
29802/A5/HS/HW/Matter 4  1  September 2019 

MATTER 4/29802 

Gateshead Making Spaces for Growing Places Development Plan Document Examination 

Response to Inspector’s Matters, Issues and Questions  

Made on Behalf of the Church Commissioners of England 

Matter 4 – Homes 

Introduction 

4.1 This Hearing Statement is made on behalf of the Church Commissioners of England (our ‘Client’) 

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

Spaces for Growing Places (‘MSGP’) Development Plan Document Examination. Our Client has 

made comments throughout the MSGP consultation process, including at the Pre-Submission Draft 

stage in December 2018.  

4.2 This Hearing Statement is specifically in reference to our Client’s land interest at land west of 

Mandela Way near the Metro Centre (the ‘Site’). The site is a 12-hectare, brownfield site. This 

site forms part of the MetroGreen area. As noted in the Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan for 

Gateshead and Newcastle upon Tyne 2010-2030 (‘CSUCP’), the area is prioritised as an Area of 

Change (Policy AOC2). The area is to become a mixed-use sustainable community with the 

provision of residential, commercial, leisure and community development. This development, we 

understand, is to come forward in the future through an Area Action Plan (‘AAP’). However, there 

is very little evidence of progression with the AAP. The last publicly available document dates 

back to 2015 highlighting concerns about the AAP coming forward.  

4.3 The site is highlighted as the MetroGreen Area of Change on the MSGP Policies Map. It is proposed 

as Strategic Green Infrastructure, within the Tyne Corridor, designated under Policy MSGP33 and 

a Wildlife Corridor under MSGP38. To the north of the site, the area is also designated as part of 

the River Tyne Estuary Opportunity Area (MSGP33), a Local Wildlife Site as part of the River Tyne 

Extension (MSGP38) and the River Tyne Corridor (MSGP39). 
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4.4 Our response to the relevant questions in Matter 4: Homes 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. As the MSGP was submitted to the 

Secretary of State by Gateshead Council (the ‘Council’) after the transition deadline set in Annex 

1 of the February 2019 Framework, we refer to the most up to date version of the Framework 

where appropriate within this Hearing Statement.  

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 .1  W hat  i s  t he re la t i onsh ip  betw een t he  hous ing requ i rem ent  i n  s t ra teg ic  po l i c i es  in  

the  CSUCP  and the  po l i c i es  in  th i s  P lan?  

4.5 The housing requirement in strategic policies in the CSUCP outlines the need for 30,000 new 

homes over the period from 2010 to 2030, including 8,500 net homes in Gateshead. Policy MSGP10 

in this Plan sets out the provision for 104.17 gross hectares of housing land supply over the plan 

period with Appendix 2 of the MSGP setting out the housing allocations to meet housing land 

supply. The indicative capacity from allocated sites is approximately 2,917 homes. 

4.6 Despite adopting the CSUCP and releasing the homes required, the Council have failed to deliver. 

The completion rate of homes in Gateshead up until 2017/18 shows a significant under delivery 

of homes by the council, with an under supply of -550 homes between 2010/11 and 2017/18. This 

is further highlighted by the recent Housing Delivery Test results, which shows the Council only 

delivered 50% of the required homes in the last 3 years. 

4.7 It is evident that a severe problem exists at the Council with housing delivery, despite the adoption 

of the CSUCP. Whilst the MetroGreen site has been allocated as an Area of Change (Policy AOC2) 

in the CSUCP, the Council made provision for the Site to progress under an AAP, however they 

are not currently progressing with this new plan. Furthermore, this plan seeks to provide detailed 

policy designations in the area of land to be covered by the AAP, which could further add delays 

to delivery. This plan should be seeking to build upon the CSUCP and aid delivery of new homes, 

whilst it seeks to allocate more land it also adds inappropriate and unnecessary premature policy 

restrictions on a site to be considered by an AAP and allocated to deliver a significant number of 

homes in the plan period. 
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4.8 Policy AOC2 does provide for early applications to be made providing that they do not prejudice 

delivery. Our Client considers that this provides scope for early applications. Additionally, to add 

certainty, this could include new allocations in the MSGP. The need to not prejudice the AAP 

should be extended to the MSGP and any policies it imposes on this area,  

4 .2  I s  i t  app ropr ia te  t ha t  the  s i t es  a re  refe r red t o  in  Append ix  2  o f  t he P lan  ra ther  than 

in  P o l i cy  M SGP 10?  I s  i t  c l ea r  how  the hecta rage set  ou t  i n  P o l i cy  M SGP 10  w ou ld  

t rans la t e t o  the  p rov is ion  o f  hom es?  I s  P o l i cy  M SGP 10  cons is t en t  w i th  paragraph  16 (d)  

o f  t he  Fram ew ork ?  

4.9 It is considered inappropriate that the sites are referred to in Appendix 2, with reference to the 

appendix within Policy MSGP10, the sites should simply be listed in the Policy. 

4.10 Paragraph 16 (d) of the Framework requires policies that are clearly written and unambiguous, 

so it is evident how a decision maker react to a development proposal.  At present the policy does 

not provide any guidance and is unsound.  

4 .3  I s  there a  su f f i c i en t  range and cho ice  o f  s i t es  a l l oca ted in  the P lan  in  t erm s of  

loca t i on , t ype  and  s i ze, t o  p rov ide  adequate f lex ib i l i t y  t o  m eet  the CSUCP  hous ing 

requ i rem ent  for  Gat eshead  to  2030 ?  W ou ld  the  hous ing  a l l oca t ions  ensu re  t ha t  t he 

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

Fram ew ork , insofa r  a s  i t  seek s  t o  boost  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?  

4.11 There is not a sufficient range and choice of sites allocated in the Plan in terms of type and size, 

to provide adequate flexibility to meet the CSUCP housing requirement for Gateshead to 2030. 

Approximately 79% of sites in Appendix 2.0 are under 1ha with a maximum capacity of 45 

dwellings. Only 3 sites of the sites are above 5 hectares. These are spread across a range of 

locations across Gateshead but fail to be sufficient in a range and choice of size.  

4.12 The indicative capacity from all sites totals approximately 2,910 homes across the plan period, 

whilst the CSUCP total of 8,500 homes needs to be delivered across Gateshead between 2010 and 

2030.  Given that a further 6,568 homes are required during the MSGP plan period to be delivered 

on strategic sites and windfall, this has been delayed in recent years.  The shortfall in homes and 

delays in delivery therefore needs to be considered in the MSGP and therefore the level of homes 

should be increased.  Currently, the indicative capacity falls significantly short of this figure and 

therefore, the sites allocated do not provide any flexibility, nor meet the CSUCP housing 

requirement for Gateshead to 2030. 
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4.13 This problem has only been exacerbated by the failure of the Council to progress with the 

MetroGreen AAP, allocated for 850 homes in the CSUCP (Policy AOC2). This site could bring 

forward housing supply to make effective use of the Site and boost the current undersupply of 

housing. However, the Council have failed to do so and therefore, the plan fails to be justified by 

not taking into account the reasonable alternatives for housing sites. The lacking capacity for 

housing delivery through the housing allocations fail to be consistent with the Framework’s 

objective to deliver a sufficient supply of homes. 

4 .4  A re  the  assum pt ions  for  de l i v ery  o f  t he a l loca t ed s i t es  rea l i s t i c  and suppor ted by  

ev idence?  

4.14 Our Client does not wish to comment on this Question.  

4 .5  I s  the supp l y  o f  hous ing su f f i c i en t ly  f lex ib l e  in  the even t  o f  non-de l i v ery  o f  

a l loca t ed s i t es  and  to  adapt  t o  rap id  change?  I s  there  a  su f f i c i en t  bu f fer  i n  t he  event  

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

4.15 The supply of housing is not flexible enough in the event of non-delivery of allocated sites and 

has does not have ability to adapt to rapid change. The Housing Delivery Test 2018 highlights 

that Gateshead Council has only delivered 50% of homes required by 2018, with a housing buffer 

recommended. Under these circumstances, a buffer would have to be automatically brought in. 

However, there is no evidence in the plan of a buffer in the event of non-delivery of sites. As 

such, as presented in the consultation representation, the plan should include a 20% buffer of 

housing sites.  

4.16 The failure of the Council to be flexible in the event of non-delivery of allocated sites is proven 

through historic housing undersupply. Our Clients Site is due to deliver homes under the AAP. 

However, as highlighted, there is no evidence of progression with the AAP. The CSUCP highlights 

the Site suitability for residential development however, the council need to be more progressive 

with the AAP to bring this forward and adapt to rapid change, with the likelihood of allocations 

not coming forward. Alternatively, and to provide certainty, the land should be allocated.  

Quest ion  4 .6  –  4 .11  

4.17 Our Client does not wish to make written representations on Questions 4.6 – 4.11. 
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Issue 4B: Are the housing allocations in the Plan justified, effective, 

developable/deliverable, and in line with national policy? 

Quest ion  4 .12  –  4 .2 1  

4.18 Our Client does not wish to make written representations on Questions 4.12 – 4.21. 

Issue 4C: Is the Plan’s approach to housing standards and the provision of housing for 

specific groups justified, effective and in line with national policy and the CSUCP? 

Quest ions  4 .22  -4 .30   

4.19 Our Client does not wish to make written representations on Questions 4.22 – 4.30.  

Nationally Described Space Standards 

4 .31  Has  the  need  t o  use  t he  Nat iona 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 i ab i l i t y  been  adequat e ly  dem onst ra t ed?  

4.20 The need to use the Nationally Described Space Standards was not adequately demonstrated, 

based on the Analysis of Space Standards in Gateshead (2016) and the Nationally Described Space 

Standards Supplementary Evidence Report (2018). The evidence within the reports failed to 

identify a need for the Council to adopt NDSS but simply presented the current situation in the 

borough, highlighting a small number of sites with consent that met space standards.  

4.21 Surveys were undertaken as part of the 2016 report, asking about the priorities when considering 

a house purchase. Room sizes were considered a lower priority when making a house purchase, 

62% of respondents did not decide against buying a house because of its size. As such, the 

surveys conducted highlighted a lack of need to use the NDSS in Gateshead.  

4.22 Since then Gateshead and Newcastle upon Tyne Compliance with NDSS targets and 

Implementation of the Standard document (February 2019) has been produced to attempt to 

address some of the concerns and gaps in evidence. However, the evidence provided is limited in 

terms of numbers of properties considered and the potential market comparisons made. It is not 

evident from the information provided what ‘need’ there actually is for properties built to the 

standards. Additionally, no evidence exists that these smaller properties are not selling, there is 

no evidence provided that customers are not satisfied with these properties or that these 

properties are not comparable to other properties available in the market area. As such, lacking 

evidence still exists surrounding the need to use the NDSS.  

4.23 Additionally, the effect of Policy MSG13 on viability has not been adequately demonstrated, 

especially for sites with a number of constraints. The inclusion of NDSS would add an additional 

cost that could detriment the viability of sites and may prevent the delivery of sites. This would 

be the case for the Site, the MetroGreen area. The Site is brownfield land, which may raise several 

additional costs when the site comes forward for development along with the ecological 
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constraints on site. The need to ensure compliance with NDSS for residential development on site 

would further place additional costs on the developer that could detriment the viability of the site. 

If this was to be the case, then the residential development on the Site may not come forward. 

4.24 The Client does not consider the viability of the NDSS has been adequately demonstrated in terms 

of the Viability and Deliverability Report. Paragraph 8.1.1 of the report sets out what has been 

included within the base appraisals, it states that the average NDSS dwelling sizes have been 

included. The base appraisals include NDSS standards and as set out in paragraph 11.11 the low-

mid and low areas are not considered viable even within the base appraisals. 

4 .32  W hat  im p l i ca t i ons  w ou ld  t he  use o f  t he NDSS have on  t he  a f fordab i l i t y  o f  new  

hom es  and  peop le  access ing  the hous ing  m ark et ?  

4.25 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 would mean 

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

CSUCP policies regarding affordable housing. 

4.26 NDSS applied to properties could see overall house values and therefore, monthly mortgage 

repayments rise. This would narrow the purchaser market, pushing buyers out of the market to 

have a detrimental impact on access to the housing market. Paragraph 7.1.16 of the Newcastle 

and Gateshead Viability and Deliverability Report 2018 sets out the impact of the NDSS it 

highlights that for a three bed dwelling this could add 14% to the sale value of the house, raising 

the price from £147,500 to £168,000. It is considered that this is a significant increase and could 

have implications for those looking to purchase a three bed property. 

4 .33  I s  the proposed  t rans i t iona l  per i od  o f  one  year  f rom  t he  adopt i on  o f  t he  P lan  

app ropr ia t e?  

4.27 The proposed transitional period of one year from the adoption of the Plan is considered 

inappropriate. The Policy on NDSS would apply to all sites, in this plan, the CS and also the 

MetroGreen AAP. The strategic sites and MetroGreen make up a significant amount of homes to 

be delivered in the plan period and were allocated through a plan adopted with no space 

standards.  That plan included policies and site-specific requirements, that were based on 

viabilities and site acquisition at the time, with no reference to NDSS.  

4.28 The delivery of homes in Gateshead as opposed to neighbouring Newcastle is clear to see, despite 

jointly releasing land at the same time, similarly the lack of any consultation on the AAP, shows 

the Council’s delays to bringing forward our Clients site. To apply NDSS at this stage with only a 

one-year transition period would not be suitable as it would then apply to sites that should have 

already been delivered but delayed by the Council. 
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4.29 Alternatively, those sites released through the Core Strategy or AAP should be exempt from NDSS, 

given the uncertainty of whether the council will progress an AAP, which could extend beyond 

any transition period.  

Quest ion  4 .34  -  4 .37  

4.30 Our Client does not wish to make written representations on Questions 4.34 – 4.37. 

 

  




