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 Consultee COMMENTS   GATESHEAD COUNCIL RESPONSE  
1 Natural England  (1) Has no specific comment to make on the content of the Draft 

SPD.   
(2) Natural England suggest their pre-application discretionary 
service is referenced in the document. 

 

(1) Comment noted. 
 
(2)  The request to reference the Natural England 
pre-application  discretionary service goes beyond 
the purpose of the review (i.e. to ensure the SPD 
conforms with the provisions in Gateshead’s CIL) 
 
 

2 Persimmon Homes North 
East 

(1) The update includes additional text in paragraph 27 which details 
that the Council will be seeking Lifetime Homes contributions 
through new applications in accordance with your saved policies. 
This was explicitly discussed during the Core Strategy EIP and was 
not included within your Strategic Viability studies when looking at 
development viability. In addition the national guidance and 
requirement for Lifetime Homes has been abolished through the Red 
Tape Review and been superseded by the updated national Building 
Regulations. National Government furthermore have stated in their 
published position that they would strongly advocate that this be the 
approach all Local Authorities take when dealing with this type of 
requirement. 
 
(2) The update includes a requirement for payments to be index 
linked. While we don’t object to this in principal we must advise that 
this is not always suitable and should only be used in cases where 
large or long time period payments. In addition we would request 
that this requirement be qualified to ensure that a suitable index be 

(1) The additional text in paragraph 27 relating to 
lifetime and wheelchair homes has been deleted.  
Lifetime and wheelchair homes will be secured on 
site by means of planning conditions as clarified in 
the table under paragraph 26 of the document. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(2) The request to add further clarification 
regarding contributions being Index Linked goes 
beyond the purpose of the review (ie to ensure the 
SPD conforms with the provisions in Gateshead’s 
CIL) however, in any event  the existing reference 



used which captures changes in the housing market, especially in the 
eventuality that build cost increases over and above sales rates. This 
would secure the ability for the developer to pay the contribution, 
without compromising the viability of the development. 
 
 

at paragraph 52 is written to apply to the multiple 
categories of development/contribution set out in 
the SPD, and therefore paragraph 52 refers to a 
relevant form of indexation which would be 
determined in each case.   
 
 
 

3 Environment Agency  (1) Support the inclusion of additional text in the Flood and Water 
section of Part 2 Guidance: Types of Obligation, which acknowledges 
the need for infrastructure including site specific SuDS, flood 
mitigation and green infrastructure in order to mitigate the impact of 
specific developments.  
The Flood and Water section of the SPD lists the Council’s 123 
infrastructure as including:  

• Strategic Green Infrastructure; and  
• MetroGreen Strategic Flood Alleviation and Mitigation and 

Green Infrastructure.  

However, Appendix 4 (Gateshead 123 Infrastructure List) only 
appears to reference the Strategic Green Infrastructure within 
Water, Flood and Green Infrastructure provision. We, therefore, 
recommend that the Metro Green Project is also included within the 
list in Appendix 4. 
 

(1) The following wording has been added to 
Appendix 4 – Gateshead 123 Infrastructure List 
under the Water, Flood and Green Infrastructure 
heading. 
 
“MetroGreen Strategic Flood Alleviation & 
Mitigation and Green Infrastructure (CS17, CS18 & 
AOC2; IDP G1 & W1), including strategic land 
drainage network, tidal flood defence along the 
River Tyne and strategic compensatory storage in 
the River Derwent” 
 
 

4 Bellway Homes  Saved UDP Policies  
(1) We object to the continued reliance on out-of-date Saved Policies 
from the UDP (2007) and in particular the introduction into the SPD 
of the Saved Policy requirements for “lifetime homes” and 
“wheelchair homes”. The policies require 10% of all new housing 
(over 25 units) to be constructed to Lifetime Homes Standards 
(Policy H9) and 2% to be built, or be capable of adaptation without 
structural alteration, to Wheelchair Housing Standards (Policy H10). 
 

(1) The additional wording in paragraph 27 relating 
to lifetime and wheelchair homes has been 
deleted.  Lifetime and wheelchair homes will be 
secured on site by means of planning conditions as 
clarified in the table under paragraph 26 of the 
document. 
 
 
 



We request that obligations for the above are deleted from the SPD 
until such requirements are supported by an up to date evidence 
base and included in a DPD in accordance with NPPF and NPPG. 
 
Paragraph 27 under the heading ‘Thresholds’ states “Contributions 
for lifetime and wheelchair homes will be limited to the 
requirements of saved UDP policies H9 and H10”. It is unclear 
whether ‘contributions’ in this context means financial contributions 
or just ‘provision’ (since Policy H9 and H10 do not make reference to 
contributions in lieu) – clarification is needed. 
 
Open Space / Children’s Play 
(2) We note the Standards for Open Space and Children’s Play set out 
at Appendix 1 however the practical application of this standard 
(based on the estimated population of a development of 2, 3 and 4 
bedroom houses at a density of 30dph) means that approximately 
20% of the gross site area is to be given over to these uses. 
 
Supplementary Planning Guidance 5 confirms that ‘these policies are 
concerned with land of recreational, not just environmental or visual, 
value, and therefore it is necessary for the land provided to be 
accessible and suitable for public use…areas which consist entirely of 
dense planting or very steep slopes, or are inaccessible, and are 
therefore of no recreational value, will not be counted towards the 
total’. 
 
A stringent application of the standard may be difficult to achieve on 
sites with topographical constraints and where such requirements 
are to be delivered alongside other forms of green infrastructure 
such as SUDS. We would wish to see the viability and deliverability 
implications of standards tested, particularly in relation to strategic 
sites, prior to concluding the review of the SPD. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(2) The request to amend the open space and play 
standard wording goes beyond the purpose of the 
review (i.e. to ensure the SPD conforms with the 
provisions in Gateshead’s CIL) and the Council’s 
position in relation to the issue raised has not 
changed, nor has policy,  in the short time that has 
lapsed since the SPD was adopted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Affordable Housing  
(3) We would caution against the affordable housing mix being 
‘prescribed’ (particularly in respect of 1 bed units) and we welcome 
the flexibility that provision will be ‘assessed on a case by case basis’. 
 
(4) We also note that payments in lieu of affordable housing are to 
be made ‘before commencement of development unless issues 
relating to the viability of the development is are demonstrated’. 
However we would welcome greater flexibility to agree alternative 
phased payment arrangements by negotiation and mutual 
agreement without having to resort to the cost and delay of 
justification by way of open-book viability appraisal. 
 

 
 
3) The mix is not prescribed - comment noted  
 
 
 
(4) The inclusion of this clause was approved on 
the adoption of the SPD and is not impacted by the 
introduction of CIL 
 
 
 

5 Gateshead Access Panel  (1) The SPD is mostly adequate for its intended purpose but would 
benefit from a further section under the ‘Types of Obligation’ with an 
explanation of the ‘Guidance and Policies’ for ‘Accessible Dwellings’ 
and how these should be delivered. 
 
(2) Lifetime Homes and Wheelchair Housing should now be 
referenced to 
the Building Regulation standards M4(2) Category 2 Accessible and 
Adaptable Dwellings and M4(3) Category 3: ‘Wheelchair User 
Dwellings’ 1 that apply to new applications since 1 October 2015; the 
application of which should be considered at pre-application stage. 
 
(3) Existing inequalities of the referenced policies including H15, 
CFR14, CFR15, CFR28, CFR29, CFR 30, and the current draft 
Residential Design Code SPD, February 2015 do not provide suitable 
statements to require or provide environments and facilities to meet 
the needs of disabled people. 
 
(4) Gateshead Council gives priority to reviewing their existing Saved 
UDP Policies with a view to their replacement along with progressing 

(1) The SPD is not considered to be the 
appropriate place for detailed material on this 
topic. 
 
 
(2) Comment noted and included.  
 
 
(3) Policies H15, CFR14, CFR15, CFR28, CFR29, CFR 
30 are about the level of provision and access 
standards and do not address layout and design.  
Adopted Core Strategy policies CS1.8 and CS14 
would be applied to all new developments to 
ensure they meet the needs of disabled people. 
 
 
 
 
(4 & 5) Comments noted. 



the apparently overdue review and update to the draft Residential 
Design Code to address the deficiencies in regard to promoting and 
ensuring the appropriate application of standards to support 
development and maintenance of environments and facilities to 
support their use by persons with disabilities including elderly 
persons and persons with children. 
 
(5) We wish to reiterate our recommendation that Gateshead 
Council urgently develop and publish an “Inclusive Design SPD” 
similar to the “Accessible London: Achieving and Inclusive 
Environment SPD October 2014” as stated within our response to the 
2015 consultation of the draft Gateshead Residential Design Code 
SPD: “Making it happen”. 
 
 

6 Highways England  (1) Amendments are relatively minor and welcome the clarity 
provided for how contributions will be sought and the support it 
provides to the timely provision of transport infrastructure.  

(1) Comment noted. 

7 North East Chinese 
Association  

(1) Comments to be provided at a later date. (1) The consultation period on the Planning 
Obligations SPD First Review ended on 12 October 
2016. 

8 Historic England  (1) It is disappointing to note that there remains no reference within 
the SPD to the opportunities to use planning obligations or CIL for 
the conservation and enhancement of the historic environment. We 
would urge the Council to consider how it could use the SPD and CIL 
to satisfy National Planning Policy paragraphs 6, 126 and 157.  This 
would allow developer contributions to be used to help deliver 
Gateshead’s positive strategy for the historic environment.  

(1) Where there are particular heritage issues 
relating to a development site, these will be 
addressed through other means such a listed 
building consent or through planning conditions. 
 
 
 

 

 

 


