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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 4 HOMES 

 

Homes 

 

4.1 What is the relationship between the housing requirement in strategic policies in the 

CSUCP and policies in this plan? 

Please refer to the HBF representation (dated September 2019) for full details in relation to 

this relationship.  

 

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? 

We consider that the allocations are best placed within the policy rather than within 

Appendix 2 and that this would provide a clear link between the hectarage currently 

identified within the policy and the delivery of homes. In doing so it is considered that the 

policy would align with paragraph 16(d) of the Framework which states that plans should 

contain policies that are clearly written and unambiguous.  

 

It is noted that Policy MSGP10 identifies an area of housing land supply over the plan period. 

We question why the policy identifies an area and does not identify housing numbers. We 

consider that identifying housing numbers would be more effective in terms of the long term 

application of the policy.  

 

 

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 
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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. 

 

4.4 Are the assumptions for delivery of the allocated sites realistic and supported by 

evidence? 

It is important that the assumptions in relation to delivery and capacity of sites are realistic 

and based on appropriate evidence provided by those parties responsible for housing 

delivery and subsequently reviewed by the Council against local knowledge and data.  

 

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.  

 

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 
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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. 

 

4.11 How would non-allocated sites be dealt with in policy terms if they were to come 

forward for housing? 

Policy MSGP 10 and the supporting text does not clearly identify how non allocated site 

would be dealt with and it is considered that reference should be made within the plan in 

this respect, in relation to the scope of provision for housing on sites which are not 

allocated. This will comply with objectives of the Framework to boost significantly the supply 

of housing.  

 

4.12 The Council’s response to my Pre-Hearing Note 1 suggests that a number of proposed 

housing site allocations should be removed from Appendix 2 as they have either been built 

out or their deliverability/developability is in doubt, while other site have changed 

capacity. Could the Council please set out which proposed site allocations would be 

affected, why, and what effect this would have on overall housing numbers? Please use 

the allocation numbers in the plan rather than those in the SHLAA.  

Persimmon Homes believe that this is a question for the Council to address and do not wish 

to raise comment in detail at this time. We would like to highlight that site MSGP10.108 

Former Winlaton Care Village is now completed and should be removed from Appendix 2 as 

an allocated site. Should sites currently allocated in the plan be removed, alternative site 

allocations should be included for within the plan. 

 

Accessible and Adaptable Homes 

 

4.22 Is there a clearly identified need for 25% of all new homes on developments 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? 
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Persimmon Homes do not consider that Policy MSGP11 is positively prepared, justified, 

effective and consistent with national policy for the reasons set out in our previous 

representations (dated December 2017 and November 2018).  

 

Please refer to previously submitted Persimmon Homes representations in relation to the 

need for this policy and which summarises why Persimmon Homes do not consider there is a 

clear identified need for the threshold set out in Policy DM6. 

 

The SHMA highlights an ageing population within Gateshead which we do not dispute 

however it is unclear how this ageing population and potential future needs reflects the 

need for 25% of all new homes to be provided to M4(2) standards.  It must be remembered 

that all new homes will be built to M4(1) which will ensure all reasonable provision for most 

people and including wheelchair users, which will facilitate entry and access to habitable 

rooms and sanitary rooms on the entrance level. The population of those aged 65 years and 

over is anticipated to be the same as that of the UK population in 2037. It should therefore 

be acknowledged that had the Government intended that the identification of an ageing 

population justified the adoption of accessible and adaptable homes under the M4(2) 

standard, then this would have been incorporated as mandatory within Building Regulations. 

The optional higher M4(2) standard should only be introduced on a “need to have” rather 

than a “nice to have” basis and the Council have not presented a clear evidence base in 

support of this need.  

 

It is expected that the evidence base would have provided information in relation to how the 

need is consistent across the Borough rather than in particular locations and the need for all 

types and sizes of homes to be accessible. For example, is it appropriate to identify an ageing 

population and then suggest that all family homes need to be accessible. It may be 

appropriate to include information in relation to the sizes or types of homes that were of 

particular need, for example will this be single people, older couples or family homes with 

facilities for older or disabled members.  

It is noted that viability assessment work has been undertaken to understand the viability 

implications of this policy. As part of the viability work a sum of £4,000 per dwelling has 

been assumed for S106 contributions as part of a development. We consider that a greater 

allowance should be given as part of S106 assumptions at a sum of £6,000 per dwelling, to 

reflect previous experience of secured contributions following adoption of the CIL, and to 

ensure that this sum accounts for full policy burden. We would also highlight that within the 

viability report and with reference to the Council’s S106 assumptions, the Council indicate 

that they do not expect all sites to be fully policy compliant. We do not consider that this is 

the correct starting point in deriving the viability assumptions and this is contrary to NPPG 

which advocates factoring in all costs and fully accounting for full policy burden.  

It is also noted that there are viability issues in relation to the application of this policy, in 

relation to low and low – mid value sites as part of the 25% requirement. In addition to the 

concerns already raised, we have concerns that this policy requirement is not viable and 

particularly so in combination with other requirements for developments coming forward. It 

is not included for within the viability assessment work what percentage requirement below 

25% has been tested (other than zero) and the outcome of this. It is therefore not clear why 

the 25% requirement is considered to be viable option and taken forward into the Policy 

MSGP11.  It is important that any viability implications of this policy requirement are 
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considered from the outset and that developments are not subjected to a scale of policy 

burden which may threaten the deliverability of schemes.  

4.23 Should there be sufficient flexibility in Policy MSGP11 to address site specific 

circumstances which may make it difficult to acheive M4(2) requirements?Should this 

policy be retained, site specific circumstances which may make if difficult to deliver the 

requirements of this policy should be considered and appropriate flexibility allowed within 

the policy wording. PPG (56-008) references site specific factors which may make sites less 

suitable for M4(2) compliant dwellings or where step free access is not viable. The factors 

referenced within PPG should be incorporated into the policy to ensure this allows for 

appropriate flexibility.  

4.24 If seeking off site contributions towards delivery of accessible and adaptable homes, 

should this requirement be included in Policy MSGP11 rather than 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 

Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations? 

PPG does not make reference to off site contributions in relation to accessible and adaptable 

homes. PPG does state that where step free access is not viable, M4(2) standards should not 

be applied. We therefore we do not consider that a contribution should be included for 

within the policy. It is also unclear how any contribution sum will be utilised and spent to 

create accessible and adaptable homes. Should a contribution be retained as part of this 

policy, there should be a contribution tariff set out as part of the policy which is supported 

by an appropriate evidence base and has been viability tested.   

4.25 Is there a need for a transitional period in applying Policy MSGP11? 

Should the requirement for Policy MSGP11 be found sound, a transitional period should be 

applied. It is considered that at a minimum, a transitional period of two years should be 

applied to allow developers to factor in new standards within site acquisitions, site viability 

and site design.  

4.26 Where the supporting text at paragraph 5.4 encourages proposals for bungalows and 

apartments/flats to go beyond minimum policy requirements set out in Policy MSGP11, is 

this in respect of the level of accessibility or the percentage of homes delivered to M4(2) 

requirements? 

It is unclear what the supporting text at paragraph 5.4 seeks to achieve and it is unclear what 

the reasoning is for the Council to encourage proposals for bungalows and apartments to go 

beyond the requirements of MSGP11. Should there be justification for what is being 

encouraged, this should be considered in light of the supporting text to provide further 

clarity. 
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Nationally Described Space Standard 

4.31 Has the need to use the Nationally Described Space Standards (NDSS) and the effect 

of Policy MSGP13 on viability been adequately demonstrated? 

Persimmon Homes do not consider that the need to use NDSS has been demonstrated and 

we have continued to reiterate this through previous representations to MSGP13 (dated 

December 2017 and November 2018). 

The Gateshead and Newcastle Upon Tyne Compliance with NDSS targets and 

Implementation of the Standard document (February 2019) and the Analysis of Space 

Standards in Gateshead document (January 2016) has been produced to gather evidence in 

terms of the need to use NDSS and address some of the gaps and concerns in the evidence. 

The evidence base continues to be relatively limited in terms of the number of properties 

and the market comparisons considered as part of the study and the need for the use of 

NDSS has not been adequately demonstrated. It is not evident what clear ‘need’ there is for 

properties to be built to NDSS standard, no evidence that smaller properties are not selling 

due to the size of rooms, there is no clear evidence provided that potential purchasers are 

not satisfied with these properties or that they are not comparable to others in the market 

area. There is no clear local evidence base to support the need to use NDSS and it is 

considered that if the Government had expected all properties to be built to NDSS that they 

would have made these standards mandatory and not optional. There is also no background 

within the evidence base which supports the transitional period included for as part of the 

supporting text of this policy.  

The Council have sought to demonstrate that the requirement for spaces standard 

compliant house types will not have implications on the viability of developments. This 

assumptions is made on the basis that the additional cost associated with NDSS can be 

captured in the market value of new properties by increasing the sale price for new 

dwellings. The reality of this, is that in some instances, the introductions of NDSS can have a 

negative impact upon viability, increase affordability issues and reduce customer choice in 

the housing market. It is important to recognise that developers provide a range and choice 

of homes to those across a varying scale of affordability and homes which may not meet the 

optional NDSS, however such homes are required to ensure that those on lower incomes can 

afford a property which has the required number of bedrooms and is appropriate for them. 

It is highlighted in the Council’s evidence base, particularly the An Analysis of Space 

Standards in Gateshead document (January 2016) that one of the key considerations for new 

purchasers is the number of bedrooms. As a national house builder we respond to customer 

needs and we would not sell homes if they did not appeal to the market and customer 

needs. 

As set out within representations submitted by the HBF (dated September 2019) the HBF 

Annual Industry Customer Satisfaction Survey published March 2019 and completed by 

60,955 new home owners 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.  

The implications of NDSS on affordability is evidenced within the Viability and Deliverability 

Report (September 2018) which highlights at paragraph 7.1.16 that for a 3 bedroom home, 

the overall house value would increase from £147,500 to £168,000 as a result of adopting 
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NDSS. This represents an increase of around 14% which can place affordability pressures on 

consumers. In addition to this, this change in the affordability of new housing will effectively 

increase the Council’s housing requirement and will subsequently generate the need for 

more affordable homes within the borough. 

Persimmon Homes do not consider that the viability of the requirement has been 

adequately demonstrated.  

4.32 What implications would the use of the NDSS have on the affordability of new homes 

and people accessing the housing market? 

Please refer to the response provided at 4.31. It is considered that the Viability and 

Deliverability report does highlight a significant increase in the sale value of properties as a 

result of the inclusion of NDSS, particularly for 3 bedroom dwellings. This could have 

financial implications for those looking to purchase new properties and impact on the sales 

and build out rates of residential sites. The report has gone on to recognise that this may 

make homes unaffordable for some purchasers and could result in a slight slowing of sales 

rates.  

4.33 is the proposed transitional period of one year from the adoption of the Plan 

appropriate? 

Should the requirement for MSGP13 be found sound, it is considered that any transitional 

period should be flexible to allow developers to factor in the new standards within site 

acquisitions, site design and account for the time it takes for a site to go from land purchase 

to planning permission. Sites identified within the CSUCP which have already secured 

planning consent should not be expected to carry out the requirements of this policy as 

developers will already have carried out viability and design work in order to bring forward 

these sites and this will have been carried out based on adopted policy at the time.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


