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HOUSING SUPPLY TOPIC PAPER 

January 2020 

Introduction and context 

1.    The last full Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) was published 
in 2017, followed by a SHLAA Update, updating the assessment of individual sites 
where there was new information, and also updating the calculation of the overall 
supply and five-year land supply, in October 2018. Both documents were published 
as part of the evidence base for submission draft Making Spaces for Growing Places. 

2.    The 2018 SHLAA Update was already at an advanced stage of preparation when the 
July 2018 revision to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was published 
in July 2018, including a new definition of deliverability which would have significantly 
affected the assessments of sites and the overall supply calculations especially the 
five-year land supply. The timescale for submission did not allow for the SHLAA 
Update to be revised to take account of the new definition. A number of 
representations received in response to the consultation highlighted the use of the 
old definition and queried the supply. In the Council's responses to representations 
received, it was stated that a further SHLAA Update would be produced in 2019, 
based on the new definitions and in time for the Examination. 

3.   Work on this was overtaken by the Inspector's Initial Questions issued on 24th May 
2019, requiring essentially the same information but in a different format. The 
information is contained in this Housing Supply Topic Paper including its Appendices. 
The most significant difference compared to the SHLAA Update is that the Topic 
Paper and its appendices contain information on permissions and the availability of 
sites updated where possible to mid-June 2019 January 2020, to provide the most 
up-to-date possible assessment of the supply, although the base date for some 
components of the calculations remains 31st March 2019 as this allows for 
consistency with the Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan (CSUCP) targets and the 
SHLAA methodology,  where overall calculations have to be for whole financial 
years. This updating has involved both the inclusion of additional sites or updated 
capacities, and the revision of conclusions on deliverability and developability, 
including the removal of some sites from the supply where the latest work within the 
Council, including contact with landowners and developers, indicates that this is 
appropriate.           

Likely housing provision over the Plan period, in the context of the Core Strategy 
requirement  

4.    The Plan period for both the Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan (CSUCP) and 
Making Spaces for Growing Places (MSGP) runs to 2030. 
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5.     The requirement for broad distribution of new  housing in Gateshead in each five-
year period within the Plan period was set out in the CSUCP policy CS10, and is as 
follows: 

Table 1: Core Strategy Policy CS10: Delivering New Homes 
 2015-20 2020-25 2025-30 Total 
Gross provision 2600 4250 1700 8550 
Net provision 2420 4020 1580 8020 
Note: 
The CSUCP also included figures for 2010-15., during which there has been under-delivery in Gateshead. 
The u Under-delivery over the period 2010-19 is taken account of in the Five-Year Land Supply 
Assessment and the Trajectory, which show that a higher rate of delivery to compensate for it is planned. 

 
6.      MSGP identifies housing allocations to contribute to the requirement.  

7.      Delivery in the Plan period is set out in Table 2 below to aid comparison with the 
CSUCP requirement in Table 1. The figures for 2015-20 incorporate actual delivery in 
2015-19. The figures for delivery in the remaining years are consistent with the trajectory. 

Table 2: Anticipated delivery 
 2015-20 2020-25 2025-30 Total 
Gross completions 1849  

1845 
1846 

4869 
4937 
4624 

3702  
3724 
3496 

10,420 
10,506 
9966 

 
Net delivery* 1580 

1576 
1583 

4721 
4789 
4476 

3553 
3575 
3347 

9854 
9940 
9406 

 
Note: 
*  Includes delivery which has taken place 2015-19 
 

8.      The following table sets out the relationship between the Core Strategy requirement 
for housing, and the housing supply position in 2019: 
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Table 3: Relationship between the SHLAA Housing Supply Topic Paper and 
the CSUCP housing requirement 

1. Target  
Core Strategy net requirement 2010-30 8500 
minus net additions 2010-18  -1540  

-1900 
minus gross additions 2018-19 -269  

-414 
plus demolitions 2018-19 +20 
plus net losses (or minus net gains) from conversion and change of use 
2018-19 

-125 

Total 6586 
6081  

  
2. Supply  
Current capacity of suitable, developable and deliverable sites in 
theeach of SHLAA Housing Supply Topic Paper Appendices 1-3  

9777 
9863 

 9948 
 

minus capacity at MetroGreen to be developed after 20301 -969    
-1009 

minus projected development on other sites than MetroGreen (all in the 
Urban Core) continuing or taking place after 2030  

-329    
-356 

plus windfall allowance of 25 dwellings p.a. 2019-302 +275 
plus assumed net gain from Felling Town Centre redevelopment3 +100 
plus assumed net gain from development within Baltic Business Quarter +200 
minus programmed and forecast demolitions 2019-304 -275 
Total 8779 

8865 
8883 

 
  
Apparent “surplus” (supply minus target) 2193 

2279 
 2802 

 
Notes:   
1 The capacity of two sites at MetroGreen has been reduced as a result of findings emerging 

from the SHLAA process; the reduction has been assigned to the period after 2030. 
2 A reduction from the previously-estimated figure, allowing for the inclusion of smaller sites in 

the SHLAA resulting from the reduction in the minimum site size from 5 to 3. 
3 To be determined by forthcoming masterplan. Specific sites not yet identified. 
4 Assumed demolitions of 25 per year 2019/20 to 2029/30 inclusive. Previously forecast 

demolitions which were not achieved have been excluded as it is not currently thought that 
any further large-scale clearance can be identified.   

 

Five-year land supply 
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9.    The following table shows the calculated five-year land supply as of 31st March 
2019: 

 

 

 

 

Table 4: Five-year land supply calculation 
(a) Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan (CSUCP) requirement 2019-

24  
3700 

(b) Requirement plus 2010-19 net undersupply (taking account of 
student housing completions)  

4172 
3805 

(c) Requirement including undersupply, plus 20% buffer 5006 
4566 

(d) Calculated supply 2019-24 from deliverable sites (see note 3)  5101  
5172 
3864 

(e) Calculated supply plus assumed windfall (see note 1) 5226  
5297 
3989 

 
(f) Total supply as a percentage = 5297/5006 

                                                  3989/4566 = 
104.4% 
105.8% 
 87.4%  

 
(g) Total supply in years 5.22  

5.29 
4.37 

years 
Notes:  
1 Before 2017, a windfall assumption (described as “conservative”) of 50 dwellings p. a. was 

included. The figure included here has from that date been reduced to 25 per year, to take 
account of the availability of up-to-date information from the latest Strategic Housing Land 
Availability Assessment (SHLAA) , or SHLAA Update or Housing Supply Topic Paper 
contributing to the supply in row (d) and the reduction in the minimum site size from 5 or more 
dwellings to 3 or more dwellings from the 2017 SHLAA onwards.  

2 In contrast to the method used in some earlier years, no explicit allowance is made for bringing 
empty homes back into use, as the Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan (CSUCP) requirement 
already takes account of an assumption about reducing the vacancy rate by doing so. 

3 The figure represents the estimated capacity of suitable and deliverable sites, not their 
estimated date of development as shown in the Trajectory. 

 

10.   The five-year land supply was calculated at over 10 years in the 2017 SHLAA, and 
9.2 years at the base date for the 2108 2018 SHLAA Update. It will be noted that 
this has now been reduced to 5.22  5.29 4.37 years. Although there have also been 
changes in the actual supply and the inclusion of sites in it, the principal causes of 
this isare  the new definition of deliverability introduced in July 2018, new 
information about the availability of sites and the timing of their development, and a 
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reconsideration of the approach to reflect the anticipated date of delivery rather than  
the extent to which sites as a whole meet the definition of deliverability in the 
National Planning Policy Framework and Planning Practice Guidance. The previous 
definition required there to be "a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on 
the site within five years", as does the new definition; however the new definition 
indicates that sites involving major development which do not have a detailed 
planning permission should only be considered deliverable if "there is clear 
evidence that housing completions will begin on site within five years".  

11. The July 2018 definition of deliverability indicates that sites involving major 
development which do not have a detailed planning permission should only be 
considered deliverable if "there is clear evidence that housing completions will begin 
on site within five years". In the case of major sites without a detailed planning 
permission, "clear evidence" has been considered to exist where: 

 the development is scheduled in the Council's programme of development of its 
own sites or those included in the Gateshead Regeneration Partnership (see 
paragraph 55); 

 there is a very high level of confidence based on close working with 
developers/landowners or funding agencies (some of which is confidential) that 
a detailed permission will be granted and development will start on site within, 
at most, five years;   

 especially for some of the CSUCP Neighbourhood and Village Growth Area 
sites, detailed planning permission has been granted subject to the conclusion 
of a section 106 agreement; 

 a legal agreement is in place; or 
 Accelerated Construction Fund support is in place. 

Further detail is given on individual sites in Appendix 1. 

Sources of supply 2019-30 (number of dwellings)  

12.   The following table shows the sources of supply for the remainder of the Plan   
period. It excludes completions which have already taken place up to 31st March 
2019.  

Table 5: Sources of supply 2019-30 
 Total Total % of 

total 
Core Strategy allocations 2377  26.3 

26.0 
  25.9 

 
    of which, with planning permission in place  372 

580 
4.1 6.3 

                   with permission subject to granting of s106  1312 14.5 
14.4 
 14.3 
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Urban Core Plan allocation (development anticipated by 
2030) 

2083 
1695  

 23.0 
18.5 

 
    of which, with planning permission  443 

126 
292 

4.9   
1.4 
3.2 

 
MSGP allocations (taking account of proposed 
modifications) 

2779  
3430 
3439 

 30.7 
37.5 

    of which, with planning permission  1309 
1527 
1681 

14.4  
16.7 
18.3 

Metrogreen 890 
850 

 9.8  
9.7 
 9.3 

Other known specific sites (unallocated sites in Urban Core 
area and additional site in MSGP area not proposed for 
allocation) 

350  
86 

230 

 3.9 
0.9 
 2.5 

    of which, with full planning permission  123 
86 

1.4  
0.9 

Baltic Quarter and Felling Town Centre* 300  3.3 
Windfalls 275  3.0 
Total 9054 

9140 
 9168 

 100.00 

Notes: 
* These are included in the table although it is not yet clear whether they will be started, or fully developed, 
by 2030. 
The total supply in this table differs from that in Table 3 because the figure in Table 3 is net of demolitions.  

 

Detailed evidence regarding supply 

(a) SHLAA sites 

13.   To draw together all the supply evidence,  Appendix 1 shows the main information 
on the basis of which individual sites have been assessed for their suitability, 
achievability (including viability), and deliverability or developability, in accordance 
with the definitions included in the February 2019 National Planning Policy 
Framework. The Appendix is consistent with the format of Appendix 1 in the 2017 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) and 2018 SHLAA Update, 
and is also intended to form Appendix 1 in the forthcoming 2019 SHLAA Update. 
However, in order to present the most up-to-date possible information with regard to 
the supply, it has been updated as far as possible to mid-June 2019 January 2020 
rather than taking the annual SHLAA update base date of 31st March 2019.  

14.    Sites included in this Appendix include: 
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 All sites proposed for allocation in MSGP 
 All Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan allocations 
 Sites at MetroGreen, which will be covered by the forthcoming Area Action 

Plan 
 Additional sites which have been submitted to call-outs, or otherwise been  

 identified by the Council in accordance with the National Planning Practice 
Guidance (NPPG) Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment 
(HELAA) methodology 

 Sites which have received planning permission, or otherwise been identified 
  by the Council as requiring assessment, since the 2018 SHLAA Update and 
  submission of MSGP in autumn 2018.   

15. It includes sites which have been considered but assessed as not deliverable or 
 developable, or not yet able to be assessed as deliverable or developable. 

16. Individual factsheets have also been presented, in a separate document, for each 
 site proposed for allocation in MSGP. 

(b) Other sources of supply 

17. The calculated supply for the Plan period (see Table 5 above) includes the 
 following additional sources of supply, which do not relate to specific sites: 

(1) Baltic Quarter and Felling Town Centre.  
 

18. Baltic Quarter is a large, mainly vacant brownfield site to the E of the town centre 
allocated in the Urban Core Plan for mixed use, of which housing is not identified 
as one of the principal uses. Felling Town Centre is to be subject to a masterplan 
for its regeneration, which is being prepared. In each of these areas housing is to 
be accommodated but the exact locations are yet to be determined. The 
anticipated net change of 200, and 100, dwellings respectively is a conservative 
estimate, and the minimum which the Council would seek to achieve. 
 
(2) Windfalls.  
 

19. For the purposes of estimating future completions, windfalls may be divided into 
the following three categories: (a) new build developments of one or two dwellings, 
(b) larger sites which have not been identified (as deliverable or developable, or at 
all), and (c) net gains through conversion or change of use. 
 

20. Since 2017 the SHLAA has been made more comprehensive by being based on a 
minimum site size of 3 dwellings. Therefore the previous windfall assumption of 50 
dwellings per year, which was accepted as part of the calculations of delivery to 
meet the Core Strategy requirement at the time of the CSUCP Examination, was 
reduced to 25. Information from earlier years is not readily available within the 
Council’s monitoring systems for sites of only one or two dwellings, but for the 
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most recent years the delivery of such small sites, plus net gain from change of 
use and conversion on sites other than those included in the SHLAA, has been as 
follows: 
 

Table 6: Windfalls 
 Windfall completions 
2015-16 +25 
2016-17 +49 
2017-18 +28 
2018-19 +32 
 

21. Therefore the estimate of 25 dwellings per year from this source is considered a 
conservative baseline (the lowest annual figure rather than the average), the more 
so since the figures above do not include larger sites not previously identified. 
 

22. It may be noted that between the Submission of MSGP and the completion of the 
Housing Supply Topic Paper, a period of less than one year, from the trajectory 
that deliverable a number of, mostly small sites for 3 three or more dwellings with 
an estimated deliverable capacity of 350 have coame forward since the MSGP 
allocations were finalised, of which sites for a capacity of 123 dwellings have 
planning permission. This reflects the pattern over the last few years. Relatively 
few small sites have as yet been identified for delivery in the last few years of the 
Plan period (2027-30 in particular). These considerations support the view that the 
windfall estimate of 25 dwellings per year is extremely cautious and likely delivery 
will be significantly higher. 
 

Trajectory 

23. The Trajectory, showing forecast delivery by site for the Plan period, and in the 
 case of a relatively few sites for a period after the end of the Plan period, is 
 attached at Appendix 2. The approach taken to the timing of delivery of individual 
 sites is indicated below (paragraphs 38-41). 

24. The Trajectory is not a forecast of expected delivery dates for every site, but  
 primarily a demonstration that sufficient housing can be delivered during each five-
 year tranche within the Plan period and in each year, distributed geographically  
 across the Borough and across different types of site and likely market segments 
 at any one time. However, because of the requirements of demonstrating a five-
year land supply, every effort has been made to identify likely out-turn  delivery 
dates and numbers in the first five years on the basis of the available information 
regarding each site (see “Timing of Delivery” below), and as far as possible for the 
later part of the Plan period as well. Inevitably the degree of confidence  about 
the timing diminishes towards the latter part of the Plan period. 

25. The Trajectory is consistent with the findings of the SHLAA in that with one very 
 minor exception (Thorne Avenue garage block, a council-owned site scheduled for 
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 2024-25 and anticipated to deliver four dwellings), a All the sites found to be 
suitable and deliverable are shown as delivering completions within the first five 
years (2019-24). Whilst some of the deliverable sites, generally the larger ones 
 where completion of the whole site is delayed by build rate, continue beyond the 
 first five years, completions in the later part of the Plan period (2024-30) are  
 largely made up of dwellings on developable sites. However, some of the 
 developable sites are shown as starting within the first five years, where, for 
 example, the site is not available now but expected to become available in less 
than five years’ time. This includes, for example, sites which do not yet have 
planning permission but where detailed engagement between the Council and the 
developer is at an advanced stage and it appears likely that a planning permission 
 will be in place within the next year or two years.      

Sources of supply 

26. The sources of information for sites are as set out in the 2017 SHLAA and in 
 accordance with national guidance contained in National Planning Practice 
 Guidance (NPPG) Housing and economic land availability assessment paragraphs 
 012-023 (2014) and the methodology flowchart included in the same source at 
 paragraph 006. The sources, as set out in the 2017 SHLAA and updated, have 
 been: 

 Sites identified as suitable by the 2010 SHLAA and 2013 SHLAA Update and 
all sites assessed in the 2017 SHLAA and 2018 SHLAA Update (this overlaps 
with some of the specific sources referred to below, which are included for 
clarity).  

 Sites with an extant (‘live’) planning permission for housing, which is 
unimplemented or under construction.  

 Sites included in the Council’s five-year supply of land for housing as 
calculated for 31st March 2017 and 31st March 2018, where unimplemented 
or under construction.  

 Sites which have been the subject of planning applications for new housing 
development or proposals for change of use to housing, or representations or 
enquiries submitted to the Council since the 2018 SHLAA Update, except for 
greenfield sites in the Green Belt.  

 Sites allocated by the CSUCP, including sites (in the Urban Core) allocated for 
a mix of uses including housing, and areas at MetroGreen indicatively 
identified by Figure 17.6 in the CSUCP as potential development plots and 
post-2030 development areas.  

 Sites owned by the Council and which are the subject of consideration or 
proposals for redevelopment for housing.  

 Sites submitted subsequently to the call for sites by individual enquiry from 
landowners, developers, or the Council.   

 Sites identified by Council officers with responsibility for development of the 
Council’s own land and promoting development by private developers and 
Registered Providers.  

 Other sites, identified by officers within the Council using local knowledge and 
aerial photography, which may have potential for development.  
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27. The approach set out above has identified a comprehensive and up-to-date list of 
 potential sites within Gateshead. This list includes a broad range of sites in terms 
 of size, potential type of development, and location. 

28. In accordance with the methodology used for the SHLAA and SHLAA Update, 
 except where suitability and constraints had already been fully considered 
 including in the case of sites already permissioned, specialist staff within the 
 Council have been consulted on the suitability of sites in respect of: 

 Ecology 
 Suitability of vehicular and pedestrian access, and parking issues 
 Air quality 
 Noise 
 The historic built environment 
 Urban design 
 Public open space and recreational land 
 Ground conditions and contamination 
 Flood risk 
 Viability 
 General development management considerations (all sites were assessed by 

a senior and experienced Development Management officer, with further input 
from Development Management where the conclusion was finely balanced). 

 
Site capacity 

29. The estimated capacities of sites have been derived where possible as follows: 

 From permissions where these are in place 
 From work done within the Council on its own or other sites, including 
 pPermissions in Principle and Development Frameworks where applicable 
 From known developer aspirations, where these are assessed as appropriate 
 to the site in all respects and not commercially confidential 

30. In the absence of any site-specific information, the standard approach is based on 
 site size and location and is set out in the 2017 SHLAA as follows: 

(i) Developable area  
 

31. These assumptions, set out in Fig.2 below, are the same as those used for previous 
 SHLAAs, including that underpinning the CSUCP: 
 
 

Table 7: Assumed net 
developable areas 

Gross site 
area 

Net 
percentage  

<0.4 ha.  100%  
0.4 – 2 ha.  90%  
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>2 ha.  75%  
 

 

(ii) Density 

32. The approach taken to density was set out in the 2017 SHLAA but is repeated 
here since it departs from the assumptions relied on for the preparation of the 
CSUCP. The effect is to substantially reduce the calculated capacity of a number 
of sites. 

33. Previous SHLAAS were based on the assumptions agreed by the Tyne and 
 Wear SHLAA Stakeholder Group in 2008, of 50 dwellings per hectare on sites 
 within 750 metres of a town or district centre or a rail or Metro station, 40 dwellings 
 per hectare at a distance of 750-1000 metres, and 30 dwellings per hectare at 
 distances of over 1 kilometre. These were felt, in the light of experience, to be too 
 “optimistic”, and moreover do not sit comfortably with the national standard of a 
 maximum 400 metre distance to good public transport as a standard to achieve 
 demonstrating good accessibility. Especially measured as the crow flies, the 
 continued application of these figures would have resulted in many ordinary 
 suburban locations, not subjectively seen as particularly accessibly located, being 
 identified as likely to be developed at 50 dwellings per hectare. This would also 
 not be in line with a realistic assessment of market aspirations or the policy aim of 
 delivering at least 60% of new homes, across the Plan area and Plan period, as 
 family housing CSUCP policy CS11). 

34. Therefore, the following standard density assumptions have been used: 

 

 Table 8: Density assumptions 
Distance from town or district 
centre or rail or Metro station  

Dwellings per hectare  

<400 metres  50  
>400 metres  30  
  

Delivery rates (build rate assumptions) 

35. The following build rate assumptions are carried forward from the 2017 SHLAA: 

Table 9: Build rate assumptions 
Site capacity  Annual rate of construction  
<200 dwellings  30  
200-500 dwellings  40  
>500 dwellings  50  
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36. A development rate of 35 dwellings per annum was previously applied to sites to 
be developed by the Gateshead Regeneration Partnership. On the basis of 
experience over the last few years, the standard assumptions above are applied to 
these sites also. 

37. In a few cases, the estimated build rate is based on a combination of adjoining 
sites where these appear to be likely to be developed together, for example 
Kibblesworth SW and NW. At the Ryton Village gGrowth Area site, exceptionally, a 
build rate of 80 per annum has been assumed, because the site consists of two 
separate landholdings each of over 200 dwellings and each being developed by a 
different volume housebuilder. 

38. A significantly faster rate of development is used for the Freight Depot site in the 
Urban Core, consistent with the legal agreement for the at site and supported by 
the inclusion of blocks of flats for private renting within the development. Because 
an assessment has been made that private rented sector blocks of flats in the 
Urban Core are likely to deliver completions at a higher annual rate than other 
sectors, both because of the economies of block construction and the simpler 
process of occupying them (bearing in mind that Gateshead’s completions records 
are based on an occupier moving in rather than physical completion), a higher rate 
of delivery has also been used for Pipewellgate.     

Method: timing of delivery 

39. The following approach has been taken in determining the likely dates of delivery 
 of sites in the Trajectory: 
  
 (i) Sites currently under construction are shown as continuing to be developed 
 from now until they are finished; 
  
 (ii) Most sites with an extant permission are shown as being developed within the 
 next five years and started before that permission is due to expire; 
  

 (iii) Advice has been taken from planning officers and other Council officers 
 involved, particularly, with major sites, whether publicly- or privately-owned, about 
likely start dates, incorporating programmed start dates for Council and other sites 
where available; this information is shown in more detail in the letters from the 
Council as developer and from the Gateshead Regeneration Partnership supplied 
to the Inspector;  

 
 (iv) It has been assumed that in most cases there will be a one-year gap between 
 start on site and the first completions; 
 
 (v) Sites which will be developed in sequence to one another are shown as being 
 developed in that sequence; 
  
 (vi) Sites likely to be less attractive have generally been pushed back to start 
 dates late in the Plan period; 
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 (vii) Account has been taken of the likely impact of constraints and requirements 
 for infrastructure provision; 
  
 (viii) There has been some attempt to show sites in the same area and likely to 
 appeal to the same market segment as being developed in an order which at least 
 approximately reflects their availability, viability and attractiveness. 
  
40. All sites are shown as being completed by 2032, except for some sites at 
 MetroGreen, where sites are mostly large and which the CSUCP recognises as 
 continuing after 2030. A small number of other sites, in the Urban Core where the 
 proposed development is very large in aggregate, are shown as being developed 
 or completed after 2030. 
 
41 The dates for development show in the trajectory have been used to inform an 
 updated Appendix 2 in MSGP, showing the delivery of the allocated sites within five-
 year bands relating to the Plan period. 
  
42. However, delivery of housing development (apart from those sites with planning 

permission in place, or where development has commenced, and sometimes even 
then) can be difficult to anticipate with much accuracy. In practice market 
conditions  are likely to have a considerable influence on the overall rate of 
delivery of housing.  This was seen in the national and local sharp downturn in 
housing completions resulting from the 2008 financial crash. Unlike the 
implications of physical and policy constraints relating to specific sites (which are 
in general relatively straightforward to identify), market conditions are difficult to 
anticipate in the medium to long term. 

Range of sites 

43. The revised supply of sites seeks to ensure that a suitable range of sites is 
provided in all respects including size of site, inclusion of sites suitable for a variety 
of types of housing or markets, range of locations across the borough, and the 
development or redevelopment of previously-developed (brownfield) land without 
prejudicing delivery. Appendix 3 shows that sites of 1 hectare or smaller account 
for 23.1% 20.6% of the capacity, which is comfortably in accordance with NPPF 
paragraph 68; and that 71.6% 70.6% of the capacity is provided by sites on 
previously-developed land.    

Viability  

44. The CSUCP was examined in terms of its deliverability in terms of the viability of 
development. The Inspector’s report (February 2015) covered issues of 
deliverability in low and low-mid areas of demand where viability is a significant 
issue. The Inspector concluded that many of the sites were in public ownership 
and the Council had demonstrated a strong commitment to obtaining finance and 
bringing them forward. The Inspector also relied on evidence of successful joint 
venture partnerships with the private sector and given the Council’s willingness not 
to always require the best financial reward, there was a reasonable prospect that 
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most of the sites would deliver. There was no concern over the deliverability and 
viability of sites in other respects which included a target of 15% affordable 
housing on sites of 15 homes or more. 

 
45. For MSGP, the Council has commissioned an independent viability and 
 deliverability report. This has tested the costs of the relevant policies within MSGP 
 and the viability and deliverability of site allocations. 

 
46. The report sets out five residential viability profile areas in the Borough – these are 
 Low, Low Mid, Mid, High Mid and High as well as sites being either 
 urban/suburban or non-urban. As part of the compilation of the report stakeholder 
 engagement was held with developers. The report also undertook specific site 
 testing based on typologies but looking at a broad spectrum of sites likely to come 
 forward with at least one site in each of the residential viability profile areas, sites 
 close to 15, 50 and 100 dwellings, urban/suburban and non-urban locations and 
 brownfield and greenfield.  

47.  Key appraisal inputs included: affordable housing at circa 15% (apart from sites 
 below 15 homes); dwelling sizes to meet Nationally Described Space Standards 
 averages; sales values/affordable housing transfer values to match the averages 
 used in each residential viability profile area; build costs in line with the Building 
 Cost Information Service (adjusted to match the low cost developer model if 
 appropriate); contingency, externals and professional fees (adjusted to meet the 
 low -cost developer model if appropriate); abnormals allowance; section 106 
 contributions at average amount; Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) at the 
 prevalent rates where applicable; marketing costs; profit at 20% on revenue for 
 market value units, reduced to 6% for affordable; and Benchmark Land Values 
 (BLV). 

48 Having run the appraisals, the resultant residual land value was compared to the 
BLV. If the former is higher than the BLV the scheme is deemed to be viable. If it is 
below the BLV, the scheme is shown to be unviable.  

 
49. The report concludes that the relevant policies within MSGP, such as the 

Nationally Described Space Standards (NDSS) and public open space standards 
for new development would not render development unviable. For M4(2) 
accessible and adaptable standards it was concluded that this should be limited to 
25% of dwellings and not any higher proportion. For M4(3) standards it was 
concluded that this should not be brought forward as this would potentially 
undermine scheme viability.  

 

50. For schemes in lower value locations it was concluded that specialist private 
 housebuilders (such as low-cost developers with lower build costs) would still be 
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 able to deliver viable schemes and therefore delivery in these areas will not be 
 limited to public sector led projects only. 

 

51. Gateshead Council implemented the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) in 
 January 2017. As part of this process, viability and deliverability testing was 
carried out and ultimately examined by a Planning Inspector. The Council 
acknowledged that land values and therefore viability of residential development 
varies across the Borough, including between urban and non-urban areas and 
therefore proposed a £60 per square metre charge in high-mid value non-urban 
areas, a £30 per square metre charge in high value urban areas, and a nil charge 
elsewhere.  

 

52. The Inspector’s report endorsed this approach and concluded that the Council’s 
 headroom workings showed sizable buffers for most residential typologies and 
 specific sites in high-mid value non-urban areas and high value urban areas. 

53. Where necessary to establish deliverability or developability, viability testing of 
individual sites using the established model has been carried out. 

The Council's approach to delivering housing on sites it owns 

54. The Council is committed to supporting financially the delivery of housing on land 
it owns even where these are unviable, though naturally regard is had to the actual 
costs specific to the site and development in question.  This is justified by helping  
to deliver a range of planning objectives, including maintaining a five-year land 
supply and passing the Housing Delivery Test, and securing the CSUCP's  wider 
objectives, but also delivers a range of benefits to the Council, including recouping 
the cost through Council Tax receipts in future years, and helping to meet its wider 
socio-economic objectives exemplified in the Thrive agenda (see the Compliance 
Statement). 

55. In response to the Housing Delivery Test, the Council has prepared (April 2019), 
and is currently updating, a Housing Delivery Test Action Plan. This sets out a 
wide range of means by which the Council  is strengthening its work to improve 
housing delivery. Amongst the most important, and relating to the Council's own 
land, are:  

(a) The Council’s Joint Venture (JV) partnership (GRP) 
 

56. The Council has a JV partnership with Galliford Try and Home Group to develop 
several sites within Gateshead. This is known as the Gateshead Regeneration 
Partnership (GRP). The premise of the partnership was a joint risk and reward with 
the Council able to offer up its land. As the sites are located in areas with different 
land values the aim was for more “profitable” sites to fund development in areas 
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where viability was a lot more challenging. .As of April 2019, the partnership hasd 
completed three sites and nearly completed a fourth, yielding a total of 309 
homes, and a fifth site iwas under construction. An updated statement in the form 
of a letter from GRP reporting progress and future plans as of January 2020 has 
been supplied to the Inspector.  

(b) The Council as a developer in its own right 
 
58. The Council has set up a trading company to develop its own sites primarily on 
 Council-owned land. This will involve the development of social housing and 
 housing for private market sale. As of April 2019, there were two sites under 
 construction which willere to deliver 58 homes with more sites in the pipeline. A 
 programme to deliver an annual average of 100 completions is in place. An 
 updated statement in the form of a letter from the Council reporting progress 
 and future plans as of January 2020 has been supplied to the Inspector.  

 

 

 


