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1. Introduction  
 

1.1 This statement is made pursuant to Regulation 19 1(b) of The Community Infrastructure Levy 

Regulations 2010 (as amended).  

 

 

1.2  This document sets out the number of representations which were submitted in accordance 

with regulation 17 and a summary of the main issues raised by the representations.  
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2. Representations received on the Gateshead Draft Charging 

Schedule  
 

2.1 Gateshead Council published the DCS and supporting documents from 26 October to 6 

December 2015 for a period of 6 weeks. A further period of publication, including a 

correction on the Draft Charging Schedule Residential Charging Map, took place between 

the 21st December 2015 and the 24th January 2016.  

 

2.2 In total 19 duly made representations were made to council between 26 October and 6 

December, with no additional representations received as a result of the second publication 

period. Representations were received from: 

 

• Highways England 

• Marine Management Organisation 

• North East Ambulance Service 

• Natural England 

• Office of Rail and Road 

• National Farmers Union (North East) 

• Tyne and Wear Fire & Rescue Service 

• Nexus 

• Sport England 

• Environment Agency 

• Persimmon Homes 

• Historic England 

• Northumberland County Council 

• Tyne and Wear Joint Local Access Forum  

• Barton Willmore representing Bellway Homes 

• Barton Willmore representing  Taylor Wimpey 

• Signet Planning representing Story Homes 

• Signet Planning representing  Aldi Stores Ltd 

• The Planning Bureau representing  McCarthy & Stone 

 

2.3 A summary of the main issues raised is set out below:  

 

 

  

GP02



5 
 

 

Consultee  Agent Comment Summary Council response  Modification/Change 

made 

Highways 

England  

 Note the changes that have been 

made to the CIL, including the 123 list, 

the approach as set out in the 

Background Paper in terms why 

development should fund strategic 

infrastructure. HE support the clarity 

provided in relation to the application 

of S106, S38 and S278 mechanisms for 

obtaining contributions for non-

strategic and local infrastructure, and 

the recognition that site impacts could 

be cumulative in nature and therefore 

not all costs would be sufficiently site 

specific to enable payments through 

S106 and S278 regimes. Support for CIL 

being uses to fund new or 

exacerbated infrastructure 

deficiencies, and not existing. 

 

Support and comments are 

noted. 

No Change 

Marine 

Management 

Organisation  

 Planning documents for areas with a 

coastal influence may wish to make 

reference to the MMO’s licensing 

requirements and any relevant marine 

plans to ensure that necessary 

regulations are adhered to. For marine 

and coastal areas where a marine 

plan is not currently in place, we 

advise local authorities to refer to the 

Marine Policy Statement for guidance 

on any planning activity that includes 

a section of coastline or tidal river. All 

public authorities taking authorisation 

Comments are noted. No Change 
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or enforcement decisions that affect 

or might affect the UK marine area 

must do so in accordance with the 

Marine and Coastal Access Act and 

the UK Marine Policy Statement unless 

relevant considerations indicate 

otherwise. 

North East 

Ambulance 

Service  

 Note that the above roads (Goldcrest 

Way/Newburn Riverside) will be used 

for access and egress in relation to 

emergency calls and for transfer 

purposes. 

Comment is noted (the address 

referred to is not located in 

Gateshead) 

No Change 

Natural 

England  

 Careful consideration is required as to 

the role of CIL in meeting the 

requirements of the NPPF (para 114) 

‘Local Planning Authorities should set 

out a strategic approach in their Local 

Plans, planning positively for the 

creation, protection, enhancement  

and management of networks of 

biodiversity and green infrastructure.’  

 

Potential infrastructure requirements 

may include access to natural 

greenspace, allotment provision, 

infrastructure identified by green 

infrastructure strategies, and relating to 

climate change mitigation and 

adaptation.  

 

In the absence of clarification as to 

the role of CIL in this respect, we would 

be concerned that enhancements to 

the natural environment would be ad-

hoc, and not deliver a strategic 

Comments and advice are 

noted. 

 

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

supports Plan policies and 

contains open space and green 

infrastructure projects. The 

funding and delivery mechanisms 

for such improvements need to 

be considered based on a 

number of considerations such as 

the need for timely site specific 

mitigation.  

 

The Council has undertaken a 

review of its 123 list of recipient 

infrastructure, and Gateshead’s 

123 list includes Strategic Green 

Infrastructure, and flood and 

water alleviation at Metrogreen. 

 

Projects will be monitored once 

CIL is operational on a regular 

No Change 
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approach, and that as such the Local 

Plan may not be consistent with the 

NPPF. 

 

basis, as needs require. 

Office of Rail 

and Road  

 The Office of Rail and Road has no 

representation to make on this 

particular document. 

 

Comment is noted. No Change 

National 

Farmers Union  

 We understand that agriculture may 

not be exempt from a S106, but it will 

be zero rated (£0/sq. m) for CIL.  Your 

clarification on this would be 

appreciated.    

 

As currently drafted the CIL 

identifies an “All Other 

Development” category (which 

would include agriculture) as a 

zero charge. CIL might apply for 

diversification proposals where 

this corresponds with the (draft) 

charging schedule (residential, 

retail > 280sqm, etc….) 

No Change 

Tyne and 

Wear Fire & 

Rescue 

Service 

 At present whenever any new build 

occurs, the Fire Service must secure 

water for firefighting which is normally 

through the installation of fire hydrants, 

the cost of these hydrants are 

substantial and I believe this is a part of 

the infrastructure and as such should 

be at the cost of the developer. There 

are other areas within the country that 

apply this requirement. 

 

The provision of fire hydrants as 

part of new development in 

Gateshead is not a matter for the 

CIL, but is dealt with through 

Building Control standards and 

regulations. 

No Change 

Nexus   Nexus supports the principle of 

contributions from development being 

allocated towards measures that will 

help to address the impacts of new 

development as sustainably as 

possible. Nexus broadly supports the 

transport measures identified on the 

Support and comments are 

noted.    

 

The approach to the 123 list is 

informed by infrastructure 

projects as set out in the 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

No Change 
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Regulation 123 list. The proposals as 

listed however do not provide the 

opportunity for any Nexus assets (e.g. 

Metro; Gateshead Interchange) or 

other party assets (i.e. Metrocentre 

Transport Interchange) to be improved 

and Nexus requests that consideration 

be given to their inclusion. 

 

Nexus supports the proposals in so far 

as they benefit public transport.  The 

proposed allocation of CIL towards the 

introduction of park and ride facilities 

at Eighton Banks and Follingsby is 

particularly welcomed, alongside the 

identification of bus priority measures 

along routes connecting these 

locations with transport interchanges 

at Gateshead and Heworth 

respectively. 

 

Nexus requests that consideration be 

given to the inclusion within the list of 

candidate infrastructure to receive 

CIL, of new and improved on-street 

infrastructure for bus interchanges, 

which would improve the connectivity 

of bus services across Gateshead to 

the benefit of residents and workers in 

new developments. 

 

Schedule (Part III). The schedule 

does not currently include Metro 

extension or the public transport 

interchanges referred to as there 

are no firm proposals for these 

schemes.   

 

However, the Council will ensure 

that both this and the approach 

to the 123 list are kept under 

review should firmer proposals 

emerge. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The provision of on-street bus 

infrastructure, including to meet 

the needs of new development, 

would be more appropriately 

addressed at a site specific level 

through means other than the CIL 

(S106, for example).     

Sport England   In the first instance Sport England 

welcomes the Council’s intention to 

ensure (through this and other 

mechanisms) that community sports 

Comments are noted and the 

inclusion of strategic green 

infrastructure on the 123 list would 

include outdoor sport and 

No Change 
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infrastructure keeps pace with housing 

growth. In order that the community’s 

needs for sporting infrastructure are 

properly articulated they need to be 

based on up-to-date evidence and 

research. For sport this means that an 

area needs to be covered by a 

Playing Pitch Strategy and Built 

Facilities Strategy. Sport England 

understands that work is underway in 

respect of both these strategies. 

Ideally these strategies should have 

been in place before the CIL charging 

schedule and Planning Obligations 

SPD were put out to consultation.  

 

In respect of the Planning Obligations 

SPD, Gateshead’s Playing Pitch 

Strategy dated 2012 was able to 

provide standards of provision which 

could act as a bridge until the arrival 

of the more up to date PPS. There is no 

such fall-back position in respect of the 

Built Sports Facilities strategy. 

Gateshead Council do not therefore 

know whether the existing stock of 

major sports facilities has sufficient 

capacity (both across the board, but 

more pertinently in those locations 

where major development will take 

place) to be able to accommodate 

the increase in use that will arise from 

housing growth. There is a danger 

therefore that major sports facilities are 

an omission from the Regulation 123 

recreation provision (as defined 

in the Core Strategy and Urban 

Core Plan 2015). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Council will ensure that the 

approach to the 123 list is kept 

under review to take into 

account where relevant 

evidence of additional strategic 

needs which may emerge. 
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list. 

 

Given the fact that Sport England are 

working with Gateshead Council on 

their Built Sports Facilities strategy, then 

the information needed around major 

sports facilities should be forthcoming 

in the near future. If it is not available 

for the Inspector to consider as part of 

the consideration of Gateshead’s CIL 

charging schedule, we would 

welcome the Council’s commitment 

to an early review, should it prove 

necessary. 

Environment 

Agency  

 Having considered the published 

information, the Environment Agency 

supports the proposals as submitted 

and has no further comments to make. 

 

Support is noted. No Change 

Persimmon  Residential Value Areas – object to 

current values for Dunston Hill/Central 

Nursery site – Annex refers to £209/sqft 

– Persimmon conclude the maximum 

average should £200/sqft on the basis 

of comparable evidence from the 

Dunston Hospital site 

There is no evidence of price 

paid information to back up their 

view that Central Nursery should 

be a maximum £200 per sqft.  It 

should be noted that Residential 

Values in the table represent 

Average Rates at a price per sqm 

and comparable evidence from 

Mansion Heights at Dunston Hill 

show that the values within the 

table are in line with those of the 

nearby development. 

 

No Change 

Building Costs – the use of BCIS costs is 

supported but these should be kept up 

to date. Question the apportionment 

Methodology follows NPPG and 

the use of BCIS for build costs. 

Viability testing does not 
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of build costs from high to low value 

areas using median to lower quartile 

BCIS costs rather than upper to lower 

quartile build costs. 

necessarily need to test the 

higher quality build costs, as this 

would also need a review of 

revenues. 

 

The Councils consider they have 

been cautious and have not 

sought to include the large scale 

site adjustment indicated in the 

BCIS Quarterly Review for larger 

contracts.( BCIS Quarterly Review 

of building prices, issue 139, 

November 2015) 

Externals allowance is inadequate at 

10% of build costs and should be 

increased to 20% in line with HBFs reps 

and to ensure that it’s not at the 

margins of viability. Associated costs 

have increased in recent years with 

service rates, fees for S38 agreements, 

roads, footpaths, and drainage….Also 

disagree with 5% contingency being 

used to cover for additional external 

costs (Annex p21).   

A typical average has been 

applied. The Council believes this 

is a reasonable assumption and 

appropriate given the adoption 

of BCIS figures for general 

housing. 

Contingency at 5% is supported Support is noted 

Abnormals at 5% is not a cautionary 

approach and do not accept 5% 

contingency providing a safety net  – 

10% is a normal minimum for 

abnormals  in our experience whether 

greenfield or brownfield. Sample of 

recent developments shows a higher 

level of abnormal costs (13.6% Slayley 

Court, Bedlington; Amble 20.5%..) 

Need to understand prevalent 

In accordance with the NPPF 

(para 173) viability testing should 

take account of the normal costs 

of development and mitigation - 

the Councils' have erred on the 

side of caution and have added 

in a 5% abnormals figure on top 

of base build costs and externals, 

which is a standard industry 

figure. 
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abnormal costs (substations, surface 

water attenuation, pumping stations..)  

Sensitivity testing at 10% is required in 

order to ensure a cautious approach.. 

 

The Council acknowledges that 

abnormals can vary significantly 

between sites and it is difficult to 

make a general assumption. For 

the purpose of area wide viability 

appraisals the Council considers 

5% to be a reasonable average 

assumption and in line with the 

Harman Report. 

Professional Fees at 10% is consistent 

with HBFs reps on viability assessments 

Support is noted 

Finance at 6.5% is reflective of the 

agreed approach  

Support is noted 

Sales and Marketing Fees should be 5% 

(agreed between HBF and Durham 

CC recently) which is within Harmon 

recommended range and a figure at 

the upper end of the scale reflects the 

North East being the weakest market in 

England.  

On larger scale development this 

is a related percentage costs 

that would not change. The 

Council is of the opinion that the 

3.5% is a reasonable assumption. 

Site Acquisition Agents and Legal at 

4% is accepted but VAT should be 

incorporated in SDLT cost, so should be 

4.8%.  

The Council has undertaken a 

high level appraisal within which 

it assumed VAT will be 

recoverable across all sites. 

Developer Profit at 20% is agreed. Support is noted 

Affordable Housing Profit - Registered 

providers are operating within reduced 

budgets and rents and are therefore 

offering less and have less funds and 

capacity to deliver projects. The 

examinations referred to in the Annex 

as showing 6% to be at the top end of 

competitive returns are out of date – 

this would represent a low risk 

The merged profit rate is circa 

23% on costs. See narrative in D.2, 
Section 3.00 of the Viability and 

Delivery Report Annex ( February 

2016) 

GP02



13 
 

contractor’s profit margin and cannot 

be considered competitive.  The 

assumed profit margin should be 

adjusted upwards. 

Threshold Land Value – The approach 

is simplistic being based on 2012 VOA 

data with values adjusted across 

residential value areas. Discussions 

should be held with local agents to 

ascertain appropriate TLVs – it 

shouldn’t assume land comes forward 

at the margins of viability, and should 

include a viability cushion to ensure 

sites come forward and the plan is 

deliverable – encouraged to see that 

this approach has been taken. 

Concerned about the recalibration of 

non-urban TLVs based on limited 

evidence – emerging viability work of 

Durham CC and limited information in 

appendix 7 of the Annex. The industry 

would not be able to develop land in 

high/high-mid zones as the proposed 

strategic land values are below the 

minimum demanded by agents and 

landowners in these areas (£250,000 

per acre). Therefore strategic values 

should be adjusted to ensure schemes 

can be delivered.   

The approach to threshold value 

assumptions has been further 

clarified with additional publicly 

available evidence included in 

the DCS Viability Annex (October 

2015). 

 

 

At Stage 2 (VA2) consultation the 

Council encouraged developers 

to share market intelligence into 

threshold values in Options 

Agreements. In the absence of 

anything being supplied the 

Council has had to rely on its own 

limited data and other publicly 

available information. 

Additionally the Council has 

sought independent advice from 

DTZ on the benchmark values 

and whilst they acknowledge the 

Council’s figures are broadly 

realistic it is recognized that there 

is little evidence to derive these 

figures 

Exceptional Circumstances Relief – 

there must be ability for sites to obtain 

relief from the levy given that the 

assessment inputs do not account for 

all abnormal costs. A charging 

authority can consider claims for relief 

Discretionary relief is not currently 

thought necessary due to the 

extent of viability assessments 

undertaken. This type of relief can 

be provided at a later date if 

thought necessary. 
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under the provisions of Reg 55 of the 

CIL (Amended) Regs 2014 Clause 3a – 

the legal framework which would 

enable CIL relief should be 

incorporated within the Gateshead 

and Newcastle Charging Schedules.  

Historic 

England  

 Historic England would recommend 

that Gateshead Council consider ways 

in which the CIL can be used to 

conserve and enhance the historic 

environment, thereby satisfying the 

National Planning Policy Framework (in 

particular paragraphs 6, 126 and 157).  

At present, the draft Infrastructure List 

(Regulation 123) does not appear to 

include any specific reference to 

heritage assets and their setting.  

Historic England would therefore 

recommend that the list incorporates 

some reference to the protection, 

conservation and enhancement of 

heritage assets and their settings, to 

ensure that it would be possible to 

fund appropriate initiatives which both 

deliver necessary infrastructure, and 

also help to conserve and enhance 

the historic environment. 

 

Both the Planning Act 2008 and the 

Community Infrastructure Levy 

Regulations are clear that the CIL can 

be used to fund a wide range of 

infrastructure and facilities.  This 

flexibility means that many projects 

may be associated with the repair and 

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

(April 2015) supports Plan policies 

and includes infrastructure 

projects that supports heritage 

and conservation. Funding 

mechanisms for such 

improvements will need to be 

considered based on a number 

of considerations, such as, the 

need for site specific mitigation. 

Whilst the current draft regulation 

123 lists do not include heritage 

based projects, this will be 

monitored on a regular basis, as 

needs require. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

No Change 
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maintenance of heritage assets, and it 

is now well established that heritage is 

not an adjunct to a healthy economy, 

but an important component of 

growth and a source of employment.  

For example, historic buildings can 

accommodate many social and 

community services and activities, and 

the historic environment can make a 

valuable contribution to green 

infrastructure networks, and offer a 

range of leisure and recreational 

opportunities.  Transport infrastructure 

might include historic bridges; open 

space can encompass historic areas 

and townscapes; and ‘in kind’ 

payments may include land transfers 

which enable the transfer of an ‘at risk’ 

building as part of a comprehensive 

regeneration scheme. 

 

With regards Discretionary Relief for 

Exceptional Circumstances, both the 

regulations and the National Planning 

Policy Framework (paragraph173) 

comment upon the need to strike an 

appropriate balance between the 

opportunities of funding infrastructure 

from the levy, and the possible effects 

upon the economic viability of the 

development.  Schemes which seek to 

conserve and enhance heritage assets 

and their setting can often be finely 

balanced in terms of their economic 

viability, and it is possible that this 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Discretionary relief is not currently 

thought necessary due to the 

extent of viability assessments 

undertaken. Historic mitigation 

may need to be considered 

against the overall planning 

obligations required (excluding 

CIL) and an open book viability 

appraisal of the scheme as 

necessary. 
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viability might be compromised by the 

requirement for CIL payments.  We  

#]#would therefore encourage the 

Council to consider discretionary relief 

where development which seeks a 

positive change in the /historic 

environment may become unviable if 

subject to CIL. 

 

Historic England would also 

recommend that the Charging 

Schedule is fully informed by an up to 

date and relevant evidence base for 

the historic environment and its 

heritage assets.  This is likely to include 

‘heritage at risk’, which could provide 

a useful insight into project 

opportunities for the Regulation 123 list. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments are noted. 

 

Northumberla

nd County 

Council  

 Supports the approach in the 123 list 

specifically the inclusion of strategic 

transport schemes (as cross referred in 

Policy CS13) – including the reopening 

of the Ashington Blyth line for 

passenger services and improvements 

to the A19/A1.  

Northumberland County Council 

support for strategic transport 

scheme inclusion on the 

regulation 123 list is noted. The 

specific projects included will be 

reviewed on an annual basis. 

No Change 

Tyne and 

Wear Joint 

Local Access 

Forum  

 A prime concern for T&W JLAF is the 

maintenance, improvement and 

where possible extension of the Rights 

of Way (RoW) network throughout 

Tyne & Wear, and also that of green 

and open access spaces accessible 

by the RoW network. 

1 Is it correct that CIL cannot (or will 

not) be used for changes or 

Gateshead’s draft 123 list of 

infrastructure includes strategic 

green infrastructure – therefore 

improvements to the ROW 

network, open and green spaces 

which coincide with the strategic 

green infrastructure network 

could be funded through CIL – 

however, please note that the 

No Change 

GP02



17 
 

improvements to the RoW network or 

green/open spaces in Gateshead 

2 If indeed CIL revenues do not apply 

to the RoW network, are other 

measures, e.g. to comply with the 

Disability Discrimination Act eligible, or 

is this an absolute restriction? 

3 If CIL revenues are not to be spent 
on the RoW network, are you or a 

colleague able to clarify how 

Section 106 monies might be used to 

support the RoW network and 

green/open access spaces? 

Funds such as Gateshead’s CIL and 

Section 106 revenues should be used 

to preserve the RoW network to 

maintain/ improve its quality and 

integrity. Without it, that Tyne & Wear 

will become a less attractive place to 

live in, move to and visit.   

 

inclusion of a project or type of 

infrastructure in this list does not 

signify a commitment from the 

Council to fund (either in whole 

or in part) the listed project or 

type of infrastructure through CIL. 

Nor does the list identify priorities 

for spending within it, or any 

apportionment of the CIL funds 

across the authority. 

 

Improvements to green 

infrastructure links which are 

brought about to mitigate the 

impact of a particular 

development would be funded 

via other means, either directly 

through the development or 

through a S106 agreement. 

Policies in the Core Strategy for 

housing development at Dunston 

Hill and Kibblesworth, for 

example, require improvements 

to green infrastructure and 

pedestrian links, and to the 

recreation amenity of the 

Tanfield Railway Path and the 

Bowes Railway Path respectively.  

Bellway  Barton 

Willmore 

It is unclear whether the policies in the 

CSUCP as a whole have been taken 

into account in terms of costs to factor 

into the viability assessment. 

The site specific appraisals have 

taken into account the cost of 

infrastructure and generic S106 

contributions which have been 

factored in to the calculation of 

headroom. 
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See main Viability and 

Deliverability Report and policy 

cost testing on the Plan (section 

4.00) and section 3.2 of the 

Annex (February 2016). Minor 

changes have been made in 

section 3.2 to further clarify the 

treatment of future 

environmental costs. 

The current Zone A tariff is too high 

(£60/sqm) and the underpinning 

evidence is unreliable/incomplete. 

Evidence on CIL and S106 for the 

strategic housing sites is unclear and 

risks double dipping, and could 

undermine housing development in 

Gateshead. There needs to be greater 

balance between infrastructure 

provision and viability, and in terms of 

tariffs and zones. 

The Council believes the overall 

approach taken to the proposed 

rates in the DCS is balanced and 

meets the required test for rate 

setting. 

 

The Council will ensure there is no 

double dipping between S106 

and CIL on any given project and 

will set out procedures to ensure 

compliance with the regulations. 

 

House Type & Mix – should realistically 

reflect what will be delivered, and the 

proportion of 2 bed properties is not 

realistic and distorts values on sites – 

needs to reflect what will be delivered 

over the plan period.  Request sight of 

the sensitivity analysis referred to by 

the Council. Suggest a figure of 10% 

(incl. Aff. Housing units) for scheme 

type D would be better. 

Sensitivity analysis changing 2 to 3 

bedroom properties has been 

undertaken which shows 

increased revenue/headroom, 

and therefore residual value. 

Therefore retaining a mix 

including 2 bedroom properties 

reinforces a cautious approach, 

whilst market conditions and 

preferences are likely to change 

in the period to 2030. This is 

considered to be a reasonable 

approach 

Site Coverage and Unit Size – refers to There is a direct link between GIA 
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Council view that sizes are appropriate 

for area wide approach.  Client 

believes that house size should be 

based on number of bedrooms but 

also type of housing (detached, semi-

detached..). Greater sensitivity is 

required to distinguish between house 

types as value per sqft for large 

detached properties reduces relative 

to build costs which remain constant, 

therefore resulting in a lower residual 

value and less headroom for CIL.   

and sales values achieved. 

Accordingly the Council believes 

that any differential will result in 

higher/lower sales value and a 

corresponding higher/lower build 

cost. We understand that there 

are a wide variety of properties 

offered by builders but the 

Council is working on an area 

wide basis, and in the absence of 

evidence to the contrary, is 

believed to be a reasonable 

approach. 

Development and Marketing Costs - at 

3.5% is too low and should be 6% in line 

with HCAs EVA Toolkit. Economies of 

scale rarely transpire and not the 

extent of almost 50% less.   

On larger scale development this 

is a related percentage cost that 

would not change. The Council is 

of the opinion that 3.5% is a 

reasonable assumption 

Abnormals, Overheads & Profit – Cost 

assumptions should include Climate 

Change and SUDs requirements of 

Policies CS16 and CS17. Many areas in 

Zone A are affected by past mining 

activity – abnormals allowance needs 

to be sufficient to address this with site 

costs likely to exceed £250k per acre. 

The 20% developer profit should be a 

minimum and not maximum 

(reference to range of 17-28% at 

Shinfield) – 25% would be a more 

robust level.   

In accordance with the NPPF 

(para 173) viability testing should 

take account of the normal costs 

of development and mitigation - 

the Councils have erred on the 

side of caution and have added 

in a 5% abnormals figure on top 

of base build costs and externals 

Assessment of GDV (Residential) – the 

values for the high-mid category are 

too high – exceeding the maximum 

revenue that client would anticipate, 

The Council believes that the 

values assumed for the high-mid 

category are correct and no 

contrary evidence has been 
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and even allowing for moderate % rise 

in house prices. Refer to not seeing 

evidence referred to from DTZ, and 

suggests 7% reduction for 2 bed house 

and 9% reduction for 3 &4 bed house 

values as referred to in the Annex. The 

reference to 58.75% of market value as 

a merged rate for affordable housing – 

needs to be reviewed further to 

government announcements.  Figures 

should be comprehensively reviewed 

and revised down a further 20-40%.   

submitted. The DTZ report is 

included in the Councils 

evidence (see Appendix 9, 

Viability and Deliverability 

ANNEX Update (February 

2016)(PO4).  

The Council has undertaken 

sensitivity testing in light of 

government announcements on 

the approach to affordable 

housing and there is increased 

headroom at 80% of market 

value. 

Threshold Value/BLV – refers to 

£480,000/ha figure and justification 

given, and the reference to 

comparing benchmark values in 

County Durham and Stockton – the 

form and function of the housing 

market in these areas will be different 

to Gateshead. Believes there is a lack 

of transparency in setting the BLVs and 

they are too low, particularly for high 

and high-mid and mid areas – 

artificially boosting the CIL rate in zone 

A which is therefore too high. Would 

put the viability of client's scheme at 

risk.  

The approach to threshold value 

assumptions has been further 

clarified with additional publicly 

available evidence included in 

the DCS Viability Annex (October 

2015). 

 

At Stage 2 (VA2) consultation the 

Council encouraged developers 

to share market intelligence into 

threshold values in Options 

Agreements. In the absence of 

anything being supplied the 

Council has had to rely on its own 

limited data and other publicly 

available information. 

Additionally the Council has 

sought independent advice from 

DTZ on the benchmark values 

and whilst they acknowledge the 

Council’s figures are broadly 

realistic it is recognized that there 
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is little evidence to derive these 

figures 

Values Map – over simplistic and fails 

to recognise weaker localised housing 

market areas. Consider a new zone C 

for strategic sites that are adjacent to 

high-mid value areas but that require 

major infrastructure or have significant 

abnormal costs – to ensure site viability. 

Should also consider whether land 

should be removed from the charging 

zones, as has been done for land at 

Dunston Hill.  

 

We don’t believe the map is over 

simplistic – it provides a high-level 

view of the relative values of 

different areas within the 

borough. This has been informed 

by reference to Land Registry 

data for house sales of different 

types and actual price paid 

information using websites such 

as Rightmove and Zoopla. The 

values map is not designed to 

pinpoint areas within the borough 

that may have high 

development costs. 

 

 

Taylor Wimpey  Barton 

Willmore 

Taylor Wimpey (TW) does not have an 

'in principle' objection to the adoption 

of CIL in Gateshead and believes that 

if set out clearly and fairly then it would 

bring certainty to developers 

Comment is noted  

The current Zone A tariff is too high 

(£60/sqm) and the underpinning 

evidence is unreliable/incomplete. 

Evidence on CIL and S106 for the 

strategic housing sites is unclear and 

risks double dipping, and could 

undermine housing development in 

Gateshead. 

The Council believes the overall 

approach taken to the proposed 

rates in the DCS is balanced and 

meets the required test for rate 

setting. 

 

The Council will ensure there is no 

double dipping between S106 

and CIL on any given project and 

will set out procedures to ensure 

compliance with the regulations. 
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Development and Marketing Costs - at 

3.5% is too low and should be 6% in line 

with HCAs EVA Toolkit. Economies of 

scale rarely transpire and not the 

extent of almost 50% less.   

 

On larger scale development this 

is a related percentage cost that 

would not change. The Council is 

of the opinion that 3.5% is a 

reasonable assumption. 

Abnormal Development Costs  & 

Overheads -Cost assumptions should 

include Climate Change and SUDs 

requirements of Policies CS16 and 

CS17. Many areas in Zone A are 

affected by past mining activity – the 

abnormals allowance needs to be 

sufficient to address these issues. 

In accordance with the NPPF 

(para 173) viability testing should 

take account of the normal costs 

of development and mitigation - 

the Council has erred on the side 

of caution and have added in a 

5% abnormals figure on top of 

base build costs and externals 

Threshold Value/BLV – refers to 

£480,000/ha figure and justification 

given, and the reference to 

comparing benchmark values in 

County Durham and Stockton – the 

form and function of the housing 

market in these areas will be different 

to Gateshead. Believes there is a lack 

of transparency in setting the BLVs and 

they are too low, particularly for high 

and high-mid and mid areas – 

artificially boosting the CIL rate in zone 

A which is therefore too high. Would 

put the viability of client's scheme at 

risk, taking into account S106 and 

affordable housing requirements. 

The approach to threshold value 

assumptions has been further 

clarified with additional publicly 

available evidence included in 

the DCS Viability Annex (October 

2015). 

 

At Stage 2 (VA2) consultation the 

Council encouraged developers 

to share market intelligence into 

threshold values in Options 

Agreements. In the absence of 

anything being supplied the 

Council has had to rely on its own 

limited data and other publicly 

available information. 

Additionally the Council has 

sought independent advice from 

DTZ on the benchmark values 

and whilst they acknowledge the 

Council’s figures are broadly 
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realistic it is recognized that there 

is little evidence to derive these 

figures 

Values Map – notes changes to profile 

map and a discrepancy between 

including land at Kibblesworth and 

excluding land at Dunston Hill, both in 

high-mid value area. Requests that all 

SLR sites within the high-mid value area 

be removed from Zone A for 

consistency. The map also fails to 

recognise weaker localised housing 

market area at Kibblesworth – even 

allowing for new-build premium the 

value applied to the SLR site at 

Kibblesworth  should be more 

reflective of the mid value properties in 

the village to the east. The Council’s 

comparative evidence relating to 

Birtley and Northside is not reflective of 

the situation in other settlements, such 

as Kibblesworth, which is isolated and 

has changed or grown little over the 

years. Land values in Birtley will be 

influenced by other factors such as 

transport links and services. 

 

Relevant evidence in Hometrack 

report on Kibblesworth referred to as 

evidencing lower property values in 

the village - £38/sqft less than the 

£210/sqft value for Zone A. This 

location will therefore not achieve the 

same values as sites in Sunniside or 

Rowlands Gill for example. The 

There is no justification to remove 

all SLR sites (in high-mid value 

area) from Zone A – the exclusion 

of the Dunston Hill site from the 

Draft Charging Schedule was an 

error - a correction has been 

made and the DCS has been 

republished for comment. The 

appraisals for Dunston Hill have 

been assessed on the basis that it 

is within a High-Mid zone.   

 

The properties to the East of the 

Kibblesworth housing site form 

part of a new development by 

Keepmoat Homes in partnership 

with Keelman Homes. In this 

development old council housing 

stock has been demolished and 

replaced with new residential 

stock of mixed tenure. Some of 

the existing Council housing has 

remained within the 

development and therefore 

values may not be as high as a 

predominately privately owned 

residential estate in this location. 

It does show that there is 

demand for new housing within 

the village and demonstrates 

changes to the make-up of the 

village.  
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residential profile map should be 

amended so that land adjacent 

Kibblesworth is mid-value reflecting this 

evidence, and that for sites such as this 

(high or high-mid adjacent a mid, mid-

low or low a value area) be classed as 

Zone B, or a new Zone C as referred to 

previously, or by being removed 

altogether, thus ensuring viability in 

parts of the borough where revenues 

are suppressed.    

The information supplied by Taylor 

Wimpey in support of their 

comments does not take into 

account the development by 

Bett Homes at Elm Crescent. This 

is a development which was 

completed approximately 2013 

and which currently shows resale 

values to support the Zone 1 high 

mid figures. This development is 

on the fringe of Birtley but is closer 

to the new developments that 

have been quoted within the 

report. Kibblesworth is an 

emerging market and whilst any 

new development will benefit 

from its rural location it should 

also be recognised that it has 

very good access roads which 

provide good links to the A1(M) 

towards Gateshead and 

Newcastle. 

 

Story Homes  Signet Planning Object to the inclusion of GA3.2 in the 

IDP as it is specific to the delivery of a 

specific site and therefore not to be 

funded through CIL – this and other 

similar projects should not be reflected 

in the infrastructure funding gap figure 

which is as a result an over-estimate. 

Clarity is needed on projects which will 

be funded by S106 and those that the 

CIL will fund. 

Comments are noted – it is 

legitimate for the IDP to include a 

comprehensive list of 

infrastructure needed to deliver 

the Plan. The funding gap 

schedule is generic, but there is 

still a significant funding gap 

even after discounting projects 

which are indicated not to be CIL 

fundable. 

No Change 

Greater transparency is needed on 

estimated costs for some infrastructure 

The Council published and 

submitted an Education Planning 

GP02



25 
 

items – such as the £4.55m for primary 

school provision in Charles Thorpe 

Catchment – there is a lack of 

published evidence on capacity and 

cost estimates for this. 

Report in February 2014 in support 

of the Core Strategy and Urban 

Core Plan which provides an 

assessment of capacity – an 

updated version of this 

(September 2015) is included in 

the CIL evidence library.  

 

The approach to costs and 

charging is based on the national 

benchmarking exercise for the 

costs of increasing capacity in 

schools (ie by extending, 

conversion and/or new build). 

This provided an average cost 

which is reflected in the Councils 

emerging Obligations SPD. 

  

 

Draft Instalments Policy – as drafted 

this will have significant cash flow 

implications for developers on larger 

sites, where development will be over 

a number of years and possibly 10, 

and where CIL is in addition to S106 

payments. Under the policy payments 

would be needed within 720 days for 

largest sites – note the statement in the 

policy regarding schemes involving 

phases but there is a lack of clarity and 

certainty whether the period would be 

extended in such circumstances, and 

there should be a cross-reference to 

related guidance in the NPPG. 

The Council has proposed an 

indicative instalments policy, and 

welcomes receipt of specific 

concerns identified by 

developers.  

Aldi Stores Ltd Signet Planning Following detailed representations Comments are noted including See Modification 2 
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made to the previous PDCS 

consultation, the purpose of this 

representation is to reiterate that Aldi 

Stores Ltd have concerns over the 

introduction of CIL, not only in this 

region but nationwide, and the impact 

this will have on the viability of future 

stores. Notwithstanding this, the new 

proposed CIL rate of £30 per sqm is 

more acceptable than the previous 

rate.  

 

Although Aldi do largely fall within the 

council's definition of a supermarket 

(albeit not all weekly food shopping 

needs can be met at an Aldi store), it is 

important to note that Aldi are a 

discount retailer and do operate 

differently from large format operators. 

 

 The council's definition of a 

supermarket makes a false assumption 

that the construction of a typical Aldi 

store is subject to the same economies 

of scale of a larger 

supermarket/superstore. However, Aldi 

have a significantly smaller overall site 

area and floorspace to large format 

operators.  

 

CIL guidance states that CIL rates must 

not threaten development. Whilst it is 

recognised that the CIL rate has been 

reduced to £30 per sqm, the 

approach to CIL for discount small 

the preference for the new rate 

proposed. The Councils will 

review the definition of a 

supermarket as set out in the 

Charging Schedule to provide 

clarity. The Councils approach to 

economic viability incorporates 

specific testing of a discount 

retailer scheme in response to 

engagement with Aldi Stores. The 

Councils view is that the 

economic viability evidence 

does not indicate a threat to the 

ability to develop viably the sites 

and scale of development 

identified in the Local Plan. 

 

 

A subsequent viability review of 

supermarket development has 

been undertaken and a reduced 

area wide rate of £10/sqm is 

proposed. See Appendix 11 of 

the Viability and Deliverability 

Report Viability Annex (February 

2016) 
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scale retailers such as Aldi may 

threaten the deliverability of Aldi stores 

in the region. 

 

The client objects to the supermarket 

definition as presented in the DCS. Aldi 

stores require sites of circa 1 hectare in 

size, often brownfield sites in urban 

areas with large preparation and 

remediation costs in contrast to larger 

stores that are largely on greenfield 

sites. The CIL charge is a significant risk 

to the redevelopment of previously 

developed urban sites of this scale. 

McCarthy & 

Stone  

The Planning 

Bureau 

Supports the inclusion of an Authority 

wide exemption for Extra Care, which 

supports the respondent’s experiences 

in bringing forward schemes in 

Newcastle. McCarthy and Stone 

appreciate the additional details 

provided for the viability appraisal of 

sheltered/ retirement housing in the 

DCS Viability and Deliverability report 

( October 2015) and the alignment of 

with many assumptions on the 

Retirement Housing Group's Viability 

Briefing Note. 

 

 There are 2 elements which are 

unclear: build costs and unit sizes. 

 

 The consultee considers the build 

costs have been underpaid in the 

viability assessment for sheltered 

accommodation and have 

Support of Extra care £0 rate 

noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

McCarthy & Stone (M&S) are 

suggesting a rate of £1,038/sq m 

should be used in the appraisals 

(see Appendix 1). This is the rate 

listed under Sheltered Housing 

Generally some £54/sqm more 

than the figure proposed by the 

Council. The Council believe the 

figures of £969 (2-storey 

development) and £960 

No Change 
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considerable difficulties in making 

sheltered/retirement accommodation 

viable. 

 

 Sales values proposed are consider to 

be art the 'top end' of what could be 

achieved in Newcastle, but would be 

happy to agree the values provided 

there is sufficient 'buffer' and if 

additional build costs/ larger unit sizes 

are factored in.  

 

In terms of unit sizes there is concern 

that the sizes referred to are not 

representative of sheltered apartments 

which are significantly larger. The 

increase in sales value should be 

spread over a larger unit size rather 

than a simple 30% increase, and would 

like clarification on this matter. 

(Sheltered Housing with shops, 

restaurants or the like) are more 

representative of the 

developments which are likely to 

emerge in the Zone B charging 

areas outside of the city centre 

where costs should be lower. By 

adopting a figure of £984/sqm 

we have built in a buffer of circa 

£15/sqm 

 

The Council considers the sales 

values used in the appraisals are 

robust and from local empirical 

evidence, the actual average 

sales uplift is around 30% 

compared to local averages 

allowing a 10% discount for the 

comparables being primarily second 

hand stock. 

 

Within the appraisals, the Council 

has used unit sizes of 55sqm for a 

1 bed and 75sqm for a 2 bed 

which is above the Retirement 

Housing Group Guidance and in 

line with what M&S suggest the 

unit sizes should be.  
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