshead Regeneration 

Partnership.  

 

4.25 As can be seen from the Council’s recent deliverability issues, these viability issues are not 

easy to resolve in area of low land values. The Council are relying on more profitable 

development as part of the Gateshead Regeneration Partnership to prop up development of 

the more difficult sites, but even this will not facilitate the amount of delivery needed to meet 

the Council’s need.  

 

4.26 Therefore, the reliance of funding streams and grants, and the front loading of more profitable 

schemes through hits regeneration partnership is not a secure way of meeting the Council’s 

significant need, with these often either delayed, or providing limited funding. The Council 

should not rely on these methods to unlock development on all identified sites with viability 

issues, and should review alternative methods to meet its need, starting with a Local Plan 

Review.  

 

4.27 Our Client does not wish to make written representations on Questions 4.15 - 4.21 

 Quest ion  4 .22 : I s  t here  a  c l ea r ly  iden t i f i ed  need  for  2 5%  of  a l l  new  hom es  on  

deve lopm ent s  o f  15  o r  m ore hous ing  un i t s  t o  be  bu i l t  t o  access ib l e  and  adaptab l e  

s t andard  and i s  t h i s  suppor ted by  v iab i l i t y  ev idence?  I s  P o l i cy  M SGP 11  pos i t i ve ly  

prepa red, j us t i f i ed , e f fect iv e  and  cons is t en t  w i th  na t iona l  po l i cy  and  gu idance and  

w i th  the  CSUCP ?  

 

4.28 The introduction of optional technical standards is addressed in the PPG, stating that ‘local 

planning authorities will need to gather evidence to determine whether there is a need for 

additional standards in their area, and justify setting appropriate policies in their Local Plans’.  

 

4.29 The PPG also states that the overall impact on viability is an important factor Local Planning 

Authorities must consider. The Council’s Viability and Deliverability Report shows through 

viability testing that if the 25% M4(2) requirement is applied, as stated in draft policy MSGP11, 

schemes are unviable in the low and low/mid urban and suburban areas. For schemes that are 
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100 dwellings or more, the areas where the 25% requirement makes them unviable increases 

to include mid, mid/high and high urban and suburban areas. Even when tested at 50 units, 

those locations in mid and mid-high are barely viable, with 1.05% and 0.95% BLV surplus 

respectively. 

 
4.30 As has been made clear throughout this statement, the Council have significant issues with 

delivery, particularly on those previously developed sites in lower value areas, something that 

can be read throughout the site assessment conclusions in  their Assessment of Housing Sites 

Potentially Contributing to the Supply (GC001.3). The inclusion of the optional technical 

standard could make these schemes even more unviable, and even more undeliverable, 

something the Council’s own Evidence Base Paper shows. To impose this policy is therefore 

not positively preparing the plan, and undermines the housing site allocations it proposes, and 

is therefore unsound. 

 

4.31 It must be remembered that all new homes will be built to part M4(1). According to Part M of 

the Building Regulations meeting M4(1) will ensure reasonable provision for most people, 

including wheelchair users, to approach and enter the dwelling and to access habitable rooms 

and sanitary facilities on the entrance storey. As such these standards are likely to be suitable 

for the majority of people. 

   

 Quest ion  4 .23 : Shou ld  there be any  f lex ib i l i t y  i n  P o l i cy  M SGP 11  to  address  s i t e-

spec i f i c  c i r cum stances  w h ich  m ay  m ake i t  d i f f i cu l t  t o  ach ieve M 4(2 )  requ i rem ent s?  

 

4.32 Full consideration of the PPG Paragraph: 008 Reference ID: 56-008-20160519 should be 

applied, which states ‘Local Plan policies should also take into account site specific factors such 

as vulnerability to flooding, site topography, and other circumstances which may make a 

specific site less suitable for M4(2) and M4(3) compliant dwellings, particularly where step free 

access cannot be achieved or is not viable. Where step-free access is not viable, neither of the 

Optional Requirements in Part M should be applied’. 

 

4.33 We consider that there should be flexibility within Policy MSGP11 to address site specific 

circumstances which may make it difficult to achieve M4(2) standards. 

 

 Quest ion  4 .24 : I f  seek ing o f f -s i t e  con t r i bu t i ons  t ow ards  de l i ve ry  o f  access ib le  and  

adaptab le hom es, shou ld  th i s  r equ i rem ent  be i nc luded in  P o l i cy  M SGP 11  ra t her  than  

in  i t s  suppor t i ng  t ex t  as  suggest ed  by  t he  Counc i l ’ s  p roposed  m od i f i ca t ion  (No  4 )?  

W ou ld  requ i r ing  o f f - s i t e  con t r i bu t i ons  be  cons is t en t  w i th  t he  Fram ew ork , t he  

P lann ing P ract i ce Gu idance  and t he  Com m un i t y  I n f ras t ru ctu re Levy  Regu la t i ons?  

 

4.34 Neither the Framework nor the PPG makes reference to the suitability or otherwise of off-site 

contributions in relation to the optional technical standards.  Instead, we revert back to PPG 
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Paragraph: 008 Reference ID: 56-008-20160519, and that the Optional Requirements of Part 

M of the Building Regulations should not be applied where it is not deemed viable to do so.  

 

 Quest ion  4 .25 : I s  t here a  need  for  a  t rans i t i ona l  per i od  i n  app ly ing P o l i cy  M SGP 11?  

4.35 We reiterate that by not applying a transitional period, like that being proposed for Policy 

MSGP13, then this raises the significant likelihood of those schemes approved at outline being 

caught by this policy, which could see a reduction in numbers delivered on site, or ultimately 

event threaten overall viability of the site, further reducing the delivery of sites in the Borough. 

We also recommend that the policy not be retrospectively applied to sites with outline planning 

permission or that are minded to approve at the point of adoption. 

 

4.36 Our Client does not wish to make written representations on Questions 4.26 - 4.30 

Quest ion  4 .31 : Has  t he need t o  use the Nat i ona l l y  Descr i bed Space S tandards  (N DSS)  

and  the ef fect  o f  P o l i cy  M SGP 13  on  v iab i l i t y  been  adequat e ly  dem onst ra t ed?  

4.37 It is our view that the same viability concerns apply to policy MSGP 13 as they do to MSGP11. 

The viability of sites is either not achieved or marginal in many areas and many scenarios, as 

demonstrated In the Council’s Viability and Deliverability Report. 

 

4.38 The average NDSS dwelling sizes were applied to the Base Appraisals in the viability testing, 

despite being an Optional Technical Standard, and having a demonstrable impact on 2 and 3 

bed properties. Even at base appraisal level, sites in low and low-mid locations were unviable 

with NDSS applied.  

 

4.39 The application of the NDSS would see the biggest impact on 2 and 3 bed properties, and our 

client would wish to reiterate that these house types are strong robust and popular at levels 

below NDSS. To apply the optional standard in the face of the viability evidence would have 

the same impact as MSGP11 and could further reduce the delivery of sites in the Borough. 

Quest ion  4 .32 : W hat  im p l i ca t ions  w ou ld  t he  use o f  t he N DSS have on  the  

a f fordab i l i t y  o f  new  hom es  and peop le a ccess ing the  hous ing m ark et ?  

 

4.40 Should the NDSS be applied to the delivery of new homes this could detriment the affordability 

of homes and restrict people accessing the housing market. Increased build costs could mean 

less or no affordable homes could be delivered on site. This could reduce the ability to meet 

CSUCP policies regarding affordable housing. 

  

Quest ion  4 .33 : I s  t he  proposed  t rans i t iona l  per iod  o f  one  year  f rom  the  adopt ion  o f  

t he  P lan  app ropr ia t e?  
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4.41 The PPG, in Paragraph: 020 Reference ID: 56-020-20150327, makes specific reference to a 

reasonable transition period, which we broadly support, and we welcome the minor 

modification proposed confirming the standards would not be applied retrospectively.  

 

4.42 Our Client does not wish to make written representations on Question 4.34 

 
Quest ion  4 .3 5 : I n  P o l i cy  M SGP 14  and P aragraph  5 .9  o f  t he  suppor t ing  t ex t  

su f f i c i en t ly  f l ex ib le  and  c l ear  t o  be  ef fect i ve?  W ou ld  P o l i cy  M SGP 14  be  pos i t i ve ly  

prepa red, j us t i f i ed , ef fect iv e  and cons is t en t  w i t h  na t iona l  po l i cy  and  the CSUP ?  

4.43 Our concern stems from the fact the flexibility is built into the policy with regards to townscape, 

heritage and amenity, but matters such as the site’s location and the local housing market are 

only identified in the supporting text. Viability is not specified at all.  

 

4.44 In order to make the policy effective, matters such as location, local market demand and 

viability must also be specified in the policy rather than the supporting text to give much 

greater clarity. 

 

4.45 Our Client does not wish to make written representations on Question 4.36 – 4.37 


