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Dear Brian 
 
NEWCASTLE AND GATESHEAD COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY 
CONSULTATION ON ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
RESPONSE PREPARED ON BEHALF OF BELLWAY HOMES LIMITED (NORTH EAST) 
 
Following the Community Infrastructure Levy (“CIL”) Charging Schedule hearing session in April 2016, 
the Examiner wrote to both Newcastle City Council (“NCC”) and Gateshead Metropolitan Borough 
Council (“GMBC”) (“the Councils”) to seek clarification on a number of assumptions used to underpin 
CIL rates proposed in each authority. Both Councils have responded to this request and their 
comments were published for consultation. In May 2016 Bellway Homes Limited (North East) (“our 
Client”) responded to the Councils’ additional information and following this the Examiner has 
requested further information specifically in relation to transactions in Gateshead stating: 
 

“It would be helpful to me if you are able to provide some additional data 
relating to Gateshead transactions, which has informed the sales values 
and value zones in the borough. As part of this additional evidence, it 
would be appreciated if you could include data relating to the new build 
developments at Northside Birtley, Park View Durham Road and Stella 
Riverside, as referred to on page 16 of the Councils’ response to the post-
hearing representations (EX28).” 

 
This information was provided by the Councils on 28th June 2016 (EX30) and has now been published 
for consultation until 12th July 2016. 
 
This letter contains our Client’s comments to the Councils’ response. It should be noted that our 
Client has taken part at key stages in the preparation of the CIL Charging Schedule including 
responding to consultations in May 2015, December 2015 and March 2015 as well as meeting the 
Council to discuss our concerns. Our Client also attended and contributed to the discussions at the 
hearing session on 22nd April 2016 and has responded to the Examiner’s queries since this time. 
Throughout the process our Client has maintained its fundamental concerns with CIL. That is: 
 

• The CIL tariff of £60/sq m in relation to our Client’s land at Ryton (a strategic site 
that has been released from the Green Belt) is too high and will endanger the 
viability and therefore successful delivery of the site. 

• This is a result of a number of unrealistic assumptions which have fed into the 
Councils’ viability assessments. Most notably in relation to the threshold land values 
and the sales values. 

• Given that GMBC is relying on this site coming forward in order to meet their future 
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housing requirements outlined in the adopted Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan 
(“CSUCP”), then anything that threatens the viability of our Client’s site at Ryton will 
have fundamental consequences for the future growth and prosperity of Gateshead. 

  
Ascertaining the level of CIL is essentially a development viability exercise and owing to this it is 
critical that the level of CIL is based on robust and credible evidence. It is clear from the guidance 
(contained in the National Planning Practice Guidance (March 2014)) and the regulations (contained 
in the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulation 2010 (as amended)) that charging authorities 
wishing to introduce the levy should propose a rate which does not put at serious risk the overall 
development of their area. It will therefore be important that the rate is based on reality and the 
viable level of funding towards the planned provision of infrastructure needed to deliver the CSUCP. 
It is clear from the evidence presented that CIL alone will not be able to fund the all the 
infrastructure that is said to be required until the end of the current plan period. This makes it more 
important to set the level of CIL based on what can be afforded rather than what may theoretically 
be desired, to reduce the risk of the shortfall being even greater. The result of the recent EU 
Referendum has served to add more uncertainty to the housing market and further emphasises the 
need to proceed with caution when setting CIL tariffs. 
 
This sets the context in which we comment on the Councils’ additional information in relation to 
transactional data for Gateshead. 
 
Comments on the Overall Approach 
 
We have studied the information in relation to sales revenues in Gateshead carefully and note that 
the source used in this instance is Land Registry data. Whilst this may provide a more reliable source 
than guide prices for sales data, it is noted that the transactional data presented in Table 5 of 
document EX30 is from 2014 (now some 2 years old) and it is still unclear from the data whether 
sales discounts for new build properties have been applied. These are often used as incentives to 
attract buyers to a new development and do not often show up on Land Registry data (for instance if 
part exchange has taken place). We note for example that sales data from North Side, Birtley has 
been used within Table 5 of document EX30 and we are aware that for this development in particular 
that discounting of sales prices and incentives have taken place. This needs to be reflected in these 
figures. 
 
The data in Table 5 of document EX30 also does not provide the necessary floorspace details so in 
many instances it is difficult to interrogate these figures sufficiently and given the discrepancies in 
floorspace that were identified in our Client’s previous representations (dated 20th May 2016), this 
information is vitally important. In addition to this we note that only £/sq m information is given for 
new build transactions and not for other dwellings in the area, again making the exercise of 
analysing these figures difficult. We believe that owing to the deficiencies in this part of the data, 
that little or no weight should be attached to this as evidence. 
 
Notwithstanding this, we do note that areas regarded as ‘High-Mid’ value show many instances 
where a sales value of £2,250/sq m has not been achieved and overall it is observed that the sales 
values in Gateshead do appear lower than in Newcastle, which is in line with the points we have 
consistently raised throughout the CIL process. Indeed of the £/sq m data provided by the Councils, 
200 of the 252 transactions (some 79%) fell under the £2,250/sq m value set out in the evidence 
base. Of those classified as ‘High-Mid’ value within Table 5 of document EX30, the Councils have 
provided information on 92 new build transactions with £/sq m information. Of these 65 do not 
achieve the value of £2,250/sq m which equates to just over 70% of the total transactions. This 
alone clearly shows that the assumed residential sales value of £2,250/sq m in High-Mid value areas 
is simply too high and is largely unachievable. This is supported by the Councils’ analysis in Table 4 
of document EX30 which shows residential sales values below the ‘High-Mid’ level across all house 
types.  
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It is also noted by our Client that a significant proportion of the transactions shown in Table 5 of 
document EX30 are apartments. We believe the inclusion of so many apartments in this instance 
distorts the view of sales values. Owing to their format, apartments will typically experience a 5% - 
10% uplift on sales values compared to the same floorspace for a house. This is due to the efficiency 
of the living space inside an apartment which is typically greater because communal areas are 
excluded from private sales areas, whereas in a house areas such as stairs and corridors are included 
but not recouped in the sales values. Apartments also act as poor comparables for the strategic 
housing sites where houses are more likely to be developed.  

 
As outlined at the hearing session in April 2016, our view is that the current values expressed are 
likely to represent a high water mark and as larger strategic sites start to deliver, this will have the 
effect of subduing sales values as supply begins to meet demand. Consequently it is our Client’s view 
that future sales values are unlikely to increase from their current position. 
 
We note the Councils’ comments that the majority of transactions within the High-Mid zone are 
predominantly located within the built up area of Gateshead and that this will not necessarily reflect 
the values that may be achieved on strategic land release sites in Gateshead (which they assume will 
provide values similar to Great Park in Newcastle), however the Councils have provided little in the 
way of evidence to substantiate this claim. Additional comparable transactions have been provided in 
Table 6 of document EX30 but only 11 examples are provided and this does not give floorspace 
details of these properties or £/sq m values. The examples also do not state whether these 
properties are detached, semi-detached, terraced for flats and so again it is difficult to interrogate 
these figures in more detail and therefore attach much weight to this evidence.    
 
Overall it is our Client’s strong belief that the information provided by the Councils is largely opaque 
given that vital elements are missing from some of the data (ie. floorspace details and £/sq m 
values). The data that is available however shows that a residential sales value of £2,250/sq m is 
largely unachievable in Gateshead and more specifically in the High-Mid value areas and so this 
clearly needs to be reconsidered and revised downwards in light of this. 
 
The effect of this is that the proposed CIL tariff of £60/sq m which covers the strategic housing sites 
within Gateshead needs to be revisited and revised. 
 
Comments in relation to Ryton   
 
We have noted that in the Councils’ previous post-hearing comments (document EX28) that the 
development at Stella Riverside was sought as an example of values that could be achieved at Ryton. 
Our view is that given its location, Stella Riverside is more reflective of values in Blaydon rather than 
Ryton and indeed the Councils’ information in Table 5 of document EX30 appears to verify this and 
place the development in a ‘Mid’ rather than ‘High-Mid’ area. As a regeneration site upon the banks 
of the River Tyne we would also argue that its characteristics are different to that of a strategic 
housing site. We would also again make the observations that this transaction data is not likely to 
feature sales discounts and incentives that many housebuilders offer on new build sites and so the 
values expressed in Table 5 of document EX30 are likely to exceed the actual sales values achieved. 
 
Notwithstanding this, of the transactions that have the £/sq m information, we note that only 3 of 
the 86 transactions recorded (3.5%) achieve a residential sales value over £2,250 sq m at Stella 
Riverside. This confirms our Client’s view that this sales value is simply too high. 
 
We also note that the Councils have also cited Northside, Birtley and Park View, Durham Road as 
comparables for Ryton. Our Client would strongly question the appropriateness of doing this as both 
areas are some distance from Ryton and have very different characteristics in terms of their location. 
Nevertheless of the 36 transactions for Northside, Birtley where the Councils have provided £/sq m 
values, none have achieved a value of or above £2,250/sq m. For Park View Durham Road, the sales 
values are noted as exceeding £2,250/sq m but our Client would point out that this is a rare, one-off, 
high-end, premium development fronting on to the historic Saltwell Park and in highly desirable 
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location within Gateshead (the central area of Low Fell). We would therefore argue that the Park 
View, Durham Road development is a-typical for the area. However it is worth noting that even still, 
many of the recorded transactions only just exceed a residential sales value of £2,250 sq m, 
notwithstanding its ‘High’ value area status.  

 
Taken these points in the context of our previous comments about Land Registry data often not 
displaying discounting of sales prices or other incentives (through part exchange for instance) and 
our Client’s belief that values will subdue once strategic sites begin to be delivered, the Councils’ 
data does not provide overwhelming evidence that Ryton can achieve residential sales values of 
£2,250/sq m.  
 
As this is clearly the case, this supports our Client’s considered view that the current proposed CIL 
tariff of £60/sq m is too high will affect the deliverability of our Client’s Ryton site and in light of this 
the CIL tariff needs to be reconsidered and consistent with our previous comments, set to £0/sq m at 
Ryton.  

 
We trust that these comments will assist the Examiner in considering the CIL Charging Schedules 
further. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you require further clarification. 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
CHRIS MARTIN 
Senior Planner 
 
 


