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Executive Summary 
 
 

The Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) is a technical study that 
comprises part of the evidence base for emerging Stockton-on-Tees Local Plan. The SHLAA 
seeks to meet the requirements of the NPPF and accord with the national guidance. The 
SHLAA can be seen as providing the following purposes: 

• detailing the position regarding the ability to demonstrate a five year supply of 
deliverable housing land 

• assisting in understanding the weight that can be given to the Council‟s housing 
supply policies in making decisions on planning applications 

• identifying sites with potential for housing development within the Borough 
• inform the identification housing sites within the emerging Local Plan to meet 

identified housing needs 

The Council prepared a Strategic Housing Market Assessment in 2016 which identified an 
Objective Assessment of Need (OAN) for housing and this has now been translated this into 
a housing requirement which is to be enshrined within the publication draft Local Plan. 

This report has demonstrated that: 
 

• Sufficient sites have been identified to meet the housing requirement over the plan 
period 

• The Council are able to demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing sites 
 

The five year supply position is demonstrated against the OAN and emerging housing 
requirement. Owing to provisions within the NPPF the five year supply position can only be 
afforded „limited‟ weight. 
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Introduction 

Background 
The Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) is a technical study that 
comprises part of the evidence base for emerging Stockton-on-Tees Local Plan. The SHLAA 
identifies sites with potential for housing development within Stockton-on-Tees Borough 
through assessing their potential suitability for development, and the likelihood of 
development coming forward (availability and achievability). 

The SHLAA is not a planning policy document and is not part of the development plan. It is a 
technical report based on information available at the time. Although officers may refer to 
information in the SHLAA when assessing a planning application, the assessment of a site in the 
SHLAA is not itself determinative of whether the officer recommendation will be for planning 
permission to be refused or granted. 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) identifies that local planning authorities 
should prepare a SHLAA to “establish realistic assumptions about the availability, suitability 
and the likely economic viability of land to meet identified need for housing over the plan 
period” (para 159). The NPPF also states that local planning authorities should “identify and 
update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide five years worth of 
housing against their housing requirements” (para 47). 

NPPF para 47 continues to identify that an additional 5% buffer should be added to housing 
requirements (moved forward from later in the plan period) to ensure choice and competition 
in the market for land. Where these has been a record of persistent under delivery against 
the housing requirement NPPF para 47 requires this buffer to be increased to 20% to 
provide a realistic prospect of achieving the planned supply and to ensure choice and 
competition in the market for land. 

Purpose of the SHLAA 
The SHLAA seeks to meet the requirements of the NPPF and accord with the national 
guidance. The SHLAA can be seen as providing the following purposes: 

• identifying sites with potential for housing development within the Borough 
• inform the identification housing sites within the emerging Local Plan to meet 

identified housing needs 
• detailing the position regarding the ability to demonstrate a five year supply of 

deliverable housing land 
• assisting in understanding the weight that can be given to the Council‟s housing 

supply policies in making decisions on planning applications 

Document overview 
This assessment has a base date of 1st April 2017 setting out the five year deliverable supply 
position for the period 2017/18 to 2021/22 and the longer term supply position to 2031/32. 
The 15 year period covered by the SHLAA aligns with the plan period for the emerging Local 
Plan. 
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The SHLAA has been prepared based on technical input from internal Council officers and 
SHLAA steering group members. Information provided by developers, agents and 
landowners has assisted in understanding site constraints, the type and nature of 
development anticipated, and, the timeframes in which this development could proceed. 
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Methodology 
The SHLAA has followed the methodology outlined within national guidance as 
demonstrated within the flow chart below: 

Figure 1- National Planning Policy Guidance - Methodology flow chart 
 
 

 
 

Information regarding how the SHLAA methodology aligns with national policy and guidance 
is detailed within Appendix 1. The timeline of specific key tasks associated with the 
production of the SHLAA is detailed below: 

Stage 1- Site/ broad location identification 

Determine assessment 
area and site size 

Desktop review of 
existing information 

Call for sites / broad 
locations 

Site / broad location 
survey 

Stage 2 - Site / broad location assessment 

Estimating Achievability 
the Suitability Availability - including 

development viability 
potential 

Overcoming constraints 

Stage 3 - Windfall assessment 

Determine housing / 
economic development 

potential of windfall 
sites (where justified) 

Stage 4 - Assessment review 
No 

Assessment of Review assessment and 
development need 

prepare draft trajectory for housing and 
Enough sites/ broad economic locations? 

development uses 

Stage s - Final eviden ce base Yes 

Evidence base Monitoring 

Deliverability 
Informs development plan (S year supply) and 

preparation developability for housing  
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Figure 2- SHLAA Key tasks timeline 
 

 

 
 
 

How was the internal assessment of sites undertaken 
A desk top assessment was undertaken by the Council officers within the Economic Strategy 
and Spatial Planning Team to identify potential constraints. This has been supplemented by 
input from officers within relevant Council departments with particular specialisms, where 
relevant, including: 

• highways 
• landscape 
• development services 
• valuation 
• environmental health 

 

What is the purpose of the SHLAA Steering Group and who are the 
members? 
Membership of the SHLAA Steering Group is reviewed on an annual basis to ensure the 
group is representative of key stakeholders in the sub region, whose skills, knowledge and 
expertise in relation to housing and housing delivery will add value to the SHLAA process. 
Steering group members have signed up to the „Terms of Reference and Protocol‟ available 
within Appendix 2. 

November 2016 - January 2017 
• Call for sites undertaken as part of consultation on draft Local Plan 

January- March 2017 
• SHLAA Steering Group established and SHLAA Methodology Agreed with Steering Group 

January - April 2017 
• Internal assessment of sites and broad locations undertaken 

March - April 2017 
• Obtaining information regarding phasing of sites from developers, landowners and agents (as necessary) 

May 2017 
• Draft assesment and trajectory prepared 
• Steering Group meeting to review draft assessment and trajectory 

August 2017 
• SHLAA report (including 5 year supply assessment) finalised 
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The key stages where steering group has been engage in the process is through 
 

• agreeing the SHLAA methodology; and 
• Reviewing the draft site/broad location assessment and trajectory. 

 
Alongside Councils officers representatives from Taylor Wimpey, Persimmon Homes, 
Bellway, Keepmoat, Thirteen Group, Avant Homes and Appletons Chartered Surveyors form 
the SHLAA Steering Group and have been engaged in the production of the SHLAA as 
detailed within this report. 

Where there is disagreement between Steering Group member(s) and the Council the 
position of the Council has been presented within this report. The SHLAA Steering Group 
meeting was held on Wednesday 31st May 2017; the minutes of this meeting are included 
within Appendix 3. 
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Assessment of sites with and without planning permission 
Housing delivery is identified within the SHLAA as being from two main sources. These are: 

 
• sites with planning permission- those where permission has been approved or 

where there is a resolution to grant planning permission. Information regarding the 
number of units on a site and how many of those have been completed at 1st April 
2017 is obtained from the Councils housing monitoring database. The Council have 
included large sites (those of 5 dwellings or more) within the housing trajectory upto 
the 18th August 2017. 

• sites without planning permission- these are sites which have been assessed 
within this report for their housing potential. 

Assessing the housing potential of sites with planning permission 
The Council have not undertaken a full assessment of sites with planning permission as they 
are generally considered to be suitable, available and achievable. However, where concerns 
regarding the deliverability of a site have been identified commentary regarding this has 
been provided within the housing trajectory. 

Assessing the housing potential of sites without planning permission  
It is a requirement of national policy that an assessment of potential housing sites be undertaken 
that covers the following aspects: 

• Estimating development potential 
• Suitability 
• Availability 
• Achievability 
• Overcoming constrains 

 
National guidance details how assessments should be undertaken. Detail regarding national 
policy and how the SHLAA methodology aligns with this is provided within Appendix 1. The 
assessment of SHLAA sites is detailed within Appendix 4 and contains assessment for each 
site against the aspects listed above. The assessment concludes by identifying whether a 
site is considered as deliverable, developable or non-developable. 

Preparing the housing trajectory 
Phasing of sites 
To assist in estimating the build out of sites with planning permission the Council have 
written out to developers, landowners and agents to obtain anticipated dates and rates of 
housing delivery for sites they have an interest. Where phasing information has been 
provided it has been used within the trajectory unless there are specific reasons to suggest 
that this phasing is likely to be overly optimistic or pessimistic. 

When reviewing information provided by developers, landowners and agents, and, making 
assumptions for sites where no information has been forthcoming the Council have been 
considered the following points: 
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• Where development is already proceeding past delivery rates provide a useful 
indication of potential future phasing 

• The nature of the consent (outline content, reserved matters or a full application) 
• Whether there are any constraints that would or could impact delay house building 

(such as the need for remediation or highways improvements) 
• Anticipated build rates based on the nature of the site; this could include numerous 

factors including the size of the site and the anticipated or actual number of outlets 

The housing trajectory is contained within Appendix 5. The trajectory includes all sites with 
planning permission and those sites without planning permission where they have been 
identified as deliverable or developable. Further information has been provided, as 
appropriate, to detail the factors influencing phasing and build-out rates for sites. 

Phasing for small sites (those of less than 5 dwellings) has not been identified on an 
individual site basis. An implementation rate of 80% has been applied to small sites with the 
rate of delivery for small sites being based on average past delivery rates as demonstrated 
below: 

Figure 3- Past delivery on small sites 
 

2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 2015/16 2016/17 Average annual rate of 
delivery 

59 20 39 22 71 42 
 

Approach to windfalls 
The NPPF defines windfalls as “Sites which have not been specifically identified as available 
in the Local Plan process. They normally comprise previously-developed sites that have 
unexpectedly become available.” 

A windfall allowance may be justified in the five year supply if the Council has compelling 
evidence as set out in paragraph 48 of the NPPF. National guidance also identifies that it 
would be possible to identify broad locations in years 6-15, which could include a windfall 
allowance based on a geographical area using the same criteria as set out in paragraph 48 
of the National Planning Policy Framework. 

Sites which meet the windfall definition have been delivered in previous years. Sources of 
windfalls include conversions to residential use, the subdivision of existing dwellings and 
other small sites not identified within the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 
(SHLAA). It is anticipated that the delivery from windfalls will continue. 

Windfalls can be categorised into small and large windfalls (i.e. those of less than 5 
dwellings and those of 5 dwellings or more respectively). As detailed within figure 3 there 
has been consistent delivery on small sites over the last 5 years of circa 42 dwellings per 
annum. The same average delivery from small sites was also identified in the 4 year period 
prior to this (2007/08 to 2011/12). However, NPPF para 48 identifies that any windfall 
allowance for should not include residential gardens; taking this and the removal of 
replacement dwellings into consideration identifies a delivery of circa 25 dwellings per 
annum from small windfalls over the last 5 years. 
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Large windfalls are housing sites that have not been identified within the SHLAA or as 
housing allocations within the adopted or emerging Local Plan. In total 211 dwellings were 
delivered on large windfall sites within the last 3 years (2014/15 to 2016/17). This represents 
70 dwellings per annum and was delivered across 17 sites. The largest windfalls to deliver 
during this period were Newport House and Clifton House, Thornaby Place which total 71 
dwellings. 

Whilst the Council will strive to reduce the number of windfall sites through continued 
updates of the SHLAA it is reasonable to expect that more planning permissions will come 
forward in future years on sites which would be considered windfalls. Based on the above 
information it is considered appropriate to include a modest windfall delivery rate of 25 
dwellings per annum. This has been phased from 2020/21 to 2031/32. No delivery from 
windfalls is identified within the period 2017/18 to 2019/20 in order to avoid double counting 
when considered alongside small sites with planning permission. 

Overcoming Constraints 
The assessment of sites has identified that there are numerous constraints to the delivery of 
sites. These include: 

• Environmental constraints – such as green wedge and flood risk 
• Highway capacity 
• Viability constraints- including remediation and costs associated with mitigating other 

identified constraints 
• Other constraints such as noise and HSE consultation zones 

 
As part of each site assessment consideration has been given to the actions required to 
overcome identified constraints. In numerous instances it is identified that constraints cannot 
be overcome as the impacts of development are unable to be mitigated or overcome. One of 
the main identified constraints within the Borough is capacity on the strategic and local 
highway network. Significant modelling work has been undertaken and collaborative working 
with Highways England and other key stakeholders has been essential in identifying 
infrastructure provision which will mitigate the impacts of development proposals. The 
outputs of this collaborative working are the infrastructure schemes identified within the 
publication draft Local Plan and supporting Infrastructure Strategy/Schedule. 

There are other identified constraints such as the need for remediation which will also impact 
upon the deliverability of sites. The Council have will work closely with the Tees Valley 
Combined Authority and other stakeholders to support housing delivery aspirations on sites 
with identified constraints. 
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Housing Requirement and Housing Supply Assessment 
 

This section discusses the status of the housing requirement, ability to meet the housing 
requirement over the plan period and whether a 5 year supply of deliverable housing land 
can be demonstrated. 

Based on figures contained within the housing trajectory (Appendix 5) an overview sheet has 
been prepared detailing the figures contained within this section. This overview is contained 
within Appendix 7. 

The housing requirement 
National Planning Practice Guidance identifies that: 

 
“Housing requirement figures in up-to-date adopted Local Plans should be used 
as the starting point for calculating the five year supply. Considerable weight 
should be given to the housing requirement figures in adopted Local Plans, which 
have successfully passed through the examination process, unless significant 
new evidence comes to light. It should be borne in mind that evidence which 
dates back several years, such as that drawn from revoked regional strategies, 
may not adequately reflect current needs. 

Where evidence in Local Plans has become outdated and policies in emerging 
plans are not yet capable of carrying sufficient weight, information provided in the 
latest full assessment of housing needs should be considered. But the weight 
given to these assessments should take account of the fact they have not been 
tested or moderated against relevant constraints. Where there is no robust 
recent assessment of full housing needs, the household projections published by 
the Department for Communities and Local Government should be used as the 
starting point, but the weight given to these should take account of the fact that 
they have not been tested (which could evidence a different housing requirement 
to the projection, for example because past events that affect the projection are 
unlikely to occur again or because of market signals) or moderated against 
relevant constraints (for example environmental or infrastructure).” 

 
NPPG Paragraph: 030 Reference ID: 3-030-20140306 

 
The Council have acknowledged that the housing requirement within the Core Strategy is 
not consistent with the NPPF as it dates back numerous years, is based on the revoked 
Regional Spatial Strategy and is not reflective of current housing needs. 

The Council prepared a Strategic Housing Market Assessment in 2016 which identified an 
Objective Assessment of Need (OAN) for housing and this has now been translated this into 
a housing requirement which is to be enshrined within the publication draft Local Plan. 

The housing requirement to be delivered over the plan period (2017/18 to 2031/32) is 10,150 
(net) and is calculated as follows: 
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Figure 4- Past delivery on small sites 
 

Requirement Total Average 
a. OAN Backlog (2014/15 to 2016/17) 2,061 687 
b. Delivery (2014/15 to 2016/17) 1,729 576 
c. Residual Backlog (a - b) 332 - 
d. OAN (2017/18 – 2031/32) 9,000 600 
e. Older People‟s Need 793 53 
Housing Requirement (c + d + e) 10,125 675 
Housing Requirement (rounded) 10,150 675 

 
 

As detailed above the housing requirement is OAN plus under-delivery against the OAN in 
the period 2014/15 to 2016/17 and older people‟s needs. Further detail regarding the 
housing requirement is detailed within the Housing Requirement Topic Paper. 

The housing requirement is to be phased over the plan period as detailed below which 
ensures that past under delivery is addressed within the next 5 years: 

• 2017/18 to 2021/22- 720 dwellings (net) 

• 2022/23 to 2031/32- 655 dwellings (net) 

Figure 5 below aligns the Core Strategy housing requirement, OAN and Publication Draft 
Local Plan housing requirement. This demonstrates an increasing requirement respectively 
based on both the Plan Period and five year supply (2017/18 to 2021/22). 

Figure 5- Plan Period Housing requirements 
 

 2017/18 
to 
2021/22 

2022/23 
to 
2026/27 

2027/28 
to 
2031/32 

Plan Period 
(2017/18 to 
2031/32 

Five year 
supply 
(2017/18 to 
2021/22)* 

Core Strategy** 2,655 2,775 2,775 8,205 2,922 
OAN (average) 3,000 3,000 3,000 9,000 3,332 
OAN (projection) 3,236 2,970 2,788 8,994 3,568 
Publication Draft*** 
Local Plan 

3,600 3,275 3,275 10,150 3,600 

*past under delivery included against the Core Strategy since 2004/05 (267dwellings) and the OAN/housing requirement since 
2014/15 (332 dwellings). Note these figures are exclusive of a buffer as required by NPPF para 47 

**assumes 555 dwelling requirement is rolled forward from 2024/25 to 2031/32 

***Publication Local Plan housing requirement is inclusive of backlog 2017/18 to 2021/22 
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Ability to meet the housing requirement over the plan period 
Figure 6 demonstrates that there are sufficient sites to deliver the housing requirement over 
the plan period. 

Figure 6- Potential sources of housing delivery 

 
 

Alongside anticipated delivery from planning permissions and windfalls, sufficient deliverable 
and developable sites from the SHLAA have been allocated within the publication draft Local 
Plan to meet the housing requirement. Figure 7 demonstrates the sources of delivery over 
the plan period. 

Figure 7- Publication Local Plan: Sources of housing delivery 
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Sites identified for allocation are detailed within Appendix 5. Figure 8 details how the housing 
requirement will be met cumulatively over the plan period. This demonstrates that planning 
permissions and proposed allocations within the Publication Draft Local Plan have the 
potential to deliver 16% above the housing requirement. This is considered appropriate to 
provide sufficient flexibility. 

Older people‟s needs have been included within the housing requirement, in accordance 
with national guidance the Council will count the contribution that the delivery of residential 
institutions / care homes will make on the basis of 1.35 bed spaces equals 1 dwelling. At this 
stage the Council have not included any delivery from this source within the housing 
trajectory 
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Figure 8- Publication Local Plan: Cumulative housing delivery 
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Five year land supply position 
The NPPF states that local planning authorities should “identify and update annually a 
supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide five years worth of housing against 
their housing requirements” (para 47). 

The NPPF states that a 5% or 20% buffer must be added to the supply of deliverable sites, 
depending on whether or not there has been a record of persistent under-delivery of 
housing. Figure 9 details delivery against the OAN for the period 2014/15 to 2016/17. 

Figure 9: Monitoring past delivery against the OAN (2014/15 to 2016/17) 
 

 2014/15 2015/16 2016/17 Total 
OAN 687 687 687 2061 

Delivery 441 364 924 1729 
 
 

This demonstrates that the OAN has not been met in two of the past three years and over 
the three year period 84% of the OAN has been delivered. 

Prior to the OAN base date delivery is considered against the Core Strategy housing 
requirement as detailed within figure 10 below: 

Figure 10: Monitoring past delivery against the Core Strategy requirement (2009/10 to 
2013/14) 
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Core Strategy requirement 600 600 530 530 530 2790 
Delivery 542 459 471 616 358 2446 

 

Combined figures 9 and 10 cover an 8 year period (2009/10 to 2016/17); when comparing 
deliver against the combined requirement/need for this period it is evident that only 86% has 
been delivered and that the requirement/need has only been met in 2 years (2012/13 and 
2016/17). On this basis the Council accepts that there has been persistent under-delivery. 
Therefore, in accordance with Government policy it is necessary to add a 20% buffer. 

 
On the basis of housing trajectory information which is summarised in Appendix 7 the 
Council are able to demonstrate a supply of deliverable sites to provide five years worth of 
housing against the Publication Draft Local Plan housing requirement. 

Figure 11: 5 year land supply position 
 

 OAN Publication Draft 
Housing Requirement 

Five year requirement  3,600 
Five year requirement inclusive of 20% buffer  4,320 
Net Housing delivery  4,615 
Number of years supply  5.34 
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Summary and Conclusions 
National Planning Practice Guidance identifies that: 

 
“Housing requirement figures in up-to-date adopted Local Plans should be used 
as the starting point for calculating the five year supply. Considerable weight 
should be given to the housing requirement figures in adopted Local Plans, which 
have successfully passed through the examination process, unless significant 
new evidence comes to light. It should be borne in mind that evidence which 
dates back several years, such as that drawn from revoked regional strategies, 
may not adequately reflect current needs. 

Where evidence in Local Plans has become outdated and policies in emerging 
plans are not yet capable of carrying sufficient weight, information provided in the 
latest full assessment of housing needs should be considered. But the weight 
given to these assessments should take account of the fact they have not been 
tested or moderated against relevant constraints. Where there is no robust 
recent assessment of full housing needs, the household projections published by 
the Department for Communities and Local Government should be used as the 
starting point, but the weight given to these should take account of the fact that 
they have not been tested (which could evidence a different housing requirement 
to the projection, for example because past events that affect the projection are 
unlikely to occur again or because of market signals) or moderated against 
relevant constraints (for example environmental or infrastructure).” 

 
NPPG Paragraph: 030 Reference ID: 3-030-20140306 

 
The Council have acknowledged that the housing requirement within the Core Strategy is 
not consistent with the NPPF as it dates back numerous years, is based on the now revoked 
Regional Spatial Strategy and is not reflective of current housing needs. Therefore, the Core 
Strategy housing requirement is considered out of date and very limited weight can be 
applied to it. In accordance with NPPG consideration is therefore given to OAN as detailed 
within the SHMA (2016) and the housing requirement to be included within the Publication 
Draft Local Plan (which is the OAN plus under-delivery against the OAN in the period 
2014/15 to 2016/17 and older people‟s needs). 

This report has demonstrated that: 
 

• Sufficient sites have been identified to meet the housing requirement over the plan 
period 

• The Council are able to demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing sites 
 

Both the OAN and the Publication Draft Local Plan housing requirement are considered to 
have limited weight owing to the provisions set out within paragraph 216 of the NPPF as 
there are unresolved objections. Therefore the OAN, Publication Draft Local Plan housing 
requirement and the resultant five year supply assessment can only be given limited weight. 

It is therefore important to consider the weight that can be attributed to policies within the 
adopted Development Plan and the emerging Local Plan. In considering weight to be 
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attributed the Council are mindful of the recent (May 2017) Supreme Court judgement1 
which concerned the interpretation of paragraph 49 of the NPPF and its relationship with 
paragraph 14. Specifically this judgement found: 

• “the words “policies for the supply of housing” appear to do no more than indicate the 
category of policies with which we are concerned, in other words “housing supply 
policies”. The word “for” simply indicates the purpose of the policies in question, so 
distinguishing them from other familiar categories, such as policies for the supply of 
employment land, or for the protection of the countryside.”; 

• “The important question is not how to define individual policies, but whether the result 
is a five-year supply in accordance with the objectives set by paragraph 47 [of the 
NPPF]. If there is a failure in that respect, it matters not whether the failure is 
because of the inadequacies of the policies specifically concerned with housing 
provision, or because of the over-restrictive nature of other non-housing policies. The 
shortfall is enough to trigger the operation of the second part of paragraph 14. As the 
Court of Appeal recognised, it is that paragraph, not paragraph 49, which provides 
the substantive advice by reference to which the development plan policies and other 
material considerations relevant to the application are expected to be assessed.”: 
and 

• “the weight to be given to it alongside other material considerations, within the 
balance set by paragraph 14, remains a matter for the decision-maker in accordance 
with ordinary principles”. 

Whilst paragraph 12 of the NPPF stresses the desirability of local authorities having an up to 
date development plans, paragraph 211 states that policies should not be considered out of 
date simply because they were adopted prior to the publication of the framework. It is 
therefore necessary to apply paragraph 215 of the NPPF which states that due weight 
should be given to policies according to their degree of consistency with the NPPF; the 
closer the policies in the plan to those in the framework, the greater the weight that can be 
applied. 

Following adoption of the Core Strategy the Council acknowledged that housing policies 
within would not meet the housing requirement and a partial review of the housing element 
of the Core Strategy began through the allocations document (Regeneration & Environment 
Local Plan) at the time. Following publication of NPPF the Council undertook a review of the 
evidence base which included the undertaking of an OAN. Owing to the findings of the 
evidence base review the Council began the preparation of a new Local Plan (the Local Plan 
currently under preparation). Whilst, the emerging Local Plan is predicated on a similar 
approach to housing distribution as the Core Strategy it acknowledges the need to allow 
flexibility in the approach to housing distribution through the release of urban extensions and 
the creation of a sustainable settlement. Indeed numerous planning applications have been 
approved which would run contrary to housing supply policies in the adopted Development 
Plan as the tilted balance set out in paragraph 14 has been engaged based on the lack of a 
five year supply of deliverable housing. 

 
 
 

1 Suffolk Coastal District Council v Hopkins Homes LTD and SSCLG, Richborough Estates Partnership LLP and SSCLG 
Cheshire East Borough Council. [2017] UKSC 37 on appeals from: [2016] EWCA Civ 168, [2015] EWHC 132 (Admin) 
and [2015] EWHC 410 (Admin) 
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Whilst the Council are now able to demonstrate a five year supply this is in spite of housing 
supply policies within the adopted Development Plan. Based on this and the limited weight 
that can be applied to the OAN, emerging housing requirement and resultant five year 
housing supply position it is considered that housing supply policies within the adopted 
Development Plan are out of date and therefore should be afforded limited weight. 
Remaining policies within the development plan can be afforded weight in accordance with 
paragraph 215. 

Turning to the weight that can be applied to emerging Local Plan policies which were subject 
to consultation in late 2016 (Draft Local Plan regulation 18) and is scheduled for publication 
consultation in September 2017 (Publication Draft Local Plan regulation 19) it is incumbent 
on the Council to consider the provisions in paragraph 216 of the NPPF: 

“From the day of publication, decision-takers may also give weight to relevant 
policies in emerging plans according to: 

• the stage of preparation of the emerging plan (the more advanced the 
preparation, the greater the weight that may be given); 

• the extent to which there are unresolved objections to relevant policies 
(the less significant the unresolved objections, the greater the weight that 
may be given); and 

• the degree of consistency of the relevant policies in the emerging plan to 
the policies in this Framework (the closer the policies in the emerging plan 
to the policies in the Framework, the greater the weight that may be 
given).” 

 
NPPF paragraph 216 

 
Owing to the above provisions it is considered that policies in the Draft Local Plan can be 
given very limited weight and that, from the date of publication, policies within the Publication 
Draft Local Plan can be afforded due weight in accordance with the provisions in paragraph 
216. Consideration must be given to the due weight which can be afforded to each policy 
and where there are outstanding objections weight will be reduced. 

The Housing White Paper published in February 2017 sets out how the Government 
intended to fix the „broken housing market‟. One of the measures included in the paper 
involves the introduction of a standardised approach to housing requirements. Government 
made it clear that they expect Councils to use the new standardised approach to produce 
Local Plans. Government also intend to consult on what constitutes a reasonable justification 
for deviating from the standard methodology. 

In the July Planning Update Newsletter DCLG identified that they recognised that a number 
of areas have already made significant steps in preparing their plan and that in order to 
provide greater certainty they want to make it clear that where a Local Plan is submitted for 
examination on or before 31 March 2018 they will be able to progress using the existing 
methodology for calculating local housing need, as set out in current guidance. On this basis 
the Council are progressing based on the OAN and its translation into a housing 
requirement. 
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It is also acknowledged that within the Housing White Paper the Government propose to 
implement a „housing delivery test‟ which amongst other things will determine when a 20% 
buffer on a five-year land supply will be expected and determine when the presumption in 
favour of sustainable development in the NPPF would apply automatically (by virtue of 
relevant planning policies being deemed out of date). Owing to this the Council reserve the 
right to amend the position identified in this report. 
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Appendix 1: SHLAA methodology compared against national guidance 
 
 

ITEM MATTER PLANNING PRACTICE GUIDANCE SBC METHODOLOGY 
STAGE 1- Identification of sites and broad locations 
1 What geographical 

area should the 
assessment cover? 

The area selected for the assessment should be the housing market area and functional 
economic market area. This could be the local planning authority area or a different area 
such as two or more local authority areas or areas covered by the Local Enterprise 
Partnership. 

 
Paragraph: 007 Reference ID: 3-007-20140306 
Revision date: 06 03 2014 

The SHMA 2016 identifies 
that the Borough can be 
identified as a housing 
market area. Therefore, 
this is the geographical 
area used for the SHLAA. 

2 Who should plan 
makers work with? 

The assessment should be undertaken and regularly reviewed working with other local 
planning authorities in the relevant housing market area or functional economic market 
area, in line with the duty to cooperate. 

 
The following should be involved from the earliest stages of plan preparation, which 
includes the evidence base in relation to land availability: developers; those with land 
interests; land promoters; local property agents; local communities; partner organisations; 
Local Enterprise Partnerships; businesses and business representative organisations; 
parish and town councils; neighbourhood forums preparing neighbourhood plans. 

The Council have involved 
those groups and 
individuals identified within 
the plan preparation 
process. A SHLAA 
steering group has been 
established and details of 
those represented are 
included within the main 
body of this report. 

  Paragraph: 008 Reference ID: 3-008-20140306 
Revision date: 06 03 2014 

 
The SHLAA steering 
group assist in validating 
and refining information 
and assessments within 
the SHLAA. Where a 
consensus between 
steering group member(s) 
and the Council cannot be 
reached this is detailed 
within the report and the 
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   Councils decision is 
presented. 

3 Should the 
assessment be 
constrained by the 
need for 
development? 

The assessment should identify all sites and broad locations regardless of the amount of 
development needed to provide an audit of available land. The process of the 
assessment will, however, provide the information to enable an identification of sites and 
locations suitable for the required development in the Local Plan. 

 
Paragraph: 009 Reference ID: 3-009-20140306 
Revision date: 06 03 2014 

The SHLAA has sought to 
identify all sites and broad 
locations. 

4 What site/broad 
location size should 
be considered for 
assessment? 

Plan makers will need to assess a range of different site sizes from small-scale sites to 
opportunities for large-scale developments such as village and town extensions and new 
settlements where appropriate. 

 
The assessment should consider all sites and broad locations capable of delivering five 
or more dwellings or economic development on sites of 0.25ha (or 500m2 of floor space) 
and above. Where appropriate, plan makers may wish to consider alternative site size 
thresholds. 

 
Paragraph: 010 Reference ID: 3-010-20140306 
Revision date: 06 03 2014 

The SHLAA includes all 
sites and broad locations 
capable of delivering five 
or more dwellings. 

5 How should 
sites/broad locations 
be identified? 

When carrying out a desk top review, plan makers should be proactive in identifying as 
wide a range as possible of sites and broad locations for development (including those 
existing sites that could be improved, intensified or changed). Sites, which have particular 
policy constraints, should be included in the assessment for the sake of 
comprehensiveness but these constraints must be set out clearly, including where they 
severely restrict development. An important part of the desktop review, however, is to test 
again the appropriateness of other previously defined constraints, rather than simply to 
accept them. 

 
Plan makers should not simply rely on sites that they have been informed about but 
actively identify sites through the desktop review process that may have a part to play in 
meeting the development needs of an area. 

 
Paragraph: 011 Reference ID: 3-011-20140306 

A pro-active approach has 
been used when 
identifying sites and broad 
locations within the 
SHLAA. 
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  Revision date: 06 03 2014  

6 What types of sites 
and sources of data 
should be used? 

Plan makers should consider all available types of sites and sources of data that may be 
relevant in the assessment process but the following may be particularly relevant: 

The Council seek to draw 
on the data sources 
identified as appropriate. 

 Type of site Potential data source  
Existing housing and economic 
development allocations and site 
development briefs not yet with planning 
permission 

Local and neighbourhood plans 
Planning applications records 
Development briefs 

Planning permissions for housing and 
economic development that are 
unimplemented or under construction 

Planning application records 
Development starts and completions 
records 

Planning applications that have been 
refused or withdrawn 

Planning application records 

Land in the local authority‟s ownership National register of public sector 
land 
Engagement with strategic plans of 
other public sector bodies such as 
County Councils, Central 
Government, National Health 
Service, Policy, Fire Services, 
utilities providers, statutory 
undertakers 

Vacant and derelict land and buildings 
(including empty homes, redundant and 
disused agricultural buildings, potential 
permitted development changes e.g. 
offices to residential) 

Local authority empty property 
register 
English House Condition Survey 
National Land Use Database 
Commercial property databases 
(e.g. estate agents and property 
agents) 
Valuation Office database Active 
engagement with sector 

Additional opportunities in established 
uses (e.g. making productive use of 

Ordnance Survey maps 
Aerial photography 
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   under-utilised facilities such as garage 
blocks) 

Planning applications 
Site surveys 

  

Business requirements and aspirations Enquiries received by local planning 
authority 
Active engagement with sector 

Sites in rural locations Local and neighbourhood plans 
Planning applications 
Ordinance Survey maps 
Aerial photography 
Site surveys 

Large scale redevelopment and redesign 
of existing residential or economic areas 
Sites in and adjoining villages or rural 
settlements and rural exception sites 
Potential urban extensions and new free 
standing settlements 

 
Paragraph: 012 Reference ID: 3-012-20140306 
Revision date: 06 03 2014 

7 Should plan makers 
issue a call for 
potential sites and 
broad locations for 
development? 

Plan makers should issue a call for potential sites and broad locations for development, 
which should be aimed at as wide an audience as is practicable so that those not 
normally involved in property development have the opportunity to contribute. This should 
include parish councils and neighbourhood forums, landowners, developers, businesses 
and relevant local interest groups, and local notification/publicity. It may be possible to 
include notification of a call for sites in other local authority documentation (such as 
notification of local elections) to minimise costs. 

 
Plan makers should also set out key information sought from respondents. This could 
include: 

 
• site location; 
• suggested potential type of development e.g. economic development uses – retail, 

leisure, cultural, office, warehousing etc. residential – by different tenures, types and 
needs of different groups such as older people housing, private rented housing and 
people wishing to build or commission their own homes; 

• the scale of development; 
• constraints to development. 

The Council will annually 
issue a call for sites. The 
call for sites for the 2017 
SHLAA update was 
undertaken as part of the 
consultation on the draft 
Local Plan (21st November 
2016 – 20th January 
2017). 
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  Paragraph: 013 Reference ID: 3-013-20140306 
Revision date: 06 03 2014 

 

8 What should be 
included in the site 
and broad location 
survey? 

The comprehensive list of sites and broad locations derived from data sources and the 
call for sites should be assessed against national policies and designations to establish 
which have reasonable potential for development and should be included in the site 
survey. 

The Council have sought 
to include a 
comprehensive list of sites 
and broad locations based 
on items 3 to 7. 

  Plan makers should then assess potential sites and broad locations via more detailed site 
surveys to: 

 
• ratify inconsistent information gathered through the call for sites and desk 

assessment; 
• get an up to date view on development progress (where sites have planning 

permission); 
• a better understanding of what type and scale of development may be appropriate; 
• gain a more detailed understanding of deliverability, any barriers and how they could 

be overcome; 
• identify further sites with potential for development that were not identified through 

data sources or the call for sites. 

 
Detailed site surveys are 
undertaken and 
information recorded as 
appropriate. Where 
appropriate developers 
are contacted regarding 
the matters identified. This 
is particularly relevant in 
the identification of 
timescales for the delivery 
of sites. 

  Paragraph: 014 Reference ID: 3-014-20140306 
Revision date: 06 03 2014 

 

9 How detailed should 
the survey be? 

Site surveys should be proportionate to the detail required for a robust appraisal. For 
example, the assessment will need to be more detailed where sites are considered to be 
realistic candidates for development. 

 
Paragraph: 015 Reference ID: 3-015-20140306 
Revision date: 06 03 2014 

The Council seek to 
ensure robust 
assessments are 
undertaken for all sites. 
More detailed 
assessments are 
undertaken as 
appropriate; this is 
considered particularly 
important for those sites 
anticipated to come 
forward within the first 5 



24 

 

 

This document was classified as: OFFICIAL 

 
ITEM MATTER PLANNING PRACTICE GUIDANCE SBC METHODOLOGY 

   years. 
10 What characteristics 

should be recorded 
during the survey? 

During the site survey the following characteristics should be recorded (or checked if they 
were previously identified through the data sources and call for sites): 

 
• site size, boundaries, and location; 
• current land use and character; 
• land uses and character of surrounding area; 
• physical constraints (e.g. access, contamination, steep slopes, flooding, natural 

features of significance, location of infrastructure / utilities); 
• potential environmental constraints; 
• where relevant, development progress (e.g. ground works completed, number of 

units started, number of units completed); 
• initial assessment of whether the site is suitable for a particular type of use or as part 

of a mixed-use development. 
 
Paragraph: 016 Reference ID: 3-016-20140306 
Revision date: 06 03 2014 

All of the information 
identified is recorded, as 
appropriate, during 
surveys. 

STAGE 2- Site/broad location assessment 
11 How should the 

development potential 
be calculated? 

The estimation of the development potential of each identified site should be guided by 
the existing or emerging plan policy including locally determined policies on density. 

 
Where the plan policy is out of date or does not provide a sufficient basis to make a 
judgement then relevant existing development schemes can be used as the basis for 
assessment, adjusted for any individual site characteristics and physical constraints. The 
use of floor space densities for certain industries may also provide a useful guide. 

 
The development potential is a significant factor that affects economic viability of a 
site/broad location and its suitability for a particular use. Therefore, assessing 
achievability (including viability) and suitability can usefully be carried out in parallel with 
estimating the development potential. 

 
Paragraph: 017 Reference ID: 3-017-20140306 
Revision date: 06 03 2014 

The Council have in 
general assumed that 
sites will be developed at 
30 dwellings per ha with a 
developable area based 
on the following 
methodology: 

 
 
 
 
 

However, amendments to 
this standard methodology 
have been made to reflect 

Site Size Developable 
Area 

Under 0.4 ha 100% 
0.4 to 2 ha 85% 
Over 2 ha 70% 
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   specific site circumstances 
and constraints. 
Consideration of density is 
given to previous 
applications, developer 
representations, character 
of the surrounding area 
and emerging Local Plan 
policy which seeks to 
promote higher density 
development within areas 
with a particularly high 
level of public transport 
accessibility. Where sites 
are considered unsuitable 
the development potential 
will remain in accordance 
with the above 
methodology rather than 
being reduced to zero. 

12 What factors should 
be considered for 
when and whether 
sites/broad locations 
are likely to be 
developed? 

Assessing the suitability, availability and achievability of sites including whether the site is 
economically viable will provide the information on which the judgement can be made in 
the plan-making context as to whether a site can be considered deliverable over the plan 
period. 

 
Paragraph: 018 Reference ID: 3-018-20140306 
Revision date: 06 03 2014 

Suitability, availability and 
achievability (including 
viability) are all considered 
as part of the SHLAA 
assessment. 

13 What factors should 
be considered when 
assessing the 
suitability of 
sites/broad locations 
for development? 

Plan makers should assess the suitability of the identified use or mix of uses of a 
particular site or broad location including consideration of the types of development that 
may meet the needs of the community. These may include, but are not limited to: market 
housing, private rented, affordable housing, people wishing to build or commission their 
own homes, housing for older people, or for economic development uses. 

 
Assessing the suitability of sites or broad locations for development should be guided by: 

The assessment of 
suitability considers all 
factors identified. With 
regards to development 
plan policy the Council are 
mindful of the stage in 
plan preparation. In 
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• the development plan, emerging plan policy and national policy; 
• market and industry requirements in that housing market or functional economic 

market area. 
 
When assessing the sites against the adopted development plan, plan makers will need 
to take account of how up to date the plan policies are and consider the appropriateness 
of identified constraints on sites/broad location and whether such constraints may be 
overcome. 

 
Sites in existing development plans or with planning permission will generally be 
considered suitable for development although it may be necessary to assess whether 
circumstances have changed which would alter their suitability. This will include a re- 
appraisal of the suitability of previously allocated land and the potential to designate 
allocated land for different or a wider range of uses. This should be informed by a range 
of factors including the suitability of the land for different uses and by market signals, 
which will be useful in identifying the most appropriate use. 

 
In addition to the above considerations, the following factors should be considered to 
assess a site‟s suitability for development now or in the future: 

 
• physical limitations or problems such as access, infrastructure, ground conditions, 

flood risk, hazardous risks, pollution or contamination; 
• potential impacts including the effect upon landscapes including landscape features, 

nature and heritage conservation; 
• appropriateness and likely market attractiveness for the type of development 

proposed; 
• contribution to regeneration priority areas; 
• environmental/amenity impacts experienced by would be occupiers and neighbouring 

areas. 
 
Paragraph: 019 Reference ID: 3-019-20140306 
Revision date: 06 03 2014 

considered the suitability 
of sites against emerging 
Local Plan policy the 
following approach has 
been taken: 

 
• Strategic Gap- sites 

out-with the limits to 
development will not 
automatically be 
considered as 
unsuitable. They will be 
considered against the 
impact upon the 
principles of the 
strategic gap. 

• Green Wedge- an 
assessment has been 
undertaken to define 
the extent of this 
designation within the 
emerging Local Plan. 
Where a SHLAA site is 
located within the 
green wedge as 
defined by the 
assessment it will be 
considered unsuitable, 
unless it is considered 
that development 
would be acceptable 
when considered 
against this policy. 

• Open Space- sites 
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   identified as open 
space will assessed 
against the findings of 
the emerging Open 
Space Assessment 

• Employment Land- a 
„policy off‟ approach 
will be taken meaning 
emerging Local Plan 
employment allocations 
will not be used to 
identify sites as 
unsuitable. Any 
decision will be 
considered as part of 
the plan making 
process. 

• Rural Area- the draft 
Local Plan does not 
detail an approach to 
housing associated 
with rural villages and 
asked a number of 
questions regarding 
how this matter should 
be taken forward. As 
such the assessment 
of village sites will not 
consider sites 
unsuitable on the 
grounds of 
sustainability. It will be 
for the local planning 
authority to determine 



28 

 

 

This document was classified as: OFFICIAL 

 
ITEM MATTER PLANNING PRACTICE GUIDANCE SBC METHODOLOGY 

   the approach to village 
allocations as part of 
the plan making 
process. 

14 What factors should 
be considered when 
assessing availability? 

A site is considered available for development, when, on the best information available 
(confirmed by the call for sites and information from land owners and legal searches 
where appropriate), there is confidence that there are no legal or ownership problems, 
such as unresolved multiple ownerships, ransom strips tenancies or operational 
requirements of landowners. This will often mean that the land is controlled by a 
developer or landowner who has expressed an intention to develop, or the landowner has 
expressed an intention to sell. Because persons do not need to have an interest in the 
land to make planning applications, the existence of a planning permission does not 
necessarily mean that the site is available. Where potential problems have been 
identified, then an assessment will need to be made as to how and when they can 
realistically be overcome. Consideration should also be given to the delivery record of the 
developers or landowners putting forward sites, and whether the planning background of 
a site shows a history of unimplemented permissions. 

 
Paragraph: 020 Reference ID: 3-020-20140306 
Revision date: 06 03 2014 

Information is gathered 
from landowners and 
developers. Only where 
considered appropriate 
and necessary are land 
ownership, legal and land 
searches undertaken. 

15 What factors should 
be considered when 
assessing 
achievability including 
whether the 
development of the 
site is viable? 

A site is considered achievable for development where there is a reasonable prospect 
that the particular type of development will be developed on the site at a particular point 
in time. This is essentially a judgement about the economic viability of a site, and the 
capacity of the developer to complete and let or sell the development over a certain 
period. 

 
Paragraph: 021 Reference ID: 3-021-20140306 
Revision date: 06 03 2014 

Detailed viability 
assessments are not 
undertaken as part of the 
SHLAA process as this 
would be resource 
prohibitive. The Council 
undertake an assessment 
based on local market 
knowledge based on the 
identified development 
potential/type. 
Consideration of viability 
will be undertaken based 
on the anticipated costs to 
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   overcome constraints and 
values within the area. 
Where considered 
necessary the Councils 
Land and Property team 
will be asked to provide 
input into this assessment. 

17 What happens when 
constraints are 
identified that impact 
on the suitability, 
availability and 
achievability? 

Where constraints have been identified, the assessment should consider what action 
would be needed to remove them (along with when and how this could be undertaken 
and the likelihood of sites/broad locations being delivered). Actions might include the 
need for investment in new infrastructure, dealing with fragmented land ownership, 
environmental improvement, or a need to review development plan policy, which is 
currently constraining development. 

 
Paragraph: 022 Reference ID: 3-022-20140306 
Revision date: 06 03 2014 

Where constraints have 
been identified the Council 
detail what actions are 
necessary for these to be 
overcome and the 
likelihood/timing of these 
actions occurring. 

18 How should the 
timescale and rate of 
development be 
assessed and 
presented? 

The local planning authority should use the information on suitability, availability, 
achievability and constraints to assess the timescale within which each site is capable of 
development. This may include indicative lead-in times and build-out rates for the 
development of different scales of sites. On the largest sites allowance should be made 
for several developers to be involved. The advice of developers and local agents will be 
important in assessing lead-in times and build-out rates by year. 

 
Paragraph: 023 Reference ID: 3-023-20140306 
Revision date: 06 03 2014 

The Council will contact 
landowners and 
developers to establish 
date and rate of build on 
sites. This will principally 
be undertaken for sites 
with planning permission. 

 
Where no landowner or 
developer information is 
available the Council will 
make assumptions based 
on numerous factors 
including whether the site 
has planning permission, 
the type of permission 
(outline/full), whether there 
are outstanding 
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   conditions, type of 
development (flats/market 
housing etc), historic 
delivery and number of 
anticipated sales outlets. 

STAGE 3- Windfall assessment (where justified) 
19 How should a windfall 

allowance be 
determined in relation 
to housing? 

A windfall allowance may be justified in the five-year supply if a local planning authority 
has compelling evidence as set out in paragraph 48 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework. 

 
Local planning authorities have the ability to identify broad locations in years 6-15, which 
could include a windfall allowance based on a geographical area (using the same criteria 
as set out in paragraph 48 of the National Planning Policy Framework). 

 
Paragraph: 24 Reference ID: 3-24-20140306 
Revision date: 06 03 2014 

The Council will review 
historic delivery of windfall 
sites and consider the 
appropriateness of 
including this within the 5 
year supply. 

STAGE 4: Assessment review 
20 How should the 

assessment be 
reviewed? 

Once the sites and broad locations have been assessed, the development potential of all 
sites can be collected to produce an indicative trajectory. This should set out how much 
housing and the amount of economic development that can be provided, and at what 
point in the future. An overall risk assessment should be made as to whether sites will 
come forward as anticipated. 

 
Paragraph: 025 Reference ID: 3-025-20140306 
Revision date: 06 03 2014 

The Council will present 
headline delivery phasing 
figures. However, no 
specific risk assessment is 
undertaken as sufficient 
information is contained 
within assessment of sites. 

 
Commentary will be 
provided, where 
appropriate, to consider 
the likelihood of sites with 
planning permission 
coming forward as 
anticipated. 

21 What happens if the 
trajectory indicates 

It may be concluded that insufficient sites/broad locations have been identified against 
objectively assessed needs. Plan makers will need to revisit the assessment, for example 

The Council will discuss 
and agree with the SHLAA 
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 that there are 
insufficient sites/broad 
locations to meet the 
objectively assessed 
need? 

changing the assumptions on the development potential on particular sites (including 
physical and policy constraints) including sites for possible new settlements. 

 
If, following this review there are still insufficient sites, then it will be necessary to 
investigate how this shortfall should best be planned for. If there is clear evidence that the 
needs cannot be met locally, it will be necessary to consider how needs might be met in 
adjoining areas in accordance with the duty to cooperate. 

 
Paragraph: 026 Reference ID: 3-026-20140306 
Revision date: 06 03 2014 

steering group how the 
assessment is to be 
reviewed should 
insufficient sites/broad 
locations not be identified 
to meeting housing needs. 

22 Is it essential to 
identify specific 
developable sites or 
broad locations for 
housing growth for 
years 11-15? 

As set out in the National Planning Policy Framework, local planning authorities should 
identify a supply of specific, developable sites or broad locations for growth, where 
possible, for years 11-15. Local Plans can pass the test of soundness where local 
planning authorities have not been able to identify sites or broad locations for growth in 
years 11-15. 

 
Paragraph: 027 Reference ID: 3-027-20140306 
Revision date: 06 03 2014 

The Council will identity 
developable sites or broad 
locations for growth for 
years 11-15. 

STAGE 5- Final evidence base 
23 What are the core 

outputs? 
The following set of standard outputs should be produced from the assessment to ensure 
consistency, accessibility and transparency: 

 
• a list of all sites or broad locations considered, cross-referenced to their locations on 

maps; 
• an assessment of each site or broad location, in terms of its suitability for 

development, availability and achievability including whether the site/broad location is 
viable) to determine whether a site is realistically expected to be developed and 
when; 

• contain more detail for those sites which are considered to be realistic candidates for 
development, where others have been discounted for clearly evidenced and justified 
reasons; 

• the potential type and quantity of development that could be delivered on each 
site/broad location, including a reasonable estimate of build out rates, setting out how 
any barriers to delivery could be overcome and when; 

The Council will meet all of 
the core outputs identified; 
the exception to this is 
small sites (below 5 
dwellings) with planning 
permission which will not 
be listed individually or 
identified on maps. 

 
The final SHLAA report 
will be made publically 
available on the Council 
website. 
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  • an indicative trajectory of anticipated development and consideration of associated 
risks. 

The assessment should also be made publicly available in an accessible form. 

Paragraph: 028 Reference ID: 3-028-20140306 
Revision date: 06 03 2014 

 

24 Do housing and 
economic needs 
override constraints 
on the use of land, 
such as Green Belt? 

The National Planning Policy Framework should be read as a whole: need alone is not 
the only factor to be considered when drawing up a Local Plan. 

 
The Framework is clear that local planning authorities should, through their Local Plans, 
meet objectively assessed needs unless any adverse impacts of doing so would 
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies 
in the Framework taken as a whole, or specific policies in the Framework indicate 
development should be restricted. Such policies include those relating to sites protected 
under the Birds and Habitats Directives, and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific 
Interest; land designated as Green Belt, Local Green Space, an Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty, Heritage Coast or within a National Park or the Broads; designated 
heritage assets; and locations at risk of flooding or coastal erosion. 

 
The Framework makes clear that, once established, Green Belt boundaries should only 
be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the preparation or review of the Local 
Plan. 

 
Paragraph: 044 Reference ID: 3-044-20141006 
Revision date: 06 10 2014 

Guidance noted. 

25 Do local planning 
authorities have to 
meet in full housing 
needs identified in 
needs assessments? 

Local authorities should prepare a Strategic Housing Market Assessment to assess their 
full housing needs. 

 
However, assessing need is just the first stage in developing a Local Plan. Once need 
has been assessed, the local planning authority should prepare a Strategic Housing Land 
Availability Assessment to establish realistic assumptions about the availability, suitability 
and the likely economic viability of land to meet the identified need for housing over the 
plan period, and in so doing take account of any constraints such as Green Belt, which 

Guidance noted. 
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  indicate that development should be restricted and which may restrain the ability of an 
authority to meet its need. 

 
Paragraph: 045 Reference ID: 3-045-20141006 
Revision date: 06 10 2014 

 

26 How is deliverability 
(1-5 years) and 
developability (6-15 
years) determined in 
relation to housing 
supply? 

Assessing the suitability, availability and achievability (including the economic viability of 
a site) will provide the information as to whether a site can be considered deliverable, 
developable or not currently developable for housing. The definition of „deliverability‟ and 
„developability‟ in relation to housing supply is set out in footnote 11 and footnote 12 of 
the National Planning Policy Framework. 

 
All aspects of a Local Plan must be realistic and deliverable but there are specific 
requirements in the Framework in relation to planned housing land supply. 

 
Paragraph: 029 Reference ID: 3-029-20140306 
Revision date: 06 03 2014 

 
Footnotes 
11. To be considered deliverable, sites should be available now, offer a suitable location 
for development now, and be achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be 
delivered on the site within five years and in particular that development of the site is 
viable. Sites with planning permission should be considered deliverable until permission 
expires, unless there is clear evidence that schemes will not be implemented within five 
years, for example they will not be viable, there is no longer a demand for the type of 
units or sites have long term phasing plans. 

 
12. To be considered developable, sites should be in a suitable location for housing 
development and there should be a reasonable prospect that the site is available and 
could be viably developed at the point envisaged. 

NPPF footnotes are 
considered when 
determining whether a site 
is considered deliverable, 
developable or not 
currently developable for 
housing. 

27 What is the starting 
point for the five-year 
housing supply? 

The National Planning Policy Framework sets out that local planning authorities should 
identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide five 
years‟ worth of housing against their housing requirements. Therefore local planning 
authorities should have an identified five-year housing supply at all points during the plan 

The starting point for the 
five-year supply will be the 
housing requirement 
which will be contained 
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  period. Housing requirement figures in up-to-date adopted Local Plans should be used 
as the starting point for calculating the five year supply. Considerable weight should be 
given to the housing requirement figures in adopted Local Plans, which have successfully 
passed through the examination process, unless significant new evidence comes to light. 
It should be borne in mind that evidence which dates back several years, such as that 
drawn from revoked regional strategies, may not adequately reflect current needs. 

 
Where evidence in Local Plans has become outdated and policies in emerging plans are 
not yet capable of carrying sufficient weight, information provided in the latest full 
assessment of housing needs should be considered. But the weight given to these 
assessments should take account of the fact they have not been tested or moderated 
against relevant constraints. Where there is no robust recent assessment of full housing 
needs, the household projections published by the Department for Communities and 
Local Government should be used as the starting point, but the weight given to these 
should take account of the fact that they have not been tested (which could evidence a 
different housing requirement to the projection, for example because past events that 
affect the projection are unlikely to occur again or because of market signals) or 
moderated against relevant constraints (for example environmental or infrastructure). 

 
Paragraph: 030 Reference ID: 3-030-20140306 
Revision date: 06 03 2014 

within the Publication 
Local Plan 

28 What constitutes a 
„deliverable site‟ in the 
context of housing 
policy? 

Deliverable sites for housing could include those that are allocated for housing in the 
development plan and sites with planning permission (outline or full that have not been 
implemented) unless there is clear evidence that schemes will not be implemented 
within five years. 

 
However, planning permission or allocation in a development plan is not a prerequisite for 
a site being deliverable in terms of the five-year supply. Local planning authorities will 
need to provide robust, up to date evidence to support the deliverability of sites, ensuring 
that their judgements on deliverability are clearly and transparently set out. If there are no 
significant constraints (e.g. infrastructure) to overcome such as infrastructure sites not 
allocated within a development plan or without planning permission can be considered 
capable of being delivered within a five-year timeframe. 

The Council undertake a 
robust assessment 
regarding the date and 
rate of delivery. This 
includes contacting 
landowners and 
developers for anticipated 
start dates and delivery 
rates. 
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  The size of sites will also be an important factor in identifying whether a housing site is 
deliverable within the first 5 years. Plan makers will need to consider the time it will take 
to commence development on site and build out rates to ensure a robust five-year 
housing supply. 

 
Paragraph: 031 Reference ID: 3-031-20140306 
Revision date: 06 03 2014 

 

29 What constitutes a 
„developable site‟ in 
the context of housing 
policy? 

The National Planning Policy Framework asks local planning authorities to identify a 
supply of specific developable sites or broad locations for growth in years 6-10 and where 
possible for years 11-15. 

 
Developable sites or broad locations are areas that are in a suitable location for housing 
development and have a reasonable prospect that the site or broad location is available 
and could be viably developed at the point envisaged. Local planning authorities will need 
to consider when in the plan period such sites or broad locations will come forward so 
that they can be identified on the development trajectory. These sites or broad locations 
may include large development opportunities such as urban extension or new 
settlements. 

 
Paragraph: 032 Reference ID: 3-032-20140306 
Revision date: 06 03 2014 

30 Updating evidence on 
the supply of specific 
deliverable sites 
sufficient to provide 
five years worth of 
housing against 
housing requirements 

Applications for planning permission must be determined in accordance with the 
development plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise. The examination 
of Local Plans is intended to ensure that up-to-date housing requirements and the 
deliverability of sites to meet a five year supply will have been thoroughly considered and 
examined prior to adoption, in a way that cannot be replicated in the course of 
determining individual applications and appeals where only the applicant‟s/appellant‟s 
evidence is likely to be presented to contest an authority‟s position. 

 
The National Planning Policy Framework requires local planning authorities to identify 
and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide five years‟ 
worth of housing. As part of this, local planning authorities should consider both the 
delivery of sites against the forecast trajectory and also the deliverability of all the sites in 
the five year supply. 

The Council will undertake 
the SHLAA assessment 
on an annual basis. The 
report will include a 5-year 
supply assessment. 
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Local planning authorities should ensure that they carry out their annual assessment in a 
robust and timely fashion, based on up-to-date and sound evidence, taking into account 
the anticipated trajectory of housing delivery, and consideration of associated risks, and 
an assessment of the local delivery record. Such assessment, including the evidence 
used, should be realistic and made publicly available in an accessible format. Once 
published, such assessments should normally not need to be updated for a full twelve 
months unless significant new evidence comes to light or the local authority wishes to 
update its assessment earlier. 

 
By taking a thorough approach on an annual basis, local planning authorities will be in a 
strong position to demonstrate a robust five year supply of sites. Demonstration of a five 
year supply is a key material consideration when determining housing applications and 
appeals. As set out in the National Planning Policy Framework, a five year supply is also 
central to demonstrating that relevant policies for the supply of housing are up-to-date in 
applying the presumption in favour of sustainable development. 

 
Paragraph: 033 Reference ID: 3-033-20150327 
Revision date: 27 03 2015 

 

31 In decision taking, 
can unmet need for 
housing outweigh 
Green Belt 
Protection? 

Unmet housing need (including for traveller sites) is unlikely to outweigh the harm to the 
Green Belt and other harm to constitute the “very special circumstances” justifying 
inappropriate development on a site within the Green Belt. 

 
Paragraph: 034 Reference ID: 3-034-20141006 
Revision date: 06 10 2014 

This item is not applicable 
as no Green Belt is 
designated within the 
Borough. 

32 How should local 
planning authorities 
deal with past under- 
supply? 

The approach to identifying a record of persistent under delivery of housing involves 
questions of judgment for the decision maker in order to determine whether or not a 
particular degree of under delivery of housing triggers the requirement to bring forward an 
additional supply of housing. 

 
The factors behind persistent under delivery may vary from place to place and, therefore, 
there can be no universally applicable test or definition of the term. It is legitimate to 
consider a range of issues, such as the effect of imposed housing moratoriums and the 
delivery rate before and after any such moratoriums. 

The Council will deal with 
any undersupply within the 
first 5 years. 

 
The Council will consider 
persistent under delivery 
against the housing 
requirement. 
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The assessment of a local delivery record is likely to be more robust if a longer term view 
is taken, since this is likely to take account of the peaks and troughs of the housing 
market cycle. 

 
Local planning authorities should aim to deal with any undersupply within the first 5 years 
of the plan period where possible. Where this cannot be met in the first 5 years, local 
planning authorities will need to work with neighbouring authorities under the „Duty to 
Cooperate‟. 

 
Paragraph: 035 Reference ID: 3-035-20140306 
Revision date: 06 03 2014 

 

33 Can previous over- 
supply of housing be 
considered when 
determining the 
objectively assessed 
need for housing? 

The housing requirement is set at the starting point of the plan, which can be earlier than 
the date the plan is adopted. For a plan to be found sound it would have to be based on 
an objectively assessed need for housing. In assessing this need, consideration can be 
given to evidence that the Council has delivered over and above its housing need in 
previous years. 

 
Household projections are based on past trends. If a Council has robust evidence that 
past high delivery rates that inform the projections are no longer realistic – for example 
they relied on a particular set of circumstances that could not be expected to occur again 
– they can adjust their projections down accordingly. 

 
Paragraph: 036 Reference ID: 3-036-20140306 
Revision date: 06 03 2014 

Guidance noted 

34 How should local 
planning authorities 
deal with housing for 
older people? 

Older people have a wide range of different housing needs, ranging from suitable and 
appropriately located market housing through to residential institutions (Use Class C2). 
Local planning authorities should count housing provided for older people, including 
residential institutions in Use Class C2, against their housing requirement. The approach 
taken, which may include site allocations, should be clearly set out in the Local Plan. 

 
In decision-taking, evidence that development proposals for accessible and manageable 
homes specifically for older people will free up under-occupied local housing for other 
population groups is likely to demonstrate a market need that supports the approval of 

Older people‟s needs have 
been included in the 
housing requirement, in 
accordance with national 
guidance the Council will 
count the contribution that 
the delivery of residential 
institutions / care homes 
will make on the basis of 
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  such homes. 
 
Paragraph: 037 Reference ID: 3-037-20150320 
Revision date: 20 03 2015 

1.35 bedspaces equals 1 
dwelling. 

35 How should local 
planning authorities 
deal with student 
housing? 

All student accommodation, whether it consists of communal halls of residence or self- 
contained dwellings, and whether or not it is on campus, can be included towards the 
housing requirement, based on the amount of accommodation it releases in the housing 
market. Notwithstanding, local authorities should take steps to avoid double-counting. 

 
Paragraph: 038 Reference ID: 3-038-20140306 
Revision date: 06 03 2014 

The delivery of student 
housing is not counted 
towards the housing 
requirement at this time. 

36 How should local 
planning authorities 
deal with empty 
housing and 
buildings? 

The National Planning Policy Framework encourages local authorities to bring empty 
housing and buildings back into residential use. Empty homes can help to contribute 
towards meeting housing need but it would be for individual local authorities to identify 
and implement an empty homes strategy. Any approach to bringing empty homes back 
into use and counting these against housing need would have to be robustly evidenced 
by the local planning authority at the independent examination of the draft Local Plan, for 
example to test the deliverability of the strategy and to avoid double counting (local 
planning authorities would need to demonstrate that empty homes had not been counted 
within their existing stock of dwellings when calculating their overall need for additional 
dwellings in their local plans). 

 
Paragraph: 039 Reference ID: 3-039-20140306 
Revision date: 06 03 2014 

To avoid double counting 
the Council have not 
included empty housing 
being brought back into 
use towards the housing 
requirements. 

37 How does the five- 
year housing supply 
relate to 
neighbourhood 
planning? 

Local planning authorities need to be able to demonstrate a five-year supply of 
deliverable sites in order to comply with national policies. The National Planning Policy 
Framework asks local planning authorities to use their evidence base to ensure that their 
Local Plan meets the full objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing, 
identifies key sites that are critical to the delivery of the housing strategy and identifies 
and updates annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a five-year 
supply. 

 
Neighbourhood plans set out policies that relate to the development and use of land and 
can be used to allocate sites for development but the plans must be in general conformity 

The SHLAA will be made 
available on the Council 
website and the Council 
will share/discuss all 
evidence base documents 
underpinning the Local 
Plan with those 
undertaking 
Neighbourhood Plans, as 
appropraite 
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  with the strategic policies of the Local Plan. Where a neighbourhood plan comes forward 
before an up to date Local Plan is in place, the local planning authority should work 
constructively with a qualifying body to enable a neighbourhood plan to make timely 
progress and to share evidence used to prepare their plan. Neighbourhood plans should 
deliver against the objectively assessed evidence of needs. 

 
Paragraph: 040 Reference ID: 3-040-20140306 
Revision date: 06 03 2014 

 

38 How often should an 
assessment be 
updated? 

The assessment of sites should be kept up-to-date as part of local authorities‟ monitoring 
report and should be updated yearly. 

 
It should only be necessary to carry out a full re-survey of the sites/broad locations when 
development plans have to be reviewed or other significant changes make this necessary 
(e.g. if a local planning authority is no longer able to demonstrate a five year supply of 
specific deliverable sites for housing). 

 
Paragraph: 041 Reference ID: 3-041-20140306 
Revision date: 06 03 2014 

The Council will undertake 
a review of the SHLAA on 
an annual basis. 

39 Is an annual update 
required for allocated 
employment sites? 

Although there is no formal requirement for an annual update of employment (including 
retail, office, manufacturing) site allocations, they should be regularly reviewed. 

 
Paragraph: 042 Reference ID: 3-042-20140306 
Revision date: 06 03 2014 

The SHLAA does not 
cover this aspect. An 
employment land review 
was undertaken in 2016. 

40 What information 
should be recorded 
when monitoring? 

The main information to record is: 
 
• progress with delivery of development on allocated and sites with planning 

permission; 
• planning applications that have been submitted or approved on sites and broad 

locations identified by the assessment; 
• progress that has been made in removing constraints on development and whether a 

site is now considered to be deliverable or developable; 
• unforeseen constraints that have emerged which now mean a site is no longer 

deliverable or developable, and how these could be addressed; 
• whether the windfall allowance (where justified) is coming forward as expected, or 

This information is 
recorded within the 
SHLAA, as appropriate. 
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  may need to be adjusted. 
 
Paragraph: 043 Reference ID: 3-043-20140306 
Revision date: 06 03 2014 
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Appendix 2: SHLAA Steering Group- Terms of Reference and 
Protocol 

 
Stockton-on-Tees Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessments (SHLAAs) 

Terms of Reference and Protocol for the Stockton-on-Tees SHLAA Steering Group  

Terms of Reference 

1 The following are the terms of reference for the Stockton-on-Tees SHLAA Steering 
Group: 

 
• To assist and partner Stockton-on-Tees Borough Council in its assessment of 

potential sites for new housing through the SHLAA process. 
• To establish the deliverability and developability of sites put forward for housing 

developments, as part of the SHLAA process for the Borough of Stockton-on-Tees. 
 

Protocol 
 

2 The Stockton-on-Tees SHLAA Steering Group will be representative of key 
stakeholders in the sub region, whose skills, knowledge and expertise in relation to 
housing and housing delivery will add value to the SHLAA process. 

 
3 No payment will be offered by for attendance at the Steering Group Meetings. 

 
4 Steering Group members‟ names and organisations will be recorded and made 

publically available. 
 

5 Each Steering Group member will bring different skills and competencies to the 
Steering Group and it is important that the contribution of each member is equally 
recognised, respected, valued and considered. General principles of professional 
conduct will be upheld and members are requested to respect the views of other 
representatives on the Steering Group. 

 
6 Given the nature of the SHLAA process, it is likely that some Steering Group 

members will have invested interests in identified sites. Whilst such an interest does 
not preclude Membership on the Steering Group, members are requested to declare 
if they have an interest in a site under consideration, which might influence the 
advice and opinions expressed. 

 
7 Members are requested not to engage in the promotion of sites during Steering 

Group meetings. 
 

8 Steering Group members will provide advice and opinions to the Local Authority on 
the understanding that the assessment of sites does not indicate that the site(s) will 
be allocated for new housing development in Local Plan or that planning permission 
will be granted for new housing 

 
 

Draft SHLAA assessments/reports are shared in confidence and are not to be shared by 
Steering Group members with other parties. 
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Appendix 3: SHLAA Steering Group Minutes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Attendees 

SHLAA Steering Group Minutes 

Wednesday 31st May 2017, 1pm 

Conference Room 2, Municipal Buildings 

 

John Dixon (JD) – Spatial Planning Officer - SBC 
David Bage (DB) – Principal Spatial Planning Officer - SBC 
Jane Palmer (JP) – Principal Spatial Planning Officer - SBC 
Joanne Hutchcraft (JH) –Spatial Planning Officer - SBC 
Tony Wrigglesworth (TW) – Transport Planning Officer - SBC 
Ben Stephenson (BS) – Planner – Persimmon Homes 

 
1. Overview and 

Introductions 
JD provided a brief overview on the purpose of the SHLAA and 
role of this meeting which provides an opportunity to provide 
comments on draft assessment of sites. 

 
JD confirmed that the report will be finalised to inform the 
publication draft Local Plan. 

2. Assessment 
Update 

JD explained that that are a number of sites where the 
conclusion is identified as „uncertain; principally owing to on- 
going highways modelling. This modelling work has not yet 
been reported but when complete will be used to finalise the 
assessments of these sites. 

 
Since the release of the SHLAA draft planning permission has 
been approved for 12 dwellings at site S29 „Former Roseworth 
Public House‟. 

3. Review of SHLAA 
Assessment by 
area 

JD went through the SHLAA assessments on an area by area 
basis and sought comments on specific site assessments the 
SHLAA. The following discussion was held regarding the 
following sites: 

 
• S25 „Norton Golf Course – JD identified that concern 

had been identified within the assessments for this and 
adjacent sites regarding the ability to achieve 
satisfactory vehicular and pedestrian access. In addition 
Network Rail have identified that sites would need to be 
individually reviewed to fully determine the risk on the 
infrastructure and public and appropriate mitigation 
measures required. JD advised that it would be 
necessary for the landowner/developer to: 

o Submit further information to the Council 
regarding vehicular and pedestrian access/links 

o Undertake assessment of the site with Network 
Rail and submit the outcomes to the Council. 

JD advised that without this information the site would 
have to be considered as „non-developable‟. 
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 • „T1‟ Tees Marshalling Yard – JD confirmed that the site 
is identified as a draft Local Plan allocation. However, it 
was noted that the site is identified as a „housing-led 
regeneration aspiration‟ and has not been counted 
towards meeting the OAN within the draft Local Plan. As 
such housing delivery within the plan period would be 
supported and would in effect boost housing delivery. 

4. Review of 
housing 
trajectory 

JD circulated a copy of the draft housing trajectory which was 
compiled following the write out for phasing information from 
developers in March 2017. BS noted that as Persimmon Homes 
submitted information was incorporated within the trajectory 
and in general the phasing of other sites appeared generally 
suitable. JD advised the trajectory information will be refined 
and presented within the final SHLAA report. 

5. A.O.B It was agreed by all that JD will write out the SHLAA Steering 
Group to obtain any comments on the draft SHLAA site 
assessments. 
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Appendix 4: SHLAA Site Assessments 
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Suitable? 

 
 

Available? 

 
 

Achievable? 

 
 

Actions required to 
overcome constraints 

 
 

Delivery 
timescale 

BILLINGHAM SITES 

B1 Land to the 
South of the 
A1185 

Green 
field 

0.63 15 No 
• Greenfield site within Local Plan 1997 development limits. Identified as 

open space and outside development limits within emerging Local Plan. 
Development is not related to existing development pattern 

• Development could require noise mitigation. 
• Potential for contamination which would require investigation and 

potentially remediation. Costs associated are anticipated to be high. 
• Access cannot be achieved. 
• Acceptable in principle subject to modelling of impact on Local / Strategic 

highway network and suitable mitigation measures as identified through 
the modelling. The main impact from the site will be on the A689 / A19 
interchange but the site would also likely contribute towards traffic impact 
southbound at the 2 Billingham Interchanges with the A19. 

Yes 
Site has been identified as 
available by the landowner 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

Ability to achieve 
access cannot be 
overcome. 

Non- 
developable 

B2 Land off 
Leeholme 
Road, 
Billingham 

PDL 1.04 30 Yes 
• Industrial unit (PDL) within development limits. 
• Noise mitigation required from adjacent railway. Yield restricted as site 

within HSE middle zone. 
• Site has low market attractiveness. 
• Acceptable in highways terms. 

No 
The site is no-longer 
considered as available as 
the existing building has 
been refurbished for 
industrial uses. 

No 
The site is not available 
and therefore cannot be 
considered achievable. 

The only constraint is 
availability which 
cannot be overcome. 

Non- 
developable 

B3 Land off 
Central 
Avenue, 
Billingham 

Green 
field 

2.69 30 No 
• The site is greenfield and within limits to development. 
• HSE inner and middle zones would reduce yield and mean parts of site 

cannot be developed 
• Potential for conflict with adjoining uses (businesses and playing fields). 
• The site is isolated from existing residential areas. 
• Site has low market attractiveness 
• Acceptable in principle subject to suitable access arrangements from 

Central Avenue. The existing gap in the central reserve on Central 
Avenue would need to be extended to provide an acceptable deceleration 
lane for right turning vehicles and allow all turning movements. 

Yes 
Site has been identified as 
available. 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

Constraints cannot be 
overcome. 

Non- 
developable 

B4 Billingham 
House 

PDL 3.64 30 No 
• Former industrial site (PDL) within development limits. 
• HSE inner and middle zones would reduce yield and mean parts of site 

cannot be developed 
• The site is isolated from existing residential areas. 
• Site has low market attractiveness 
• Access can be achieved 
• Anticipated that the costs of investigation/remediation of contamination 

are likely to be high. 

No 
The site is no longer 
considered to be available 
for residential 
development. 

No 
The site is not available, 
has high remediation 
costs, low market 
attractiveness and a 
restricted yield. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

Constraints identified 
cannot be overcome. 

Non- 
developable 

B5 Land at 
Roscoe 

Green 
field 

0.63 15 No 
• Within development limits but site has been developed for wildlife 

No 
The site has been 

No 
The site is not available. 

Constraints identified 
cannot be overcome. 

Non- 
developable 
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timescale 

 Road, 
Billingham 

   conservation and is identified as open space within emerging Local Plan. 
• Within HSE middle zone and adjacent to industrial uses. 
• Site has low market attractiveness 
• Anticipated that the costs of investigation/remediation of contamination 

are likely to be high. 
• This site has an extensive frontage with Roscoe Road and a linear 

development with individual accesses would be acceptable. 

developed for wildlife 
conservation and has a 
restrictive covenant. 

Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

  

B6 Billingham 
Bottoms 

Green 
field 

15.19 240 No 
• The site forms a fundamental part of the green wedge; development 

would be contrary to this designation being unacceptable in landscape 
and visual terms. 

• Billingham Beck circles the site and there are flood risk issues within the 
area, albeit the site only has minor areas within flood risk. 

• The site is contaminated and costs associated with remediation are 
anticipated to be high. 

• The site is considered to have low market attractiveness 
• This site would require a link across Billingham Beck. Impact on the local 

highway network is considered to be acceptable. 

Yes 
Site has been identified as 
available by the landowner 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. The 
costs of remediation and 
site access are likely to 
be high and the site is 
considered to be low 
market attractiveness. 
The site is therefore not 
considered viable. 

Constraints identified 
cannot be overcome. 

Non- 
developable 

B7 Wolviston 
Road, 
Billingham 

Green 
field 

7.41 150 No 
• Greenfield site outside of development limits and within strategic gap. 
• Existing development at Billingham is contained by a woodland buffer. 

Any development beyond this woodland buffer would lead to the loss of 
individual identity and coalescence of Billingham and Wolviston. Indeed 
development would lead to the erosion of the rural landscape. The 
topography and high visibility of the site accentuates these landscape and 
visual impacts. 

• A suitable access could be achieved from Wolviston Road. 
• Acceptable in principle subject to modelling of impact on Local / Strategic 

highway network and suitable mitigation measures as identified through 
the modelling. The main impact from the site will be on the A689 / A19 
interchange but the site would also likely contribute towards traffic impact 
southbound at the 2 Billingham Interchanges with the A19. 

Yes 
Site has been identified as 
available 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

Constraints identified 
cannot be overcome. 

Non- 
developable 

B8 North West, 
Billingham 

Green 
field 

10.72 120 Yes 
• Greenfield site outside of development limits and within strategic gap. 
• Development of the full site would be detrimental to the strategic gap as it 

would lead to the loss of physical identity and lead to the coalescence of 
Billingham and Wolviston. To be considered acceptable the developable 
area should be reduced by approximately half with no development 
proceeding beyond the footprint of the adjacent school building; this 
would ensure separation between Billingham and Wolviston and the open 
landscapes surrounding Wynyard village are maintained. 

• Noise from the A19 would be prohibitive to development. However, 
proposed widening and resurfacing will potentially mean the site is 
developable subject to mitigation. 

• Site is considered to be relatively attractive to the market for housing. 
• Access can be achieved 

Yes 
Site has been identified as 
available by the landowner 

Yes 
There is a reasonable 
prospect of residential 
development being 
delivered should the site 
be allocated within the 
Local Plan 

 Developabl 
e years 6 to 
10 
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     • Acceptable in principle subject to modelling of impact on Local / Strategic 
highway network and suitable mitigation measures as identified through 
the modelling. The main impact from the site will be on the A689 / A19 
interchange but the site would also likely contribute towards traffic impact 
southbound at the 2 Billingham Interchanges with the A19. There are no 
major perceived network implications on the approach to Wolviston 
Village, 40mph road reducing to 30mph would need to be remodelled. 

    

B9 Former 
Billingham 
Campus 
School Site 

Mixed 14.29 150 Yes 
• Majority greenfield within development limits. 
• Much of this site is identified as playing fields. 
• The site would require a masterplanned approach which retains and 

improves green infrastructure links including those associated with 
Cowbridge Beck (the potential for de-culverting should be investigated). 

• The site is considered to be attractive to the market for housing. 
• This site has an existing access from Marsh House Road which provides 

an awkward arrangement. A more suitable access to serve the site could 
be taken from the existing housing estate to the rear. 

• Acceptable in principle subject to modelling of impact on local/strategic 
highway network and suitable mitigation measures as identified through 
the modelling. 

Yes 
The site is included within 
the Councils Asset 
Review. 

Yes 
There is a reasonable 
prospect of residential 
development being 
delivered. 

n/a Developabl 
e years 6 to 
10 

B1 
0 

Sir 
Plantsalot 
Garden 
Centre, 
Sandy Lane 
West 

Mixed 1.46 5 No 
• Outside the limits to development and within the strategic gap. 

Development would have a negative landscape impact in this rural 
location. 

• The proposal would lead to isolated homes in the countryside which is 
contrary to NPPF para 55. 

• There are no footpaths from the site to the conurbation. 
• Visibility to the left would require third party land and therefore a suitable 

access cannot be formed. 

Yes 
There are no known 
constraints to availability. 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

Not all constraints can 
be overcome. 

Non- 
developable 

B1 
1 

North of 
Wolviston 

Green 
field 

15.81 100 No 
• The site is outside the limits to development and within the strategic gap. 

Development would be unacceptable in landscape and visual terms; it 
has no relation to existing development patterns and would appear 
incongruous in the rural landscape. 

• Much of the site is within HSE consultation zones and pylons cross the 
site. 

• Acceptable in principle subject to modelling of impact on Local / Strategic 
highway network and suitable mitigation measures as identified through 
the modelling. The main impact from the site will be on the A689 / A19 
interchange but the site would also likely contribute towards traffic impact 
southbound at the 2 Billingham Interchanges with the A19. 

• The area of developable land would be reduced due to the requirement 
for noise mitigation which would also need to take account of the future 
widening of the A19. 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
to availability. 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

Constraints identified 
cannot be overcome. 

Non- 
developable 

B1 
2 

Land at the 
North East 
of 

Green 
field 

1.85 15 No 
• The site is outside the limits to development and within the strategic gap. 

The site does not relate to the existing development pattern and would be 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
to availability. 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore there is no 

Constraints identified 
cannot be overcome. 

Non- 
developable 
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 A689/A118 
5/A19 
Roundabout 

   viewed as isolated development. 
• Noise mitigation would reduce developable area. 
• Satisfactory access cannot be achieved. 
• Acceptable in principle subject to modelling of impact on Local / Strategic 

highway network and suitable mitigation measures as identified through 
the modelling. The main impact from the site will be on the A689 / A19 
interchange but the site would also likely contribute towards traffic impact 
southbound at the 2 Billingham Interchanges with the A19. 

 reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

  

B1 
3 

Land 
between the 
A689 and 
A1185 

Green 
field 

1.67 15 No 
• The site is outside the limits to development and within the strategic gap. 

The site does not relate to the existing development pattern and would be 
viewed as isolated development. 

• Noise mitigation would reduce developable area. 
• A suitable access is not achievable. 
• Acceptable in principle subject to modelling of impact on Local / Strategic 

highway network and suitable mitigation measures as identified through 
the modelling. The main impact from the site will be on the A689 / A19 
interchange but the site would also likely contribute towards traffic impact 
southbound at the 2 Billingham Interchanges with the A19. 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
to availability. 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

Constraints identified 
cannot be overcome. 

Non- 
developable 

B1 
4 

Land 
adjacent to 
Charlton 
Close 

Green 
field 

1.17 30 No 
• The site is located within the limits to development and covered by extant 

policy REC(1) 
• There are no landscape or visual objections to the proposal 
• The proposal is located within a HSE middle zone and planning 

permission has recently been refused based on HSE objections 
• It is considered that the site is attractive to the market for housing 
• Site access can be achieved 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
to availability. 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

Constraints identified 
cannot be overcome. 

Non- 
developable 

EAGLESCLIFFE, PRESTON AND YARM SITES 

EP 
Y1 

Land East 
of Yarm 
Station 

Green 
field 

9.97 200 No 
• Greenfield site within development limits. 
• Much of this site is identified as playing fields. The loss of playing fields 

would be contrary to policy. 
• Some form of noise mitigation may be required along railway line 

although this would have limited impact on development potential. 
• Necessary for existing landscape boundary treatments to be retained. 
• Attractive to the market for residential development. 
• Finding suitable access onto Green Lane may be problematic due to the 

proximity of the site to Crossroads roundabout and a further access onto 
the A67 would be resisted. 

• This site would require further modelling of impact on Local / Strategic 
highway network and suitable mitigation measures as identified through 
the modelling. This would need to be carried out in conjunction with 
Highways England due to the already identified impact of committed 
development on Yarm High Street, Ingleby Barwick and the A19 
Crathorne Interchange. It is envisaged that suitable mitigation of the 
impact on Yarm will not be deliverable and therefore the impact will be 

No 
The majority of the site is 
playing fields for Yarm 
School. These would need 
to be relocated for the site 
to be considered suitable 
and available. Potentially 
multiple ownerships 

No 
The site is not suitable or 
available. Therefore 
there is no reasonable 
prospect of residential 
development being 
delivered. 

n/a Non- 
developable 
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     unacceptable.     

EP 
Y3 

South East 
Yarm 

Green 
field 

60.8 565 No 
• Greenfield site outside of development limits and within strategic gap. 
• Topography would suggest that the developable area should be reduced 

to the field boundary running east to west through the site. Extensive 
landscaping required to southern area of the site facing the open 
countryside. 

• Attractive to the market for residential development. 
• The site would require 2 access points taken from A1044 which is a 

strategic diversion route for the A19. These would comprise of a new 
signalised junction at the existing junction of the A1044 and Kirk Road 
and a 4th leg taken from the proposed roundabout to serve the Mount 
Leven development. 

• This site would require further modelling of impact on Local / Strategic 
highway network and suitable mitigation measures as identified through 
the modelling. This would need to be carried out in conjunction with 
Highways England due to the already identified impact of committed 
development on Yarm High Street, Ingleby Barwick and the A19 
Crathorne Interchange. It is envisaged that suitable mitigation of the 
impact on Yarm will not be deliverable and therefore the impact will be 
unacceptable. 

Yes 
Site has been identified as 
available by the 
landowner/developer 

No 
It is envisaged that 
suitable mitigation of the 
impact on Yarm will not 
be deliverable and 
therefore the impact will 
be unacceptable. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

A potential link from the 
new roundabout on 
Leven Bank, 
associated with the 
Mount Leven 
development, to the 
A67 may overcome the 
highways constraints 
but this would need to 
be verified utilising 
traffic modelling. 

Non- 
developable 

EP 
Y4 

Yarm 
Riding 
Centre, 
Glaisdale 
Road 

Green 
field 

3.66 12 No 
• Greenfield site within development limits. 
• Necessity for sensitive design and reduced developable area to avoid 

flood risk and negative landscape impacts. Development should be a low 
density bungalow development which avoids the highly visually sensitive 
Leven Valley to the north of the site. 

• Attractive to the market for residential development. 
• Achieving satisfactory access would require the loss of garden land or the 

demolition of property to create a 4.8 metre wide access road from 
Glaisdale Road. 

• This site would require further modelling of impact on Local / Strategic 
highway network and suitable mitigation measures as identified through 
the modelling. This would need to be carried out in conjunction with 
Highways England due to the already identified impact of committed 
development on Yarm High Street, Ingleby Barwick and the A19 
Crathorne Interchange. It is envisaged that suitable mitigation of the 
impact on Yarm will not be deliverable and therefore the impact will be 
unacceptable. 

No 
Site has been identified as 
available by the 
landowner/developer. 
However, garden land or 
the demolition of property 
would be required to 
create a 4.8 metre wide 
access and this is not 
within control of the 
landowner. 

No 
The site is not suitable or 
available. Therefore 
there is no reasonable 
prospect of residential 
development being 
delivered. 

Constraints identified 
are unlikely to be 
overcome. However, a 
smaller development 
served by a private 
drive may be 
acceptable. 

Non- 
developable 
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EP 
Y6 

Grisedale 
Crescent, 
Eaglescliffe 

Green 
field 

6.83 40 No 
• Greenfield site. 
• Part of site is within Egglescliffe Conservation Area. 
• Development of the whole site would not be supported as it would impact 

upon the conservation area and lead to the coalescence of Eaglescliffe 
and Egglescliffe. Potential for a modest and sensitively designed 
(potentially bungalow) development on land to the north of the allotments. 

• Attractive to the market for residential development. 
• This site could be served from the adjoining estate to the north, subject to 

land ownership, via Dunbar Drive or Roedean Drive. Due to the 
constrained nature of Back Lane, in Egglescliffe, a suitable access could 
not be achieved via Egglescliffe village. 

• This site would require further modelling of impact on Local / Strategic 
highway network and suitable mitigation measures as identified through 
the modelling. This would need to be carried out in conjunction with 
Highways England due to the already identified impact of committed 
development on Yarm High Street, Ingleby Barwick and the A19 
Crathorne Interchange. It is envisaged that suitable mitigation of the 
impact on Yarm will not be deliverable and therefore the impact will be 
unacceptable. 

Yes 
Site has been identified as 
available by the 
landowner/developer. 
Access from Dunbar Drive 
would require Council 
owned land. 

No 
It is envisaged that 
suitable mitigation of the 
impact on Yarm will not 
be deliverable and 
therefore the impact will 
be unacceptable. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

It is envisaged that 
suitable mitigation of 
the impact on Yarm will 
not be deliverable and 
therefore the impact will 
be unacceptable. 

Non- 
developable 

EP 
Y7 

Land at 
Urlay Nook 

Green 
field 

18.86 390 No 
• The site is within the 1997 Local Plan limits to development and a saved 

policy allocates the site for employment purposes. 
• Proposed that the site will be placed outside the limits to development 

and within the strategic gap in the emerging Local Plan. 
• Development acceptable in landscape and visual terms subject to strong 

landscape buffers to the edges of the site. 
• The Council‟s Environmental Health Team class this site as noise 

sensitive due to the close proximity of the police tactical training centre 
(PTTC). Given the nature of these operations which could increase in 
frequency the Environmental Health Team are of the opinion mitigation 
could not be provided to bring noise levels within acceptable levels. 

• Requirement for ground contamination investigation. 
• Attractive to the market for market led residential development 
• The site has been subject to a previous planning application 

(08/0241/OUT) for an industrial estate comprising the erection of B2 and 
B8 use class units. The impact on the local highway network was 
assessed and suitable mitigation identified. It is therefore considered that 
development at this location is acceptable in highways terms. However, 
the level of development acceptable will need to be confirmed via future 
modelling including assessment of traffic flows. 

Yes 
Site has been identified as 
available by the 
landowner/developer 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

It is considered that 
noise constraints 
cannot be overcome. 

Non- 
developable 

EP 
Y8 

Land at 
Durham 
Lane, 
Eaglescliffe 

Green 
field 

28 400 No 
• The site is identified as employment land within the existing and emerging 

Local Plan. 
• The site has been promoted to the Local Plan as a mixed use 

development site (including residential) 
• Potential for amenity impacts associated with adjoining uses. There 

would be a requirement for extensive landscaping if residential 

Yes 
Site has been identified as 
available by the 
landowner/developer 

No 
There are reservations 
regarding the 
acceptability and market 
attractiveness of 
residential development 
at this location owing to 

Constraints identified 
are unlikely to be 
overcome. 

Non- 
developable 
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     development were to proceed on parts of the site. 
• Contamination within the vicinity of the site which could require 

development to be set back. 
• Access can be achieved 
• For the development of the full site major highway improvements would 

be required (including Elton Interchange) to facilitate the development. 
These would be unlikely to be delivered for the foreseeable future due to 
the significant costs involved. A more modest development could be 
acceptable but this would need to be confirmed through more detailed 
highways assessment including assessment of traffic flows. 

 the nature of adjoining 
uses and separation 
from existing residential 
areas. The site is not 
suitable; therefore there 
is no reasonable 
prospect of residential 
development being 
delivered. 

  

EP 
Y9 

West 
Preston 

Green 
field 

179.1 
3 

3500 No 
• Greenfield site outside development limits and within strategic gap. 
• The site would need to be masterplanning to ensure environmental 

assets are integrated within development and important views (including 
those from the green wedge) through the site are retained and enhanced. 

• Relatively attractive to the market for residential development 
• Access can be achieved 
• Major highway improvements would be required (including Elton 

Interchange) to facilitate the development. These would be unlikely to be 
delivered for the foreseeable future due to the significant costs involved. It 
should however be noted that a study is currently being undertaken by 
Highways England of the A66 corridor. 

Yes 
Part of the site is within 
Council ownership. 
Remainder has been 
identified as available by 
the landowner/developer 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

The main obstacle to 
development is the 
limitation of the 
highway network. 

Non- 
developable 

EP 
Y1 

2 

Preston 
Lane 

Green 
field 

33.3 350 No 
• Greenfield site within green wedge. Development would be contrary to 

green wedge designation as openness will be lost through development 
and associated landscaping. 

• Pipeline crosses the site which would need to be accommodated within 
development. 

• Concerns have been raised by the Councils Environmental Health team 
regarding noise from adjoining uses at Preston Lane Industrial Estate. It 
is noted that there are no planning restrictions concerning the operational 
hours of these units. Noise mitigation may be required and this could 
have a major impact upon the developable area of the site. 

• The site is considered to be attractive to the market for residential 
development. 

• Acceptable in principle subject to modelling of impact on Local / Strategic 
highway network and suitable mitigation measures as identified through 
the modelling. The site would need to be served from a new access onto 
Yarm Road as a connection to Queen Elizabeth Way cannot be achieved 
within the redline indicated. 

Yes 
Site has been identified as 
available by the 
landowner/developer 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

Constraints identified 
are unlikely to be 
overcome. 

Non- 
developable 

EP 
Y1 

3 

Land to the 
West of 
Queen 
Elizabeth 
Way 

Green 
field 

5.81 120 No 
• Greenfield site which is identified within the existing and emerging local 

plan as an employment allocation. 
• Development would be isolated from existing residential communities 
• Concern regarding incompatible neighbouring uses; concerns that noise 

constraints would severely limit the developable area of the site 
• Modest market attractiveness for residential development. 

Yes 
Site has been identified as 
available by the 
landowner/developer 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

Constraints identified 
are unlikely to be 
overcome. 

Non- 
developable 
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     • The site has a planning approval (13/0366/ROT) for development of B1 
units and car showroom with associated access. And highway works and 
is therefore acceptable in principle. Suitable pedestrian linkages cannot 
be provided to serve the site and it is therefore unacceptable. 

    

EP 
Y1 

4 

Former 
Cable Ski 
Site, 
Bowesfield 

Green 
field 

20.18 - No 
• Greenfield site identified as a Local Wildlife Site. 
• Identified as green wedge. Development would be detrimental to this 

allocation and have numerous implications related to ecology and flood 
risk. 

• Majority of site is within flood zone 3. As such a housing yield is not 
estimated 

• A suitable access cannot be achieved that will also provide adequate 
pedestrian facilities. 

No 
The site is owned by Tees 
Valley Wildlife Trust. It is 
therefore unavailable for 
development. 

No 
The site is not suitable or 
available. Therefore 
there is no reasonable 
prospect of residential 
development being 
delivered. 

Constraints identified 
are cannot to be 
overcome. 

Non- 
developable 

EP 
Y1 

5 

South of 
Kingfisher 
Way, 
Bowesfield 

PDL 0.54 20 Yes 
• Previously developed site within development limits. 
• This site has previously been approved (07/1927/FUL) through the 

planning process for a residential development of 32 no. apartments and 
4 no. houses with associated car and cycle parking, refuse store and 
private residents garden. Therefore the principle of development at this 
location has already been established. 

• Likely to have modest market attractiveness. 

Yes 
Site has been identified as 
available by the 
landowner/developer 

Yes 
It is considered that there 
is a reasonable prospect 
that this site will come 
forward for residential 
development during the 
plan period. 

n/a Developabl 
e years 6 to 
10 

EP 
Y1 

6 

Bowesfield 
Riverside 

Mix 5.53 10 No 
• The majority of the site is located within the green wedge and it therefore 

unsuitable for residential development 
• Much of the site is at risk of flooding and is adjacent to potentially 

incompatible uses which are unlikely to relocate. This will impact upon the 
market attractiveness. 

• Anticipated that the costs of investigation/remediation of contamination 
are likely to be high. 

• Acceptable in principle subject to modelling of impact on Local / Strategic 
highway network and suitable mitigation measures as identified through 
the modelling. 

Yes 
Site has been identified as 
available by the 
landowner/developer 

No 
The site is not suitable 
and is unlikely to be 
viable owing to costs and 
market attractiveness. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

It is considered that 
constraints identified 
cannot be overcome. 

Non- 
developable 

EP 
Y1 

7 

Bowesfield 
Industrial 
Estate 

PDL 22.24 625 No 
• Existing industrial estate within development limits. 
• Residential development would not be acceptable on land east of 

Bowesfield Crescent as this land is forms a fundamental element of the 
green wedge 

• Anticipated that the costs of investigation/remediation of contamination 
are likely to be high. 

• Acceptable in principle subject to modelling of impact on Local / Strategic 
highway network and suitable mitigation measures as identified through 
the modelling. It should however be noted that the site would be severed 
from the surrounding facilities by the A135 and as a result pedestrian 
facilities linking to both Stockton and Ingleby Barwick would be required. 

No 
The site is not available 
owing to multiple 
ownerships. There is not 
considered to be a 
reasonable prospect of the 
site becoming available. 

No 
The site is not suitable or 
available. There is no 
prospect of residential 
development being 
delivered during the plan 
period 

There is no intention to 
undertake land- 
assembly to create the 
potential for residential 
development at this 
location 

Non- 
developable 
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EP 
Y1 

8 

Stockton 
Garden 
Centre, 
Yarm Lane 

PDL 1.96 40 No 
• Previously developed site within development limits. 
• Incompatible neighbouring uses and isolated form other residential 

development. 
• Access would be required to be separate from the petrol station and 

industrial traffic. Acceptable in principle subject to modelling of impact on 
Local / Strategic highway network and suitable mitigation measures as 
identified through the modelling. It is anticpated that the development of 
the site, for residential use, would result in pedestrian / vehicle conflicts 
due to the surrounding uses and may lead to increased u-turning 
manouvres on the A135 and as such the site would not be supported. 

No 
It is considered that the 
site is not currently 
available as a garden 
centre currently operates 
on the site. Whilst the site 
has previously been 
submitted to the SHLAA it 
is uncertain if the site 
could become available in 
the future. 

No 
The site is not suitable or 
available. There is no 
prospect of residential 
development being 
delivered during the plan 
period 

It is considered that 
constraints identified 
cannot be overcome. 

Non- 
developable 

EP 
Y1 

9 

Former 
Tannery 
Site, 
Eaglescliffe 

Mix 1.43 10 No 
• Whilst part of the site is previously developed the site forms a 

fundamental element of the green wedge. Development would be 
contrary to this designation. 

• The site is adjacent to Egglecliffe and Yarm Conservation Areas as well 
as numerous other heritage assets. Development would lead to harm to 
the significance of designated heritage assets. 

• The route of Teesdale Way along the River Tees would need to be 
protected. 

• The site has an existing access from Aislaby Road which would be 
suitable for serving a future development. 

Yes 
Site has been identified as 
available by the 
landowner/developer 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
There is no prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered during 
the plan period. 

It is considered that 
constraints identified 
cannot be overcome. 

Non- 
developable 

EP 
Y2 

0 

Land north 
of Green 
Lane 

Green 
field 

22.96 450 No 
• Greenfield site outside of development limits and within strategic gap. 

However, subject to appropriate landscaping (specifically to the north 
western edge of the site) development would be acceptable in landscape 
and visual terms. 

• The site is anticipated to be attractive to the market. 
• Pedestrian access may require third party land. 
• It is envisaged that suitable mitigation of the impact on Yarm will not be 

deliverable and therefore the highways impact will be unacceptable. 

Yes 
Site has been identified as 
available by the 
landowner/developer 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
There is no prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered during 
the plan period. 

It is envisaged that 
suitable mitigation of 
the impact on Yarm will 
not be deliverable and 
therefore the impact will 
be unacceptable. 

Non- 
developable 

EP 
Y2 

1 

Blue Bell 
PH 

Mix 0.41 6 No 
• The site forms a fundamental element of the green wedge. Development 

would be contrary to this designation. 
• The site is located within Egglecliffe Conservation Area and adjacent to 

Yarm Conservation Area. In addition to this the site is located in close 
proximity to numerous other heritage assets; the closest of which is Yarm 
Bridge which is listed and a scheduled monument. Development would 
lead to harm to the significance of designated heritage assets. 

• The route of Teesdale Way along the River Tees would need to be 
protected. 

• The site has an existing access from Yarm Road which would be suitable 
for serving a future private development. It should be noted that a PRoW 
passes through the site and this must be considered as a part of any 
potential development. 

Yes 
Site has been identified as 
available by the 
landowner/developer 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
There is no prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered during 
the plan period. 

It is considered that 
constraints identified 
cannot be overcome. 

Non- 
developable 

EP 
Y2 

2 

Land 
Associated 
With 

Green 
field 

6.51 130 Yes 
• Greenfield site outside of development limits and within strategic gap. 

Yes 
Site has been identified as 
available by the 

Yes 
There is a reasonable 
prospect of residential 

 Developabl 
e years 6 to 
15 
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 Hunters 
Rest 

   However, it is considered that subject to an appropriate landscape 
strategy development could be acceptable in landscape and visual terms. 

• The site is anticipated to be attractive to the market. 
• Suitable access can be achieved 
• It is considered that development at this location is acceptable in 

highways terms. 

landowner/developer development being 
delivered should the site 
be allocated within the 
Local Plan 

  

EP 
Y2 

3 

Eaglescliffe 
Golf Course 

Green 
field 

8.88 150 Yes 
• Greenfield site within development limits. 
• Landscape and visual impacts alongside any landscape proposals would 

be considered as part of any development proposals. However, it is 
considered that development which does not protrude beyond the 
existing extent of development to the south would be acceptable in 
landscape and visual terms subject to appropriate landscape treatment. 

• The site is anticipated to be attractive to the market. 
• Suitable access can be achieved 
• It is considered that development at this location is acceptable in 

highways terms for 150 dwellings subject to appropriate mitigation. 

Yes 
Site has been identified as 
available by the 
landowner/developer. It is 
understood that the golf 
course land lost to 
development would be 
relocated to farmland 
adjacent to the existing 
golf course. 

Yes 
There is a reasonable 
prospect of residential 
development being 
delivered should the site 
be allocated within the 
Local Plan 

 Developabl 
e years 6 to 
10 

INGLEBY BARWICK SITES 

IB1 Lamb Lane, 
Ingleby 
Barwick 

Green 
field 

0.69 18 No 
• Greenfield site within development limits. Identified as open space within 

the emerging local plan. 
• Potential for presence of great crested newts in pond to east of the site. 
• This site could be accessed from Lamb Lane however, it is in close 

proximity to two schools and its use should therefore be restricted to one 
that generates minimal traffic such as elderly persons accommodation. 
The site is unlikely to be attractive for retirement apartments due to the 
location near to schools. 

Yes 
Site has been identified as 
available by the 
landowner/developer 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
There is no prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered during 
the plan period. 

It is considered that 
constraints identified 
cannot be overcome. 

Non- 
developable 

IB2 Blair 
Avenue/Bar 
wick Way, 
Ingleby 
Barwick 

Green 
field 

0.41 10 No 
• Greenfield site within development limits. Identified as open space within 

the emerging local plan. 
• This site could be served by an access from Barwick Way which has 

limited accesses taken from it and would therefore be resisted. An 
alternative access could be taken from Blair Avenue however, this would 
be in close proximity to the roundabout / other access points and would 
therefore also be resisted. 

• Isolated nature of the site from other residential development and 
adjacent uses mean the site is unlikely to be attractive to the market for 
residential development. 

Unknown 
Whilst the site has 
previously been promoted 
through the SHLAA 
process for residential 
development the latest 
submission to the Local 
Plan has proposed a retail 
development. 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
There is no prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered during 
the plan period. 

It is considered that 
constraints identified 
cannot be overcome. 

Non- 
developable 

IB3 High Leven, 
Ingleby 
Barwick 

Green 
field 

4.06 60 No 
• Greenfield site within green wedge. 
• Development at this location would not be acceptable in landscape and 

visual terms owing to impact on the green wedge and character of Low 
Lane. 

• Access to Low Lane for individual properties or a single access via 
Barwick Lane would not be acceptable for highway safety reasons. 

Yes 
Site has been identified as 
available by the 
landowner/developer 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
There is no prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered during 
the plan period 

It is considered that 
constraints identified 
cannot be overcome. 

Non- 
developable 

IB6 Land Green 29.62 500 No Yes No Constraints identified Non- 
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 adjacent to 
Thornaby 
Road 

field   • Planning consent has been granted on part of this site for 200 units. The 
wider site is identified as green wedge. Development on the wider area 
would be contrary to green wedge designation. 

• The site is anticipated to be attractive to the market. 
• Access can be achieved via Thornaby Road and via the adjacent site to 

the west. The impact of development on the highway network has been 
assessed and it has been demonstrated and accepted that, with suitable 
mitigation, a development of this scale could be accommodated on the 
highway network. However, the cost of mitigation may make the site 
unviable. 

Site has been identified as 
available by the 
landowner/developer 

The site is not suitable. 
There is no prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered during 
the plan period 

cannot be overcome. developable 

IB8 South of 
Low Lane 

PDL 1.44 40 No 
• Previously developed site outside of development limits and within 

strategic gap. 
• Residential development would impact upon the character of the area, 

and views, and would set a precedent for future development south of 
Low Lane which would be detrimental to local character and could lead to 
coalescence. Low Lane is the natural limit to development. 

• This site would require further modelling of impact on Local / Strategic 
highway network and suitable mitigation measures as identified through 
the modelling. This would need to be carried out in conjunction with 
Highways England due to the already identified impact of the Yarm South 
West proposals (Morley Carr Farm / Green Lane / Tall Trees / Mount 
Leven) impact on Yarm High Street, Ingleby Barwick and the A19 
Crathorne Interchange. It is envisaged that suitable mitigation of the 
impact on Yarm will not be deliverable and therefore the impact will be 
unacceptable. 

Yes 
Site has been identified as 
available by the 
landowner/developer 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
There is no prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered during 
the plan period 

Constraints identified 
are unlikely to be 
overcome. 

Non- 
developable 

STOCKTON SITES 

S1 Boathouse 
Lane 

PDL 7.17 350 Yes 
• Commercial premises and vacant land within development limits. The site 

is a key regeneration gateway site in close proximity to the town centre. 
• The site is located within an area at risk of flooding. 
• Ground contamination investigations would be required owing to the 

previous use. 
• Development would need to provide a footway/cycleway along the river 

frontage and provide an active frontage to the river. 
• Access has been agreed onto A135 as part of the scheme for adjacent 

site. For impacts associated with the strategic highways network see 
detail within the A66/A19 Development Study and Action Plan 

Yes 
Much of this site is 
identified as available. The 
Council will work with the 
remaining landowners and 
businesses to relocate 
uses so the site can be 
developed. 

Yes 
It is likely that the site will 
be challenging to deliver 
on the basis of viability 
and existing uses. 
However, the Council 
consider that there is a 
reasonable prospect that 
residential development 
will come forward at this 
location within the plan 
period. 

The Council will work 
actively with 
stakeholders to bring 
the site forward. 

Developabl 
e years 6 to 
15 

S3 Municipal 
Buildings, 
Stockton 
Library and 
Police 
Station 

PDL 1.57 140 Yes 
• Previously developed site located within development limits. 
• The site has an existing use as offices and the impact associated with 

housing could be netted off against the extant use. 

No 
The site is not available as 
numerous uses would 
need to be relocated 

No 
As the site is not 
available. There is no 
realistic possibility of 
housing coming forward. 

The only constraint is 
availability and it is not 
considered likely that 
this position will 
change. 

Non- 
developable 
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S4 Victoria 
Estate 

PDL 5.14 210 Yes 
• Previously developed site within development limits. 
• The site is a key regeneration priority with a Council ambition to deliver 

an „Urban Village; exclusively providing active aging/retirement housing. 

Yes 
Identified Council priority 
site 

Yes 
The site is a Council 
priority and development 
will be delivered within 
the plan period 

n/a Deliverable 
and 
developable 
years 0 to 
10 years 

S5 White 
Water Park 
Caravan 
and 
Camping 
Site 

PDL 5.33 80 No 
• Previously developed site within development limits. 
• Located adjacent to Portrack Marsh which is a Local Wildlife Site and 

proposed Special Protection Area; impacts on this designation would 
need to be considered. 

• Landscaping would be required to the eastern and southern boundaries. 
• Access couldn‟t be taken from Tees Barrage Way as this is a private road 

over a structure which is in third party control. Access to site would need 
to be taken via the A1046 / Marston Road. The site access road from 
Marston Road is not adopted and this would need to be brought up to 
adoptable standards (it is also understood third party land would also be 
required). 

• Acceptable in principle subject to modelling of impact on Local / Strategic 
highway network. Mitigation may be required as identified through 
modelling of traffic impact. 

No 
Representations on behalf 
of the landowner have 
identified that the site 
would be available subject 
to the Caravan Club 
finding an appropriate 
alternative nearby location 
for its operations. A search 
for an alternative site has 
not begun and it is unclear 
if an alternative location 
could be found. Third party 
land is required to achieve 
access. 

No 
The site is not suitable or 
available. It is unclear 
whether the Caravan 
Club will be able to find 
am appropriate 
alternative nearby 
location. 

Numerous constraints 
need to be considered 
further and it is unclear 
whether they can be 
overcome 

Non- 
developable 

S6 Queens 
Park North 

PDL 8.99 240 Yes 
• Previously developed site within development limits. 
• Development would need to take into consideration Lustrum Beck. 
• Remediation works have been undertaken 
• The site is acceptable in highways terms and access can be achieved 

Yes 
The site has been cleared 
and is available for 
development 

Yes 
A prominent gateway site 
in close proximity to the 
Town Centre. Anticipated 
development will be 
delivered in the short- 
term. 

n/a Deliverable 
and 
developable 
years 0 to 
15 years 

S7 Land off 
Grangefield 
(Millfield) 

PDL 20.02 500 Yes 
• Previously developed site within limits to development. 
• Small area on periphery of site associated with Lustrum Beck is identified 

within flood zones and is ecologically sensitive. This area would not be 
appropriate for development. 

• There are significant contamination issues which would be expensive to 
remediate. 

• The site benefits from a extensive frontage with Grangefield Road and a 
suitable access could be formed. It is also considered that network 
implications can be overcome via planning obligation contributions. 

Yes 
The landowners have 
stated an intention to 
make the site available for 
redevelopment as it is no- 
longer required for its 
current purpose. 

Yes 
Whilst there are 
contamination issues it is 
considered that there is a 
reasonable prospect that 
the site will deliver 
residential development 
within the plan period. 

The Council will 
engage with the 
landowner and other 
relevant stakeholders 
to bring forward the site 
for residential 
development. 

Developabl 
e years 6 to 
15 

S8 Yarm Road Mix 1.08 30 Yes 
• The site is a proposed housing allocation within the emerging local plan. 
• The site is identified as playing fields. 
• Investigation and remediation may be required.. 
• The site could be accessed from Yarm Road. The cumulative impact of 

the proposals, due to the proximity of the site to the A66, would need to 
be assessed alongside other developments in this area. 

Yes 
The site is included within 
the Councils Asset 
Review. 

Yes 
There is a reasonable 
prospect of residential 
development being 
delivered. 

n/a Deliverable 
0 to 5 years 

S9 The Former 
Nifco Site, 
Yarm Road 

PDL 4.87 100 Yes 
• The site is largely previously developed land within the limits to 

development. 

No 
Part of the site is has 
planning permission for a 

No 
As the site is not 
available there is no 

There are no proposals 
to begin land assembly 
to allow for residential 

Non- 
developable 
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     • Buffer planting would be required to mitigate the impact of the adjacent 
railway line. 

• Anticipated that the costs of investigation/remediation of contamination 
are likely to be high. 

• The site could be accessed from Yarm Road. 
• The site is in an area likely to be attractive to the market. 

food store. Other uses that 
would require re-location 
include existing 
businesses and a Council 
depot. There is no 
intention for the 
businesses to relocate. 

realistic possibility of 
housing coming forward 

development at this 
location. 

 

S1 
0 

Land off 
Albany 
Road 

Mix 9.27 40 Yes 
• The site is within development limits 
• Part of the site is identified as playing fields. 
• The site would require masterplanning 
• An access could be formed onto Albany Road or could be taken from the 

existing housing estate to the north. Local junction assessments would be 
required to ensure the impact of the proposed development is acceptable 
/ could be mitigated. It should however be noted that Albany Bridge 
currently acts as a constraint on the network and this should be 
considered as a part of any application submitted. 

No 
At this stage the site is not 
considered available. 

Yes 
There is a reasonable 
prospect of residential 
development being 
delivered. 

n/a Non- 
developable 

S1 
1 

Land at 
Chesham 
Road, 
Norton 

Green 
field 

2.06 15 No 
• The site is greenfield and located within the limits to development. The 

site is identified as open space within the emerging Local Plan 
• If developed retention of existing wooded area on steep slopes and 

existing footpath would be required 
• Site access can be achieved 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
to availability. 

No 
As the site is not suitable 
there is no realistic 
possibility of housing 
coming forward 

Constraints identified 
cannot be overcome. 

Non- 
developable 

S1 
2 

South of 
Junction 
Road 

Mix 3.89 100 Yes 
• The site is a proposed housing allocation within the emerging local plan. 
• The site is identified as playing fields. 
• The site benefits from an existing access taken from Junction Road. The 

impact of the proposed development would need to be assessed using 
the Junction Road AIMSUN model. It is envisaged that the combined 
traffic peaks could demonstrate a benefit when comparing the existing 
and proposed use and therefore the traffic impact is likely to be 
acceptable. 

• The site is in an area likely to have high market attractiveness 

Yes 
The site is included within 
the Councils Asset 
Review. 

Yes 
There is a reasonable 
prospect of residential 
development being 
delivered. 

n/a Deliverable 
and 
developable 
years 0 to 
10 years 

S1 
3 

Land at 
Station 
Road, 
Norton 

Green 
field 

0.48 8 No 
• The site is located to the outside existing development limits. 
• The site is in close proximity to a railway and noise mitigation is likely to 

be required. 
• The site benefits from an existing access taken from Station Road. 
• The impact of the proposed development would need to be assessed 

using the AIMSUN model which has been developed for the area. 
However, it is unlikely that the impact on Station Road, over and above 
that generated by the existing use, would be acceptable due to the known 
issues that currently exist due to on-street parking. 

• Awaiting comments from Network Rail. 

Yes 
The site is considered to 
be available. 

No 
The site is not 
considered suitable. 
There is not a realistic 
prospect of residential 
development coming 
forward. 

Unlikely constraints 
identified can be 
overcome. 

Non- 
developable 

S1 
4 

Blakeston 
Lane, 
Norton 

Green 
field 

15.41 280 No 
• The site is outside the limits to development and within the strategic gap. 

Development would be unacceptable in landscape and visual terms; the 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
to availability. 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
There is not a realistic 

It will not be possible to 
overcome all identified 
constraints 

Non- 
developable 
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     site is highly visible. 
• Development would need to be designed to accommodate pylons 

crossing the site. 
• The Crematorium Act 1902 states that “No crematorium shall be 

constructed nearer to any dwelling house than two hundred yards, except 
with the consent, in writing, of the owner, lessee, and occupier of such 
house, nor within fifty yards of any public highway, nor in the consecrated 
part of the burial ground of any burial authority”. Planning consent has 
been permitted to the south of the railway line. Following construction of 
the crematorium development could proceed within 200 yards. 

• Network Rail have identified the need for any planning application which 
may increase the level of pedestrian and/or vehicular usage at a level 
crossing should be supported by a full Transport Assessment assessing 
impact and mitigation measures including assessment of closure. They 
have also suggested that proposals which increase the use of level 
crossings will generally be resisted and where development would 
prejudice the safe use of a level crossing an alternative bridge crossing 
will be required to be provided at the developers expense. To understand 
the acceptability of this site it is necessary for the landowner/developer to 
work with Network Rail fully determine the risk on the infrastructure and 
public and appropriate mitigation measures required. 

• The site access, due to the proximity of the level crossing and the access 
for the development opposite would need to be formed further up 
Blakeston Lane at a point where the constrained nature of the road would 
make it unacceptable unless improvements could be achieved. Concern 
is raised regarding the ability to achieve satisfactory pedestrian access. 
Further detailed design of access and egress (including details of land 
ownership) is required to confirm is the site is suitable in respect of 
access and egress. The signalised junction at the junction between 
Junction Road, Blakeston Lane and Ragpath Lane may require widening 
works on Blakeston Lane to accommodate an additional lane; this would 
be subject to a capacity assessment. There may also be wider highways 
network improvements needed and assessment would be required to 
identify this. 

• It is in an area likely to be attractive to the market. 

 prospect of residential 
development coming 
forward. 

  

S1 
6 

University 
Hospital of 
North Tees 

PDL 15.13 320 Yes 
• The site is previously developed land within the limits to development. 
• Anticipated that the costs of investigation/remediation of contamination 

are likely to be high. 
• Current use generates numerous vehicular movements. If the change of 

use were to cause network implications these could be overcome by 
planning obligation funding. 

No 
The site would only be 
available should the 
existing use relocate. 

No 
The site is not available. 
Therefore, there is not a 
realistic prospect of 
residential development 
coming forward. 

Site availability cannot 
be overcome 

Non- 
developable 

S1 
7 

Darlington 
Back Lane 

Green 
field 

0.98 25 Yes 
• The site is greenfield and within the limits to development. The site is a 

proposed housing allocation within the emerging local plan. 
• The site is identified as playing fields. 
• A satisfactory access could be achieved 
• The site is in an area likely to be attractive to the market. 

Yes 
The site is included within 
the Councils Asset 
Review. 

Yes 
There is a reasonable 
prospect of residential 
development being 
delivered. 

 Deliverable 
0 to 5 years 
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     • Suitable for market housing or custom and self-build.     

S1 
8 

The Mitre 
Public 
House, 
Harrowgate 
Lane 

Mix 1.84 - No 
• The site located within the proposed limits to development and is partly 

previously developed land. 
• There are Tree Preservation Orders protecting trees within and around 

the site. Root protection and shadowing will reduce housing yield. 
• A well designed scheme which maintains existing trees will be required 
• Necessity to ensure associated noise and disturbance from the use of the 

public house will not impact upon dwellings 
• An estimate yield has not been calculated and further investigations will 

be required to understand the housing potential of the site owing to 
identified constraints. 

• The site is in an area likely to be attractive to the market. 
• The site has an existing access onto Harrowgate Lane. 
• Traffic modelling has been undertaken for the West Stockton 

development proposals (SHLAA S19, S20 and planning permission at 
Summerville Farm) which has capped development in this area at 2,500 
dwellings and requires infrastructure improvements at Elton Interchange, 
Darlington Back Lane and Yarm Back Lane junction, Harrowgate Lane 
and Leam Lane, and Horse and Jockey Roundabout (Durham Road, 
Junction Road and Harrowgate Lane); further details are contained within 
the Yarm Back Lane and Harrowgate Lane Masterplan. Further housing 
yield above that allocated/granted permission is not considered 
achievable unless demonstrated as acceptable following a review, 
undertaken in conjunction with Highways England and the Council, to 
identify the need for further infrastructure. 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
to availability. 

No 
The site is identified as 
unsuitable. Therefore, 
there is not a realistic 
prospect of residential 
development coming 
forward. 

The main obstacle to 
development is the 
limitation of the 
highway network. 

Non- 
developable 

S1 
9 

Harrowgate 
Lane 

Green 
field 

88.8 1870 Yes 
• This site is a proposed allocation within the Local Plan forming part of the 

West Stockton Strategic Urban Extension (SUE) for which a masterplan 
has been prepared and adopted by the Council. 

• Access to the site can be achieved as demonstrated within the 
masterplan. 

• Traffic modelling has been undertaken for the West Stockton 
development proposals (SHLAA S19, S20 and planning permission at 
Summerville Farm) which has capped development in this area at 2,500 
dwellings and requires infrastructure improvements at Elton Interchange, 
Darlington Back Lane and Yarm Back Lane junction, Harrowgate Lane 
and Leam Lane, and Horse and Jockey Roundabout (Durham Road, 
Junction Road and Harrowgate Lane); further details are contained within 
the Yarm Back Lane and Harrowgate Lane Masterplan. Further housing 
yield above that allocated/granted permission is not considered 
achievable unless demonstrated as acceptable following a review, 
undertaken in conjunction with Highways England and the Council, to 
identify the need for further infrastructure. 

• The site is in an area which is attractive to the market. 

Yes 
Whilst the site is within 
multiple ownerships, 
landowners have been 
worked collaboratively to 
bring the site forward for 
development. Part of the 
site now has planning 
permission for residential 
development. 

 
Part of the site has been 
safeguarded for future 
housing development 
within the draft Local Plan 
owing to the highways 
capacity constraints. 

Yes 
The site is considered to 
be achievable. It is 
anticipated that the West 
Stockton SUE will be 
delivered over the plan 
period (and beyond) 

Delivery of identified 
infrastructure. The main 
obstacle to further 
housing capacity is the 
limitation of the 
highway network. 

Deliverable 
and 
developable 
years 0 to 
15 



59 

 

 

This document was classified as: OFFICIAL 

SH
LA

A
 R

EF
 

  
Si

te
 N

am
e 

 
St

at
us

 

 
Si

te
 A

re
a 

Es
tim

at
ed

 
Yi

el
d 

 
 

Suitable? 

 
 

Available? 

 
 

Achievable? 

 
 

Actions required to 
overcome constraints 

 
 

Delivery 
timescale 

S2 
0 

Yarm Back 
Lane 

Green 
field 

46.04 1026 Yes 
See comments to S19. 

Yes 
The site has been 
identified as available by 
the developer/landowner. 

Yes 
The site is considered to 
be achievable. It is 
anticipated that this 
element of the West 
Stockton SUE will be 
delivered within the plan 
period. 

Delivery of identified 
infrastructure. The main 
obstacle to further 
housing capacity is the 
limitation of the 
highway network. 

Deliverable 
and 
developable 
years 0 to 
15 

S2 
1 

West of 
Yarm Back 
Lane 

Green 
field 

86.65 1820 No 
• The site is greenfield, outside the limits to development and within the 

strategic gap. A partial development would be acceptable in landscape 
and visual terms subject to masterplanning which would incorporate 
significant landscaping; the south/western boundary of development 
should follow existing field boundaries/stream. 

• A gas pipeline is located within close proximity to the north western part 
of the site. 

• Development would need to be designed to accommodate pylons 
crossing the site. 

• The site is in an area likely to be attractive to the market. 
• Access can be achieved from Yarm Back Lane. 
• Traffic modelling has been undertaken for the West Stockton 

development proposals (SHLAA S19, S20 and planning permission at 
Summerville Farm) which has capped development in this area at 2,500 
dwellings and requires infrastructure improvements at Elton Interchange, 
Darlington Back Lane and Yarm Back Lane junction, Harrowgate Lane 
and Leam Lane, and Horse and Jockey Roundabout (Durham Road, 
Junction Road and Harrowgate Lane); further details are contained within 
the Yarm Back Lane and Harrowgate Lane Masterplan. Further housing 
yield above that allocated/granted permission is not considered 
achievable unless demonstrated as acceptable following a review, 
undertaken in conjunction with Highways England and the Council, to 
identify the need for further infrastructure. 

Yes 
The site is in multiple 
ownerships but it is not 
considered that this would 
prevent the site coming 
forward. 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
There is not a realistic 
prospect of residential 
development coming 
forward. 

The main obstacle to 
development is the 
limitation of the 
highway network. 

Non- 
developable 

S2 
2 

Land to 
North of 
Southlands, 
Yarm Back 
Lane 

Green 
field 

1.5 30 No 
• Greenfield site, outside the limits to development and within strategic gap. 
• The site is not suitable in isolation and would need to be brought forward 

alongside S21. 
• Traffic modelling has been undertaken for the West Stockton 

development proposals (SHLAA S19, S20 and planning permission at 
Summerville Farm) which has capped development in this area at 2,500 
dwellings and requires infrastructure improvements at Elton Interchange, 
Darlington Back Lane and Yarm Back Lane junction, Harrowgate Lane 
and Leam Lane, and Horse and Jockey Roundabout (Durham Road, 
Junction Road and Harrowgate Lane); further details are contained within 
the Yarm Back Lane and Harrowgate Lane Masterplan. Further housing 
yield above that allocated/granted permission is not considered 
achievable unless demonstrated as acceptable following a review, 
undertaken in conjunction with Highways England and the Council, to 
identify the need for further infrastructure. 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
on availability. 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
There is not a realistic 
prospect of residential 
development coming 
forward. 

The main obstacle to 
development is the 
limitation of the 
highway network. 

Non- 
developable 
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S2 
3 

Darlington 
Road, 
Hartburn 

Green 
field 

5.1 10 No 
• The site is greenfield, outside the limits to development and within the 

strategic gap. 
• Part of the site is within flood zone 2. 
• Noise mitigation, and, landscape and visual comments indicated that 

development would be limited to ribbon development along Darlington 
Road but this would be unsatisfactory in highways safety terms. 

• Traffic modelling has been undertaken for the West Stockton 
development proposals (SHLAA S19, S20 and planning permission at 
Summerville Farm) which has capped development in this area at 2,500 
dwellings and requires infrastructure improvements at Elton Interchange, 
Darlington Back Lane and Yarm Back Lane junction, Harrowgate Lane 
and Leam Lane, and Horse and Jockey Roundabout (Durham Road, 
Junction Road and Harrowgate Lane); further details are contained within 
the Yarm Back Lane and Harrowgate Lane Masterplan. Further housing 
yield above that allocated/granted permission is not considered 
achievable unless demonstrated as acceptable following a review, 
undertaken in conjunction with Highways England and the Council, to 
identify the need for further infrastructure. 

Yes 
There are no known 
constraints on availability. 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

Unlikely constraints can 
be overcome 

Non- 
developable 

S2 
4 

Chandler's 
Wharf 

PDL 2.9 160 Yes 
• Previously developed land, within the limits to development. 
• Part of the site is at flood risk 
• Development would need to provide access to the river and the public 

right of way along River frontage. 
• Likely that a higher density development would be desirable at this 

location. 
• Access can be achieved via Riverside Road. Considered that network 

implications can be overcome via planning obligation contributions 

No 
There are a number of 
leaseholders of operating 
businesses. The site is not 
available. 

No 
The site is not available. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

n/a Non- 
developable 

S2 
5 

Norton Golf 
Course 

Green 
field 

13.65 240 No 
• The site is a greenfield site, outside of the limit to development and within 

the strategic gap. Owing to the development to the north it is considered 
that development would be acceptable in landscape and visual terms. 

• Development would need to retain trees, particularly along the boundary 
of the site. 

• Network Rail have identified the need for any planning application which 
may increase the level of pedestrian and/or vehicular usage at a level 
crossing should be supported by a full Transport Assessment assessing 
impact and mitigation measures including assessment of closure. They 
have also suggested that proposals which increase the use of level 
crossings will generally be resisted and where development would 
prejudice the safe use of a level crossing an alternative bridge crossing 
will be required to be provided at the developers expense. To understand 
the acceptability of this site it is necessary for the landowner/developer to 
work with Network Rail fully determine the risk on the infrastructure and 
public and appropriate mitigation measures required. 

• Access could be taken from Buckthorne Crescent which would require a 
crossing over the stream which may require 3rd party land. Concern are 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
to availability. 

No 
The site is not suitable 
unless further 
information is presented 
to address the 
constraints identified. 
There is not a realistic 
prospect of residential 
development coming 
forward. 

 Non- 
developable 
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     raised regarding the ability to achieve satisfactory pedestrian access 
Further detailed design of access and egress (including details of land 
ownership) is required to confirm is the site is suitable in respect of 
access and egress.The signalised junction at the junction between 
Junction Road, Blakeston Lane and Ragpath Lane may require widening 
works on Blakeston Lane to accommodate an additional lane, this would 
be subject to a capacity assessment. There may also be wider highways 
network improvements needed and assessment would be required to 
identify this. 

• The site is in an area likely to be attractive to the market. 

    

S2 
7 

Holmfield, 
Yarm Back 
Lane 

Green 
field 

0.31 8 No 
• The site is a greenfield site, outside the limits to development and within 

the strategic gap. 
• The site is not suitable in isolation and would need to be brought forward 

alongside S21. 
• Traffic modelling has been undertaken for the West Stockton 

development proposals (SHLAA S19, S20 and planning permission at 
Summerville Farm) which has capped development in this area at 2,500 
dwellings and requires infrastructure improvements at Elton Interchange, 
Darlington Back Lane and Yarm Back Lane junction, Harrowgate Lane 
and Leam Lane, and Horse and Jockey Roundabout (Durham Road, 
Junction Road and Harrowgate Lane); further details are contained within 
the Yarm Back Lane and Harrowgate Lane Masterplan. Further housing 
yield above that allocated/granted permission is not considered 
achievable unless demonstrated as acceptable following a review, 
undertaken in conjunction with Highways England and the Council, to 
identify the need for further infrastructure. 

Yes 
The site is considered to 
be available 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore there is not a 
realistic prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

The main obstacle to 
development is the 
limitation of the 
highway network. 

Non- 
developable 

S2 
8 

Land off 
Durham 
Road 

Green 
field 

7.60 160 No 
• The site is outside the limits to development and within the strategic gap. 

Development would be unacceptable in landscape and visual terms; the 
site is highly visible. 

• Due to the horizontal and vertical alignment of the main road required 
visibility splays are not achievable. 

• Pedestrian access cannot be achieved. 

Yes 
The site is considered to 
be available 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore there is not a 
realistic prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

Constraints identified 
cannot be overcome. 

Non- 
developable 

S3 
1 

Railway 
Street 

PDL 4.33 160 Yes 
• Previously developed land within development limits 
• Potential land contamination would require investigation. 
• Noise mitigation might be required owing to adjacent railway line. 
• Site access can be achieved either from Railway Street or via the 

adjacent SHLAA site (S6). 
• Development covering a wider site has previously been approved for 552 

dwellings (07/1265/FUL). Should the site be accessed from the adjacent 
SHLAA site (S6) the quantum of development at this location would be 
constrained to that previously approved. Should the site be accessed via 
Railway Street the quantum of development would be constrained to 
approximately 90 dwellings based on information within the Transport 
Assessment associated with the previously approved application. Any 
increase in these development quantums would require re-assessment of 

Yes 
The site is considered to 
be available 

Yes 
There is a reasonable 
prospect of residential 
development being 
delivered. 

n/a Developabl 
e years 6 to 
15 
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     the impact on the highway network.     

S3 
2 

Alma House Brown 
field 

0.62 34 Yes 
• Previously developed land within development limits 
• Suitable access can be achieved 
• Acceptable in highways terms 

Yes 
The site is considered to 
be available 

Yes 
There is a reasonable 
prospect of residential 
development being 
delivered. 

n/a Deliverable 
0 to 5 years 

THORNABY SITES 

T1 Tees 
Marshalling 
Yard 

PDL 34.49 1100 Yes 
• Within the limits to development and largely previously developed land. 
• A masterplanned approach will be required which takes into consideration 

habitats and flood risk considerations. 
• The site is not considered to be attractive to the market at the current 

time due to high remediation costs and infrastructure requirements. 
• For impacts associated with the strategic highways network see detail 

within the A66/A19 Development Study and Action Plan 

Yes 
It is considered that the 
site is not currently 
available. The railway 
lines through the site are 
still operational and the 
depot is still in active use. 
However, it is identified 
that the site will be 
available within the period 
covered by the SHLAA. 

Yes 
Owing to infrastructure 
and remediation costs 
the site will require 
significant funding to 
support the delivery of 
housing led 
regeneration. 

 
The site is still 
considered to be 
achievable. However, 
owing costs associated 
with bringing the site 
forward no delivery is 
projected at this time for 
the period covered by 
the SHLAA. 

The Council will work 
actively over the plan 
period with landowners, 
the Combined Authority 
and other stakeholders 
to ensure regeneration 
aspirations are 
realised. 

Post 15 
years 

T3 The 
Barrage 

Green 
field 

2.14 45 Yes 
• Within the limits to development. 
• Potential land contamination would require investigation. 
• Provision of green infrastructure would also be required. 
• Acceptable in principle subject to modelling of impact on Local / Strategic 

highway network. Mitigation may be required as identified through 
modelling of traffic impact. The existing site access road (Navigation 
Way) is not adopted and is not suitable for serving any further 
development. Access to site would need to be taken from Princeton Drive 
via a protected right turn. 

No 
The site is not currently 
considered to be available. 
The site is owned by 
British Waterways; it is 
unclear whether 
residential development 
would be supported at this 
location. 

No 
The site is not available. 
Therefore, there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

n/a Non- 
developable 

T5 Supreme 
Knitwear 
Building, 
Mandale 
Triangle 

PDL 0.47 35 Yes 
• The site is previously developed land within the limits to development. 
• Owing to adjacent uses residential development is unlikely to be suitable. 
• The site is in an area likely to have low market attractiveness due to 

adjacent uses. 
• Network implications could be overcome via planning obligation 

contributions 

No 
The site is not considered 
to be available as the unit 
has recently been 
converted for use as a 
gym 

No 
The site is not available. 
Therefore, there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

n/a Non- 
developable 

T6 Queens 
Avenue 

PDL 0.42 30 Yes 
• The site is previously developed land within limits to development. 
• The site is in an area likely to have modest market attractiveness. 
• A suitable access could be taken from Queens Avenue / Gilmore Street. 

No 
It is unclear if the site is 
available. 

No 
The site is not available. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 

n/a Non- 
developable 
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       residential development 
being delivered. 

  

T8 Land to the 
South of 
Teesdale 
Park 

Green 
field 

1.72 60 No 
• Greenfield site, within the green wedge. Development would be contrary 

to green wedge designation having a detrimental impact upon the 
character and appearance of the area. Indeed an appeal was dismissed 
for these reasons APP/H0738/W/16/3157935. 

• The site is identified as playing fields. The loss of playing fields is contrary 
to policy. 

• Adjacent site previously had consent for residential development; this 
would serve as the primary access from this site onto Acklam Road. 

Yes 
The site is considered to 
be available. 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore, there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

Constraints identified 
cannot be overcome. 

Non- 
developable 

T1 
0 

Land to the 
rear of Holly 
Bush Farm, 
Thornaby 
Road, 
Thornaby 

Green 
field 

1.12 8 No 
• Greenfield site within the green wedge. Residential development would 

be contrary to green wedge designation. 
• Parts of the site are within a HSE inner and middle zone 
• Periphery of the site is within flood zones 2 and 3. 
• Access as shown onto Thornaby Road could not be achieved owing to 

proximity to petrol station 

No 
Whilst the site has 
previously been promoted 
to the SHLAA. Proposals 
for alternative uses have 
also been proposed. 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

Constraints identified 
cannot be overcome. 

Non- 
developable 

T1 
1 

The Rocket, 
Thornaby 

PDL 0.27 16 Yes 
• The site is a brownfield site within the limits to development. 
• The site has previously had consent for student accommodation 
• Noise attenuation may be required 
• A suitable access could be taken from Railway Terrace. 
• Due to the linear nature of the site it is not considered suitable for houses 

as the internal road network required cannot be accommodated. 
However, it may be possible to put flats on the site with car parking to the 
front (on the footprint of the existing building). 

• The site is in an area unlikely to be attractiveness to the market for 
residential development. 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
to availability. 

No 
Owing to neighbouring 
uses the site is not 
considered to be 
attractive to the market. 
As such it is not 
considered that there is a 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered at this 
location. 

n/a Non- 
developable 

T1 
2 

Teesside 
Golf Course 

Green 
field 

7.90 110 No 
• The site is a greenfield site within the green wedge. Residential 

development would be contrary to green wedge designation. 
• Environmental assessment would be required as the site was formerly a 

brickworks/cemetery. Anticipated that costs associated with 
remediation/land stability works will be high 

• The site access junction, which currently serves approximately 20 
properties, has sub-standard visibility splays in both directions and the 
Local Highway Authority (LHA) would object to any intensification of use 
of this junction unless the applicant can upgrade the junction to a Ghost 
Island Protected Right Turn and demonstrate that suitable visibility splays 
(2.4 x 90m) can be achieved and secured in both directions. It is unlikely 
that this improved access arrangement can be achieved. The impact of 
the proposed development on the highway network would also need to be 
assessed. 

• The site is likely to have modest market attractiveness. 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
to availability. 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

It will not be possible to 
overcome all 
constraints identified. 

Non- 
developable 
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T1 
3 

Magister 
Road 

PDL 0.60 20 Yes 
• Brownfield site within the limits to development. 
• A suitable access could be taken from Magister Road 
• The site is likely to be attractive to the market for residential development 

(houses/apartments) 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
to availability. 

Yes 
There is a reasonable 
prospect of residential 
development being 
delivered on this site 

n/a Developabl 
e years 6 to 
10 

WYNYARD SITES 

WY 
1 

East of 
Wynyard 

Green 
field 

30.49 50 Yes 
• The site is outside the limits to development and within strategic gap. 
• Noise mitigation, gas pipeline, and, landscape and visual considerations 

would reduce the developable area of the site. 
• The site is highly visible from the A19 whilst existing Wynyard Village 

development is barely perceivable. Any development should not extend 
beyond the densely planted field boundary which represents the extent of 
previous proposal for a school at this location. This would ensure a 
sufficient strategic gap is maintained between Wynyard and Wolviston. 
Significant buffer planting would be required to the northern edge to align 
with adjacent site to the west. 

• The site is likely to be attractive to the market for residential development 
• The site could be accessed from the A689 via the Samsung roundabout 

and a suitable access to the required standards could be formed. 
• Modelling of the impact on Local / Strategic highway network has been 

undertaken and suitable mitigation measures have been identified at the 
A19/A689 interchange and junctions along the A689 at Wynyard to 
facilitate the delivery of developments identified within the Hartlepool 
Local Plan (submitted) and Stockton-on-Tees Draft Local Plan 
(November 2016). This modelling identifies that subject to the above 
mitigation there is further, but limited, capacity on the highway network 
which could facilitate development beyond that identified within the 
Hartlepool Local Plan (submitted) and Stockton-on-Tees Draft Local Plan 
(November 2016). 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
to availability. 

Yes 
There is a reasonable 
prospect of residential 
development being 
delivered should the site 
be allocated within the 
Local Plan 

Delivery of mitigation 
identified within 
highways modelling. 

Developabl 
e years 6 to 
10 years 

WY 
2 

Wynyard 
Park 

Green 
field 

66.60 1100 Yes 
• The site is a proposed housing allocation within the emerging local plan. 
• Consideration of the gas pipeline crossing the site needs to be 

considered as part of any proposal. 
• The site is considered to be attractive to the market as demonstrated by 

current delivery of housing at this location. 
• The site could be served from the internal road network which is to be 

provided via the current proposals to the south of the site. Dualling of the 
internal road network and provision of a roundabout adjacent to 
Huntsman would be required. 

• Modelling of the impact on Local / Strategic highway network has been 
undertaken and suitable mitigation measures have been identified at the 
A19/A689 interchange and junctions along the A689 at Wynyard to 
facilitate the delivery of developments identified within the Hartlepool 
Local Plan (submitted) and Stockton-on-Tees Draft Local Plan 
(November 2016). This modelling identifies that subject to the above 

Yes 
The site is considered 
available. Planning 
permission for residential 
development has been 
approved on part of the 
site and is under delivery. 

Yes 
There is a reasonable 
prospect of residential 
development being 
delivered on this site 

Delivery of mitigation 
identified within 
highways modelling. 

Deliverable 
and 
developable 
years 0 to 
15 years 
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     mitigation there is further, but limited, capacity on the highway network 
which could facilitate development beyond that identified within the 
Hartlepool Local Plan (submitted) and Stockton-on-Tees Draft Local Plan 
(November 2016). 

    

WY 
3 

Wynyard 
East 

Green 
field 

147.1 
3 

280 Yes 
• The site is outside the limits to development and within strategic gap. 
• Noise mitigation, gas pipeline, and, landscape and visual considerations 

would reduce the developable area of the site. 
• Development should not extend beyond the densely planted field 

boundary which represents the extent of previous proposal for a school at 
the northern extent of this site. This would ensure a sufficient strategic 
gap is maintained between Wynyard and Wolviston. A significant depth of 
buffer planting along the eastern edge of the development would be 
required. 

• The south western element of the site has limited views from the public 
highway and from within the historic park and garden; existing vegetation 
should be retained and enhanced in this area so that development is not 
reliant on planting outside of the boundary. Development within this area 
is suited to a lower yield executive nature and should be designed to 
ensure significance of the historic park and garden is preserved and if 
possible enhanced. Development should maintain glimpsed views to 
features of the historic parkland, such as the obelisk. 

• The site is likely to be attractive to the market for residential development. 
Representations have identified that alongside market housing the site 
could deliver more specialist housing to meet the needs of older people 
(including retirement housing and care home provision) 

• The site could be served from the internal road network within Wynyard 
village or from the A689 via the Samsung roundabout. 

• Modelling of the impact on Local / Strategic highway network has been 
undertaken and suitable mitigation measures have been identified at the 
A19/A689 interchange and junctions along the A689 at Wynyard to 
facilitate the delivery of developments identified within the Hartlepool 
Local Plan (submitted) and Stockton-on-Tees Draft Local Plan 
(November 2016). This modelling identifies that subject to the above 
mitigation there is further, but limited, capacity on the highway network 
which could facilitate development beyond that identified within the 
Hartlepool Local Plan (submitted) and Stockton-on-Tees Draft Local Plan 
(November 2016). 

Yes 
The site is considered 
available. Planning 
permission for residential 
development has been 
approved on part of the 
site and is under delivery. 

Yes 
There is a reasonable 
prospect of residential 
development being 
delivered should the site 
be allocated within the 
Local Plan 

Delivery of mitigation 
identified within 
highways modelling. 

Developabl 
e years 6 to 
15 years 

VILLAGE SITES 

AISLABY 

VA 
1 

North of 
Aislaby 
Village 

Green 
field 

1.37 - No 
• Partly within the limits to development. 
• Some linear development, of single properties facing onto Aislaby Road 

may be acceptable (although this would yield below the SHLAA 
threshold). Development of the wider site within rear gardens would not 

No 
Multiple landownerships 
which would mean land 
assembly would be 
difficult. 

No 
The site is not suitable or 
available. Therefore 
there is no reasonable 
prospect of residential 
development being 

Identified constraints 
are unlikely to be 
overcome. 

Non- 
developable 
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     be supported as this would change the character of the northern part of 
the village. 

• The site has a frontage with Aislaby Road. However, visibility to the 
required standards is not achievable to the right. The development would 
also have an impact on the junction of Aislaby Road / Yarm Road. 

 delivered.   

CARLTON 

VC 
1 

South of 
High Farm 
Close, 
Carlton 

Green 
field 

0.69 15 Yes 
• Greenfield site, outside the limits to development and within the strategic 

gap. However, owing to adjacent development this site would form an 
infill development which would be acceptable in landscape and visual 
terms subject to landscape buffer to the south. 

• Adjacent pumping station may reduce yield Periphery of site is within 
flood zones 2 and 3. 

• Site access can be achieved from the adjacent development. Acceptable 
in principle subject to modelling of impact on Local / Strategic highway 
network in the vicinity of Carlton / Redmarshall. 

• The site is likely to be attractive to the market for residential development 

Yes 
The site is identified as 
available by the 
landowner/developer 

Yes 
There is a reasonable 
prospect of residential 
development being 
delivered should the site 
be allocated within the 
Local Plan 

n/a Developabl 
e 6 to 10 
years. 

VC 
2 

Land at Hall 
Farm, 
Carlton 

Green 
field 

2.63 40 No 
• The site is outside the limits to development and within the strategic gap. 
• Development would be contrary to strategic gap policy as it would lead to 

the loss of individual identity and coalescence of settlements. In this 
regard the site is not acceptable in landscape and visual terms. 

• The site is likely to be highly attractive to the market for residential 
development. 

• Acceptable in principle subject to modelling of impact on Local / Strategic 
highway network in the vicinity of Carlton / Redmarshall. 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
to availability. 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

Constraints cannot be 
overcome 

Non- 
developable 

VC 
3 

Land at Hall 
Farm, 
Carlton 

Green 
field 

39.53 800 No 
• The site is outside the limits to development and within the strategic gap. 
• Development would be contrary to strategic gap policy as it would lead to 

the loss of individual identity and coalescence of settlements. In this 
regard the site is not acceptable in landscape and visual terms. The site 
is out of scale with the existing settlement. 

• The site is likely to be highly attractive to the market for residential 
development. 

• The impact on Local / Strategic highway network in the vicinity of Carlton 
/ Redmarshall and the West Stockton area would need to be assessed. It 
is anticipated that the impact on the local road network would be severe 
and that suitable mitigation may not be achievable. 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
to availability 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

Constraints cannot be 
overcome 

Non- 
developable 

VC 
4 

Land at 
Chapel 
Gardens, 
Carlton 

Green 
field 

5.03 60 Yes 
• Outside limits to development and within the strategic gap. However, the 

development could be acceptable in landscape and visual terms subject 
to enhancements of existing boundaries to provide screening and 
minimise impact on local character. 

• Periphery of site is located within Flood Zones 2 and 3 which may affect 
yield. 

• The site is in an area likely to have high market attractiveness. 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
to development. 

Yes 
There is a reasonable 
prospect of residential 
development being 
delivered should the site 
be allocated within the 
Local Plan 

n/a Developabl 
e years 6 to 
10 years 
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Delivery 
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     • Access can be achieved. 
• Acceptable in principle subject to modelling of impact on Local / Strategic 

highway network in the West Stockton area, which this site would feed 
into, and delivery of suitable mitigation measures as identified through the 
modelling for the West Stockton area. 

    

VC 
5 

West of 
Carlton 

Green 
field 

1.13 15 No 
• The site is outside the limits to development and within the strategic gap. 
• Development would be contrary to strategic gap policy as it would lead to 

the loss of individual identity and coalescence of settlements. In this 
regard the site is not acceptable in landscape and visual terms. 

• The existing traffic calming feature on the entry to the village would need 
to be re-positioned to accommodate site access arrangements. 

• The site is in an area likely to have high market attractiveness. 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
to development. 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

Identified constraints 
cannot be overcome 

Non- 
developable 

COWPEN BEWLEY 

VC 
B1 

Manor 
House 
Farm, 
Cowpen 
Bewley 

Green 
field 

5.23 - No 
• Largely greenfield site, partly within limits to development. 
• High potential for medieval remains and impact on Cowpen Bewley 

Conservation Area. Also unacceptable in landscape and visual terms. 
• Developable area would be drastically reduced by the need for noise 

mitigation and the fact the majority of the site is within HSE inner 
consultation zone as gas pipelines cross the site. 

• The site could be served from the main road through Cowpen Bewley. A 
connection to serve the site from the A1135 would not be acceptable. 

• The site is in an area likely to have high market attractiveness. 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
on availability. 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

Identified constraints 
cannot be overcome 

Non- 
developable 

ELTON 

VE 
1 

Elton 
Manor, 
Elton 
Village 

Green 
field 

1.17 5 No 
• The site is outside the limits to development and within the strategic gap. 

Development is not acceptable in landscape and visual terms owing to 
impact on character of the area. 

• Periphery of the site is within Flood Zones 2 and 3 and adjacent beck has 
ecological significance. 

• The site is in an area likely to have high market attractiveness. 
• The site has an inadequate frontage and an access to the required 

standards cannot be formed. 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
to availability. 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

Identified constraints 
cannot be overcome 

Non- 
developable 

HILTON 
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Available? 

 
 

Achievable? 

 
 

Actions required to 
overcome constraints 

 
 

Delivery 
timescale 

VH 
1 

Land to the 
East of 
Hilton 

Green 
field 

4.21 30 Yes 
• The site is outside the limits to development and within the strategic gap. 

However, a limited and low density development which reflected adjacent 
character and provided a strong landscape features to integrate it into its 
rural surroundings would be acceptable. 

• The site is split by Seamer Road and two accesses would therefore be 
required. This could be achieved by forming a roundabout. 

• The site is in an area likely to have high market attractiveness. 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
to availability. 

Yes 
There is a reasonable 
prospect of residential 
development being 
delivered should the site 
be allocated within the 
Local Plan 

n/a Developabl 
e 6 to 10 
years. 

KIRKLEVINGTON 

VK 
1 

Springfield 
Grove, 
Kirklevingto 
n 

Green 
field 

3.22 N/A No 
• The site is outside the limits to development and within the strategic gap. 

Development of the whole site would not be acceptable in landscape and 
visual terms as it would change the character and relationship between 
the village and the A67. However, some limited and well-designed 
development, which does not extend beyond the wider village boundary, 
may be acceptable. 

• The site is in an area likely to have high market attractiveness. 
• Planning application 17/0793/OUT means that a wider site could not be 

accessed 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
to availability. 

No 
Development of a wider 
site (beyond 
17/0793/OUT) would not 
be suitable. 

Assessment identifies 
that potential yield 
would be below SHLAA 
threshold. 

N/A 

VK 
3 

18A 
Braeside, 
Kirklevingto 
n 

Green 
field 

1.08 10 Yes 
• The site is outside of the limits to development and within the strategic 

gap. However, a low density development on a reduced site area which is 
designed to maintain the character of the village may be acceptable in 
landscape and visual terms. The adjacent treatment works have been 
considered by Environmental Health. 

• The site is in an area likely to have high market attractiveness. 
• Highways impacts have been modelled. Subject to mitigation at the 

A19/A67 Crathorne interchange and the A67 / A1044 / Green Lane 
Roundabout development is considered acceptable in highways terms 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
to availability. 

Yes 
There is a reasonable 
prospect of residential 
development being 
delivered should the site 
be allocated within the 
Local Plan 

Mitigation at the 
A19/A67 Crathorne 
interchange and the 
A67 / A1044 / Green 
Lane Roundabout 

Developabl 
e 6 to 10 
years. 

VK 
7 

Land at 
Grove 
Farm, 
Kirklevingto 
n 

Mix 1.72 15 No 
• The site is outside the limits to development and within the strategic gap. 

Development is contrary to strategic gap policy and is unacceptable in 
landscape and visual terms. 

• Development would likely be detrimental to the significance of heritage 
assets. An archaeological assessment would also be required 

• Limited area of the site is identified as being within Flood Zones 2 and 3. 
• Lack of footway, nature of the railway bridge and visibility splays mean 

that the site is not suitable. 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
to availability. 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

Identified constraints 
cannot be overcome 

Non- 
developable 
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Available? 

 
 

Achievable? 

 
 

Actions required to 
overcome constraints 

 
 

Delivery 
timescale 

VK 
8 

Land at St 
Martins 
Way, 
Kirklevingto 
n 

Green 
field 

5.65 90 Yes 
• The site is outside the limits to development and within the strategic gap. 

However, development is considered acceptable in landscape and visual 
terms subject to landscaping. 

• The site is in an area likely to have high market attractiveness. 
• The site is would be served from St Martin's Way. 
• Highways impacts have been modelled. Subject to mitigation at the 

A19/A67 Crathorne interchange and the A67 / A1044 / Green Lane 
Roundabout development is considered acceptable in highways terms 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
to availability. 

Yes 
There is a reasonable 
prospect of residential 
development being 
delivered should the site 
be allocated within the 
Local Plan 

Mitigation at the 
A19/A67 Crathorne 
interchange and the 
A67 / A1044 / Green 
Lane Roundabout 

Developabl 
e 6 to 10 
years. 

VK 
9 

Knowles 
Farm, 
Kirklevingto 
n 

Green 
field 

1.81 10 Yes 
• The site is outside the limits to development and within the strategic gap. 

Subject to development of adjacent site (VK8) the development is 
considered acceptable in landscape and visual terms with suitable 
landscaping. 

• The site is in an area likely to have high market attractiveness. 
• Highways impacts have been modelled. Subject to mitigation at the 

A19/A67 Crathorne interchange and the A67 / A1044 / Green Lane 
Roundabout development is considered acceptable in highways terms 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
to availability. 

Yes 
There is a reasonable 
prospect of residential 
development being 
delivered should the site 
be allocated within the 
Local Plan 

Mitigation at the 
A19/A67 Crathorne 
interchange and the 
A67 / A1044 / Green 
Lane Roundabout 

Developabl 
e 6 to 10 
years. 

VK 
10 

Knowles 
Close, 
Kirklevingto 
n 

Green 
field 

1.52 20 Yes 
• The site is outside the limits to development and within the strategic gap. 

However, development is considered acceptable in landscape and visual 
terms subject to landscaping. 

• The site is in an area likely to have high market attractiveness. 
• Impacts of development have not been modelled. However, it is 

anticipated that impacts would be negligible and development would be 
acceptable in highways terms (subject to wider mitigation at A19/A67 
Crathorne interchange and the A67 / A1044 / Green Lane Roundabout 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
to availability. 

Yes 
There is a reasonable 
prospect of residential 
development being 
delivered should the site 
be allocated within the 
Local Plan 

Mitigation at the 
A19/A67 Crathorne 
interchange and the 
A67 / A1044 / Green 
Lane Roundabout 

Developabl 
e 6 to 10 
years. 

LONG NEWTON 

VL 
N1 

West End 
Farm, Long 
Newton 

Mix 2.5 5 No 
• The site is outside the limits to development and within the strategic gap. 

Development other than some limited and fragmented development on 
the footprint of existing farm buildings would not be acceptable in 
landscape and visual terms. The site is highly visible from the A66 and 
Mill Lane 

• Acceptable in principle subject to modelling of impact on Local / Strategic 
highway network and suitable mitigation measures as identified through 
the modelling. The site access would be taken from Mill Lane with 
pedestrian linkages to Darlington Road due to restricted verge widths on 
Mill Lane. A vehicular access to Darlington Road would not be supported. 

• The site is in an area likely to be attractive to the market. 

No 
The site is in multiple 
ownership which would 
impact upon land 
assembly. 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

Constraints cannot be 
overcome 

Non- 
developable 
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Available? 

 
 

Achievable? 

 
 

Actions required to 
overcome constraints 

 
 

Delivery 
timescale 

VL 
N2 

Land 
adjacent to 
A66 Link 
Road, Long 
Newton 

Green 
field 

0.47 10 No 
• The site is outside the limits to development and with the strategic gap. 

Development would not be acceptable in landscape and visual terms; it is 
unrelated to the existing settlement. 

• Located within a HSE middle zone, which will limit yield. 
• Acceptable in principle subject to modelling of impact on Local / Strategic 

highway network and suitable mitigation measures as identified through 
the modelling. The site access would be taken from Darlington Road / 
The Willow Chase. 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
to availability. 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

Constraints cannot be 
overcome 

Non- 
developable 

VL 
N3 

South of 
Long 
Newton 

Green 
field 

0.51 13 No 
• The site is outside the limits to development and within the strategic gap. 

Development would be out of context with the existing settlement pattern 
and is not considered acceptable 

• The site has an extensive frontage onto Longnewton Lane however, there 
is insufficient verge to provide the required pedestrian connections to the 
main village however, taking account of the current use this would be 
acceptable. 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
to availability. 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

Constraints cannot be 
overcome 

Non- 
developable 

VL 
N4 

North of 
Long 
Newton 

Green 
field 

4.61 30 No 
• The site is outside the limits to development and within the strategic gap. 

Development of the whole site would not be acceptable in landscape and 
visual terms. However, a limited infill development to the back of existing 
properties may be acceptable, providing it maintains the fragmented 
appearance of the existing village boundary when viewed from the north, 
and retains the clear separation from the A66. 

• Noise mitigation will likely be required. 
• The site is in an area likely to have high market attractiveness. 
• Acceptable in principle subject to modelling of impact on Local / Strategic 

highway network and suitable mitigation measures as identified through 
the modelling. The site could potentially be served from White House 
Croft or Rectory Lane but it is unclear if this would be suitable / 
achievable without detailed designs of the site access arrangements due 
to existing constraints and lack of footway provision. 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
to availability. 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

Unclear if identified 
constraints can be 
overcome. Further 
information required. 

Non- 
developable 

VL 
N5 

Mount 
Pleasant, 
Long 
Newton 

Green 
field 

1.22 20 No 
• The site is outside the limits to development and within the strategic gap. 

Development is considered to be unacceptable in landscape and visual 
terms; the site is highly visible from the A66 and development would 
appear fragments development in the countryside. 

• A small part of the site is within a HSE middle zone. 
• Acceptable in principle subject to modelling of impact on Local / Strategic 

highway network and suitable mitigation measures as identified through 
the modelling. The site access would be taken from Darlington Road. 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
to availability. 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

Constraints cannot be 
overcome 

Non- 
developable 

MALTBY 

VM 
1 

North of 
Maltby 

Green 
field 

6.82 30 Yes 
• Outside limits to development and within strategic gap. Whilst 

development of the whole site would not be acceptable it is considered 
that a linear development to the rear of existing properties may be 

Yes 
The site is within multiple 
ownerships but this is 
unlikely to impact upon 

Yes 
There is a reasonable 
prospect of residential 
development being 

n/a Developabl 
e 6 to 10 
years. 
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     acceptable in landscape and visual terms, providing it maintains the 
fragmented appearance of the existing village boundary when viewed 
from the north, and retains clear separation from the A19 

• Developable area would be significantly reduced owing to topography 
and requirement for noise mitigation for the A19. 

• The site is in an area likely to have high market attractiveness. 
• A small development could be served from the existing culs-de-sac 

(Beech Grove / Willows Avenue). 

availability delivered should the site 
be allocated within the 
Local Plan 

  

VM 
2 

Land 
adjacent to 
Maltby 

Green 
field 

0.51 - No 
• Outside limits to development and within strategic gap. Whilst a minor 

development which aligned with the existing settlement pattern might be 
acceptable in landscape and visual terms it would be below the SHLAA 
threshold. 

• Satisfactory access may be achievable (subject to visibility splays) to the 
far east of the site for a limited number of dwellings (4 maximum). 

Yes 
The site has been 
identified as available 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

Constraints cannot be 
overcome 

Non- 
developable 

REDMARSHALL 

VR 
2 

Hill House 
Farm, 
Redmarshal 
l 

Green 
field 

1.47 5 No 
• The site is outside the limits to development and within strategic gap. 

Owing to the highly visible nature of the site when travelling along 
Drovers Lane development of the site is considered unacceptable in 
landscape and visual terms. 

• Underground utilities cross the site. 
• The site has a frontage with the main road and a suitable access to the 

required standards could be formed. 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
to availability 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

Constraints cannot be 
overcome 

Non- 
developable 

STILLINGTON 

VS 
1 

Land at 
Whitton 
Three 
Gates, 
Stillington 

Green 
field 

2.55 45 No 
• The site is outside the limits to development and within strategic gap. The 

site topography means the site is highly visible; development is 
considered unacceptable and landscape and visual terms. 

• Whilst access to the site could be achieved it would be from a road 
located some distance to the entrance to the village and pedestrian 
connectivity would be difficult to achieve. 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
on availability. 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

Constraints cannot be 
overcome. 

Non- 
developable 

THORPE THEWLES 

VT 
T1 

North of 
Thorpe 
Thewles 

Green 
field 

3.12 40 Yes 
• The site is outside the limits to development and within strategic gap. 

However, development is considered acceptable in landscape and visual 
terms; it is acknowledged that this site is secluded from the wider 
landscape by areas of tree planting 

• Developable area could be reduced by need for noise mitigation. 
• Due to nearby landfill, the potential for contamination will need to be 

investigated. 
• The site is in an area likely to have high market attractiveness. 
• The site has a frontage with the main road and a suitable access to the 

required standards could be formed. 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
to availability. 

Yes 
There is a reasonable 
prospect of residential 
development being 
delivered should the site 
be allocated within the 
Local Plan 

n/a Developabl 
e 6 to 10 
years. 
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VT 
T4 

South West 
of Thorpe 
Thewles 

Green 
field 

2.08 20 No 
• The site is outside the limits to development and within strategic gap. 

Development is not acceptable in landscape and visual terms; the site is 
highly visible from the A177/Durham Road. 

• Periphery of the site is at within flood risk zones 2 and 3. 
• The site has a frontage with the main road and a suitable access to the 

required standards could be formed. 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
to availability. 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

Constraints cannot be 
overcome 

Non- 
developable 

WHITTON 

VW 
1 

Townend 
Farm, 
Whitton 

Green 
field 

1.78 9 Yes 
• The site is outside the limits to development and within strategic gap. 

However, the site is considered acceptable in landscape and visual 
terms. 

• Access could be formed subject to suitable visibility being demonstrated. 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
to availability. 

Yes 
There is a reasonable 
prospect of residential 
development being 
delivered should the site 
be allocated within the 
Local Plan 

n/a Developabl 
e 6 to 10 
years. 

WOLVISTON 

VW 
O1 

Land to the 
East of 
Wolviston 
Village 

Green 
field 

0.41 - No 
• The site is outside the limits to development and within strategic gap. 

Whilst a sensitive development of 1 or 2 dwellings facing onto West 
Hartlepool Road might be acceptable (subject to considering impact on 
the significance of adjacent heritage assets) this does not meet the 
SHLAA threshold. 

• The site has a frontage with West Hartlepool Road and a suitable access 
to the required standards could be formed. 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
to availability. 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

n/a Non- 
developable 

VW 
O2 

West of 
Wolviston 

Green 
field 

7.48 60 Yes 
• The site is outside the limits to development and within strategic gap. 

However, the site is well screened and could accept development with 
little impact on the village of Wolviston. Any development would need to 
maintain a gap between the A19, not impact upon existing allotment 
provision and ensure the built development does not extend southwards 
to such an extent that individual identity of settlements is lost and 
coalescence is perceived. 

• The site is in an area likely to have high market attractiveness. 
• The site has a frontage with the main road into the village and a suitable 

access (a Protected Right Turn) to the required standards could be 
formed. 

• Acceptable in principle subject to modelling of impact on Local / Strategic 
highway network and suitable mitigation measures as identified through 
the modelling. The main impact from the site will be on the A689 / A19 
interchange but the site would also likely contribute towards traffic impact 
southbound at the 2 Billingham Interchanges with the A19. 

Yes 
The majority of the site is 
considered to be available. 
However, part of the site is 
in active use as an 
allotment and is therefore 
not considered to be 
currently available. 

Yes 
There is a reasonable 
prospect of residential 
development being 
delivered should the site 
be allocated within the 
Local Plan 

n/a Developabl 
e 6 to 10 
years. 
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Delivery 
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VW 
O4 

West of 
Wolviston 

Green 
field 

7.36 60 No 
• The site is outside the limits to development and within strategic gap. 

Development would be contrary to the strategic gap and be unacceptable 
in landscape and visual terms. The site is highly visible from the A19 and 
A689 

• Noise attenuation for the A19/A689 and pylons would reduce the 
developable area significantly; these issues would be lessened following 
resurfacing of the A19 

• The site has a connection to the main road near the A689 junction and a 
suitable access to the required standards could be formed. 

• Acceptable in principle subject to modelling of impact on Local / Strategic 
highway network and suitable mitigation measures as identified through 
the modelling. The main impact from the site will be on the A689 / A19 
interchange but the site would also likely contribute towards traffic impact 
southbound at the 2 Billingham Interchanges with the A19. 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
to availability. 

No 
The site is not suitable. 
Therefore there is no 
reasonable prospect of 
residential development 
being delivered. 

It is not possible to 
overcome all 
constraints identified 

Non- 
developable 

VW 
O5 

Land south 
of Wolviston 

Green 
field 

0.94 12 Yes 
• The site is outside the limits to development and within strategic gap. 

However, it is considered that a modest low density scheme with large 
gardens and appropriate landscaping would be acceptable in landscape 
and visual terms. 

• The site is in an area likely to have high market attractiveness. 
• The site could be accessed from Manor Close. A pedestrian connection 

to the main road would also be required due to the limited pedestrian 
facilities available on Manor Close. 

• Acceptable in principle subject to modelling of impact on Local / Strategic 
highway network and suitable mitigation measures as identified through 
the modelling. The main impact from the site will be on the A689 / A19 
interchange but the site would also likely contribute towards traffic impact 
southbound at the 2 Billingham Interchanges with the A19. 

Yes 
There are no constraints 
to availability. 

Yes 
There is a reasonable 
prospect of residential 
development being 
delivered should the site 
be allocated within the 
Local Plan 

 Developabl 
e 6 to 10 
years. 
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Planning permissions 
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PDL Status 

 
 

 
Delivery Comments 

Billingham                           

630 15/0604/OUT 77 Station Road 12 
 

12 
      

6 6 
            

PDL Anticipated site will deliver following submission of reserved matters 

629 16/2468/FUL Rear of 56, 58 and 60 Cotswold Crescent 6 
 

6 
      

6 
             

Greenfield Anticipated the site will be completed within 5 years 

Eaglescliffe                           

382 11/2842/EIS Allens West, Durham Lane 845 
 

845 
        

40 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 205 PDL Anticipated the site will deliver following the submission of reserved matters 

553 13/2184/OUT Urlay Nook Road 145 48 97 40 
  

48 40 30 27 
             

Greenfield Site is under development. Anticipated the scheme will deliver in accordance with past delivery 

632 14/2816/FUL West Acres, Durham Lane 62 
 

62 
    

20 20 20 2 
            

Greenfield Development has commenced and is anticipated to deliver within 5 years 

633 
15/1790/FUL & 

14/2562/FUL 
Land At Manor House Farm, Old Hall And Land South Of 

Back Lane And East Of Butts Lane, Egglescliffe 12 
 

12 
      

12 
             

PDL Anticpated scheme will deliver within 5 years 

665 15/2752/FUL South of Urlay Nook Road 23 
 

23 
      

10 10 3 
           

Greenfield The site is within an attractive market area and it is anticipated the site will deliver within 5 years 

Ingleby Barwick                           

295 14/3035/REM The Rings 479 21 458 60 
  

21 44 44 44 44 44 44 44 44 44 44 18 
     

Greenfield Site under development and anticipated to deliver in accordance with developer phasing provided 

295 13/2626/REM Sandview And Sandgate 180 167 13 13 17 84 66 13 
               

Greenfield Site will be fully developed within 2017/18 

383 09/3025/OUT Sandhill 138 32 106 32 
 

3 29 30 30 30 16 
            

Greenfield Site under development and anticipated to deliver in accordance with past delivery 

546 12/2517/OUT Land At Low Lane 350 51 299 19 
  

51 19 20 40 40 40 40 40 40 20 
       

Greenfield Application 14/3012/REM has been largely complete. Anticipated wider site will deliver following reserved matters applications 

546 14/0562/OUT Land At Low Lane 70 
 

70 
     

20 20 15 
            

Greenfield Reserved matters application for 55 dwellings is pending consideration. Anticipated the site will deliver within 5 years 

546 13/3107/OUT Land at Little Maltby Farm 550 
 

550 
       

20 40 40 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 
 

Greenfield Anticipated development will proceed within 5 years 

546 15/0931/OUT Land adjacent to Thornaby Road 200 
 

200 
        

20 30 30 30 30 30 30 
     

Greenfield Anticipated development will proceed within 5 years 

44 04/2404/REM River View Zone A, Village 6 55 53 2 1 1 1 
  

2 
              

Greenfield Remaining few self-build plots which are anticipated to deliver 

510 12/1537/COU Leven Camp, Low Lane, High Leven 34 10 24 
  

2 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 
          

Greenfield Anticipated the site will deliver in accordance with past delivery 

192 06/1064/OUT Betty's Close Farm 17 1 16 1 
  

1 
  

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
      

Greenfield Anticipated phased delivery 

479 15/2431/FUL Blair Avenue 40 
 

40 
      

20 20 
            

Greenfield Anticipated that there is a reasonable prospect of this site delivering within 5 years 

655 15/2531/OUT Roundhill Avenue 65 
 

65 
       

20 20 25 
          

Greenfield Following reserved matters it is anticipated that the site will deliver 

663 
16/0323/OUT & 
16/3079/OUT Lowfield Farm 66 

 
66 

      
4 8 12 12 12 12 6 

       
Greenfield Custom and self build scheme which is anticipated will deliver 

Stockton                           

408 09/2385/FUL British Visqueen Limited, Yarm Road 479 201 278 47 26 
 

129 60 60 60 60 38 
           

PDL Site is under development and there are 2 sales outlets 

137 08/3577/VARY Corus Pipe Mill, Portrack Lane 322 188 134 37 40 33 33 40 40 40 14 
            

PDL Site under development and anticipated to deliver in accordance with past delivery 

438 14/1874/FUL Swainby Road 174 65 109 46 
 

27 38 37 37 35 
             

PDL Site under development and anticipated to deliver in accordance with past delivery 

452 10/0244/OUT Bowesfield Riverside Phase 1 150 
 

150 
           

30 30 30 30 30 
    

PDL It is unclear if the scheme will deliver within 5 years. Anticipated that the site will be delivered within the plan period 

168 13/0299/FUL Parkfield Phase 2 117 18 99 47 
  

18 47 27 25 
             

PDL Site is under development 

202 16/2306/FUL North Shore (Home Zone Phase 3) 82 
 

82 
     

20 20 22 20 
           

PDL Anticipated that there is a reasonable prospect of this site delivering within 5 years 

576 13/2387/OUT Summerville Farm, Durham Road 350 
 

350 
      

20 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 
  

Greenfield Anticipated site will deliver following submission of reserved matters. 

628 17/0695/FUL Land at Raleigh Road 11 
 

11 
      

11 
             

PDL 
Planning consent (15/0603/FUL) has been permitted on a wider site for 46 dwellings but considered the more recent application 
should be included within this trajectory. 

506 11/2450/OUT Kingfisher Way, Bowesfield Park 37 
 

37 
      

15 15 7 
           

PDL Anticipated that there is a reasonable prospect of this site delivering within 5 years following reserved matters 

203 16/1026/OUT Car Lot, Parkin Street 43 
 

43 
       

20 23 
           

PDL Anticipated that there is a reasonable prospect of this site delivering within 5 years following reserved matters 

107 14/0994/FUL Land west of Bowesfield Primary 7 
 

7 
    

7 
               

PDL Anticipated that there is a reasonable prospect of this site delivering within 5 years 

482 11/1955/FUL Land adjacent to Priory Gardens 5 2 3 
                    

Mix Unclear if remaining units will be delivered 

508 16/0301/FUL Land at Marmaduke Place 5 
 

5 5 
   

5 
               

PDL Development has commenced 

610 14/2741/OUT 375-379 Norton Road 6 
 

6 
                    

Mix Part of wider nursing home development. No anticipated phasing is included owing to uncertainty of wider scheme delivery. 

659 16/0966/OUT 155 Darlington Lane 5 
 

5 
      

5 
             

Mix Anticipated that the site will deliver following the approval of reserved matters 

675 16/2445/FUL Former Blakeston School 84 
 

84 
      

10 20 20 20 14 
         

PDL Consent for the residential element of this scheme is outline. Anticipated the site will deliver following reserved matters 

268 16/2835/FUL Former Roseworth Public House 12 
 

12 
      

12 
             

PDL Anticipated that there is a reasonable prospect of this site delivering within 5 years 
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PDL Status Delivery Comments 

Thornaby 

646 15/1466/OUT Land South Of Cayton Drive 45 45 10 20 15 Greenfield Anticipated that the site will deliver following the approval of reserved matters 

674 16/1603/OUT Navigation Way 150 150 15 20 20 20 21 Mix Planning permission has been granted for upto 150 dwellings. The illustrative masterplan is an approved plan indicating 96 dwellings 
and it therefore considered appropriate at this time for housing projection purposes. 

680 17/0188/PDJ Waterloo House 43 43 43 PDL Anticipated that there is a reasonable prospect of delivery within 5 years 

681 17/0283/PDJ Pheonix House 56 56 56 PDL Anticipated that there is a reasonable prospect of delivery within 5 years 

695 17/1071/PDJ Keld House, Allensway 16 16 16 PDL Anticipated that there is a reasonable prospect of delivery within 5 years 

698 16/2898/OUT Day Nursery, Martinet Road 14 14 14 PDL Anticpated scheme will deliver within 5 years 

Yarm 

516 12/0980/OUT Morley Carr, Allerton Balk 350 107 243 33 49 58 50 50 50 50 43 Greenfield Anticipated the site will deliver in accordance with previous delivery 

538 15/0194/REM Land South of Green Lane (East) 209 8 201 84 8 40 40 40 40 41 Greenfield Development has commenced on site. Anticipated the site will deliver within 5 years 

538 15/2977/REM Land South of Green Lane (West) 148 10 138 46 10 40 40 40 18 Greenfield Development has commenced on site. Anticipated the site will deliver within 5 years 

537 13/0776/EIS Mount Leven Farm, Leven Bank Road 332 332 35 50 50 50 50 50 47 Greenfield Anticpated scheme will deliver within 5 years 

158 13/2568/EIS Tall Trees Hotel, Worsall Road 288 17 271 46 17 40 40 40 40 40 40 31 Mix This scheme is being developed in two phases with development commenced on the first. 

609 14/0807/OUT Land off Busby Way, Mount Leven 14 14 7 7 Greenfield Anticipated that there is a reasonable prospect of this site delivering within 5 years following reserved matters 

666 16/1959/OUT Land South Of Yarm School Playing Fields 100 100 10 25 25 25 15 Greenfield Anticipated that the site will deliver following reserved matters 

357 15/0310/FUL Land Adj 13 High Street 7 7 7 7 PDL Anticipated that development will be delivered within 5 years 

638 15/1063/FUL Layfield Arms, Davenport Road 9 5 4 5 4 PDL Anticipated that development will be delivered within 5 years 

699 16/3179/OUT Field View, Green Lane 6 6 6 Greenfield Anticpated scheme will deliver within 5 years 

West Stockton Sustainable Urban Extension 

656 14/2291/EIS Tithebarn Land 340 Greenfield Phasing under Harrowgate Lane 

Wynyard 

589 13/0342/EIS Land at Wynyard Village 500 500 20 40 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 40 Greenfield A reserved matters applications have been submitted on part of the site. It is anticipated that multiple sales outlets will be active on 
the site as development progresses 

588 14/2993/EIS Land To The North Of Lion Court And North Of The 
A689,Wynyard 240 47 193 57 47 40 40 40 40 33 Greenfield Site is under development with 2 sales outlets. Anticipated the site will deliver within 5 years 

588 14/3308/FUL Land To The North Of Coal Lane 100 100 12 25 25 25 25 Greenfield Development commenced and anticipated to be delivered within 5 years 

530 10/2430/OUT The Wellington Club, Wellington Drive 44 44 10 10 10 10 4 Greenfield Anticipated that there is a reasonable prospect of this site delivering within 5 years following reserved matters 

6 03/2516/FUL Wynyard Woods Self Build 9 8 1 1 2 1 1 Greenfield Remaining plot under construction 

Rural Area 

584 14/1396/OUT Jasper Grove, Stillington 54 54 15 15 15 9 Greenfield Anticipated that the site will deliver following the submission of reserved matters. 

599 14/1687/FUL South Avenue, Stillington 39 39 15 24 Greenfield Anticipated that development will be delivered within 5 years 

585 14/0637/FUL Kirk Hill, Carlton (Phase 1) 36 36 35 36 Greenfield Site is under development 

585 14/3008/OUT Kirk Hill, Carlton (Phase 2) 25 25 25 Greenfield Anticipated that the site will be delivered following the completion of Phase 1 

627 14/2024/OUT Stillington Social Club, Stillington 20 20 10 10 PDL Anticipated that the site will be delivered within 5 years following reserved matters 

661 15/1643/OUT Land South Of Kirklevington 145 145 20 25 25 25 25 25 Greenfield Anticipated that the site will be delivered following reserved matters 

657 15/0803/OUT & 
16/1004/OUT The Mains, Redmarshall 10 10 5 5 Mix Anticipated that the site will be delivered within 5 years following reserved matters 

684 16/3211/OUT Thorpe Beck Farm, Thorpe Thewles 24 24 10 14 Mix Anticipated that the site will be delivered within 5 years following reserved matters 

701 17/0224/FUL Jasmine Fields, Kirklevington 19 19 10 9 Greenfield Anticipated that the site will be delivered within 5 years 

Small Sites (<10 dwellings) 

Small Sites Trajectory 75 16 20 20 20 

Windfalls 

Windfalls 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

Demolitions/Losses 
All sites 32 16 16 
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Deliverable and developable SHLAA sites 
Position (1/4/17) Past Delivery 2017 to 2022 2022 to 2027 2027 to 2032 
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PDL Status Delivery Comments 

Publication Draft Local Plan Allocations 

B9 Former Billingham Campus School Site 150 150 30 30 30 30 30 Mix 

EPY15 South of Kingfisher Way, Bowesfield 20 20 20 PDL 

EPY22 Eaglescliffe Golf Course 150 150 30 30 30 30 30 Greenfield 

S1 Boathouse Lane 350 350 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 PDL 

S4 Victoria Estate 210 210 20 40 40 40 40 30 PDL 

S6/S31 Queens Park North 400 400 15 25 30 30 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 20 PDL Planning application for this site currently under consideration 

S7 Land off Grangefield Road (Millfield) 500 500 20 60 70 70 70 70 70 70 PDL 

S8 Yarm Road 30 30 30 Mix 

S12 South of Junction Road 100 100 25 25 25 25 Mix 

S17 Darlington Back Lane 25 25 25 Greenfield 

S19 Harrowgate Lane 1870 1870 30 60 70 70 70 70 70 90 90 90 90 90 980 Greenfield 
Masterplan and emerging policy restricts yield to 1291 on allocated land and safeguards a further area for 400 units until significant 
improvements are made to Elton Interchange above those identified within the masterplan. 

S20 Yarm Back Lane 1026 1026 60 60 60 60 60 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 166 Greenfield 
Masterplan and emerging policy restricts yield to 859 dwellings until significant improvements are made to Elton Interchange above 
those identified within the masterplan. 

S23 Alma House 34 34 20 14 PDL 

T1 Tees Marshalling Yard 1100 1100 1100 PDL 

T13 Magister Road 20 20 20 PDL 

WY2 Wynyard Park 760 760 30 75 75 75 75 75 75 75 75 75 55 Greenfield Allocation is 1,100. However, permission has been granted for 240 dwellings (see 'Site Ref' 588) 

Remaining Deliverable and Developable SHLAA Sites 

B8 North West, Billingham 120 120 30 30 30 30 Greenfield 

EPY22 Land associated with Hunters Rest 130 130 30 30 30 30 10 Greenfield 

WY1/WY3 East Wynyard 280 280 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 10 Greenfield 

VC1 South of High Farm Close, Carlton 15 15 15 Greenfield 

VC4 Land at Chapel Gardens, Carlton 60 60 20 20 20 Greenfield 

VH1 Land to the East of Hilton 30 30 15 15 Greenfield 

VK3 18A Braeside, Kirklevington 11 11 5 6 Greenfield 

VK8 Land at St Martins Way, Kirklevington 90 90 15 15 15 15 15 15 Greenfield 

VK9 Knowles Farm, Kirklevington 10 10 5 5 Greenfield 

VK10 Knowles Close, Kirklevington 20 20 5 5 5 5 Greenfield 

VM1 North of Maltby 30 30 10 10 10 Greenfield 

VTT1 North Thorpe Thewles 40 40 20 20 Greenfield 

VW1 Thowend Farm, Whitton 9 9 9 Greenfield 

VWO2 West of Wolviston 60 60 15 15 15 15 Greenfield 

VWO5 Land south of Wolviston 12 12 6 6 Greenfield 
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Appendix 6: Map of SHLAA Sites 
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Appendix 7: Housing Supply Assessment Overview 
 
 

 Local Plan Period Plan Period 
Total 

Delivery post 
Plan Period 
(after year 15) 0-5 years 6-10 years 11-15 years 

Housing requirement 

Housing requirement 3,600 3,275 3,275 10,150 - 

Five year requirement inclusive of 20% buffer 4,320 - - - - 

Housing Delivery 

a. Planning Permissions (net) 3,981 2,127 868 6,976 205 

b. Windfalls 50 125 125 300 - 

Deliverable/developable 
SHLAA sites 

c. Local Plan allocations 584 2,060 1,855 4,499 2,246 

d. Non allocated sites 0 762 155 917 0 

Total anticipated by Local Plan (a+b+c) 4,615 4,312 2,848 11,775 - 
 
 

Five year land supply position 
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5.34 Number of years supply 
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