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1.0  Introduction 
1.1 Hedley Planning Services (the ‘Agent’) have prepared this response on behalf of our 

client Bill Quay Ltd (the ‘Respondent’). Our client is referenced as no. 6 in the Schedule 
of Representations (by Representor) (March 2019). 
 

1.2 The following response makes comment on the Matters, Issues and Questions raised 
by the Independent Examiner to the emerging Making Spaces for Growing Places Local 
Plan: Site Allocations and Development Management Policies for Gateshead.  
 

1.3 The document makes site specific representation in support of the Former Fairfield 
Industrial Estate in Bill Quay. Bill Quay Ltd have purchased the majority of this site 
(Appendix 1 – Location Plan) with the intention of redeveloping the site with 
approximately 500 new homes and have been exploring the prospect of mixed uses 
through a sensitive masterplan. The site is located on the southern bank of the River 
Tyne, approximately 3 miles east of Gateshead Town Centre and is highly sustainable 
being close to the Pelaw metro station and other key transport links. 
 

1.4 These representations have been prepared having regard to the documents contained 
within the supporting Evidence library and toward other pre-hearing notes and 
documents that have been prepared in advance of the hearings. 
 

1.5 Paragraph 35 of the NPPF sets out the tests of soundness which are applied to new 
plan policies and states that for a plan to be found “sound” it should be: 
 
a) Positively prepared; 
b) Justified; 
c) Effective; and,  
d) Consistent with National Policy. 

 
1.6 This document will assess the Matters and Issues as raised by the Independent 

Examiner. The following Matters and Issues will be commented upon: 
 
1. Matter 4: Homes 

 
Issue 4A, Questions 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, 4.5, 4.6, 4.7, 4.9, 4.10, 4.11 
 
Issue 4C, Questions 4.22, 4.23, 4.24, 4.31, 4.32, 4.34, 4.35,  
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2.0  Matter 4: Homes 
Issue 4A: Is the Council’s approach towards the supply and delivery of housing 
justified, effective and consistent with national policy, in order to ensure the timely 
delivery of the CSUCP housing requirement for Gateshead? 
 
Question 4.1: What is the relationship between the housing requirement in strategic 
policies in the CSUCP and the policies in this Plan? 
 

2.1 It is considered this is a question the Council need to address. We would like to add, 
however, through the CSUCP and the emerging Plan the provision of a net 8,500 
homes is the target. Without commenting upon the capacity of each allocated site in 
the emerging Plan, the draft Plan allocates for only 2,918 dwelling which would 
provide a shortfall as discussed later in this section.  
 
Question 4.2 Is it appropriate that the sites are referred to in Appendix 2 of the Plan 
rather than in Policy MSGP10? Is it clear how the hectarage set out in Policy MSGP10 
would translate to the provision of homes? Is Policy MSGP10 consistent with 
paragraph 16(d) of the Framework?  
 

2.2 It is considered that it would be site allocations should be referenced clearly within 
the body of Policy MSGP10 as opposed to being within an appendix. By imbedding the 
allocations located in Appendix 2 succinctly, it is considered that Policy MSGP1 would 
be much clearer in line with paragraph 16 of the NPPF. It is not fully clear how the 
hectarage calculations in Appendix 2 have equated to a capacity of homes and would 
require elaboration. 
 
Question 4.3: Is there a sufficient range and choice of site 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 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? 
 

2.3 It is considered that the Council should be more flexible with its overall housing land 
supply to ensure responsiveness to changing economic circumstances. The goal of 
housing delivery should be to significantly boost supply, in line with paragraph 59 of 
the NPPF. It is noted that overall allocations within the CSUCP were 4,416 units; with 
the draft Plan has allocated for 2,917 in addition to this. Overall the total of 7,333 units 
(below the target of 8,500 units in the CSUCP) shows a shortfall of 1,167 units. It is 
clear that the Council have under allocated in this instance and given the periods of 
recent low delivery in Gateshead the Council should be prepared to over-allocate. In 
respect it is not considered the Plan is positively prepared and cannot be found sound.  
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Question 4.4: Are the assumptions for delivery of the allocated sites realistic and 
supported by evidence? 
 

2.4 The Council’s assumptions on sites in relation to delivery and capacity should be 
realistic based on evidence supported by the parties responsible for housing delivery 
and sense checked by the Council based on local knowledge and historical empirical 
data. 
 

2.5 The Housing Fact Sheets (July 2019) provide some information in relation to the 
developability of the sites, however, it is not always clear how much landowner or 
developer engagement has taken place. Given the track record of the Council it is 
considered that a precautionary approach should be taken.  
 
Question 4.5:  Is the supply of housing sufficiently flexible in the event of non-delivery 
of allocated site and to adapt to rapid change? Is there a sufficient buffer in the event 
of non-delivery of sites? 
 

2.6 It is considered that the Council should be more flexible with its overall housing land 
supply to ensure responsiveness to changing economic circumstances. The goal of 
housing delivery should be to significantly boost supply, in line with paragraph 59 of 
the NPPF. It is noted that overall allocations within the CSUCP were 4,416 units; with 
the draft Plan has allocated for 2,917 in addition to this. Overall the total of 7,333 units 
(below the target of 8,500 units in the CSUCP) shows a shortfall of 1,167 units.  
 

2.7 It is clear that the Council have under allocated in this instance and given the periods 
of recent low delivery in Gateshead the Council should be prepared to over-allocate. 
In respect it is not considered the Plan is positively prepared and cannot be found 
sound.  
 
Question 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? 
 
Question 4.7: What evidence is there that substantive viability issues will be able to be 
overcome in delivering the housing requirement over the plan period? Do you have a 
clear programme for delivery of sites and, if so, could the Council set out the 
programme and mechanisms for site delivery? 
 
Question 4.9: Was the methodology used to assess and select the proposed site 
allocated appropriate? Were reasonable alternatives considered and tested? 
 
Question 4.10: Are the reasons for selecting the preferred sites and rejecting 
alternative sites clear and consistent? 
 

2.8 While it is for the Council to respond to these questions (4.6- 4.10), we consider that 
the Plan should over allocate sites to ensure sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid 
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change. However, we consider that sustainably located brownfield sites within the 
existing conurbation should be prioritised. 
 
Question 4.11: How would non-allocated site be dealt with in policy terms if they were 
to come forward for housing? 
 

2.9 Through earlier representation, the Council have stated that although sites may not 
be allocated they can still be considered in principle for housing. It is considered that 
the Plan does not clearly state how non-allocated sites would be dealt with. This 
historically was considered through Gateshead UDP Policy 4 and is now proposed to 
be covered by the NPPF. To be effective and therefore sound, it is considered that a 
specific policy should cover this eventuality. 
 

2.10 Notwithstanding the above, we consider that the Plan should over allocate sites to 
ensure sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change. However, we consider that 
sustainably located brownfield sites within the existing conurbation should be 
prioritised. 
 
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? 
 
Question 4.22: Is there a clearly identified need for 25% of all new homes on 
development of 15 or more housing units to be built to accessible and adaptable 
standard and is this supported by viability evidence? Is Policy MSGP11 positively 
prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy and guidance and with 
the CSUCP?  
 

2.12 It is considered that there is insufficient evidence to support Policy MSGP11 and is 
considered that, in addition to other technical constraints that its implementation will 
impact on the deliverability of sites. This will have an adverse impact on the overall 
delivery of homes and access to affordable homes in the area. Furthermore, Building 
Regulations (in the form of M4(1)) already require that there be reasonable provision 
for the majority of people.  
 

2.13 The evidence as presented focuses on several areas as opposed to presenting data at 
a Borough level which would be expected. As such it isn’t clear how the impacts of an 
aging population are expected to manifest and therefore how the decision to create 
this Policy has been reached.  
 

2.14 In reference to the Viability and Deliverability Report (2018), this states that a 25% 
requirement for accessible and adaptable homes would not be viable for schemes 
located in low-mid/suburban areas. It is clear that where sites already would be 
struggling with additional constraints an additional requirement of this kind would be 
detrimental to delivery. 
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Question 4.23: Should there be any flexibility in Policy MSGP11 to address site-specific 
circumstances which may make it difficult to achieve M4(2) requirements? 
 

2.15 It is considered there should be flexibility in the application of Policy MSGP11 
particularly in the assessment of complicated Brownfield sites. In accordance with 
Planning Practice Guidance, Local Plan Policies should take into consideration site 
specific factors.1 
 
Question 4.24: If seeking off-site contributions towards delivery of accessible and 
adaptable homes, should this requirement be included in Policy MSGP11 rather than 
in its supporting text as suggested by the Council’s proposed modification (No 4)? 
Would requiring off-site contributions be consistent with the Framework, the Planning 
Practice Guidance and the CIL Regulations? 
 

2.16 The PPG does not include any reference to off-site contributions in relation to 
accessible and adaptable homes. Indeed, it states where step-free access is not viable 
that the M4 standards should not be applied. It is also not clear how this policy would 
work, and how these off-site contributions would be calculated or how they would be 
spent to create other accessible and adaptable homes. 
 
Question 4.31: Has the need to use the Nationally Described Space Standards (NDSS) 
and the effect of the Policy MSGP13 on viability been adequately demonstrated? 
 

2.17 It is considered the need of the use of NDSS has not been demonstrated. The Planning 
Practice Guidance clarifies the evidence that should be provided including: the size 
and type of dwellings currently being built in the area, ensuring the impacts of 
adopting space standards can be properly assessed and to consider any potential 
impact on meeting demand for starter homes. This should be considered within the 
Plan’s overall viability assessment which should include affordability.  
 

2.18 The evidence provided by the Council that that a need for space standards is 
inadequate. The data does not address if there is actually an appetite for the standards 
or if homes of a smaller size are not selling. It is considered that in areas such as 
Gateshead, which wider viability issues, that the implication of such a policy would 
have a wider affect upon viability and upon customer choice. The provision of smaller 
sized homes with 2 or 3 bedrooms provides a popular choice for many prospective 
homebuyers that otherwise may be priced out of the market. For example, the HBF 
Annual Industry Customer Satisfaction Survey published March 2019 and completed 
by 60,955 new homeowners highlights that 90% of people who have bought a new 
home would do so again. It also highlights that 93% of homeowners are satisfied with 
the internal design and layout of their new home. This does not suggest that new 
homeowners have issues with the size of rooms provided or that there is a need for 
the NDSS to be introduced. 
 

                                                           
1 PPG (56-008) 
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Question 4.32: What implications would the use of NDSS have on the affordability of 
new homes and people accessing the housing market? 
 

2.19 Sustainable brownfield sites in Gateshead, such as the Former Fairfield Industrial 
Estate in Bill Quay, should be supported in coming forward for residential 
development, in accordance with the primary goals of National Policy. This could be 
constrained by required remediation, for brownfield sites, and therefore the 
implementation of NDSS may well make them undeliverable.    
 
Question 4.33: Is the proposed transitional period of one year from the adoption of the 
Plan appropriate? 
 

2.20 If the Policy on NDSS is carried forward, our client would support a longer transitional 
period to fully factor in any cost implications. 
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Appendix 1 
Site Location Plan 

 




