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Ref 1 - Agent acting for Universities
Superannuation Scheme / Burnett
Planning

Pre-Submission
Development and Allocations Plan
Consultation Response Form
Consultation runs from 5 October to 16 November 2018
This form is for making comments on the Pre-Submission Development and
Allocations Plan (the Plan) published by Newcastle City Council.
Please refer to the guidance note published separately before completing this.
Comments must be received by 5pm on 16 November 2018.
Parts 1 and 2 of this form must be completed. Comments received after this date
may not be considered.
For every policy, paragraph, section, figure or table that you wish to make
comments on, a separate response form must be completed.

Completed response forms can be returned either by;
Email: planningpolicy@newcastle.gov.uk
Post: Newcastle City Council, Planning Policy, 9th Floor, Newcastle Civic Centre,
Barras Bridge, Newcastle upon Tyne, NE1 8QH.
To: Planning Officers at one of the drop-in events, details of which can be found on
our website at: www.newcastle.gov.uk/localplan2
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PART 1

PERSONAL DETAILS

This part of the form must be completed. We cannot register your response
form without your personal details
Personal details
Title:

Agents details (if applicable)
Title:
Mr

Forename:

Forename:

Surname:

Surname:

Colin
Burnett

Organisation:

Organisation:

Universities Superannuation Scheme

Burnett Planning

Address:

Address:

c/o Agent

Golden Cross House
8 Duncannon Street
London

Post Code:

Post Code:
WC2N 4JF

Email:

Email:

Telephone No:

Telephone No:

Date:

Date:
13/11/2018
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PART 2

COMMENT

Please use a separate response form for each comment.

1. To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or table
that you are commenting on:
Policy

DM3

Paragraph
Section
Figure
Table
Policies Map

Kingston Park District Centre

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
X

Yes (continue to question 3) support inclusion of Belvedere Retail Park within Kingston Park

X

No (continue to question 4)

District Centre
object to exclusion of Kingston Retail Park from Kingston Park
District Centre boundary

Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)

3

3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.
Support the inclusion of Belvedere Retail Park within the boundary of Kingston Park District
Centre as designated under Policy DM3 and the Policies Map because Belvedere Retail Park
functions as part of the District Centre and merits inclusion for the reasons set out in
representations submitted to the Draft Development and Allocations Plan Regulation 18
Consultation (attached).

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not: exclusion of Kingston Retail Park from Kingston Park District Centre boundary is
not:
X Justified

Compliant with law

X Consistent with national policy

X Positively prepared

X Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements
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5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible
Object to the exclusion of Kingston Retail Park from the boundary of Kingston Park District
Centre because Kingston Retail Park functions as part of the Centre and merits inclusion for the
reasons set out in representations submitted to the Draft Development and Allocations Plan
Regulation 18 Consultation (attached). Failure to include Kingston Retail Park within Kingston
Park District Centre is not justified; does not accord with National Policy on Ensuring the vitality
of town centres; is not positively prepared having regard to NPPF para 85b and the need for a
positive strategy for the future of Kingston Park District Centre; and will not be effective in
ensuring the vitality of Kingston Park District Centre.

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
include Kingston Retail Park within the boundary of Kingston Park District Centre designated on
the Policies Map

5

7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate
if you would like to attend and participate at the Public
Examination?
X Yes (Continue to question 8)

No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.
to fully debate the soundness of the plan with regard to the matters raised in these
representations

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of the
progress of the DAP.
x

Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed
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Data Protection Notice: General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) 2018
Comments cannot be treated as confidential. All responses received will be held by the council
in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation 2018. Your name, organisation (if
applicable) and comment may be made available to the public.
Your personal data, i.e. postal address, email and telephone numbers will not be publicly
available. We will use your contact details to notify you of the Plan as requested in question 9.
However, your contact details will be shared with the Planning Inspector for the purposes of the
Public Examination.
Please note that all comments will be held by the Council on the policy database for the
duration of the Local Plan (2030). By submitting a representation on the Plan you confirm that
you agree to this and accept responsibility for your comments.
Please read our Privacy Notice which sets out how we use information in the course of our
work as a Local Planning Authority https://www.newcastle.gov.uk/planning_privacy_notice.pdf
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Policy DM3 - District and Local Retail Centres and the Policies Map
Introduction
1.1

Universities Superannuation Scheme (USS) is the owner of Belvedere Retail Park
and Kingston Retail Park, Belvedere Parkway/Brunton Lane, Newcastle. The
location of the Retail Parks and the current occupiers are shown on the document at
Appendix 1.
Overview of Comments

1.2

USS has the following comments to make in respect of Policy DM3 - District and
Local Retail Centres and the Policies Map relating to Kingston Park District Centre.

1.3

NPPF paragraph 23 requires LPAs when drawing up Local Plans to define a network
and hierarchy of centres that is resilient to anticipated future economic changes.

1.4

Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan (CSUCP) (March 2015) Policy CS7 identifies
the retail hierarchy of centres.

1.5

Newcastle City Centre is designated as a Regional Centre and Kingston Park is
designated as one of eight District Centres within the City Council’s administrative
area, below which are 45 identified Local Centres.

1.6

The CSUCP Policies Map identifies the general location of the District and Local
Centres, but does not define their boundaries.

1.7

The 1998 Unitary Development Plan also identified the retail hierarchy and the broad
location of the centres including Kingston Park District Centre, but did not identify
centre boundaries.

1.8

To date, therefore, there has not been a formally designated boundary for Kingston
Park District Centre, and it is important that the definition of the boundary in the
Development and Allocations Plan (DAP) properly reflects the established role and
function of the centre and the areas/uses that contribute to its vitality and viability.
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1.9

As set out below, USS does not consider that the draft DAP properly reflects the true
extent of Kingston Park District Centre which USS considers should include
Belvedere Retail Park and Kingston Retail Park within its boundary.
Role and Function of Kingston Park District Centre

1.10

The Newcastle City Wide Retail & Leisure Study 2005 (paragraph 5.35) presented a
“Qualitative Assessment of the District Centres” and noted in respect of Kingston
Park that;
“The District Centre of Kingston Park is located approximately 6km to the north west of
Newcastle City Centre. It is split into two parts, comprising the original purpose built
shopping precinct at Kingston Park Avenue and the Tesco Extra Superstore. In total the two
parts comprise a floorspace of 15,300 sq m net. The shopping precinct opened in January
1980 and was partially redeveloped in 2001 to include three new warehouse style units at
the eastern end of the precinct. Belvedere Retail Park adjoins the centre to the south east
and is considered to be an edge of centre site. A further retail park (Kingston Retail Park)
has also recently opened to the south of Belvedere Retail Park on Brunton Lane.”

1.11

The 2005 Study also noted that the Tesco Extra Store;
“opened in 1999 and has a comprehensive food and non food offer and provides a range of
service facilities.”

1.12

Although, as set out above, the 2005 Study considered Belvedere Retail Park to be
“edge of centre” it identified that the “District Centre” [i.e. the Kingston Court Retail
Park part] exhibited similar “retail warehouse” type characteristics to Belvedere and
Kingston Retail Parks. Paragraph 4.18 stated that;
“The main retail warehousing provision within the metropolitan area is in the north-west, next
to Kingston Park District Centre. In addition to the larger warehouse style units in the
District Centre, accommodating Brantano, Next, Boots and Carphone Warehouse, there
are now two retail warehouse parks, Belvedere Retail Park and Kingston Retail Park.”
[emphasis added]

1.13

In respect of Belvedere Retail Park the 2005 Study (paragraph 4.19) stated;
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“The Belvedere Retail Park is situated just to the south-east of the District Centre on Brunton
Lane. This opened in 1989 and has open A1 consent. There are now four units comprising
an approximate floorspace of 7,750 sq m gross. These are now occupied by Matalan,
Comet, Mothercare World and TK Maxx. A McDonalds drive-thru restaurant is also located
near the entrance. There are approximately 245 car parking spaces located to the front of
the retail units.”
1.14

And in respect of Kingston Retail Park the 2005 Study stated (at paragraph 4.20);
“Adjoining Belvedere Retail Park to the south is the recently completed Kingston Retail Park.
This includes four units which are now occupied by PC World, Currys, Halfords and Marks
and Spencer Simply food comprising in total approximately 4,900 sqm floorspace. The four
units all contain open A1 planning consent. There is parking for approximately 150 cars to
the front of the units. A freestanding Homebase unit with a floorspace of 4,000 sq m, adjoins
the retail park to the south.”

1.15

Notably, reflecting that the existing retail facilities at Kingston Park, including
Belvedere Retail Park and Kingston Retail Park, act as a single shopping destination
the 2005 Study (Paragraph 4.21) stated;
“Despite its age, recent refurbishments mean that the Belvedere Retail Park provides
modern warehouse shopping facilities and these are now complemented by the recently
developed Kingston Retail Park. It is evident from the household telephone survey that
overall Kingston Park draws circa £34.9m of comparison goods expenditure from the
Newcastle survey area, equating to approximately 6% of total available comparison goods
expenditure. We consider that this includes people shopping at the District Centre, the
Belvedere and Kingston Retail Parks and the free standing Homebase.” [emphasis
added].

1.16

In 2008 planning permission was granted at appeal for the partial redevelopment
and improvement of Kingston Court Retail Park. The proposals involved demolition
of a parade of smaller shop units in the west of the Retail Park to be replaced by four
larger units and also the development of four smaller units in the south west corner.
The proposals were intended to upgrade the western part of the Retail Park to a
similar standard to the units in the eastern part that were developed in 2001 as
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referred to in the 2005 Study. 1 The LPA refused the application on grounds of harm
to the character and vitality and viability of the District Centre due to the loss of small
units and on highway impact grounds.
1.17

Paragraph 6 of the appeal decision states that;
“Together with the Tesco Extra store and its associated car park to the eastern side of
Brunton Lane, Kingston Park Shopping Centre forms the Kingston Park District Centre, one
of six such principal shopping centres within the Newcastle metropolitan area.”

1.18

This reference as to what constituted the District Centre in 2008 merely reflects the
LPA’s informal definition of the boundary and clearly does not afford the LPA’s
informal definition any formal development plan status nor does it reflect the up to
date position in terms of how the overall shopping area at Kingston Park functions.

1.19

At paragraph 8 of the appeal decision the Inspector stated;
“I consider that the scheme would be likely to provide an enhancement to this part of the
shopping centre, reinvigorating its somewhat tired and dated appearance and character, and
strengthening its functioning and attraction as a primary shopping area of the defined District
Centre.”

1.20

Contrary to the Inspector’s comments, there is no development plan definition of a
“primary shopping area” at Kingston Park or as noted above a definition of the
boundary of the District Centre in the development plan.

1.21

The proposals granted at appeal were subsequently revised by a further application
granted in 2010 which involved amalgamating units 1 – 4 and installing a mezzanine
floor to meet the requirements of M&S who now occupy this part of Kingston Court
Retail Park. 2

1.22

The Officer’s Report on the above application noted the role of Belvedere Retail Park
in supporting linked trips, i.e.

1
2

LPA application reference 2006/0558/01/DET; appeal reference APP/M4510/A/06/2031640/NWF
2010/1040/01/DET
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“The site also has car parking available and there is a substantial amount of car parking at
Tesco extra and Belvedere Retail Park which may be used by various customers making
linked trips to the various shops”
1.23

The Newcastle-Gateshead Strategic Comparison Goods Retail Capacity Forecasts
Update 2012 (Paragraph 2.24) presented further evidence that Belvedere Retail
Park and Kingston Retail Park form part of a single retail destination at Kingston
Park and contribute to the overall vitality and viability of the overall shopping area
(i.e. centre). It stated;
“In the case of the retail parks in Newcastle, in this survey we included the Tesco Extra
superstore and the other large stores (Next, Boots, Brantano and Poundstretcher) at
Kingston District Centre. This was because results of the 2006/7 surveys strongly suggested
that shoppers do not distinguish between the various components of the overall
shopping area comprising Kingston District Centre, Belvedere Retail Park and
Kingston Retail Park, as these are all very close together, and likely to be visited in a
single journey.” [emphasis added].

1.24

In recent years Kingston Retail Park and Belvedere Retail Park have also
experienced further qualitative improvements. For example, at Kingston Retail Park,
Currys/PC World have relocated within the Park and an Iceland Food Warehouse
store has opened in the former Currys/PC World Unit.

1.25

At Belvedere Retail Park, Poundland and Sports Direct have occupied units
previously occupied by Comet and Mothercare and new smaller units have been
developed that accommodate Costa, Domino’s and EE. The small units were
developed as part of a scheme that also included improvements to car parking and
the provision of an additional pedestrian access into the site from Brunton Lane
which has further enhanced the connectivity between Belvedere Retail Park and the
rest of the District Centre.

1.26

3

The Officer’s Report on the small units development provides further recognition of
the contribution that Belvedere Retail Park makes to generating linked trips, i.e.

3

Application references 2015/1168/01/DET and 2016/1395/01/DET
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“Kingston Park is a high performing, vital and viable centre. ln addition, Belvedere Retail
Park is well connected to the district centre encouraging link trips between the two.”

Accessibility
1.27

The attached Transport & Accessibility Review document prepared by WSP
demonstrates that Belvedere Retail Park and Kingston Retail Park are highly
accessible and sustainable locations within reasonable walking distance of Kingston
Court Retail Park, Tesco Extra, and public transport facilities.

1.28

Belvedere Retail Park and Kingston Retail Park have the same level of accessibility
to residential catchments as Kingston Court Retail Park and Tesco Extra and from a
Transport and Accessibility perspective it is clear that Belvedere Retail Park and
Kingston Retail Park function as part of the overall shopping and service centre at
Kingston Park.
Defining Kingston Park District Centre boundary

1.29

There is no definition of a “District Centre” in the NPPF or in the Planning Practice
Guidance (PPG).

1.30

The CSUCP (Appendix 2, Glossary) includes a generic definition of a “District
Centre” as;
“A group of shops often containing at least one supermarket or superstore, and a range of
non-retail services, such as banks, building societies and restaurants, as well as local public
facilities such as a library.”

1.31

CSUCP Paragraph 9.28 states that;
“District Centres each perform a role and function which reflects the particular needs
and character of their local community. The main role of District Centres is to
allow access to a wide range of retail and related services” [emphasis added]

1.32

There is nothing in the NPPF or in the CSUCP relating to the role and function of
District Centres that precludes Belvedere Retail Park and Kingston Retail Park from
being included within the Kingston Park District Centre boundary.
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1.33

Both Retail Parks exhibit similar characteristics to Kingston Court Retail Park which
the LPA considers to be within the Kingston Park District Centre boundary.

1.34

As noted above, Belvedere Retail Park and Kingston Retail Park both add to the
range of retail uses available to shoppers visiting Kingston Park and the Costa,
McDonald’s and Domino’s outlets at Belvedere Retail Park add to the choice of
services.

1.35

CSUCP Paragraph 9.27 identifies that the success of the centres is strongly
influenced by the variety and choice of shops, services and other uses within them.
There is no doubt, as shown in the evidence referred to above, that Belvedere Retail
Park and Kingston Retail Park form part of and contribute towards the success of
Kingston Park as a shopping and service centre [i.e. District Centre].

1.36

The NPPF states that in drawing up Local Plans, local planning authorities should,
inter alia, promote competitive town centres that provide customer choice and a
diverse retail offer and which reflect the individuality of town centres (NPPF
paragraph 23, 4th bullet).

1.37

PPG (Paragraph: 002 Reference ID: 2b-002-20140306) states that a positive vision
or strategy for town centres, articulated through the Local Plan, is key to ensuring
successful town centres which enable sustainable economic growth and provide a
wide range of social and environmental benefits.

1.38

Any strategy should be based on evidence of the current state of town centres and
opportunities to meet development needs and support their viability and vitality and
should consider, inter alia, what the appropriate and realistic role and function of
town centres in the area is over the plan period.

1.39

The draft DAP does not contain or reflect any strategy for Kingston Park District
Centre. As referred to at paragraph 3.3.5 in the draft DAP the boundary of centres
including Kingston Park District Centre has been based on health checks, i.e.
“The boundaries of each centre in the retail hierarchy have been reviewed as part of
the retail health checks. This review includes an analysis of occupiers, evidence on
7
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retail needs and development opportunities. The boundaries of the centres are
defined on the Policies Map”
1.40

The health check for Kingston Park District Centre was undertaken in May 2016 and
confines itself to considering only Kingston Court Retail Park and Tesco Extra. There
is no assessment therein of how Kingston Park actually functions as a centre in
reality.

1.41

An appropriate assessment would reflect that the existing retail facilities in the form
of Kingston Court Retail Park, Tesco Extra, Belvedere Retail Park, and Kingston
Retail Park collectively provide a critical mass of highly accessible retail and service
uses that help to meet the needs of the catchment area population, generate linked
trips, and together function as a vital and viable District Centre which performs a
complementary function to the higher order Regional Centre at Newcastle City
Centre.

1.42

As a result of the narrow scope of the health check assessment of Kingston Park
District Centre the health check confines itself in terms of “Boundary Review” to
recommending removing the care home from the boundary [i.e. the care home
having been included within the informal boundary of the Centre that the LPA has
used to date].

1.43

The result of the inadequate assessment of Kingston Park’s actual role and function
is the boundary of the District Centre is too narrowly defined in the draft DAP. Due to
its proximity to Kingston Court Retail Park and Tesco Extra and the opportunities for
linked trips on foot USS considers that Belvedere Retail Park and Kingston Retail
Park should be included within the District Centre boundary.

1.44

It should be noted that in putting forward the case for inclusion of Belvedere Retail
Park and Kingston Retail Park within the Kingston Park District Centre boundary
USS has taken account that the NPPF (paragraph 23, 6th bullet) states that it is
important to meet the needs for retail and other main town centre uses in full and
that LPAs should therefore undertake an assessment of need to expand town
centres to ensure a sufficient supply of suitable sites.
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1.45

Notwithstanding that the evidence base on retail needs is now significantly out of
date, the justification for including Belvedere Retail Park and Kingston Retail Park
within the boundary is not based on meeting identified “capacity” or qualitative needs
nor would the inclusion of the Retail Parks be an “expansion” of the Centre. As noted
above, the boundary of Kingston Park District Centre has never previously been
formally defined; Belvedere Retail Park and Kingston Retail Park already function as
part of the Centre, and their inclusion would merely reflect reality.

1.46

The existing Kingston Park District Centre, including Belvedere Retail Park and
Kingston Retail Park, coexists successfully with the City Centre as part of the
established hierarchy of centres in the City. Proposals within Kingston Park District
Centre within the boundary proposed by USS (to include Belvedere Retail Park and
Kingston Retail Park) would have to be consistent with the established role and
function as a District Centre and would not raise impact issues for the City Centre.
Conclusions

1.47

The exclusion of Belvedere Retail Park and Kingston Retail Park from the boundary
of Kingston Park District Centre as proposed in the draft DAP is not justified and fails
to reflect that;
•

Belvedere Retail Park and Kingston Retail Park are consistent in character
with the adjoining Kingston Court Retail Park that the LPA has included within
the District Centre boundary in the draft DAP;

•

Together, Belvedere Retail Park and Kingston Retail Park provide a range of
retail and service uses that adds to the choice of facilities at Kingston Park
and adds to the vitality and viability of the District Centre;

•

Belvedere Retail Park and Kingston Retail Park are highly accessible by all
modes of transport and have good pedestrian connectivity to the rest of the
District Centre;

•

Belvedere Retail Park and Kingston Retail Park already function as part of the
District Centre;
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1.48

It is requested that the boundary of Kingston Park District Centre is defined to
include Belvedere Retail Park and Kingston Retail Park.

Burnett Planning
20 November 2017
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1
INTRODUCTION

INTRODUCTION
WSP are commissioned to undertake a Transport and Accessibility Review of Belvedere Retail Park and
Kingston Retail park, alongside Tesco and Kingston Court Retail Park to support a representation to
Newcastle City Council on the Draft Development and Allocations Plan (2017).
Belvedere Retail Park and Kingston Retail Park are located in Kingston Park adjacent to Kingston Court Retail
Park and Tesco (see Appendix A). Given the proximity of the locations and the integration of the
developments it is considered sensible to undertake a Transport and Accessibility Review to support a
representation to Newcastle City Council.
Newcastle City Council Draft Development and Allocations Plan (DAP) do not include Belvedere Retail Park or
Kingston Retail Park in the proposed district centre. The draft DAP Policies Map sets out the district centre,
including Tesco and Kingston Court.
As normal practice, commissioning a Transport and Accessibility review to inform decisions on the boundary
of the district centre has been undertaken
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2
ACCESSIBILITY

ACCESSIBILITY
This section sets out the accessibility of Belvedere and Kingston Retail Park site for those travelling on foot, by
bicycle and on public transport. Household catchments for Lower Super Output Areas are defined.
Pedestrians
The sites benefit from pedestrian footways on Brunton Lane and from pedestrian footways along Kingston
Park Avenue to the rear of the sites. The footways link to a wider network and support sustainable trips from
within Kingston Park and from Kenton to the east of the A1 (via a footbridge over the A1)
Belvedere Retail Park has three points of access for pedestrians along the main site frontage, two off Brunton
Lane and one off Belvedere Parkway. Kingston Retail Park has two points off access for pedestrians along the
main frontage off Brunton Lane thus maximising access for direct and linked trips within Kingston Park.
Belvedere and Kingston Retail Park both benefit from accesses at the rear off Kingston Park Avenue.
A signalised pedestrian crossing links the residential area to the west of Brunton Lane directly to the
Belvedere and Kingston sites. A signalised pedestrian crossing and pedestrian island are available on
Brunton Lane between the Kingston Park Metro Station and Brunton Lane/ Kingston Park Avenue/ Belvedere
Parkway roundabout, assisting those travelling from the north of Kingston Park and crossing the main road.
Pedestrian islands and dropped kerbs aid those wishing to cross the Kingston Park Avenue or Belvedere
Parkway arms of the roundabout adjacent to Belvedere Retail Park. Pedestrian islands and dropped kerbs aid
those wishing to cross Beaminster Way western and eastern arms of the roundabout adjacent to Kingston
Retail Park.
800m walking is an industry accepted reasonable walking distance to access public transport/ services and is
used as a criteria in assessing land allocations and planning applications.
Appendix B sets out an 800m walking isochrome from the sites, highlighting a significant catchment area
within Kington Park and Kenton.
Cyclists
Belvedere Retail Park and Kingston Retail Park provide cycle parking to support those travelling by bicycle.
Cyclists can access the site from Brunton Lane/ Belvedere Parkway and from Kingston Park Avenue to the
rear.
3 miles is an industry accepted reasonable cycling distance to access employment/ services and is used as a
criteria in assessing land allocations and planning applications.
Appendix B sets out a 3 mile cycling isochrone from the sites and local and national Sustrans cycle route. A 3
mile radius covers a significant catchment covering the north west of Newcastle upon Tyne.
Bus Stops Services and Routes
Belvedere Retail Park and Kingston Retail Park are located close to bus stops which benefit from a range of
services. Bus Stops are located to the north of Belvedere Retail Park on Brunton Lane and directly outside
Kingston Retail Park Retail on Brunton Lane. The location of nearby bus stops and are shown on Appendix C
Bus Services and routes to Kingston Park are set out as follows in Table 1 below:
Bus
Number

Operator

Key Locations Served

Frequency

Frequency

Mon-Sat

Sunday

Bus Services serving Kingston Park Tesco Extra
M71

Arriva

Tesco Extra – Kenton Bank Foot – Newbiggin
Hall – Westerhope – Newbiggin Hall – Kenton
Bank Foot –Tesco Extra

30 minutes

No Service

06:56-17:52
(Mon-Fri)
08:26-17:52
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(Sat)
T1

Gateshead
Central
Taxis

Tesco Extra – Kenton Bar – North Kenton –
Fawdon – Kingston Park – Tesco Extra

20 minutes

No Service

10:00-14:39
(Mon-Fri)
10:00-16:59
(Saturday)

T2

Gateshead
Central
Taxis

Tesco Extra- Kenton Bank Foot - Newbiggin
Hall - Kenton Bar - Tesco Extra

2 services
11 :00 – 13 :17

No Service

(Mon-Sat)
T3

Gateshead
Central
Taxis

Tesco Extra - Dinnington - Wideopen Brunswick Park - Regent Centre - Tesco
Extra

2 services

No Service

11:20 – 13:55
(Mon-Sat)

Bus Services serving Brunton Lane
6

Stagecoach

Forest Hall – Four Lane Ends- High Heaton –
South Gosforth – Gosforth – Coxlodge –
Kingston Park – Kenton Bar – Newbiggin Hall
– Westerhope – West Denton – Lemington –
Metrocentre Interchange

Hourly

Hourly

07:09-17:49
(Mon-Fri)

10 :16-16 :16

10:19-17:49
(Sat)

42A

496

Go North
East

Go North
East

North Shields – North Tyneside Hospital –
Cobalt Business Park – Silverlink – Tyne Met
College – Wallsend – Tyneview Park – Forest
Hall – Killingworth – Burradon – Annitsford –
Dudley – Seaton Burn – Wideopen –
Hazlerigg – Dinnington – Newcastle Airport –
Woolsington – Kenton Bank Foot – Kingston
Park
Brunswick Village – Wideopen – Hazlerigg –
Kingston Park – Brunton Lane – Regent
Centre – Gosforth – South Gosforth – HMRC
– Four Lane Ends – Tyneview Park

Hourly

Hourly

06:58-23:11)
(Mon-Fri)

10 :23-23 :11

09:25-23:11
(Sat)
1 Service
07:03
(Mon-Fri)

No Service

No Service
Saturdays
S131

S134

X47

JH
Coaches

St Cuthberts RC Upper School – Two Ball
Lonnen – Fenham – Slatyford- Westerhope –
Newbiggin Hall – Kenton Bar – Kingston Park
– Kingston Park – Brunswick Village –
Wideopen – Hazlerigg

School Service

Stanley
Travel

Sacred Heart RC Comprehensive SchoolFenham – Slatyford – Westerhope –
Newbiggin Hall -Kenton Bank Foot – Kingston
Park

School Service

Eldon Square – Cowgate - Ponteland Road –
Kenton Bar – Kingston Park

15 minutes

Stagecoach

November 2017
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No Service

7:51-15:18
(Mon-Fri)

No Service

07:45-16:15
(Mon-Fri)

20 minutes
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06:11-23:25
(Mon-Fri)

08 :00-23 :25

07:39-23:25
(Sat)
X78/X79

Stagecoach

Eldon Square – Cowgate – Kenton Bar –
Kingston Park – Bank Foot – Airport –
Ponteland – Darras Hall

Stops at
Kingston Park
2x Daily

No Service

15:49-16:58
Table 1: Bus Services and routes to Kingston Park
Metro Services - Kingston Park Station
Kingston Park Metro Station is located to the north of the sites on Brunton Lane. Belvedere Retail park
approximately 309metres away and Kingston Retail Park is approximately 450metres away respectively.
The location of the Metro Station in relation to the Belvedere and Kingston Site is shown on Appendix C.
Metro Service and key routes is set in Table 2 below

Service

Key Route

Frequency to South Hylton

Frequency to Airport

Monday to Friday
Green Line

Airport - Kingston Park –
Newcastle – Gateshead –
Sunderland – South
Hylton

11, 23, 35, 47 & 59 minutes
past each hour

10, 22, 34, 46 & 58 minutes
past each hour

First Metro: 05:44

First Metro:

Last Metro 00:08

05:24
Last Metro
23:48
Saturday

11, 23, 35, 47 & 59 minutes
past each hour

10, 22, 34, 46 & 58 minutes
past each hour

First Metro:

First Metro:

05:46

05:27

Last Metro:

Last Metro:

00:08

23:48
Sunday

01, 16, 31 & 46 minutes past
each hour

03, 18, 33 & 48 minutes past
each hour

First Metro:

First Metro:

06:33

06:13

Last Metro:

Last Metro:

00:08

23:48

Kingston Park
Project No.: project number | Our Ref No.: Belvedere/Kingston
Transport and Accessibility Review of Belvedere Retail Park and Kingston Retail Park

WSP
November 2017
Page 9 of 17

Table 2: Metro Service Kingston Park
Walk Distance from Kingston Park Metro Station
Approximate distances are summarised in the table below, taken from Appendix D. It shows the walk
distances between Kingston Park Metro Station and Belvedere Retail Park, Kingston Retail Park, Kingston
Court and Tesco.

Kingston Park Metro Station
Belvedere

309

Kingston

460

Kingston Court

149

Tesco

317

It can be seen that access to the retail floor space at Belvedere Retail Park is closer than Tesco to Kingston
Park metro station.
Catchments
Appendix E shows the number of households/population within an 800metre walking catchment of Belvedere
and Kingston Retail Park. Within the defined area this amounts to approximately 2362 households.
Appendix F shows the number of households/ population within 3 mile cycling catchment of Belvedere Retail
and Kingston Retail Park. Within the defined area this amounts to 44010 households.
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COMPARISON WITH KINGSTON
COURT AND TESCO

COMPARISON WITH KINGSTON COURT AND TESCO
A review of the distances between and including Belvedere Retail Park, Kingston Retail Park, Kingston Court
and Tesco has been undertaken.
Approximate distances are summarised in the table below, taken from Appendix G shows the walk distances
between and including Belvedere Retail Park, Kingston Retail Park, Kingston Court and Tesco

Belvedere

Kingston

Kingston Court

Tesco

0

262

198

416

Kingston

262

0

341

573

Kingston Court

198

341

0

340

Tesco

416

573

340

0

Belvedere

Belvedere Retail Park is a similar distance away from Kingston Park Metro and the main bus stops on Brunton
Lane (adjacent to the Kingston Park Metro Station) in comparison to Kingston Court and Tesco.
Taking into account the negligible difference in distances between the accessibility of the four sites; there is no
significant change to the catchment and outputs in terms of the number of households within the defined 800m
walking / 3miles cycling area.
Overall benefits of Belvedere Retail Park and Kingston Retail Park presented in this review can be
summarised as follows:
 Four routes into the Belvedere site for pedestrians (Brunton Lane to the north of the site, Brunton Lane to
the south of the site, Belvedere Parkway roundabout and Kingston Park Avenue to the rear).
 Three routes into the Kingston Retail Park for pedestrians (Brunton lane to the north of the site and south of
the site and Kingston Park Avenue to the rear)
 Located between bus stops on Brunton Road -stops at Kingston Court/ Tesco and stops adjacent to
Kingston Retail Park).
 Distance between Kingston Court and Tesco provides an opportunity for linked trips by non-car modes.
 Walk distance to Kingston Park Metro Station (is closer than Tesco).
 Wide catchments with connected walking and cycling routes.
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4
CONCLUSION

CONCLUSION
WSP have reviewed the Transport and Accessibility of Belvedere Retail Park and Kingston Retail Park
alongside Tesco and Kingston Court Retail Park to assess the merits of including Belvedere Retail Park and
Kingston Retail Park within the boundary of Kingston Park District Centre to be defined in the Development
and Allocations Plan 2017.
The review identifies that Belvedere Retail Park and Kingston Retail Park are sustainable in terms of
accessibility by alternative modes to the private car.
Belvedere Retail Park and Kingston Retail Park are located within a reasonable walking distance of the
nearest bus stops providing local shopper services and further afield services to commutable destinations
such Metro centre, Silverlink and Cobalt.
Kingston Park Metro Station is located with a reasonable walking distance of the Belvedere Retail Park and
Kingston Retail Park providing services to Newcastle Airport, Newcastle City Centre and Sunderland City
Centre.
Having undertaken a Transport and Accessibility Review of Belvedere Retail Park and Kingston Retail Park,
alongside Tesco and Kingston Retail Park it is clear that Belvedere Retail Park and Kingston Retail Park are
well located for reasonable walking and cycling trips to be made and the two Retail Parks serve substantially
the same catchments as Tesco and Kingston Court. There is also good pedestrian linkage between Belvedere
Retail Park and Kingston Retail Park and Tesco and Kingston Court Retail Park which provides the
opportunity for linked trips to be made on foot between these co-located sites within Kingston Park.
The Transport and Accessibility review supports the conclusion that Belvedere Retail Park and Kingston Retail
Park should be included within the boundary of Kingston Park District Centre.
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Amber Court
William Armstrong Drive
Newcastle upon Tyne
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Please find attached your copy of DAP Online Form (Ref - )

Ref 2 - Amanda Dyer

TIME Fri Nov 16 2018
Title:

Forename: Amanda

Surname: Dyer

Organisation:

Address:

Postcode: NE15 9PQ

Email:

Is an agent completing this form on your behalf?: No

sub form:
2. Do you
5. Please give details
support
of why you consider
this policy
the policy /
It is
Policies
/
paragraph / section /
Policy Paragraph Section Figure Table
because
Map paragraph
table or figure is
it is not:
/ section /
unsound. (Please be
figure or
as precise as
table?
possible)

2. Do you
5. Please give details
support
of why you consider
this policy
the policy /
It is
Policies
/
paragraph / section /
Policy Paragraph Section Figure Table
because
Map paragraph
table or figure is
it is not:
/ section /
unsound. (Please be
figure or
as precise as
table?
possible)

Policy
DM5 Housing
Sites

4.1.5

No

Playing field is
regularly used. If it is
built on there is no
alternative for children
Justified to play. Keep green
areas, build on brown
field sites. Site can
also be prone to
flooding.

7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate if you would like to
attend and participate at the Public Examination?: No

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of the progress of the DAP. :Yes, I
would like to be informed

Ref 3 - Banks Mining / George
Oldroyd
Policy DM34 - Area of Search
Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM34 - Area of Search
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table?

yes

Comment:
Why you support the Policy:
Banks Mining strongly support and welcome the inclusion of Land at Dewley Hill, Ponteland Road, north of Throckley as an area of search for mineral extraction. The draft
Development and Allocations Plan is correct to state that Dewley Hill covers an area of approximately 110 hectares (although the area is in fact 112 hectares). It must be
noted that the evidence base for Policy DM34 â€“ Minerals Area of Search identifies the site as 50 hectares. This figure is inaccurate and should be amended to be
consistent with the 2015-2030 Pre-Submission Plan document.
name:

Date Received:

George Oldroyd, Banks Mining

15/11/2018

Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM34 - Area of Search
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table?

yes

Comment:
Why you support the Policy:
The allocation of Dewley Hill as an area of search for mineral extraction will be hugely beneficial to the brick making industry and subsequently, the housebuilding industry.
There is an extensive resource of fireclay on the site, which Banks Mining estimate to be around 400,000 tonnes which can be supplied to a local brickworks.
The National Association of Estate Agents stated in 2016 that a shortage of brick supply has been a contributing factor in rising house prices over the past decade, as
growing demand for bricks is slowing down the supply of housing. Brick production in the UK currently runs at about 1.8 billion bricks per annum, and has been at around
this level, or slightly below, for the last few years. For this reason, the level of annual housebuilding averages at around 150,000 new homes, which is far short of the
300,000 that was stated by Philip Hammond in the Autumn 2017 Budget. Given that the average house contains approximately 10,000 bricks, this suggests that brick
production needs to increase by a further 1.4 billion bricks per annum (NAEA, 2016). To put this in the context of clay, at approximately 3 tonnes per thousand bricks, each
articulated lorry load of material that leaves site represents one house-worth.
Therefore, the allocation of Dewley Hill as an area of search for mineral extraction should be welcomed by all parties that are involved in ensuring housing need is met in an
attempt to fix the UK housing market.
name:

George Oldroyd, Banks Mining

Date Received:

15/11/2018
Page | 1

Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM34 - Area of Search
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table?

yes

Comment:
Why you support the Policy:
Dewley Hill Area of Search contains approximately 800,000 tonnes of coal, a mineral resource that is recognised as being of national and local importance in the NPPF
(2018). Mineral developments are unlike any other developments as you are restricted to the location of the resource. Therefore, given the amount of coal estimated
to be at Dewley Hill, in a city that has limited reserves, it is an obvious allocation for mineral extraction.
It is anticipated that the chemical make-up of the coal is of such a high quality that it will be used for non-electricity generating purposes and will therefore be
supplied to the steel industry and cement works; two industries that are critical to development and innovation. The mean average of coal used in the UK for
industrial purposes is around 9 million tonnes per annum. While this is a considerable figure; the finite nature of coal means that the extraction of the mineral at
Dewley Hill will be of vital importance in supporting these industries, both on a national and a local scale, providing the economic sustainability that is advocated
throughout the NPPF.
It can be concluded that there is a demonstrably strong market for coal, and that wherever possible, the source of the mineral should be indigenous to help provide
economic sustainability across local communities and across the country. The strength of the market for coal means that if the end user cannot source the mineral
from the UK, then they will simply use coal that is imported; and this is neither economically nor environmentally sustainable.
name:

George Oldroyd, Banks Mining

Date Received:

15/11/2018
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Ref 4 - Banks Property

Pre-Submission
Development and Allocations Plan
Consultation Response Form
Consultation runs from 5 October to 16 November 2018
This form is for making comments on the Pre-Submission Development and
Allocations Plan (the Plan) published by Newcastle City Council.
Please refer to the guidance note published separately before completing this.
Comments must be received by 5pm on 16 November 2018.
Parts 1 and 2 of this form must be completed. Comments received after this date
may not be considered.
For every policy, paragraph, section, figure or table that you wish to make
comments on, a separate response form must be completed.

Completed response forms can be returned either by;
Email: planningpolicy@newcastle.gov.uk
Post: Newcastle City Council, Planning Policy, 9th Floor, Newcastle Civic Centre,
Barras Bridge, Newcastle upon Tyne, NE1 8QH.
To: Planning Officers at one of the drop-in events, details of which can be found on
our website at: www.newcastle.gov.uk/localplan2

1

PART 1

PERSONAL DETAILS

This part of the form must be completed. We cannot register your response
form without your personal details
Personal details
Title:

Agents details (if applicable)
Title:

Forename:

Forename: Jill

Surname:

Lomax

Organisation: Banks Property Ltd

Organisation: Banks Property Ltd

Address: Inkerman House
St John's Road
Meadowfield
Durham

Address: Inkerman House
St Johns Road
Meadowfield
Durham

Post Code: DH7 8XL

Post Code: DH7 8XL

Email:

Email:

Telephone No:

Telephone No:

Date:

Date: 15/11/18

2

PART 2

COMMENT

Please use a separate response form for each comment.

1. To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or table
that you are commenting on:
Policy
Paragraph
Section

5 - Transport and Accessibility

Figure
Table
Policies Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
Yes (continue to question 3)
No (continue to question 4)
x

Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)

3

3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

Compliant with law

Consistent with national policy

Positively prepared

Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements

4

5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
The DAP contains a number of policies relating to Transport and Accessibility. It
does not however identify or protect future highway schemes. UDP Policies (for
example T7.1-T7.5) set out details of specific highway schemes, many of which are
yet to be implemented, and have been relevant to the determination of recent
planning applications. The DAP is intended to replace the UDP but does not retain
this detail or provide for any new schemes or reservations of land.
Proposed Policy DM13 is flexibly worded and could allow schemes to proceed and
contributions to be secured. To ensure the DAP is effective in delivering
infrastructure, particularly schemes relating to development or cumulative
development, policy should be clearer to maximise the ability of schemes to be
brought forward. In some instances where a transport improvement line cannot yet
be defined a criteria based policy could be developed to allow developers to
demonstrate that they are not compromising future schemes.

5

7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate
if you would like to attend and participate at the Public
Examination?
Yes (Continue to question 8)

x No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of the
progress of the DAP.
x

Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed

6

Data Protection Notice: General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) 2018
Comments cannot be treated as confidential. All responses received will be held by the council
in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation 2018. Your name, organisation (if
applicable) and comment may be made available to the public.
Your personal data, i.e. postal address, email and telephone numbers will not be publicly
available. We will use your contact details to notify you of the Plan as requested in question 9.
However, your contact details will be shared with the Planning Inspector for the purposes of the
Public Examination.
Please note that all comments will be held by the Council on the policy database for the
duration of the Local Plan (2030). By submitting a representation on the Plan you confirm that
you agree to this and accept responsibility for your comments.
Please read our Privacy Notice which sets out how we use information in the course of our
work as a Local Planning Authority https://www.newcastle.gov.uk/planning_privacy_notice.pdf

7

All Comments on DAP.
Policy DM6 - Accessible and Adaptable Housing

Ref 5 - Barratt David Wilson
Homes North East / Amy Ward

04 December 2018

Page 1 of 14

Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM6 - Accessible and Adaptable Housing
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table?

no

4. Why do you consider the policy / paragraph / section / figure or table is unsound? because it is not: [Justified, Compliant with law, Consistent with national policy, Positively
prepared, Effective]
Comment:
Why you consider the Policy unsound:
Viability and Deliverability Report (Local Plans) September 2018
BDW have reviewed the Viability and Deliverability Report, which sits behind the Development and Allocations Plan.
6.8 Scheme typologies - dwelling size/mix and density
The average house sizes being used in the viability modelling are much smaller than BDW's standard housetypes for each size. On average they are approximately 15%
smaller than BDW's average house types (GIA). BDW would encourage the Council to review this allowance.
The Council does not state whether this is Gross Internal Area (GIA) measurements. For the purposes of a viability assessment BDW would support the use of GIA
measurements. We would refer the Council to the definition contained within the RICS 'Code of Measuring Practice: A Guide for Property Professionals (6th Edition). For
the avoidance of doubt this includes garages to which a differential build cost must not be applied. BDW would encourage the Council to use GIA for house sizes.
The adopted dwelling mix is summarised in Table 6.2. BDW is supportive of the principle of providing a broad mix of housing; however the Council should not dictate the
housing mix across the City. The DAP, along with the CSUCP, should achieve this housing mix through identifying the level of provision and the broad distribution of new
housing.
Although the SHMA can consider the broad issues of housing mix, the DAP should not seek to control the housing mix across the District. It is both unnecessary and
inflexible to seek to control the housing mix, since it would mean the housing market would be unable to adjust to market movements.
BDW are supportive of providing a range and choice of homes to meet the needs of the local area. Sites proposed for development by BDW always provide a range of
house types and sizes based on local market need. This ensures sites deliver an appropriate mix of houses for people who want to live in an area and help create an
interesting and varied streetscene.
BDW recommend that a flexible approach is taken regarding housing mix, which recognises that need and demand will vary from area to area and site to site, ensure that
the scheme is viable, and provides an appropriate mix for the location. BDW would urge the Council to ensure greater flexibility within the housing mix policy to meet local,
site specific need and ensure a scheme is viable.
6.9 Average Sales Values - Market Value Dwellings
The Council does not state whether these are based on GIA sqm. BDW would urge the Council to base the average sales values on GIA sqm, which includes both internal
and detached garages.
6.11 Plot Construction Costs
The proposed approach is to adopt the lower quartile for the lower value locations and the median rate for the higher value locations. We note the Council state that the
median rate should only typically apply when there is a change of materials i.e. stone construction, tiled roofs, sash windows, enhanced bathroom/kitchen specifications
etc.
BDW would urge the Council to use median BCIS across the whole area and across all sites. It does not cost less to build in lower value areas and is not impacted by
enhanced materials and enhanced specifications.
6.12 Externals, contingency and professional fees
The proposed approach is to adopt a total allowance for externals, contingency and professional fees at 25%. We would ask the Council to break up the percentage total
into individual percentages for externals, contingency and professional fees. We would urge the Council to allow for 5% contingency, 15% externals and 10% professional
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fees. If using low BCIS, externals should be at 40%. If using BCIS median, the lower figure of 15% would be appropriate.
6.13 Abnormals
The Council state that 'there is no correct approach in this regard and a single abnormal costs allowance is just as reasonable as applying a split rate for greenfield and
brownfield sites'. We agree with this approach, especially having a single abnormal costs allowance for greenfield and brownfield sites, as some greenfield sites have poor
ground conditions requiring piled foundations.
The proposed approach is for an allowance of £150,000 per net Ha to be appropriate for the modelling for the majority of the typologies. For city centre locations this is
increased to £300,000 per net Ha.
BDW consider this is way too low. We have produced an analysis of different typologies of sites we have looked at in Newcastle recently. We would suggest a much higher
allowance, an allowance of £400,000 per net Ha for Greenfield sites and £600,000 per net Ha for brownfield sites, as a minimum, simply for viability testing.
Typology of siteAbnormal cost per nett Ha
Brownfield site on city edge£1,023,286
Greenfield site in high market area£419,559
Brownfield site on city edge£378,939
6.14 Marketing and Legal Fees
The proposed approach is for an allowance of 3.5% of revenue for marketing and £600 per house for legal fees.
BDW would suggest 6% for marketing. It is important to recognise that sales and marketing cost includes a range of costs incurred, including:
• Land cost of showhome and sales garage
• Build cost of showhome and sales garage
• Internal fittings and furniture of showhome and sales garage
• Maintenance and cleaning of showhome and sales garage
• Landscaping and gardening of showhome and sales garage
• Internal and external security features for showhome and sales garage
• Temporary signage and advertising displays
• Car parking
• Service provision of showhome and sales garage
• Computer, internet and software provision and virus protection packages
• Telephone bills
• Staff training
• Staff wages
• Staff fuel expenses
• Staff uniforms
• Stationary equipment
• Safety equipment and safety plans for staff
• Administration costs
• Publicity features in the press and on the internet
• Information leaflets and brochures
• Part exchange losses
• Part exchange legal fees
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• Part exchange valuations
• Part exchange improvements
• Part exchange maintenance
• Part exchange services
• Part exchange interest payments
• Stamp duty on part exchange
• Council tax (business rates)
6.15 Finance
The proposed approach is for an allowance of 6.5% debit interest charge, plus 1.5% credit. BDW support this.
6.17 Developer Profit
The proposed approach is for an allowance of 20% on revenue applied to market value dwelling sales. 6% on revenue applied to the affordable housing transfer values.
BDW suggest 20% on revenue applied to all houses. No differentiation is made for affordable housing transfer values.
BDW would note that no allowance appears to have been made for planning obligations, S106 and CIL. This should be included in any land value assessment before the
residential benchmark land value can be calculated and the site deemed viable or unviable.
Planning obligations can be substantial and have a significant impact on land value and viability. Our planning approval for Coach Lane, greenfield, greenbelt site, on 8th July
2016, approved prior to the introduction of CIL, had total S106 costs of £1,625,807, associated with it. These must be added in to the assessment before the residential
benchmark land value is calculated as they will have massive implications.
6.18 Residential Benchmark Land Value ('BLV')
The proposed approach is to estimate recommended BLV assumptions on the basis of different value areas.
BDW would comment that a BLV of £200,000/ha (urban areas) would be too low in low value areas to secure a 'reasonable' landowner. BDW would also comment that the
BLV of £2,100,000/ha (urban areas) would be very high, if taking into account planning obligations and S106 costs.
BDW would also question the disparity between recommended BLV assumptions in urban and non-urban areas. The non-urban BLV assumptions seem way too low to
secure a 'reasonable' landowner.
We have a couple of sites where land values were significantly higher to ensure a 'reasonable' landowner and release of the site for housing development. BDW would be
interested to know what areas are considered urban and which areas are considered non-urban. BDW have bought sites in the past, greenfield and brownfield respectively,
on the city edge in high and mid value locations for close to £1.2 million and £861,000 respectively. These values needed to be much higher than the recommended BLV
assumptions to secure a 'reasonable' landowner and bring the sites forward.
BDW would urge the Council to reconsider the recommended BLV assumptions in low value urban areas and high value urban areas, and consider the disparity between
urban and non urban areas, particularly focusing on the low BLV assumptions being suggested in non-urban areas.
It is important that the Council recognises that each site is different and therefore it is impossible to agree or put forward meaningful valuation brackets without knowing
the individual details of each site. Two sites close by could have totally different development costs and therefore land value could be wildly different.
We would urge the Council to consult with landowners to determinate what value they would sell theirs sites for. This must be understood to ensure land still comes to the
market.
To address soundness matters, the Council should:
6.8 Scheme typologies - dwelling size/mix and density
• Smaller than BDW's standard housetypes - review allowance
• Use GIA
• Should not dictate housing mix
• Greater flexibility within housing mix policy to meet local, site specific need and ensure the scheme is viable
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6.9 Average sales values - market value dwellings
• Base average sales values on GIA
6.11 Plot construction costs
• Use median BCIS across the whole are and across all sites
• Does not cost less to build in lower value areas and not impacted by enhanced materials and enhanced specification
6.12 Externals, contingency and professional fees
• Use 5% contingency, 15% externals and 7% professional fees
6.13 Abnormals
• Suggest a much higher allowance - an allowance of £400,000 per net Ha and £600,000 per net Ha for Brownfield sites, as a minimum, simply for viability testing
6.14 Marketing and legal fees
• Use 6% fir marketing. It is important to recognise that sales and marketing cost includes a range of costs incurred
6.17 Developer profit
• BDW suggest 20% on revenue applied to all houses
6.18 Residential Benchmark Land Value (BLV)
• Reconsider the recommended BLV assumptions in low value urban areas and high value urban areas and consider the disparity between urban and non-urban areas,
particularly focusing on the low BLV assumptions being suggested in non-urban areas
• No allowance appears to have been made for planning obligations, S106 and CIL
8.1 Telecommunications and Digital Infrastructure
The proposed approach is for major development to be required to demonstrate how it supplies digital infrastructure to access electronic communications networks.
Government had made clear its intentions in a number of documents such as set out in Fixing the Foundations, the Housing Standards Review, planning practice guidance
and the Written Ministerial Statement of 2015 that they are looking to reduce red tape associated with planning. The Written Ministerial Statement is clear that local
planning authorities should not set in their emerging Local Plan any additional local technical standards or requirements relating to the construction, internal layout or
performance of any new dwellings, as these issues will be dealt with more appropriately by Building Regulations.
Part R of the Building Regulations clearly sets the appropriate standards for high speed electronic communication networks. It is not considered appropriate for Durham to
seek additional local technical standards over and above this requirement.
The inclusion of digital infrastructure is not within the direct control of BDW, as such this policy could create deliverability issues and impact upon Durham achieving its
housing requirement. Paragraph 43-46 of the NPPF establishes that Council's should seek to support the expansion of electronic communication networks, however it does
not seek to prevent development that does not have access to such networks. BDW are fully aware of the benefits of having their homes connected to super-fast
broadband and what our customers will demand.
The Council should work proactively with telecommunications providers to extend provisions and ensure sites identified and allocated are adequately linked to the
networks. We would urge the Council to delete this policy.
Conclusion
BDW hope the responses above help the Council in preparing a Developments and Allocation Plan which will be found sound.
We are keen to work with the Council and appreciate the Council consulting BDW on the proposed Plan.
name:

Amy Ward, Barratt David Wilson Homes North East
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Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM6 - Accessible and Adaptable Housing
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table?

no

4. Why do you consider the policy / paragraph / section / figure or table is unsound? because it is not: [Justified, Compliant with law, Consistent with national policy, Positively
prepared, Effective]
Comment:
Why you consider the Policy unsound:
The proposed requirement is for houses of 11 houses to provide 25% of all new homes to be built to Accessible and Adaptable Standard'.
BDW are supportive of providing a range of choice of homes to meet the needs of everyone, within a local area. Sites proposed for development by BDW always provide a
range of house types and sizes based on local market need. This ensures sites deliver an appropriate mix of houses for people who want to live in an area and help create
an interesting and varied streetscene.
BDW are generally supportive of providing homes for older and disabled persons. However, if the Council wishes to adopt the higher optional standards or accessible and
adaptable homes the Council should only do so by applying the criteria set out in the PPG.
It is important that if the Council are seeking the higher optional standards that the evidence is forthcoming. PPG (ID 56-07) identifies the type of evidence required to
introduce such a policy, including the likely future need; the size, location, type and quality of dwellings needed; the accessibility and adaptability of the existing stock; how
the needs vary across different housing tenures; and the overall viability.
The Written Ministerial Statement dated 25th March 2015 stated that:
The optional new national technical standards should only be required through any new Local Plan policies if they address a clearly evidenced need, and where their impact
on viability has been considered, in accordance with the NPPG
NPPG states that where a local planning authority adopts a policy to provide enhanced, accessibility or adaptability they should do so only by reference to requirement
M4(2) and/or M4(3) of the optional requirements in the Building Regulations and should not impose any additional information requirements (for instance provision of
furnished layouts) or seek to determine compliance with these requirements, which is the role of the Building Control body. This is to ensure that all parties have the clarity
and certainty of knowing which standards they have to deal with and can factor these into their plans. For developers, this ensures that the design and procurement
complications that previously arose from a series of different standards in different areas are avoided. It was recognised that it was not appropriate to apply Category 2 or 3
standards to all new homes as not all people who buy or move in to new homes need or wish to have such provisions. Category 2 and 3 standards were therefore made
'optional' with the position being that the case for requiring such standards in future new homes should be made through the adoption of local plan policies that have
properly assessed the level of requirement for these standards in the local area, also taking into account other relevant factors-including the impact on project viability.
In the Addressing Housing Needs and Standards document, September 2018, which supports the Pre-submission Development and Allocations Plan. Page 8 states that the
SHMA identifies 10,200 households to contain people aged 65 or over. BDW does not dispute the ageing population identified by the SHMA. However, it is unclear how this
ageing population and potential future need reflects the need for 25% of all new homes on sites of 11 or more houses to be provided at M4(2) standards. The optional
higher M4(2) standard should only be introduced on a 'need to have' rather than a 'nice to have' basis. Although there is evidence of an ageing population having regard to
the PPG this does not amount to the justification required for the Council to include the optional standard as specified in Policy H1.
It is important that the Council recognises the viability implications of requiring 25% of homes to meet these enhanced standards. It is likely that this requirement will make
some sites identified unviable.
BDW note that the Council have sensitivity tested the requirement for 25% of homes to be M4(2) houses in their Deliverability and Viability Report. This should be read in
conjunction with BDW's comments on the assumptions used in calculating BLV and the fact that it does not take account of planning obligations, S106 and CIL.
BDW notes that this sensitivity testing demonstrate that applying M4(2) Type 4 to 25% of houses on schemes of 100 houses makes all sites unviable, with the exception of
high, high mid and mid value areas in non-urban areas, however this is probably because the BLV assumptions are too low, in BDW's experience to secure a willing
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landowner. BDW is very concerned that the Council's own evidence is suggesting that 25% of M4(2) will make most schemes of 100 houses unviable. Does this mean the
Council are only looking for developments of 15-50 houses (excluding low mid and low urban/surburban areas, which are unviable) and only developments of 100 houses in
high, high mid and mid non-urban areas.
BDW would urge the Council to review the requirement for 25% M4(2) houses as it is clear that this target is not viable.
We would urge the Council to viability test a lower percentage, 10% perhaps, to determine what % can be delivered viably. Implementing a policy requirement which will
make schemes unviable is not a sustainable approach for the Council to take. Schemes will no longer come forward in Newcastle, which will mean Newcastle do not meet
their housing target. If developers cannot viably bring sites forward in Newcastle they will start looking in other areas e.g. Northumberland to deliver housing.
If the Council does choose to implement this policy they must consider the need for transitional arrangements. The Council must recognise that some schemes without full
planning permission have already been purchased for agreed land values or have minimum land values attached to them.
Proposed Change:
To address soundness matters, the Council should:
• Review the evidence base to demonstrate the need for M4(2) houses
• Remove the requirement for 25% of all homes to be built to Accessible and Adaptable Standard
• Viability test a lower percentage, 10% perhaps, to demonstrate what % can be delivered viably
• If the Council does choose to implement this policy they must consider the need for transitional arrangements
name:

Amy Ward, Barratt David Wilson Homes North East

Date Received: 12/11/2018
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Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM7 - Space Standards
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table?

no

4. Why do you consider the policy / paragraph / section / figure or table is unsound? because it is not: [Justified, Compliant with law, Consistent with national policy, Positively
prepared, Effective]
Comment:
Why you consider the Policy unsound:
Table 1: Trigger Points and Potential Remedial Actions
The proposed trigger for remedial action DM5 - Housing Sites
• Delivery of housing is significantly and persistently below the target set out in CS10
• Persistently unable to demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing sites
We would suggest that the Council define 'significantly' and 'persistently' with a specific % requirement.
DM6 - Accessible and Adaptable Housing
The proposed trigger for remedial action • Provision of accessible and adaptable housing is significantly below the target set out in DM6
We would suggest that the Council define 'significantly' with a specific % requirement.
To address soundness matters, the Council should:
• Define significantly and persistently with a specific % requirement
name:

Amy Ward, Barratt David Wilson Homes North East
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Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM7 - Space Standards
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table?

no

4. Why do you consider the policy / paragraph / section / figure or table is unsound? because it is not: [Justified, Compliant with law, Consistent with national policy, Positively
prepared, Effective]
Comment:
Why you consider the Policy unsound:
The proposed requirement is for all new homes to meet the relevant minimum internal floorspace for the type of dwellings, complying with the Nationally Described Space
Standards.
In 2013, the Government launched a review of the various housing standards being implemented by local authorities. The Review culminated in:
• The establishment via Building Regulations of mandatory baseline standards that are to be applied on all new developments across the Country; and
• A series of optional standards, including minimum internal space standards for new houses
Clearly, rather than being an additional policy burden, the standards were meant to assist developers and to speed up the delivery of housing. The Government confirmed
that the standards were only intended to be optional. Indeed, if the Government had considered that the NDSS were necessary everywhere they would have incorporated
them into the Building Regulations as a mandatory requirement.
The Ministerial Statement states that '''¦the optional new national technical standards should only be required through any new Local Plan policies if they address a clearly
evidenced need, and where their impact is considered, in accordance with the NPPF and Planning Guidance' (NPPG (para 002 Reference ID: 56-002-20160519 and 020
Reference ID:56-020-20150327).
Planning Policy Guidance is clear that where Council's do propose to introduce NDSS they must '''¦gather evidence to determine whether there is a need for additional
standards in their area, and justify setting appropriate policies in their Local Plans'. 'Where a need for internal space standards is identified, local planning authorities should
take account of the following area:
Need - evidence should be provided on the size and type of dwellings currently being built in the area, to ensure the impacts of adopting space standards can be properly
assessed, for example, to consider any potential impact on meeting demand for starter homes
Viability - the impact of adopting the space standard should be considered as part of a plan's viability assessment with account taken of the impact of potentially larger
dwellings on land supply. Local planning authorities will also need to consider impacts on affordability where a space standard is to be adopted
Timing - there may need to be a reasonable transitional period following adoption of a new policy on space standards to enable developers to fator the cost of space
standards into future land acquisitions' (NPPG (para 002 Reference ID: 56-002-20160519 and 020 Reference ID:56-020-20150327).
We note the Council state a transitional arrangement of 1 year from adoption, however we would urge the Council to conside what happens for sites that do not have full
planning permission but are already bought at an agreed land value or where a minimum purchase price is already agreed. If the Council do not allow for an appropriate
transitional arrangement, there could be serious implications for the delivery of housing on sites where full planning is not in place, but the land has already been bought at
an agreed land value or where a minimum purchase price is already agreed:
• The increase in the size of houses will result in increased build costs which will be passed to the customer
• The increased build cost is likely to result in fewer sales for new housing, as demand is deflected to other areas of the housing market area, or into the second-hand
market
• Affordability will at best remain at current levels, but in all likelihood, would worsen
• The increase in floorspace on housing will result in fewer houses being provided at the reserved matters stage
• The Council's housing land supply would reduce
• There would be fewer houses to share infrastructure and policy burdens and viability would become a key concern

04 December 2018

Page 10 of 14

• Developers will seek to renegotiate S106 agreements
BDW note the Council's recognition that the introduction of NDSS needed to consider the following:
• Potential impact on viability
• Impact of potentially larger houses on land supply
• Issue of affordability
• Size of dwellings is dictated by market demand
• Introduction would narrow the choice to purchasers
However, the Council must have assessed the following before they consider implementing NDSS. Whilst the Council have looked at the housing currently being built and
affordability, this has not been done in any great detail. We would urge the Council to assess the following before considering introducing NDSS:
• What housing is currently being built
• Current sales rates and the need for market intervention
• Existing stock and the second-hand market
• Meeting needs and improving affordability
• Impact on housing demand within the housing market area
• Deliverability rate assumptions
What housing is currently being built - It is important to note that in terms of the housing being built, Building Regulations provides a greater degree of flexibility and allows
BDW to carefully consider the type of housing/size of housing to suit the specific housing market and local area.
In terms of current sales rates and the need for market intervention - BDW carefully considers the housing mix for each site based on the specific housing market in that
area. BDW's best selling homes are those that fall below NDSS, demonstrating that there is a real demand for these homes. Our sales rates are strong, with a significant
demand from first time buyers. This clearly demonstrates that customers are happy with the size of housing on offer. This is further reflected within Customer Satisfaction
surveys, BDW maintaining the maximum five-star customer satisfaction rating for 9 consecutive years, the only housebuilder to receive this accolade for so long
consecutively, awarded by the Home Builders Federation.
We note that the Council have considered that an increased use of 2.5 and 3 storey houses will make the average NDSS figure realistic and deliverable. It should be noted
that 2.5 and 3 storey houses are some of BDW's least popular housetypes, people typically prefer the traditional 2 storey houses. 2.5 and 3 storey houses would also not be
easily considered accessible and adaptable houses.
Meeting needs and improving affordability - the larger size of the houses will have an impact on affordability. We would urge the Council to consider the number of first
time buyers who would be priced out of the market on the introduction of NDSS and how many more households would be pushed into needed affordable housing as a
result of the higher prices.
In terms of affordability BDW note the Council have tested this. However we would note that the Council are suggesting a 2 bedroom house would increase from £122,500
to £130,375, an increase of 6.5%, and a 3 bedroom house from £147,500 to £168,000, an increase of 14%. Whilst the Council considers these not to be significant, these
can be very significant to first time buyers trying to get onto the housing ladder or young families trying to buy a family home. The 10% deposit homebuyers need to find
would increase from £12,250 to £13,037 for a 2 bedroom house and from £14,750 to £16,800 on a 3 bedroom house - significant for someone trying to save for a deposit,
which is already seen as the major hurdle to getting onto the housing ladder. This will also become much more significant with the cap the Government announced on Help
to Buy in the Budget in March 2021. We note that even the Council recognise in para 7.1.20 that the introduction of NDSS may '''¦have a narrowing effect on the purchaser
market, which in turn may have some limited impact on sales rates'. It should also be noted that if housebuilders could sell 2 bed houses for the higher prices proposed by
the Council, the sales values would already be at this level.
Impact on housing demand within the housing market area - BDW note Newcastle will be one of the first Council's to adopt NDSS. This will therefore result in increased
house prices in Newcastle, but not in other locations.Purchasers may therefore choose to live in other locations within the housing market area which could have serious
implications on the ability of Newcastle to meet it's housing target and on it's returns from New Homes Bonus, Council tax etc.
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Deliverability rate assumptions - BDW note that the Council have considered deliverability rate assumptions. However, there seems to be no consideration of the longer
time it will take to build bigger houses and the implication on schemes which might now be unviable or require extensive S106 negotations to be deliverable (e.g. those
sites already purchased or where a minimum land value has already been agreed). It may also affect the deliverability of sites which need infrastructure investment to bring
them forward and where dependent on a certain number of houses to facilitate this. A reduction in the number of houses, may mean the infrastructure provision needed to
bring the site forward, is not deliverable. Hence, affecting the deliverability of the site. The Council must consider the implication of this on the housing target.
If the Council do not allow for an appropriate transitional arrangement, there could be serious implications for the delivery of housing on sites where full planning is not in
place, but the land has already been bought at an agreed land value or where a minimum purchase price is already agreed:
• The increase in the size of houses will result in increased build costs which will be passed to the customer
• The increased build cost is likely to result in fewer sales for new housing, as demand is deflected to other areas of the housing market area, or into the second-hand
market
• Affordability will at best remain at current levels, but in all likelihood, would worsen
• The increase in floorspace on housing will result in fewer houses being provided at the reserved matters stage
• The Council's housing land supply would reduce
• There would be fewer houses to share infrastructure and policy burdens and viability would become a key concern
• Developers will seek to renegotiate S106 agreements
BDW note that the Council have considered the increase in density brought on by introducing NDSS. BDW do not feel this is a very accurate way to do this - BDW would
expect larger house sizes, with bigger gardens would decrease density. It would be more accurate to determine the impact on the number of houses which could fit on a
site, which would decrease, as the houses are larger. BDW note the Council have assumed average sizes for houses that are higher than best-selling house types when
working out the density implications, therefore the percentage increase in density will likely be higher. It must be noted that the increase in the land take for each house,
will reduce the efficiency with which land can be used to develop housing and result in fewer houses being builr on site. This will obviously have viability implications, whilst
also reducing New Homes Bonus and Council Tax returns, as well as potentially impacting deliverability, by meaning that the proportionate share of infrastructure and the
regulatory burden will be shared by fewer houses.
Para 6.8 of Deliverability and Viability Report sets out the Scheme typologies - dwelling size/mix and density. We would welcome clarification from the Council on whether
the average sizes are Gross Internal Areas. The below demonstrates that to achieve the maximum NDSS requirements will have significant impacts on the size of new
homes. This is likely to be even higher as BDW vary compared to the Council's average size.
House typeCouncil's average size (para 6.8) NDSS requirement (sqm) % change
2 bed70 61-79 87-112
3 bed 84 74-108 88-128
4 bed 121 90-130 74-107
It is noted that the Housing White Paper 'Fixing our Broken Housing Market' (February 2017) outlines the Government's intention to review the NDSS. BDW would urge the
Council to reconsider the introduction of NDSS. If they do decide to introduce NDSS they must review the evidence base to justify it.
'The Government is concerned that a one size fits all approach may not reflect the needs and aspirations of a wider range of households. For example, despite being highly
desirable, many traditional mews houses could not be built under today's standards. We also want to make sure the standards do not rule out new approaches to meeting
demand, building on high quality compact living model of developers such as Pocket Homes'.
To address soundness matters, the Council should:
• Consider transitional arrangements - consider what happens for sites that do not have full planning permission but are already bought at an agreed land value or have a
minimum purchase price already agreed
• Consider key questions before considering implementing NDSS
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• Recognise that BDW carefully consider the housing mix for each site based on specific housing market
• Recognise that BDW's best-selling houses are below NDSS, demonstrating a real demand for these homes
• Consider that first time buyers might become priced out of the market and consider how many more households will be pushed into affordable housing
• Council need to consider the longer time it will take to build bigger houses and the implication on the delivery of schemes which might now be unviable or require
extensive S106 negotiations to be deliverable. It may also affect the deliverability of sites which need infrastructure investment to bring them forward and where
dependent on a certain number of houses to facilitate this. The Council must consider the implication of this on the housing target
• Determine the impact of NDSS on the number of houses which could fit on sites and the implications on viability, to supplement the consideration on the impact on
density/ha
• Clarification on whether the average house sizes in para 6.8 of the Deliverability and Viability Report are GIA
• Reconsider the introduction of NDSS
• If introduce NDSS review the evidence base to justify it

name:

Amy Ward, Barratt David Wilson Homes North East

Date Received: 12/11/2018

Policy DM36 - Telecommunications and Digital Infrastructure
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Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM36 - Telecommunications and Digital Infrastructure
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table?

no

4. Why do you consider the policy / paragraph / section / figure or table is unsound? because it is not: [Justified, Compliant with law, Consistent with national policy, Positively
prepared, Effective]
Comment:
Why you consider the Policy unsound:
The proposed approach is for major development to be required to demonstrate how it supplies digital infrastructure to access electronic communications networks.
Government had made clear its intentions in a number of documents such as set out in Fixing the Foundations, the Housing Standards Review, planning practice guidance
and the Written Ministerial Statement of 2015 that they are looking to reduce red tape associated with planning. The Written Ministerial Statement is clear that local
planning authorities should not set in their emerging Local Plan any additional local technical standards or requirements relating to the construction, internal layout or
performance of any new dwellings, as these issues will be dealt with more appropriately by Building Regulations.
Part R of the Building Regulations clearly sets the appropriate standards for high speed electronic communication networks. It is not considered appropriate for Durham to
seek additional local technical standards over and above this requirement.
The inclusion of digital infrastructure is not within the direct control of BDW, as such this policy could create deliverability issues and impact upon Durham achieving its
housing requirement. Paragraph 43-46 of the NPPF establishes that Council's should seek to support the expansion of electronic communication networks, however it does
not seek to prevent development that does not have access to such networks. BDW are fully aware of the benefits of having their homes connected to super-fast
broadband and what our customers will demand.
The Council should work proactively with telecommunications providers to extend provisions and ensure sites identified and allocated are adequately linked to the
networks. We would urge the Council to delete this policy.
name:

Amy Ward, Barratt David Wilson Homes North East

04 December 2018

Date Received: 12/11/2018
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Newcastle Viability Assessment Additional Comments
Thank you for providing Barratt David Wilson Homes North East (BDW) opportunity to provide clarity
in relation to our concerns in relation to the Viability and Deliverability Report.
BDW provided comments on the Viability and Deliverability Report (Local Plans) September 2018 as
part of their response to the Newcastle Development and Allocations Plan in November 2018.
Furthermore we sent a letter in July 2018, commenting on the incomplete (at the time) Viability
Report. We were very disappointed that despite the concerns raised no-one from Newcastle City
Council engaged with us following either consultation response. We are also aware that following
these two consultations Newcastle City Council have not sought to contact or engage with either the
HBF or any member company, despite the concerns raised. This is very disappointing given not only
the time we gave in providing these responses, but moreover our desire to work with yourselves to
ensure that the Local Plan allocations are deliverable, to ensure Government target’s for housing can
be met, as well as more locally, the targets for Newcastle City Council. We want to see housing
allocations come forward in Newcastle, to ensure the Council can hit their housing requirement,
which will be uncertain if Newcastle do not address the concerns we, other developers and the HBF
are raising.
Both the NPPF and PPG are clear that policy requirements should not undermine the delivery of the
Plan. Paragraph 34 of the NPPF, 2018, now states that ‘Plans should set out the contributions
expected from development. This should include setting out the level and types of affordable
housing provision required, along with other infrastructure (such as that needed for education,
health, transport, flood and water management, green and digital infrastructure). Such policies
should not undermine the deliverability of the Plan’. The NPPF is clear that to be ‘effective’ the Plan
must be deliverable over the Plan period. Furthermore, the change in the definition of deliverable
and developable makes it clear that housing will need to be viable.
PPG provides guidance on how to prepare a Viability Assessment. It highlights that ‘the role for
viability assessment is primarily at the plan making stage’ and that ‘the total cumulative cost of all
relevant policies will not undermine deliverability of the plan’ (ID 10-002). It goes on to state that ‘it
is the responsibility of plan makers in collaboration with the local community, developers and other
stakeholders, to create realistic deliverable policies’ and the ‘drafting of plan policies should be
iterative and informed by engagement with developers’.
It is clear that within the Viability Assessment Assumptions the Council have provided the data used.
However, they have not provided the evidence to support these assumptions or explained how
these assumptions were arrived at. There is clearly a fundamental flaw to the consultation and has
made any response to these assumptions difficult and has limited the ability for further comment
and joint working.
PPG (ID 10-010) is clear that a viability report should be simple and transparent.
These comments should be read alongside BDW’s letter to the incomplete Viability Assessment, July
2018 and our response to the Newcastle Development and Allocations Plan, November 2018.
Sales Values
The report identifies average sales values for 5 average value bandings, High; High-Mid; Mid; LowMid; and Low.

A number for assumptions for this reasoning are not explained. For example, whilst the land registry
sales data is more appropriate than the ‘for sale’ price, it still would not necessarily consider
additional offers or incentives that have been included within the price (i.e. extra internal
features/carpets/part exchange costs/developer deposits) and could lead to the inflation of prices.
It is also noted that whilst the report states that ‘it is accepted that cost does not equal value’ and
that it is ‘not realistic to assume that all of the build cost rises will simply be passed onto purchasers’
it continues to assume that house prices will increase as these costs are passed on by house builders.
It is also not clear whether the sales values that would be associated with the proposed £/sqm
would be realistic. There does not appear to have been any assessment of the realism of sales or
availability of mortgages for the income levels in the City in relation to these prices.
BDW would refer the Council back to work, provided to Newcastle Council, in July 2018, in regard to
revenue. This demonstrates the continuing inaccuracy of the revenue statistics relied upon.
Plot Construction Costs
The Council are proposing to use BCIS for construction costs. Caution must be exercised when
suggesting that the BCIS cost is the equivalent of the plot cost. The BCIS cost is the only the cost of
the house itself and the plot (foundation) and is based upon a flat site with standard foundation, it
does not account for all of the plot works (drives/paths/fencing/walls/gardens and plot
landscaping/connections/detached garages) nor any costs associated with more complex
ground/gradient conditions.
The proposed approach is to adopt the lower quartile for the lower value locations and the median
rate for higher value locations. We urge the Council to use median BCIS across the whole area and
across all sites. It does not cost less to build in lower value areas.
The report also highlights the variations in BCIS over time and the potential for wider factors to
impact on these costs e.g. Brexit. It must be noted that small percent changes in build costs can have
significant impacts on the viability of development. BDW would suggest the Council rely on the
median BCIS across the whole city and all sites, not only for the reasons above but to allow for
variations over time. In order to ensure the Viability Assessment is as comprehensive as possible and
to ensure sites will be deliverable over the Plan period, we would suggest an element of sensitivity
testing, particularly in light of upcoming uncertainties surrounding Brexit.
BDW would urge the Council to use median BCIS across the whole area and across, all sites, whilst
also carrying out sensitivity testing. We would also urge the Council to take a more cautious
approach when suggesting that BCIS is equivalent to plot cost.
Externals
The Council identifies an allowance of 10% for externals. The report does not provide any evidence
in relation to how the percentage cost has been calculated and whether it is reasonable in relation
to the costs associated with the provisions of externals. Externals are generally taken to include
estate roads and footpaths, sewers, drainage connections, utility connections, main connections,
street lighting, signage to adoptable standards, all based upon simple connections to existing
systems and shallow excavations.
The report has also not included any costs comparisons to ensure these costs are realistic and
appropriately related to any in-house requirements for highway or street lighting or external
requirements for infrastructure connections.

We would refer the Council back to the work provided to Newcastle Council in July 2019, in regard to
external sums. The use of 10% is simply not realistic.
We would urge the Council to allow for 15% externals. The report should also include evidence in
relation to how the percentage cost has been calculated and include cost comparisons.
Fees and Contingency
The proposed approach is to adopt a total allowance for externals, contingency and professional
fees at 25%.
We would urge the Council to allow for 5% contingency, 15% externals and 10% professional fees.
Abnormals
The proposed approach is for an allowance of £150,000 per net Ha to be appropriate for modelling
for the majority of the typologies. For city centre locations this is increased to £300,000 per net Ha.
BDW consider this is way too low. We have produced an analysis of different typologies of sites we
have looked at in Newcastle recently. We would suggest a much higher allowance, an allowance of
£400,000 per net Ha for Greenfield sites and £600,000 per net Ha for brownfield sites, as a
minimum, simply for viability testing.
The Council must recognise that the abnormals can include a variety of costs, such as remediation
works, decontamination, demolition, enhanced foundation solutions, flood mitigation works,
‘opening’ infrastructure works etc. Given the huge variety of costs covered under abnormals, caution
should be exercised over the attempt to apply standard rates whilst doing a plan wide typology
viability work.
BDW would refer Newcastle Council back to the evidence, it provided in July 2019. BDW would
propose a much higher allowance, an allowance of £400,000 per net HA for Greenfield sites and
£600,000 per net Ha for brownfield sits, as a minimum, simple for viability testing. The Council must
also recognise the variety of costs covered under abnormals. Caution should also be exercised over
the attempt to apply standard rates whilst doing a plan wide typology viability work. NCC via their
Developer Framework should also have such evidence.
Build/Sales Rates
The Council should provide the information as to how these build periods have been determined.
Build periods must allow for a reasonable lead in period followed by a suitable build rate. Build
periods must be realistic and allow for a reasonable lead in period followed by a suitable build rate.
Residential Benchmark Land Value
BDW would urge the Council to reconsider the recommended BLV assumptions in low value urban
areas and high value urban areas, and consider the disparity between urban and non-urban, and
consider the disparity between urban and non-urban areas, particularly focusing on the low BLV
assumptions being suggested in non-urban areas. It is important that the Council recognises that
each site is different and therefore it is impossible to agree or put forward meaningful valuation
brackets without knowing the individual details of each site. Two sites close by could have totally
different development costs and therefore land value could be wildly different.
We would urge the Council to consult with landowners to determine what value they would sell
their sites for. This must be understood to ensure land still comes to the market.

Summary
This response should be read alongside BDW’s letter to the incomplete Viability Assessment, July
2018 and our response to the Newcastle Development and Allocations Plan.
BDW have serious concerns regarding the viability of the policies proposed (M4(2) houses and space
standards and the impact on the delivery of housing, allocations and meeting housing targets.
Policy DM6 – Accessible and adaptable housing
The proposed requirement is for houses of 11 houses to provide 25% of all new homes to be built
to Accessible and Adaptable Standard.
BDW note that the Council have sensitivity tested the requirement for 25% of homes to be M4(2)
houses in their Deliverability and Viability Report. This should be read in conjunction with BDW’s
comments on the assumptions used in calculating BLV and the fact that it does not take account of
planning obligations, S106 and CIL.
BDW notes that this sensitivity testing demonstrate that applying M4(2) Type 4 to 25% of houses on
schemes of 100 houses makes all sites unviable, with the exception of high, high mid and mid value
areas in non-urban areas, however this is probably because the BLV assumptions are too low, in
BDW’s experience to secure a willing landowner. BDW is very concerned that the Council’s own
evidence is suggesting that 25% of M4(2) will make most schemes of 100 house unviable. Does this
mean the Council are only looking for developments of 15-50 houses (excluding low mid and low
urban/suburban areas, which are unviable)and only developments of 100 houses in high, high mid
and mid non-urban areas.
BDW would urge the Council to review the requirement for 25% M4(2) houses as it is clear that this
target is not viable.
We would urge the Council to viability test a lower percentage, 10% perhaps, to determine what %
can be delivered viably. Implementing a policy requirement which will make schemes unviable is not
a sustainable approach for the Council to take. Schemes will no longer come forward in Newcastle,
which will mean Newcastle do not meet their housing target. If developers cannot viably bring sites
forward in Newcastle they will start looking in other areas e.g. Northumberland to deliver hosing.
To address soundness matters, the Council should:




Review the evidence base to demonstrate the need for M4(2) houses
Remove the requirement for 25% of all homes to be built to Accessible and Adaptable
Standard
Viability test a lower percentage, 10% perhaps, to demonstrate what % can be delivered
viably

Policy DM7 – Space Standards
The proposed requirement is for all new homes to meet the relevant minimum internal floorspace
for the type of dwellings, complying with the Nationally Described Space Standards
Planning Policy Guidance is clear that where Council’s do propose to introduce NDSS they must
‘…gather evidence to determine whether there is a need for additional standards in their area, and
justify setting appropriate policies in their Local Plans’. Where a need for internal space standards is
identified, local planning authorities should take account of the following areas:

Viability – the impact of adopting the space standard should be considered as part of a plan’s
viability assessment with account taken of the impact of potentially larger dwellings on land supply.
Local Planning Authorities will also need to consider impacts on affordability where a space standard
is to be adopted.
The full response can be read in BDW’s response to Newcastle’s Development and Allocations Plan.
In conclusion BDW would urge the Council to engage with either ourselves or the HBF to discuss our
concerns further as these could have serious implications on the delivery of the Plan. We are
disappointed with the level of engagement to date, but are very keen to work with the Council going
forward to ensure Newcastle City Council can deliver their housing allocations and their housing
requirement.

Ref 6 - Bellway Homes

Planning Policy
Newcastle City Council
Newcastle Civic Centre
Barras Bridge
NE1 8HQ

Date: 16 November 2018
Our ref: 60198/NWe/CSm/16775818v1
Your ref:
Dear Sir / Madam

Planning for the Future - Development and Allocations – Representations
On behalf of our client, Bellway Homes, we are pleased to submit representations to Newcastle City Council’s
consultation on Pre-Submission Development and Allocations Plan (DAP).
Our responses are provided below and are structured by Policy. In addition to our comments, where
applicable, we have also detailed the requested changes which are necessary to make the DAP sound.

Policy DM6 – Accessible and Adaptable Housing
Policy DM6 is broadly consistent with the previous draft and states:
The design of new build homes will be required to be flexible and adaptable for the future to meet the needs
of the population. This will be achieved by requiring new housing developments of 11 dwellings or more to
provide 25% of all new homes to be built to Accessible and Adaptable Standard.
In our responses to the previous consultation on the DAP, we requested additional supporting text to clarify
which parts of the Building Regulations are applicable to the requirements of Policy DM6. The supporting
text at paragraph 4.2.3 has been amended to clarify that “currently, the relevant accessible and adaptable
standard is M4(2) [of the Building Regulations]”. The supporting text also includes flexibility to allow for
future changes to the relevant government standards.
Whilst we appreciate this clarity in relation to the Building Regulations, the supporting text does not appear
to have taken account of other comments from our previous responses. National Planning Practice Guidance
(NPPG) gives authorities the option to set optional technical housing standards (Ref ID: 56-002-20160519),
however NPPG also states that authorities should consider the impact of using these standards and, in
particular, the costs relating to optional Building Regulation requirements (Ref ID: 56-003-20150327).
Bellway is concerned about the potential impact upon build cost, affordability, viability and housing delivery
and we are not convinced that the implications have been considered by the Council in detail. The
Addressing Housing Needs and Standards document (Sept 2017) identifies an ageing population within
Newcastle however this is not sufficient evidence to identify a need to impose a requirement for M4(2)
homes. In terms of the evidence which should be provided to demonstrate a need to set higher accessibility
and adaptability standards, NPPG (Ref ID: 56-007-20150327) states that consideration should be given to
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the likely future need; the size, location, type and quality of dwellings; the accessibility and adaptability of
existing stock; how needs vary across different tenures; and overall viability. Therefore, the enhanced
standards should only be used if clear evidence of need is demonstrated and that the proposals are viable.
At paragraph 4.2.1, the DAP explains that Policy DM6 (and DM7) follow on from CSUCP Policy CS11 and the
Addressing Housing Needs and Standards document suggests that Policy DM6 will help to delivery Policy
CS11(2) and (3). Policy CS11 seeks to encourage the provision of accessible homes and the Inspector’s Report
for the CSUCP (at paragraph 62) states that:
“The clause encouraging the provision of Lifetime Homes and Wheelchair-Accessible Homes strikes an
appropriate strategic balance between highlighting this important need whilst not making it a specific
requirement that could compromise viability. A similar argument applies to the clause seeking increased
choice for the elderly: many different types of accommodation are required and it is not feasible to set
specific targets in a strategic policy.”
Viability is a key concern and we strongly recommend that the Council considers viability before applying a
blanket policy to all sites within the Authority Area.
Notwithstanding our view that we do not feel the policy is justified, if the policy does remain, the supporting
text should be amended to include a transition period between the adoption of the DAP and when policy will
be applied. We also request clarity that the policy requirements will not be retrospectively applied to
applications for Reserved Matters where a site benefits from outline planning permission or a minded to
approve permission before the end the end of the transition period. This would be consistent with the
approach to Policy DM7 and the supporting text at paragraph 4.3.2.
Paragraph 4.2.6 refers to off-site contributions being sought to meet citywide targets, where on-site measures
cannot be implemented. This was not the intention of Government in bringing in this ‘optional’ standard and
would likely be applied to sites where development costs will have increased due to technical constraints. If
such a policy is to be introduced then the contributions should be included in the viability appraisal (it is not
clear that they have been) and the policy should clearly set out the intended associated costs.
As currently drafted we consider that Policy DM6 is not justified or effective. To make the DAP sound, we
consider that the Council should fully assess the implications of imposing the optional standards in line with
the NPPG. In the context of the national need to increase the rate of house building, the DAP should not seek
to include policies which are not fully justified which could obstruct housing delivery.

Policy DM7 – Space Standard Policy
Policy DM7 has been revised to state the following:
“The design of all new homes will be required to meet the relevant minimum internal floorspace for the
type of dwellings, complying with the Nationally Described Space Standards.”
The January 2020 reference has been omitted from the previous draft and the supporting text (at paragraph
4.3.2) includes a transition period of one year following the adoption of the DAP before the standards will be
introduced. Paragraph 4.3.2 also confirms that the standards will not be applied to Reserved Matters
applications where a site benefits from outline planning permission or a minded to approve permission
before the end the end of the transition period. This amendment is welcomed however the requirement for
new development to meet nationally described space standards (NDSS), however has not satisfied the tests
for introducing the standards.
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NPPG states that “Where a need for internal space standards is identified, local planning authorities should
provide justification for requiring internal space policies” taking account of need, viability and
consideration of timing (Ref ID: 56-020-20150327).
This assessment does not appear to have been undertaken and we do not consider that the need for Policy
DM7 has been demonstrated. As stated in our previous responses, we set out considerations for each point
below.
Need
1

There is no evidence that the size of the homes being built are considered inappropriate by those
purchasing them. There is also no evidence which indicates that non-NDSS compliant homes are
struggling to sell in comparison to homes that do meet the standards.

2

The SHMA (2017) reports that, in a two year period, 41% of new homes sampled meets the NDSS.
Reporting trends of the size of dwelling does not in itself identify need. Any assessment should instead
consider market indicators such as quality of life impacts or reduced sales in areas where the standards
are not currently being met.

3

There is no overwhelming evidence that houses not complying with the optional standards is negative –
there is generalised reference to national-level studies which seek to correlate internal space with health
issues which is emotive and misleading.

4

There is no evidence that smaller properties that do not meet the standards, in the second hand market,
are being abandoned in favour of alternative. For example, Victorian homes suffer from market failure
but for other reasons – clearly internal space is not one.

Viability
1

There is no evidence that the impact of the NDSS has been considered in relation to:
a

Density – The bigger floorplates will make it more difficult to achieve appropriate densities for the
most sustainable sites with implications for efficiency of development.

b

CIL Payments – Which will increase (disproportionately) for 2 and 3 bedroom houses with no
kickback in revenues.

c

Costs – The standards will increase costs relative to revenues. There is a lack of information in the
evidence on what build cost assumptions have been used.

Timing
1

Seeking to increase the policy burden at this stage in the local plan process allied to the post-plan
introduction of CIL, will have viability implications for the delivery of sites (particularly those associated
with strategic green belt deletions) many of which were secured on terms negotiated prior to the Core
Strategy adoption. This will inevitably lead to delays in sites coming forward whilst contracts are
renegotiated (if that is possible) which will impact on the Council’s delivery trajectory and will require
the allocation of further land to make up the short-fall. Inevitably this may bring forward the need for
strategic review of the Core Strategy and pressure on Green Belt.

Furthermore, an assessment of NDSS should consider the impact across various different housing market
character areas and across different tenures. There is potential for NDSS to have a negative impact on
regeneration initiatives, affordable housing provision and adversely affect demand in lower value market
areas. Given the breadth and variety of market typologies across Newcastle, a detailed assessment of the
impact of this policy needs to be prepared and published. In addition, the impact of NDSS on development
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density should be assessed as projected yields may not take these standards into account, which could lead to
a requirement for additional land being allocated for housing.
With 3 & 4 bed homes accounting for over 75% of Bellway sales in the North East, the increased internal
floorspace requirement will clearly have a negative impact on the deliverability of sites across Newcastle as
the increased floorspace leads to increased build costs.
In our previous responses, we made it clear that the requirements should not be imposed on applications
which already benefit from outline or hybrid planning permission. Notwithstanding our comments above, we
therefore welcome the amendment to paragraph 4.3.2 in the supporting text which confirms that the
standards will not be applied retrospectively to applications for Reserved Matters where a site benefits from
outline planning permission or a minded to approve permission before the end the end of the transition
period.
We do not consider that Policy DM7 is not justified or effective. To make the DAP sound, we consider that
the Council should provide justification for requiring internal space policies in accordance with NPPG. We
are not convinced that there is justification for NDSS and consider that this could potentially obstruct
housing delivery.

Policy DM24 - Environmental and Health Impacts of Development
Policy DM24 relates to assessing the environmental and health impacts of development proposals and states
that:
1. Proposals will be required to demonstrate that there is no unacceptable adverse environmental and
health impacts (including cumulative impacts) from the development. To achieve this development must
assess and mitigate the following environmental and health impacts:
i. air quality and the opportunities to improve air quality;
ii. noise, vibration and overheating arising from the development;
iii. known or suspected land contamination or instability which would place existing or future occupants
and users at risk;
iv. light pollution levels from artificial light on amenity and biodiversity;
v. odours which would have an impact on amenity; and
vi. hazardous installations ensuring they do not place existing or future occupants and users at risk.
2. Development must assess the impact of existing noise generating uses on the proposed development and
implement a mitigation scheme, where appropriate on the proposed use. There should be no unreasonable
restrictions placed on an existing noise generating use arising from a development.
As currently drafted Policy DM24 is overly onerous and implies that all of the assessments referenced are
required for any planning application. Clearly, the validation requirements should be considered on a siteby-site basis.
Taking account of the above, we request the following amendments to ensure the Policy DM24 is justified:
1. Proposals will be required to demonstrate that there is no unacceptable adverse environmental and
health impacts (including cumulative impacts) from the development. To achieve this Where appropriate,
development must assess and mitigate the following environmental and health impacts:
i. air quality and the opportunities to improve air quality;
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ii. noise, vibration and overheating arising from the development;
iii. known or suspected land contamination or instability which would place existing or future occupants
and users at risk;
iv. light pollution levels from artificial light on amenity and biodiversity;
v. odours which would have an impact on amenity; and/or
vi. hazardous installations ensuring they do not place existing or future occupants and users at risk.
2. If applicable, Ddevelopment must assess the impact of existing noise generating uses on the proposed
development and implement a mitigation scheme, where appropriate on the proposed use. There should be
no unreasonable restrictions placed on an existing noise generating use arising from a development.

Policy DM36 - Telecommunications and Digital Infrastructure
Policy DM36 relates to telecommunications and digital infrastructure and states:
1. Development for new or upgraded telecommunications infrastructure will be required to demonstrate
that:
i. the installation(s) will be kept to a minimum, consistent with the efficient operation of the network;
ii. the site is the most sustainable option with all alternatives explored (including opportunities for the
sharing or clustering of facilities and siting masts on existing buildings);
iii. there will be no significant impact on visual and residential amenity, and the character of any building,
structure or wider area; and
iv. there will be no significant and irremediable interference with electrical equipment, air traffic services
or instrumentation in the national interest.
2. Major development will be required to demonstrate how it supplies digital infrastructure to access
electronic communications networks.
We consider that subpoint 2, in particular, could be obstructive to housing delivery. Bellway is committed to
providing new residents with digital infrastructure such as high-speed broadband and fibre however this is
not within Bellway’s direct control. Where service providers are unable to deliver this infrastructure,
development should not be restricted for this reason.
Accordingly, we request the following revision to Policy DM36 (sub point 2) to ensure the policy is effective:
2. Where feasible, Mmajor development will be required to demonstrate how it supplies digital
infrastructure to access electronic communications networks.

Other
In more general terms, the word “must” appears frequently in policies and supporting text which is not
consistent with the adopted CSUCP which uses terminology such as “encourage” and/or “should”. For
instance, “must” is used in Policies DM13 (Road Hierarchy), DM15 (Conversation of Heritage Assets), DM26
(Flood Risk and Water Management) and DM29 (Protecting and Enhancing Biodiversity and Habitats).
It some instances, it may simply not be possible for a proposal to accord with every requirement in the
CSUCP and DAP and, as currently drafted, this would imply that the application would be refused. This is not
consistent with the NPPF (2018) which advocates a balanced approach in decision making.
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To ensure the DAP is sound, and consistent with national planning policy and the CSUCP, we request that
the terminology is amended to ensure the plan is sufficiently flexible.

Summary
We trust that submitted responses are in order and will be duly considered. Whilst this draft appears to have
responded to some of our previous comments, it is clear that further amendments are needed to ensure the
DAP is effective and consistent with national planning policy.
We reserve the right to comment on any further changes and we also wish to register to attend and
participate at the Examination in Public given that the topics and issues and complex and require further
debate.
In the meantime, please do not hesitate to get in contact with me or my colleague Chris Smith if you would
like clarification of any issues raised in this letter.
Yours faithfully

Neil Westwick
Senior Director
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Ref 7 - BizSpace / Andrea
Herrick

Pre-Submission
Development and Allocations Plan
Consultation Response Form
Consultation runs from 5 October to 16 November 2018
This form is for making comments on the Pre-Submission Development and
Allocations Plan (the Plan) published by Newcastle City Council.
Please refer to the guidance note published separately before completing this.
Comments must be received by 5pm on 16 November 2018.
Parts 1 and 2 of this form must be completed. Comments received after this date
may not be considered.
For every policy, paragraph, section, figure or table that you wish to make
comments on, a separate response form must be completed.

Completed response forms can be returned either by;
Email: planningpolicy@newcastle.gov.uk
Post: Newcastle City Council, Planning Policy, 9th Floor, Newcastle Civic Centre,
Barras Bridge, Newcastle upon Tyne, NE1 8QH.
To: Planning Officers at one of the drop-in events, details of which can be found on
our website at: www.newcastle.gov.uk/localplan2

1

PART 1

PERSONAL DETAILS

This part of the form must be completed. We cannot register your response
form without your personal details
Personal details
Title:

Agents details (if applicable)
Title:
MR

Forename:

Forename:

Surname:

Surname:

Organisation:

Organisation:

Address:

Address:

MARCIN
KOSZYCZAREK
RAPLEYS LLP
55 SPRING GARDENS
MANCHESTER

Post Code:

Post Code:

Email:

Email:

Telephone No:

Telephone No:

Date:

Date:

2

M2 2BY

16 NOVEMBER 2018

PART 2

COMMENT

Please use a separate response form for each comment.

1. To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or table
that you are commenting on:
Policy

DM5

Paragraph
Section
Figure
Table
Policies Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
X Yes (continue to question 3)
No (continue to question 4)
Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)

3

3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.
The Policy includes West 15 Business Centre as a housing
allocation.

This is in accordance with Rapleys earlier

representation to the Regulation 18 draft consultation,
and our further representations to this Regulation 19
draft.

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

Compliant with law

Consistent with national policy

Positively prepared

Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements

4

5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.

5

7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate
if you would like to attend and participate at the Public
Examination?
x No (Continue to question 9)

Yes (Continue to question 8)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of the
progress of the DAP.
x

Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed

6

Data Protection Notice: General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) 2018
Comments cannot be treated as confidential. All responses received will be held by the council
in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation 2018. Your name, organisation (if
applicable) and comment may be made available to the public.
Your personal data, i.e. postal address, email and telephone numbers will not be publicly
available. We will use your contact details to notify you of the Plan as requested in question 9.
However, your contact details will be shared with the Planning Inspector for the purposes of the
Public Examination.
Please note that all comments will be held by the Council on the policy database for the
duration of the Local Plan (2030). By submitting a representation on the Plan you confirm that
you agree to this and accept responsibility for your comments.
Please read our Privacy Notice which sets out how we use information in the course of our
work as a Local Planning Authority https://www.newcastle.gov.uk/planning_privacy_notice.pdf
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AKH/MK/17-04486
16 November 2018
Newcastle City Council
Planning Policy
9th Floor
Barras Bridge
Newcastle upon Tyne
NE1 8QH
Dear Sir/Madam,
Re: Representations on the Newcastle City Council’s Pre-Submission (Regulation 19)
Development and Allocations Plan with regards to West 15 Business Centre, Whickham
View, Newcastle, NE15 6UN.
We act on behalf of BizSpace and have been instructed to submit representations in respect of
the emerging Local Plan “Part 2” Newcastle City Council Development and Allocations Plan
(DAP), currently subject to public consultation until Friday 16 November 2018.
This submission follows initial representations submitted by Rapleys on behalf of our client in
November 2017 with respect to the “Regulation 18” public consultation on the DAP.
Specifically, the former representations sought to, inter alia, ensure that West 15 Business
Centre gained a housing allocation within the DAP.
In this respect, we note that the Pre-Submission version of the DAP includes our client’s site at
West 15, Wickham View a proposed housing allocation, subject to Policy DM5 (Housing Sites).
This representation therefore confirms support for the allocation and confirms our client’s ongoing commitment to the site, as the consultation process progresses.
Background and Context – BizSpace
Whilst a background introduction to BizSpace was provided within the original
representations submitted, this is reiterated here for consistency and to provide some context
to this representation.
BizSpace is one of the UK’s leading providers of flexible employment accommodation and
currently manages a portfolio of approximately 100 sites throughout England, Scotland and
Wales comprising a mixture of business centres, industrial estates and business parks.
BizSpace’s business model is based on supporting small and start-up businesses, and
therefore plays an important role in the local and regional economy in terms of not only
providing office, industrial and warehousing facilities on a flexible basis, but also in terms of
job creation, employing approximately 180 in-house staff, based in various locations across
the country.
BizSpace is an experienced asset management company, continually reviewing their sites and
seeking to maximise the value of the portfolio, through ongoing improvement and investment
within existing sites, acquisitions of new opportunities and disposals of those sites which, for
a variety of reasons, are failing to meet the BizSpace model.

1

Policy DM5
Policy DM5 (Housing Sites) of the Pre-Submission DAP allocates the West 15 Business Centre
for residential development. The site is described as ‘Land on Whickham View, Benwell’ and its
reference number is no. 36. This is also how the site is identified on the associated Policies
Map.
The proposed allocation for housing is welcomed, as it is considered that West 15 Business
Centre comprises an urban brownfield site, which embodies a clear redevelopment
opportunity, in land use terms, for residential development, given its proximity to existing and
emerging residential areas and its sustainable location.
In this context, we also welcome the Council’s decision to promote and use urban and
brownfield land, such as this, as efficiently as possible, as this will help to reduce the need to
develop greenfield sites. This approach accords with the principles of making effective use of
land set out in the paragraphs 117, 118 and 119 of the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF).
Furthermore, initial assessments of the site’s capability for residential use have been carried
out, which indicated that the site is suitable to accommodate 82 no. dwellings within a
‘flatted’ residential development. In addition, an initial viability assessment has been carried
out for the scheme, which has indicated that the development is a viable scheme in the short
term, although construction would be unlikely to begin until 2021.
Ultimately, it is considered that the proposed housing allocation will help to deliver the
strategic policies set out in the adopted Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan (CSUCP) in terms
of the housing delivery for the city. In addition, the proposed allocation will support the
provisions of the NPPF with regards to making effective use of land, particularly brownfield
land in sustainable locations.
Accordingly, and for the reasons set out above, we concur with the Council’s allocation of
West 15 Business Centre for housing within the Pre-Submission version of the DAP.
Conclusion
In conclusion, BizSpace welcomes the allocation of West 15 Business Centre for housing
within the emerging Local Plan “Part 2” Development and Allocations Plan. Furthermore, we
also welcome the Council’s acknowledgement of the importance to redevelop previously
developed sites before considering Green Belt and greenfield locations.
As set out above, West 15 Business Centre represents a clear opportunity, in land use terms,
for residential development and a highly sustainable location to meet some of the housing
requirements for Newcastle. Indicative assessments have established that the site is capable
of accommodating approximately up to 82 dwellings and therefore the proposed housing
should be carried forward in the final stage of the DAP preparation.
On the basis of the above, we respectfully request that this representation will be fully taken
into consideration in the emerging Development and Allocations Plan (DAP).
In the interim, should you require any further information, please contact either Andrea
Herrick on 07786171268 and andrea.herrick@rapleys.com or Marcin Koszyczarek on
07467955293 and marcin.k@rapleys.com.
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Yours faithfully,

Rapleys LLP

Rapleys LLP (Nov 16, 2018)

Rapleys LLP
0370 777 6292
Info@rapleys.com

3

Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM5 - Housing Sites 5832, Housing site 25, Land to south of Hallow Drive

Ref 8 - Councillor Fairlie

2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table? no
4. Why do you consider the policy / paragraph / section / figure or table is unsound? because it is not: Justified
Comment:
Why you consider the Policy unsound:
This site is currently open space used for leisure purposes. It forms a play area mainly used by local children and is equipped with a goal post for informal football training.
Its loss to housing would remove a much used local amenity and be in contravention of the council's policies to promote a healthy city as part of their public health
responsibilities. It contradicts policy DM30 on provision of open spaces unless suitable alternative provision can be made which would be hard to achieve as it is the only
safe play space in the surrounding area with no other similar grassed areas nearby.
The local demand for specialist and social housing could be better met by development of other, brownfield sites in Newburn and Throckley (sites 24 and 26).
name:

Dr Stephen Fairlie, NCC, member for Callerton and Throckley Ward

Date Received:

16/11/2018

Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM10 - Pedestrian and Cycle Movement
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table?

yes

Comment:
Why you support the Policy:
I support this policy and hope it will be applied rigorously to new developments, especially those in the Outer West of the city. It is essential that the large housing sites in
"The Callertons" are integrated with existing settlements and that as full a range of local services as possible can be accessed without having to rely on private cars. To
date, the provision of new cycle infrastructure West of the A1 has been conspicuous by its absence and is woefully inadequate in comparison to the standards enjoyed
elsewhere in the city. The plan for city wide strategic cycle routes has failed to materialize outside the built up urban areas. I hope that these new developments will act
as a stimulus to correct this situation.
name:

Dr Stephen Fairlie, NCC, member for Callerton and Throckley Ward

Date Received:

16/11/2018

Page | 1

Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM11 - Public Transport
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table?

Yes, with minor changes

Comment:
Changes you consider necessary:
I welcome the recognition of the need to improve public transport provision, especially to the large developments in the North and Outer West of the city. I support the
increase in provision for park and ride facilities at Callerton Parkway Station but am disappointed that a similar enhancement is not planed at Bank Foot Station too. I am
also concerned that the failure to reserve corridors of land through the new Callerton developments, especially Upper Callerton, will make it impossible to extend the
Metro or provide other transport infrastructure into these areas should it become necessary in the future. This is in contravention of the policy of sustainable
development where decisions we take now should not be to the detriment of future generations.
name:

Dr Stephen Fairlie, NCC, member for Callerton and Throckley Ward

Date Received:

16/11/2018

Page | 2

Policy DM17 - Preservation of Archaeological Remains and Archaeological Work
Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM17 - Preservation of Archaeological Remains and Archaeological Work
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table?

yes

Comment:
Why you support the Policy:
Newcastle has a rich legacy of heritage assets and I am fully supportive of any initiatives that can benefit the city through their wider recognition.

name:

Dr Stephen Fairlie, NCC, member for Callerton and Throckley Ward

Date Received:

16/11/2018

Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM19 - Battlefield of Newburn Ford 1640
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table?

yes

Comment:
Why you support the Policy:
I am pleased to see special recognition of this historical heritage asset. I hope that further benefit to the city can be gained by increasing the public profile of the site and
the part it played in shaping our national identity.
name:

Dr Stephen Fairlie, NCC, member for Callerton and Throckley Ward

Date Received:

16/11/2018

Page | 3

Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM5 - Housing Sites Housing Sites 4 Housing Sites 4.1.3
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table? no

Ref 9 - Councillor
Williams

4. Why do you consider the policy / paragraph / section / figure or table is unsound? because it is not: Effective
Comment:
Why you consider the Policy unsound:
It is unlikely that this site can be delivered given the constraints. Two water mains cross the site and there are questions regarding the capacity and viability of the site for
housing development.
name:

Ms Marion Williams, Newcastle City Council - Councillor

Date Received:

13/11/2018

Page | 1

2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table? no

Ref 10 - Councillor Wright

4. Why do you consider the policy / paragraph / section / figure or table is unsound? because it is not: [Justified, Positively prepared, Effective, Compliant with duty to
cooperate]
Comment:
Why you consider the Policy unsound:
You are removing a children's play area which has been used by generations of children for over 60 years. This summer holidays I noted that children were out on the field
daily. If you removed this site you would endanger lives as children would have to cross a very busy street where as well as cars over 8 buses an hour travel along this street
and to get to the route of another kick about area and would have to negotiate a further three roads. The area where they would cross recently had a speed survey which
showed traffic is faster here than anywhere else on the road. Newcastle boasts it is a safe healthy place for our children to play let Throckley children who live next to this
piece of land continue to have their piece of healthy outdoor play.
name:

Coun Linda Wright, Callerton & Throckley Councillor

Date Received:

09/11/2018

Page | 1

Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM5 - Housing Sites

4.1.11

2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table? no
4. Why do you consider the policy / paragraph / section / figure or table is unsound? because it is not: [Justified, Effective]
Comment:
Why you consider the Policy unsound:

Ref 11 - CPRE
Northumberland

The allocation of two sites (40, 41) with protected open space designation for provision of specialist or affordable housing need is not adequately justified, despite the
supporting text in para 4.1.11. CPRE has not seen evidence as to why these two sites, in particular, are required for such housing - nor why a mere 30% specialist and/or
affordable housing justifies loss of protected open space.
We are also concerned that formal allocation of these sites in Policy DM5 effectively pre-empts the open space assessment referred to in para 4.1.11. As indicated ''œloss
of existing open space are not usually permitted unless deemed surplus to requirements or the loss resulting from the development is replaced by equivalent or better
provision in a suitable location''•. Allocation of these sites in Policy DM5 effectively predetermines the first part of the assessment that the compensating re-provision will
be appropriate. Unless the Public Examination incorporates the actual open space assessments for both sites, the policy pre-empts the planning process.
Change needed - sites 40 and 41 should not be specified in DM5 unless the Public Examination incorporates the actual open space assessments for both sites. Para 4.1.11
should be revised accordingly.
name:

Colin Adsley, CPRE Northumberland

Date Received:

14/11/2018
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Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM5 - Housing Sites Sites
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table?

Yes, with minor changes

Comment:
Changes you consider necessary:
The allocation of two sites (40, 41) with protected open space designation for provision of specialist or affordable housing need is not adequately justified, despite the
supporting text in para 4.1.11. CPRE has not seen evidence as to why these two sites in particular, are required for such housing â€“ nor why a mere 30% specialist
and/or affordable housing justifies loss of protected open space.
We are also concerned that formal allocation of these sites in Policy DM5 effectively pre-empts the open space assessment referred to in para 4.1.11. As indicated
â€œloss of existing open space are not usually permitted unless deemed surplus to requirements or the loss resulting from the development is replaced by equivalent
or better provision in a suitable locationâ€. Allocation of these sites in Policy DM5 effectively predetermines the first part of the assessment that the compensating
re-provision will be appropriate. Unless the Public Examination incorporates the actual open space assessments for both sites, the policy pre-empts the planning
process.
Change needed â€“ sites 40 and 41 should not be specified in DM5 unless the Public Examination incorporates the actual open space assessments for both sites. Para
4.1.11 should be revised accordingly.
name:

Colin Adsley, CPRE Northumberland

Date Received:

14/11/2018

Page | 2

Policy DM14 - Mitigation and Highway Management
Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM14 - Mitigation and Highway Management
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table? no
4. Why do you consider the policy / paragraph / section / figure or table is unsound? because it is not: Positively prepared
Comment:
Why you consider the Policy unsound:
None of Policy DM13 or the policy map or Fig 8 in Appendix 2 make any reference to the ''œpreferred freight routes''• in and around the city as prepared by the Tyne &
Wear Freight Partnership.
Change needed:
The policy and/or policy map and/or Fig 8 in Appendix 2 should include reference to the ''œpreferred freight routes''• in and around the city as prepared by the Tyne&
Wear Freight Partnership.
name:

Colin Adsley, CPRE Northumberland

Date Received:

14/11/2018

Page | 3

Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM15 - Conservation of Heritage Assets

Clause 3

2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table? no
4. Why do you consider the policy / paragraph / section / figure or table is unsound? because it is not: Effective
Comment:
Why you consider the Policy unsound:
Clause 3 of the policy requires that just one of two criteria (i) and (ii) needs to be met for the unlisted heritage asset to be demolished. This in the view of CPRE
Northumberland does not give effective protection - both criteria (i) and (ii) should be met before demolition is allowed.
Change to:
3. The demolition of an unlisted building in a conservation area will only be allowed if:
(i) the building is of limited merit and makes little or no contribution to the character or appearance of the conservation area; and
(ii) any replacement development or new use would contribute to the conservation or enhancement of the character or appearance of the conservation area; and a
contract for the approved replacement development has been let.
name:

Colin Adsley, CPRE Northumberland

Date Received:

14/11/2018

Page | 4

Policy DM20 - Design
Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM20 - Design
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table?

Yes, with minor changes

Comment:
Changes you consider necessary:
Despite noting the need for sustainable design, Policy DM20 appears to omit any requirement for energy efficiency. An additional clause giving some guidance on this is
needed.
Changes needed:
An additional policy clause requiring design to enhance passive heat gain , natural light use and energy conservation would be useful. Embedding of micro-renewable energy
should be promoted.
name:

Colin Adsley, CPRE Northumberland

Date Received:

14/11/2018

Page | 5

Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM20 - Design

Clause 8

2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table? no
4. Why do you consider the policy / paragraph / section / figure or table is unsound? because it is not: Effective
Comment:
Why you consider the Policy unsound:
Clause 8 gives insufficient guidance on what might be suitable in terms of tree planting, e.g. native species, size, blossom & leaf fall, root depth & spread, water need. It is
not enough to say tree planting where appropriate.
Change to:
Clause 8 (or an additional clause) should give guidance on what is appropriate or suitable tree planting e.g. native species, size, blossom & leaf fall, root depth & spread,
water need, management regime needed, etc.
name:

Colin Adsley, CPRE Northumberland

Policy you are Commenting On :

Date Received:

14/11/2018

Clause 1

2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table? no
4. Why do you consider the policy / paragraph / section / figure or table is unsound? because it is not: Consistent with national policy
Comment:
Why you consider the Policy unsound:
DM24 Clause 1(iii) is unsound because it implies that ignorance of land contamination or instability is an acceptable opt-out . The words ''œknown or suspected''• should be
omitted.
DM24 Clause 1(iii) should be changed to:
1 (iii) land contamination or instability which would place existing or future occupants and users at risk
In addition, evidence of a thorough survey and research for land contamination or instability should be required.
name:

Colin Adsley, CPRE Northumberland

Date Received:

14/11/2018

Policy DM28 - Trees and Landscaping
Page | 6

Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM28 - Trees and Landscaping Clause 1
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table? no
4. Why do you consider the policy / paragraph / section / figure or table is unsound? because it is not: Consistent with national policy
Comment:
Why you consider the Policy unsound:
The criterion in DM28 Clause 1(ii) on loss of ancient woodland is not strong enough. NPPF (2018) paragraph 175 Clause (c) specifies ''œwholly exceptional reasons''• as the
only possible justification for loss of ancient woodland.
DM28 Clause 1(ii) should be brought into line with National Policy.
name:

Colin Adsley, CPRE Northumberland

Date Received:

14/11/2018

Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM33 - Minerals Extraction and Reclamation Clause 1(v)
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table? no
4. Why do you consider the policy / paragraph / section / figure or table is unsound? because it is not: Justified
Comment:
Why you consider the Policy unsound:
The reference in DM33 Clause 1(v) to avoiding unacceptable impact on ''œbest and most versatile agricultural land''• reflects a national standard not appropriate for the
North East where there is little agricultural land of this class. The clause should be re-scaled to reflect the need to protect the best qualities of agricultural land that the
North East actually has.
DM33 Clause 1(v) should be re-scaled to reflect the need to protect the best qualities of agricultural land that the North East actually has.
name:

Colin Adsley, CPRE Northumberland

Date Received:

14/11/2018

Page | 7

Policy DM36 - Telecommunications and Digital Infrastructure
Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM36 - Telecommunications and Digital Infrastructure Clause 2
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table? no
4. Why do you consider the policy / paragraph / section / figure or table is unsound? because it is not: Effective
Comment:
Why you consider the Policy unsound:
DM36 Clause 2 is ineffective in our view. Demonstrating how something happens does not guarantee that it actually does happen.
DM36 Clause 2 should be re-written as:
2. Major development will be required to demonstrate that it supplies digital infrastructure to access electronic communications networks.
name:

Colin Adsley, CPRE Northumberland

Date Received:

14/11/2018

Page | 8

Ref 12 - Department for Education / John
Department for Education
Pilgrim
Sanctuary Buildings
Great Smith Street
London
SW1P 3BT
Tel: 0370 000 2288
www.gov.uk/dfe

Our Ref: DfE/Newcastle Local Plan Development and Allocations Plan and
Newcastle Local Plan: Education Plan paper/November 2018
16 November 2018

Dear Sir/Madam,
Re: Newcastle Local Plan Development and Allocations Plan and the
supporting document Newcastle Local Plan: Education Plan October 2018
Consultation under Regulation 19 of Town and Country Planning (Local
Planning) (England) Regulations 2012
Submission of the Department for Education
1.

The Department for Education (DfE) welcomes the opportunity to contribute to
the development of planning policy at the local level. These comments follow our
representations dated 20 November 2017 on the Newcastle Development and
Allocations Draft Local Plan under Reg 18.
Development and Allocations Plan

2.

As you will be aware, the primary focus at this stage of the Local Plan’s
preparation is on the soundness of the plan, with regard to it being positively
prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy. The following
detailed comments set out the DfE’s view of the plan’s soundness in respect of
education provision.

3.

The DfE notes that substantial growth in housing stock is expected in Newcastle;
the adopted Planning for the Future Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan for
Gateshead and Newcastle upon Tyne (2015) confirms the annual housing target
of 1,500 homes to the end of the plan period in 2030. This will place additional
pressure on social infrastructure such as education facilities. The Local Plan will
need to be ‘positively prepared’ to meet the objectively assessed development
needs and infrastructure requirements.

4.

The DfE welcomes the production of Education Plan paper as part of the
evidence supporting the Local Plan, which sets out clearly Newcastle’s proposed
approach to the provision of new schools. In addition, we support the clear sign
posting which is provided within the document to the guidance provided within
the NPPF on the provision of new schools.
Evidence Base – Newcastle Local Plan: Education Plan

5.

The DfE welcomes the production of the Newcastle Local Plan: Education Plan
paper, which provides useful evidence on which to base decisions around the
provision of new school infrastructure.
1

6.

The Executive Summary highlights the challenges faced by Newcastle City
Council in meeting the demands for new educational places. This document
provides helpful guidance for the delivery of new schools. Ensuring that sufficient
land is allocated for D1 uses within areas expected to receive significant levels of
family housing will help to encourage the development of new schools within the
most appropriate locations.

7.

SEN School Places (page 8) – We welcome the recognition given within the
document of the need to ensure an appropriate level of contributions are sought
from developers, as outlined in the DfE’s draft Guidance on Securing
Appropriate Developer Contributions toward Education – for consultation
(September 2018). As the guidance is currently only in draft form, we anticipate
publishing the final version in early Spring 2019, as the DfE guidance is only in
draft form, and we do not anticipate publishing the final version until Spring 2019
the guidance should be paraphrased rather than be quoted from directly, until
the final version is published. The document acknowledges (pages 45-46) that
consideration needs to be given to adjusting Newcastle’s Pupil Yield Model to
take account of SEN provision. We would welcome such a change to the Pupil
Yield Model, as this will help to ensure that developers adequately fund the full
range of school places generated by new developments.

8.

School Capacity and Pupil Projections (page 40) – This section of the document
states: ‘the projection model does not currently take account of additional
growth in the pupil population due to planned housing developments
which will further impact on these increases.’ The SCAP data submitted by
Newcastle should include the pupil yields from planned housing developments
that will be delivered over the next five years and we would therefore expect the
pupil projection model to include this data.

9.

We welcome and support the approach outlined within paragraph 9.4 (page 38)
which emphasises the importance of collaborative working between planners
and housing developers. This approach will help to ensure that developer’s
contributions towards education are maximised and that when new schools are
built they are well integrated within new housing developments. The documents
emphasis on engaging with a wide range of education stakeholders, such as
academies and trusts, diocesan authorities, the Regional School Commissioner,
in paragraph 11.3 (page 46), is also supported.
Developer Contributions and CIL

10. One of the tests of soundness is that a Local Plan is ‘effective’ i.e. the plan
should be deliverable over its period. In this context and with specific regard to
planning for schools, there is a need to ensure that education contributions made
by developers are sufficient to deliver the additional school places required to
meet the increase in demand generated by new developments. The adopted CIL
Charging Schedule (2016) and the Developer Contributions SPD (2016) set out
Newcastle’s priorities and deliver the necessary education infrastructure across
the city.
11. The DfE welcome the reference within the Education Plan (page 20) to the
inclusion of primary and secondary provision being included on the Reg 123 list
with the exception of primary provision on allocated CSUP housing sites, where
s106 developer contributions will be sought. The DfE supports the Council’s
approach to ensuring developer contributions are required to address the
impacts arising from growth.
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Conclusion
12. Finally, I hope the above comments are helpful in finalising Newcastle-upon
Tyne’s Local Plan, with specific regard to the provision of land for new schools.
13. Please notify the DfE when the Local Plan is submitted for examination, the
Inspector’s report is published and the Local Plan is adopted.
14. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any queries regarding this
response. The DfE looks forward to continuing to work with Newcastle to
develop a sound Local Plan which will aid in the delivery of new schools.

Yours faithfully,

J Pilgrim
John Pilgrim MRTPI
Forward Planning Manager - North
Tel: 07464 648861
Email: john.pilgrim@education.gov.uk
Web: www.gov.uk/dfe
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Ref 13 - Elders Council / Colin Percy
Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM6 - Accessible and Adaptable Housing 4.2 Accessible and Adaptable Housing
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table?

Yes, with minor changes

Comment:
Changes you consider necessary:
The Elders Council welcomes the commitment in DAP Policy DM6 to achieving Accessible and Adaptable Standard. We note the stated need to cross refer to existing and
possible future government standards so that policy is future proofed to a certain extent, but would ask the Inspector to consider if the wording is adequate to make the
policy fully effective, in case the title of the relevant legislation or regulations or guidelines are considerably different in future.
In addition we feel that the supporting text is a little unclear in explaining what the status is of Buildings Regulation M4 (2).The wording from the Building Regulations,
Access to and use of buildings, Volume 1: Dwellings, Page 1 * might help to explain that M4 (2) is an â€˜optional requirementâ€™ that can be imposed through a
condition on a planning permission and from NPPF footnote 46 that this is actively encouraged, not just being an 'option'. Again improvements are needed here in teh
test to make the policy being supported effective now and in the future.
* https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/540330/BR_PDF_AD_M1_2015_with_2016_amendments_V3.pdf
name:

Colin Percy, Elders Council of Newcastle upon Tyne

Policy you are Commenting On :

Date Received:

16/11/2018

6 People and Place

2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table?

Yes, with minor changes

Comment:
Changes you consider necessary:
The Elders Council welcomed the inclusion of the concept of 'lifetime neighbourhoods' and support for lifetimes homes standards in para 10.20 of the Core Strategy and is
disappointed that the former in particular does not seem to figure largely if at all. Expanding on the idea and including a policy on its implementation would have been
welcome in making the DAP more effective.
name:

Colin Percy, Elders Council of Newcastle upon Tyne

Date Received:

16/11/2018

Page | 1

Policy you are Commenting On :

5. Transport and Accessibility

2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table?

Yes, with minor changes

Comment:
Changes you consider necessary:
The Elders Council considers that this section on Transport and Accessibility in the supporting text covers the issues relevant to the subject but does not adequately satisfy
NPPF at para 102 in relation to its treatment of poor air quality and its causes at a policy level. Poor air quality of various sorts is a key health determinant for older
residents and other vulnerable groups and this should be recognised fully here as well as elsewhere in the plan. It is acknowledged that there is cross reference to DAP
Policy DM24 in the introduction to this section at the fifth para; but it is our opinion that a free standing policy on treating the causes of poor air quality pro-actively
through transport measures should be included in this section in order for the DAP to be effective and consistent with national policy. We also believe that there should
be a reference here to existing and possible future Air Quality Management Areas as set out in para 181 of NPPF.
name:

Colin Percy, Elders Council of Newcastle upon Tyne

Date Received:

16/11/2018

Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM24 - Environmental and Health Impacts of Development
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table?

Yes, with minor changes

Comment:
Changes you consider necessary:
The Elders Council supports policy DM24 and hopes it will be implemented robustly, particularly in relation to emissions and the resulting poor quality; this is of key interest
to older people and other vulnerable groups. It welcomes the much improved wording as compared with the previous version, which will allow it to be used with confidence
in dealing with planning proposals. We would just query the wording at point (i) which reads (with preceding sentence):
â€œTo achieve this development must assess and mitigate the following environmental and health impacts:
i. air quality and the opportunities to improve air quality;â€
We would argue that air quality unqualified is not an environmental impact and suggest wording:
To achieve this development must assess and mitigate the following environmental and health impacts:
i. emissions resulting in poor air quality and their effect on the health of individuals, particularly those in vulnerable groups.
To leave the wording as it is would not be effective as its meaning is unclear.
name:

Colin Percy, Elders Council of Newcastle upon Tyne

Date Received:

16/11/2018
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Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM5 - Housing Sites

4.1.5

Ref 14 - Erin Le Gallez

2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table? no
4. Why do you consider the policy / paragraph / section / figure or table is unsound? because it is not: Justified
Comment:
Why you consider the Policy unsound:
The proposal to build on more green land in Throckley is unjustified given the extensive destruction of green belt land by other recent and current developments in
Throckley.
The Dovecote Place scheme further reduced the green environment,while the Pinders site provided even more housing.
The Hallow Drive site in question is in the middle of established housing and with its goal post, has great recreational use by local children. Throckley already has a lack of
good provision for young people, taking away a space that is so well used would be wholly unjust,.
name:

Miss Erin Le Gallez, Miss

Date Received:

16/11/2018
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Ref 15 - Gentoo / Savills
16th November 2018
Planning Policy
Newcastle City Council
Newcastle Civic Centre
Barras Bridge
Newcastle upon Tyne
NE1 8QH

Shaun Cuggy
E: shaun.cuggy@savills.com
T: 0191 917 1444
71 Grey Street
Newcastle upon Tyne
NE1 6EF

Dear Sirs,
NEWCASTLE PRE-SUBMISSION DEVELOPMENT AND ALLOCATIONS PLAN CONSULTATION
(REGULATION 19): LAND AT FORMER CHAPEL PARK MIDDLE SCHOOL, GRANVILLE DRIVE,
NEWCASTLE UPON TYNE
These representations have been prepared on behalf of our Client, Gentoo Homes, in response to Newcastle
City Council’s Pre-Submission Development and Allocations Plan (“PSDAP”), in support of proposals to bring
forward land at the former Chapel Park Middle School for residential development
Our Client has not previously made representations to emerging Development and Allocations Plan in respect
of this site and the other relevant matters, however we feel it is now relevant and appropriate to make
representations at this stage to ensure that the emerging policy is prepared on a sound and robust basis. In
particular, we wish to ensure that the site is identified for residential development, in accordance with the
findings of the supporting evidence base, to allow the proposed residential development to meet the housing
needs of the city in the plan period.
The National Planning Context and Basis of These Representations
These representations set out our comments in relation to the PSDAP and the strategy proposed which we
believe should be addressed before it progresses towards the examination in public in order to secure a sound
plan that is consistent with national planning policy.
The new NPPF and PPG have now been published and constitute the new national planning policy regime and
the PSDAP clearly acknowledges this with many of the policies following the revised NPPF text that was
published in July 2018. The Development and Allocations Plan will need to be found sound in accordance with
these new policies. As such, and where appropriate, reference has been made to the newly published NPPF
and PPG. The NPPF states, at paragraph 35, that Local Plans will be found sound if they are:






Positively prepared - “providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the area’s objectively
assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with other authorities, so that unmet need from
neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent with achieving
sustainable development;
Justified - “an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and based on
proportionate evidence”
Effective - “deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on cross-boundary
strategic matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced by the statement of
common ground”;
Consistent with national policy – “enabling the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with
the policies in this framework”

This letter responds to, and addresses specific elements of the PSDAP consultation in relation to our Client’s
interests, as well as making recommendations and suggested amendments on how the plan should be
Offices and associates throughout the Americas, Europe, Asia Pacific, Africa and the Middle East.
Savills (UK) Limited. Chartered Surveyors. Regulated by RICS. A subsidiary of Savills plc. Registered in England No. 2605138.
Registered office: 33 Margaret Street, London, W1G 0JD
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amended in order to be found sound. We trust that the comments provide the Council with assistance and we
look forward to ongoing engagement during the process.
Site Context
These representations are made with regard to our Client’s interests at the former Chapel Park Middle School,
Granville Drive (the “Site”).
The Site lies towards the north western edge of Newcastle in the established residential area of Chapel Park
and is close to the adjacent areas of Westerhope to the east and North Walbottle to the west. The Site is
approximately 4.9ha in size and capable of accommodating approximately 110 dwellings. The Site comprises
vacant open land formerly occupied by Chapel Park Middle School, which was cleared following its closure in
2003. The Site can be accessed via Granville Drive to the east of the Site with pedestrian routes leading from
the north and south of the Site. There are a range of public transport options including frequent bus services
and footpath and cycle links within close proximity to the Site as well as range of local services and facilities.
Within the Saved Policies of the Unitary Development Plan (1998) the Site was identified as an “Education
establishment with attached open space” under policy OS1.6. However, within the PSDAP the Site has been
de-allocated and is now identified as “white land” with no specific policy designation in place (see comparison
maps below).
UDP

PSDAP

Our Client supports the PSDAP and the proposals to remove the Sites allocation as an educational
establishment with associated open space, particularly since the Site has not been in educational use for
approximately 15 years and that the associated open space has not been accessible to the public throughout
this time and provides no resource or benefit to the local community. As demonstrated by the proposals map
and the supporting evidence base, including the Open Space Assessment (August 2018) there is a broad and
sufficient quantity of alternative open spaces available within the local area.
The following section sets out our comments on the key policies relevant to our Client’s site at Chapel Park.
Policy DM5 - Housing Sites
Policy DM5 allocates a number of sites for residential development in order to provide a range and choice of
homes and also to contribute towards delivering approximately 4,000 new homes over the plan period, in
accordance with the targets established under policy CS10 of the Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan (2015)
(“CSUCP”). Whilst our client acknowledges the wording in the supporting text to policy DM5 which states “the
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policy does not preclude other sites from coming forward for housing provided it complies with all relevant Local
Plan policies”, they consider that this text should be included within the wording of the policy itself, given how
critical it is to the delivery of additional housing within the City on sites that have not been expressly allocated
under policy DM5.
Secondly, our Client considers that their site at Chapel Park has strong credentials that would support and
justify its allocation as a residential site under this policy and that in accordance with the wording in the
supporting policy text, it should be “prioritised to be brought forward for housing development over the plan
period”. In terms of the Sites projected delivery timescales we can confirm that our Client is in the process of
preparing a full planning application for the Site that will seek consent to deliver 101 family homes, including
affordable housing and that subject to the receipt of planning permission they are working towards making a
start on site in mid-2019 which would see the site built out within 4 years (2023).
The Site has previously been assessed in the updated Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment
(“HELAA”) 2018 and identified as a “suitable housing site” (reference: 4482) and falling within the “Outer West”
part of the City. In terms of timescales the HELAA shows that 110 dwellings could be delivered in years 5-10
(2023-2028).
The Site is also considered to be in a suitable and sustainable location for residential development given its
location within the centre of an established residential neighbourhood. The Site is surrounded on all sides by
existing homes with a strong network of open and accessible public spaces, footpaths and cycleways in close
proximity. The adjacent residential areas are also well served by existing bus routes with direct links to
surrounding areas, Newcastle City Centre and other key commercial, retail and employment locations within
Tyne & Wear. In addition, the Site is well served by local facilities, retail, schools and healthcare facilities with
Chapel House Local Centre, which lies approximately 350m to the south of the Site. There are also 5no. primary
schools lying within 1km of the Site and All Saints College lying approximately 1.2km to the south east of the
Site at West Denton District Centre. These facilities and public transport routes lie within an acceptable walking
distance from the Site and demonstrate that it is located in a highly accessible and sustainable location.
Furthermore, the Site is not subject to any designations or constraints that would preclude it coming forward
for development, including those set out under footnote 6 of paragraph 11 of the NPPF whilst it also does not
lie within a flood zone
Our Client therefore considers that the Site is deliverable in accordance with the definition contained in the
NPPF, in that it is available for development now, it offers a suitable location for development now and is
achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the Site within five years. As such, we
request that the Site is allocated for the delivery of approximately 110 homes within 5 years under policy DM5.
Policy DM6 - Accessible and Adaptable Housing
Whilst our Client supports the proposal to encourage the delivery of accessible and adaptable housing in
principle, they do not support the policies intention to introduce this requirement without compromise or
flexibility across all residential development proposals of 11 homes or more.
Within the Addressing Housing Needs and Standards document it makes reference to the findings of the
Inspector who examined the CSUCP, whereby in the Inspector’s Report and in reference to CSUCP policy
CS11, it states that:
“There is widespread support for most other requirements of policy CS11. The clause encouraging the
provision of Lifetime Homes and Wheelchair-Accessible Homes strikes an appropriate strategic balance
between highlighting this important need whilst not making it a specific requirement that could
compromise viability..” (para. 62).
We consider that policy DM6 is arbitrarily placing this requirement upon developments whilst ignoring the
recommendations of the CSUCP Inspector and the intentions of policy CS11 which in turn could have significant
implications on the deliverability and viability of future residential developments within the City. The Council
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must provide further evidence to show the potential impact this policy requirement could have upon viability in
order to show that sites will remain deliverable and contribute towards meeting the identified housing need.
The Addressing Housing Needs and Standards document goes on to identify the ageing population within
Newcastle as the justification for the introduction of this policy and its requirements. However, our Client does
not consider this to be sufficient justification to identify a need for these types of homes. Furthermore, the
approach is not in accordance with the Planning Practice Guidance (“PPG”) (ID 56-07) which identifies the type
of evidence required to introduce such a policy, including the likely future need; the size, location, type and
quality of dwellings needed; the accessibility and adaptability of the existing stock; how the needs vary across
different housing tenures; and the overall viability.
Until further evidence is provided to address the concerns raised on viability and also additional justification as
to how this policy will provide the accessible homes needed in line with the requirements of the PPG, then our
client objects to this policy in its current form and considers it to be unsound.
Policy DM7 - Space Standards
Our Client supports the position of the Home Builders Federation (“HBF”) put forward in previous rounds of
consultation on the Development and Allocations Plan in respect of this policy and the lack of evidence
contained within the Addressing Housing Needs and Standards document to justify its implementation. Our
Client therefore objects to this policy and would encourage the Council to provide further appropriate evidence
to justify its introduction.
Policy DM12 - Parking and Servicing
Our Client supports policy DM12 and particularly part 1) in respect of residential development and the need to
provide safe, secure and useable vehicle and cycle parking that satisfies its operational requirements. However,
our Client would request that the Council acknowledges and retains a level of flexibility on how these facilities
can be delivered, particularly the delivery of cycle storage facilities within residential developments.
Our Client has a strong and positive track record of providing cycle parking as part of their schemes across the
north east in a variety of forms, including sheds to properties which do not have a garage and space to store
cycles within a standard sized garages using wall mounts etc. Therefore, we would request that the supporting
policy text makes reference to flexibility in how such facilities can be provided.
Summary and Conclusions
These representations have been prepared in support of proposals to bring forward land at the former Chapel
Park Middle School for residential development by Gentoo Homes. These representations highlight areas of
broad support whilst also raising a number of concerns and objections in relation to the housing allocations,
accessible and adaptable housing, space standards and parking and servicing requirements which we believe
should be addressed.
Our Client has a keen interest in the future development of Newcastle and they have delivered a number of
successful schemes across the City in recent years. They are committed to ensuring the emerging
Development and Allocations Plan is prepared on a sound and robust basis and in particular to ensure that the
correct housing allocations are identified to meet the needs of residents in the City.
Our Client’s interests at Chapel Park could contribute towards meeting the housing requirement and we have
sought to demonstrate how the site is suitable for development and should be prioritised through an allocation
to deliver new homes within the next five years under policy DM5. Our Client supports the proposals to remove
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the allocation within the UDP but consider that in light of the comments above and the findings within the
Council’s evidence base, the Site should be allocated for the delivery of approximately 110 dwellings.

We trust that our comments will be duly considered and be of assistance to the Council.

Yours sincerely

Shaun Cuggy
Senior Planner
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1

INTRODUCTION

1.1

Background

1.1.1

These representations are made by Gladman Developments Ltd. (hereafter
referred to as “Gladman”). Gladman specialise in the promotion of strategic
land for residential development and associated community infrastructure.

1.1.2

Gladman has been involved in contributing to the plan preparation process
across England through the submission of written representations and
participation at local plan public examinations. It is on the basis of that
experience that these representations have been prepared.

1.1.3

Gladman has been involved throughout the preparation of the Newcastle
Development and Allocations Plan (DAP) having submitted detailed written
representations to previous stages of consultation. This response therefore
seeks to build upon comments already made and should therefore be read in
conjunction with our previous representations. In this regard, Gladman
consider further flexibility is required to ensure that the policies promoted
within the DAP are not stringent and do not have adverse impacts on
development viability or limit the ability of sustainable growth opportunities
not identified within the DAP to come forward over the plan period.

1.2

Plan Making

1.2.1

The Framework sets out four tests that must be met for Local Plans to be
considered sound. In this regard we submit that in order to prepare a sound
plan it is fundamental that it is:
•

Positively Prepared – The Plan should be prepared on a strategy
which

seeks

to

meet

objectively

assessed

development

and

infrastructure requirements including unmet requirements from
neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent
with achieving sustainable development.
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Justified – the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when
considered

against

the

reasonable

alternatives,

based

on

a

proportionate evidence base.
•

Effective – the plan should be deliverable over its period and based
on effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic priorities; and

•

Consistent with National Policy – the plan should enable the
delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the policies in
the Framework.

1.2.1

The Government published its final version of the revised National Planning
Policy Framework on 24th July 2018 bringing some major changes to the
planning system and the revisions to the Framework are almost entirely
focused on housing, improving delivery to achieve the increased target of
300,000 homes per year set out by the Government along with significantly
increasing affordable housing provision.

1.2.2

Gladman draw the Council’s attention to paragraph 214 of the revised
Framework which states:

“The policies in the previous Framework will apply for the purpose of
examining plans, where those plans are submitted on or before 24 January
2019. Where such plans are withdrawn or otherwise do not proceed to
become part of the development plan, the policies contained in this
Framework will apply to any subsequent plan produced for the area
concerned.”
1.2.3

These representations have therefore been prepared on the basis of the
previous Framework.
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2

LEGAL COMPLIANCE

2.1

Duty to Cooperate

2.1.1

The Duty to Cooperate is a legal requirement established through Section
33(A) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, as amended by
Section 110 of the Localism Act.

It requires local authorities to engage

constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis with neighbouring authorities
on cross-boundary strategic issues throughout the process of Plan
preparation. As demonstrated through the outcome of the 2012 Coventry Core
Strategy Examination and the 2013 Mid Sussex Core Strategy Examination, if
a Council fails to satisfactorily discharge its Duty to Cooperate, this cannot be
rectified through modifications and an Inspector must recommend nonadoption of the Plan.
2.1.2

Whilst Gladman recognises that the Duty to Cooperate is a process of ongoing
engagement and collaboration1 as set out in the PPG, it is clear that it is
intended to produce effective policies on cross-boundary strategic matters. In
this regard, the Council must be able to demonstrate that it has engaged and
worked with neighbouring authorities, alongside their existing joint working
arrangements, to satisfactorily address cross boundary strategic issues. This
is not simply an issue of consultation but a question of effective cooperation.

2.1.3

The need to positively plan to meet full housing needs across a HMA should
not be underestimated. Whilst it is all too easy for the DtC to be seen as an
administrative exercise, there is a fundamental social and economic need to
ensure a supply of good quality housing to meet the housing and employment
requirements across the wider area is a key issue that must be addressed
properly through the plan making process.

2.2

Sustainability Appraisal

2.2.1

In accordance with Section 19 of the 2004 Planning and Compulsory Purchase
Act, policies set out in local plans must be subject to Sustainability Appraisal

1

PPG Reference ID. 9-011-2014036
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(SA). Incorporating the requirements of the Environmental Assessment of
Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004 (SEA Regulations), SA is a systematic
process that should be undertaken at each stage of the Plan’s preparation,
assessing the effects of the Local Plan’s proposals on sustainable development
when judged against reasonable alternatives.
2.2.2

The Local Plan should ensure that the results of the SA process clearly justify
its policy choices, including the proposed site allocations and the approach
taken to new growth when judged against ‘all reasonable alternatives’. In
meeting the development needs of the area, it should be clear from the results
of the assessment why some policy options have been progressed and others
have been rejected. The Council’s decision making and scoring should be
robust, justified and transparent and should be undertaken through a
comparative and equal assessment of each reasonable alternative. Too often
the SA process flags up the negative aspects of development whilst not fully
considering the positive aspects which can be brought about through new
opportunities for housing development and how these can influence landscape
issues, social concerns and the economy.

Gladman Developments
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NEWCASTLE DEVELOPMENT AND ALLOCATIONS
PLAN

3.1

Context

3.1.1

This section of the representations is made in response to the policy options
currently being promoted by the Council in the draft Local Plan.

4

POLICIES

4.1

Policy DM5 – Housing Sites

4.1.1

Whilst Gladman does not wish to comment on the specific allocations
identified, the Council should ensure that it is able to demonstrate a
responsive and flexibly supply of housing land. Whilst a range of sites has
been identified the majority of these are located on previously developed land
it is therefore important that the DAP provides a range of sites that are able
to come forward and that flexibility is built into the plan to enable the delivery
of sites not identified for allocation to come forward to assist in delivering the
full OAN for housing and maintaining a flexible and responsive supply of
housing.

4.1.2

Gladman believe an additional buffer of sites may be required to ensure the
necessary level of contingency is planned for within the DAP. Such an
approach will ensure that any delays that may be experienced in the delivery
of more difficult to deliver sites such as the proposed regeneration areas are
supported by a wide range of sites that have the ability to provide additional
housing numbers in the short to medium term. Greater flexibility should
therefore be provided within the DAP to ensure that development
opportunities in identified sustainable locations for growth can be brought
forward across the settlement hierarchy if it is identified that the Council is
unable to demonstrate a five-year housing land supply.
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4.2

Policy DM6 – Accessible and Adaptable Housing

4.2.1

The above policy requires development proposals of 11 dwellings or more to
provide 25% of new dwellings to be built to M4(2) standards.

4.2.2

Gladman previously raised concerns regarding the use of M4(2) standards and
the need for further evidence. The Council has since prepared ‘Addressing
Housing Needs and Standards’ topic paper in order to provide evidence to the
above policy requirement. The topic paper clearly identifies that Policy CS11
(Providing a Range and Choice of Housing) encourages the provision of
accessible home, it does not however require the application of these
standards. It is therefore considered that the policy requirement of 25% of
new dwellings to be built to M4(2) standards places an onerous burden on
development proposals which may threaten development viability. Indeed,
whilst it is noted that the document identifies an ageing population within
Newcastle, this in itself is not sufficient evidence to identify a need for M4(2)
dwellings. In this regard, Gladman refer to the PPG which provides additional
guidance on the use of these optional standards. The Council need to ensure
that this policy is in line with practice guidance and that the justification and
specific detail of the policy take account of the various factors which the PPG
refers to:

“Based on their housing needs assessment and other available datasets it
will be for the local planning authorities to set out how they intend to
approach the need for Requirement M4(2) (accessible and adaptable
dwellings), and / or M4(3) (wheelchair user dwellings), of the Building
Regulations. There is a wide range of published official statistics and factors
which local planning authorities can consider and take into account,
including:
• The likely future need for older and disabled people (including

wheelchair user dwellings)
• Size, location, type and quality of dwellings needed to meet specifically

evidenced needs (for example retirement homes, sheltered homes, or
care homes).
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• The accessibility and adaptability of existing stock.
• How needs vary across different tenures.
• The overall impact of viability.” (PPG ID: 56-007-20150327)
4.2.3

Gladman note that these technical standards have deliberately been set as
optional standards which, if to be included as a policy in the DAP, would need
to be justified by robust evidence. Simply put, the fact that there is an ageing
population in Newcastle does not necessarily provide the justification to
include a set policy requirement given that the evidence is now somewhat
dated. When considering this policy, the Council need to be aware of what
impacts this requirement will have on development viability (due in part to
size requirements) and the knock-on effects that this could have on the
delivery of much needed housing. Accordingly, Gladman reserve the right to
comment upon this policy if further evidence is made available.

4.3

Policy DM7 – Space Standards

4.3.1

The above policy requires all new market and affordable housing to meet the
minimum internal floor space complying with the Nationally Described Space
Standards.

4.3.2

In this regard, Gladman refer to the Written Ministerial Statement (WMS)
dated 25th March 2015 which confirms that “the optional new national

technical standards should only be required through any new Local Plan
policies if they address a clearly evidenced need, and where their impact on
viability has been considered in accordance with the NPPG”. Furthermore, with
particular reference to the nationally described space standard the PPG
confirms “where a need for internal space standards is identified, local

planning authorities should provide justification for requiring internal space
policies”. If the Council wishes to adopt this standard it should be justified by
meeting the criteria set out in the PPG including need, viability and impact on
affordability.
4.3.3

Gladman’s concerns regarding the optional national space standards relates
to the additional cost and the implications on affordability. If for example a
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housebuilder would build a standard 2-bedroom dwelling at 72sqm the
national space standards require dwellings to have certain dimensions which
means that they can only be built at a minimum of 79sqm, this can add
significantly to the cost of the property and in turn increase the cost of an
entry level 2-bedroom dwelling, further exacerbating affordability issues in the
area and may also limit the number of dwellings to be delivered on site than
what is being suggested in the DAP.
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5

CONCLUSIONS

5.1.1

When allocating land for new development, local plans must be suitably
pragmatic in order to ensure that they become an effective tool in managing
development. In order to achieve this, they must provide a suitable level of
flexibility and contingency to respond to changes in circumstance over the
plan period. The housing requirement contained in the CSUCP must be treated
as a minimum requirement for the purposes of the DAP and sufficient land
should be identified within the Plan to demonstrate that this requirement can
be achieved and exceeded whilst maintaining a rolling five-year housing land
supply. To achieve this, an appropriate strategy for accommodating growth
must be selected that responds to the Council’s proportionate evidence base.
In doing so, development should be directed to all sustainable locations to
support their future vitality and viability in terms of the services and facilities
they can provide now and in the future to meet the needs of the City’s
residents.

5.1.2

In order to meet the tests of soundness, Gladman believe further
modifications are required as suggested through these representations which
will enable the delivery of development proposals without placing undue policy
burdens which could threaten the overall deliverability of schemes over the
plan period through the use of the optional building standards.

5.1.3

Gladman formally request to participate at the hearing sessions at the
Examination in Public and be added to the consultation database to be kept
informed of the progression of the DAP.

Ref 17 - Amec Foster Wheeler/ National Grid

Planning Policy
Newcastle Civic Centre
Barras Bridge
Newcastle upon Tyne
NE1 8QH

Hannah Lorna Bevins
Consultant Town Planner
Tel: 01926 439127
n.grid@amecfw.com
Sent by email to:
planningpolicy@newcastle.gov.uk

14 November 2018
Dear Sir / Madam
Newcastle City Council: Pre-Submission Development and Allocations Plan
SUBMISSION ON BEHALF OF NATIONAL GRID
National Grid has appointed Wood to review and respond to development plan consultations on its behalf.
We are instructed by our client to submit the following representation with regard to the current consultation
on the above document.
About National Grid
National Grid owns and operates the high voltage electricity transmission system in England and Wales and
operates the Scottish high voltage transmission system. National Grid also owns and operates the gas
transmission system. In the UK, gas leaves the transmission system and enters the distribution networks at
high pressure. It is then transported through a number of reducing pressure tiers until it is finally delivered to
our customers. National Grid own four of the UK’s gas distribution networks and transport gas to 11 million
homes, schools and businesses through 81,000 miles of gas pipelines within North West, East of England,
West Midlands and North London.
To help ensure the continued safe operation of existing sites and equipment and to facilitate future
infrastructure investment, National Grid wishes to be involved in the preparation, alteration and review of
plans and strategies which may affect our assets.
Proposed sites crossed or in close proximity to National Grid infrastructure:
Electricity Transmission
Site Ref
Site Number
23 -Newburn
Industrial
Estate,
Newburn

Asset Details
XF Route - 275Kv two circuit route from Stella West
substation in Gateshead to Blyth substation in
Northumberland
PJ Route – 132kv two circuit route from Stella North West in
Newcastle Upon Tyne to Stella West substation in Gateshead
PE Route - 132kv two circuit route from Stella North West in
Newcastle Upon Tyne to Stella West substation in Gateshead

Appendix Ref
ET281

Please see enclosed plan referenced ET281 at Appendix 1. The Employment site is crossed by a National Grid
high voltage electricity transmission overhead line.
Gables House
Kenilworth Road
Leamington Spa
Warwickshire CV32 6JX
United Kingdom
Tel +44 (0) 1926 439 000
woodplc.com

Wood Environment
& Infrastructure Solutions UK Limited
Registered office:
Booths Park, Chelford Road, Knutsford,
Cheshire WA16 8QZ
Registered in England.
No. 2190074

The statutory safety clearances between overhead lines, the ground, and built structures must not be
infringed. To comply with statutory safety clearances the live electricity conductors of National Grid’s
overhead power lines are designed to be a minimum height above ground. Where changes are proposed to
ground levels beneath an existing line then it is important that changes in ground levels do not result in
safety clearances being infringed. National Grid can, on request, provide to developers detailed line profile
drawings that detail the height of conductors, above ordnance datum, at a specific site.
Electricity Distribution
Northern Powergrid owns and operates the local electricity distribution network in Newcastle City Council.
Contact details can be found at www.energynetworks.org.uk.
National Grid Asset Guidance
National Grid prefers that buildings are not built directly beneath its overhead lines. This is for two reasons, the
amenity of potential occupiers of properties in the vicinity of lines and because National Grid needs quick and easy
access to carry out maintenance of its equipment to ensure that it can be returned to service and be available as
part of the national transmission system. Such access can be difficult to obtain without inconveniencing and
disturbing occupiers and residents, particularly where properties are in close proximity to overhead lines.
National Grid seeks to encourage high quality and well-planned development in the vicinity of its high voltage
overhead lines. Land beneath and adjacent to the overhead line route should be used to make a positive
contribution to the development of the site and can for example be used for nature conservation, open space,
landscaping areas or used as a parking court. National Grid, in association with David Lock Associates has produced
‘A Sense of Place’ guidelines, which look at how to create high quality development near overhead lines and offers
practical solutions which can assist in avoiding the unnecessary sterilisation of land in the vicinity of high voltage
overhead lines.
Potential developers of the sites should be aware that it is National Grid policy to retain our existing overhead
lines in-situ. The relocation of existing high voltage overhead lines will only be considered for projects of
national importance which has been identified as such by central government.
National Grid requests that any High Pressure Major Accident Hazard Pipelines (MAHP) are taken into account
when site options are developed in more detail. These pipelines form an essential part of the national gas
transmission system and National Grid’s approach is always to seek to retain our existing transmission
pipelines in situ.
National Grid may have a Deed of Easement for each asset which prevents the erection of permanent/ temporary
buildings, or structures, changes to existing ground levels, storage of materials etc. Additionally, written
permission will be required before any works commence within the National Grid easement strip, and a deed of
consent is required for any crossing of the easement. In the first instance please consider checking with the Land
Registry for the development area. If further information is required in relation to an easement please contact
Spencer Jefferies, Development Liaison Officer, box.landandacquisitions@nationalgrid.com
If you require any further information in relation to the above, please contact National Grid’s Plant Protection
team via plantprotection@cadentgas.com

Further Advice
National Grid is happy to provide advice and guidance to the Council concerning our networks. If we can be
of any assistance to you in providing informal comments in confidence during your policy development,
please do not hesitate to contact us. In addition, the following publications are available from the National
Grid website or by contacting us at the address overleaf:
▪
▪
▪
▪

National Grid’s commitments when undertaking works in the UK - our stakeholder, community and
amenity policy;
Specification for Safe Working in the Vicinity of National Grid High Pressure Gas Pipelines and Associated
Installations - Requirements for Third Parties; and
A sense of place - design guidelines for development near high voltage overhead lines
http://www.nationalgrid.com/uk/Senseofplace/Download/
T/SP/SSW22 – Specification for safe working in the vicinity of National Grid high pressure gas pipelines and
associated installations – requirements for third parties.
http://www2.nationalgrid.com/WorkArea/DownloadAsset.aspx?id=33968

▪

IGE/SR/18 – Safe working practices to ensure the integrity of gas pipelines and associated installations.

▪

HS(G)47 – Avoiding Danger from Underground Services.

▪

Further information regarding development near overhead lines and substations is available here:
http://www.nationalgrid.com/uk/LandandDevelopment/DDC/devnearohl_final/pdf/brochure.htm

▪

National Grid has provided information in relation to gas transmission assets via the following internet link:
http://www2.nationalgrid.com/uk/services/land-and-development/planning-authority/shape-files/

Appendices - National Grid Assets
Please find attached in:
• Appendix 1 provides maps of the sites referenced above in relation to the affected National Grid
Transmission assets outlined above.

Please remember to consult National Grid on any Development Plan Document (DPD) or site-specific
proposals that could affect our infrastructure. We would be grateful if you could add our details shown below
to your consultation database:

Hannah Lorna Bevins
Consultant Town Planner

Spencer Jefferies
Development Liaison Officer, National Grid

n.grid@amecfw.com

box.landandacquisitions@nationalgrid.com

Wood E&I Solutions UK Ltd
Gables House
Kenilworth Road
Leamington Spa
Warwickshire
CV32 6JX

National Grid House
Warwick Technology Park
Gallows Hill
Warwick
CV34 6DA

I hope the above information is useful. If you require any further information, please do not hesitate to
contact me.
Yours faithfully
[via email]
Hannah Lorna Bevins
Consultant Town Planner
cc. Spencer Jefferies, National Grid

APPENDIX 1: NATIONAL GRID TRANSMISSION ASSETS AFFECTED
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Ref 18 - Highways England

Our ref:
Your ref:

Planning Policy
Newcastle Civic Centre
Barras Bridge
Newcastle upon Tyne
NE1 8QH

Highways England
Lateral
8 City Walk
Leeds
LS11 9AT
Direct Line: 0300 470 6163
http://www.highways.gov.uk
15 November 2018

For the attention of: Planning Policy Team
Dear Sir / Madam
NEWCASTLE CITY COUNCIL DEVELOPMENT AND ALLOCATIONS PLAN 20152030 PRE-SUBMISSION PLAN, OCTOBER 2018
Highways England welcomes the opportunity to provide comments on the Development
and Allocations Plan Pre-Submission Plan [DAP]. We have undertaken a review of the
DAP and the available evidence base, in accordance with our responsibilities and aims,
and have considered this latest DAP against the previous draft and the comments
provided by Highways England at that time.
In summary, we are generally supportive of the DAP, which we considered to be
consistent with the provisions within the adopted Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan
[CSUCP]. As such, we have not deemed it necessary to raise any objections and
consider the DAP to be sound. In particular, we consider that the DAP meets the tests of
being effective and appropriately justified based on our consideration of the policies and
proposals within the DAP and the accompanying transport infrastructure evidence base,
presented in the Development Allocations Plan Highways Modelling Report (July 2018).
The conclusions of our previous review of the Draft DAP identified that in total, 113
hectares of residential and 315 hectares of employment development was allocated
within the DAP. For the residential hectares, we had assumed a build out rate of 35
dwellings per hectare, which equated to approximately 4,000 dwellings. Of the 315
hectares of employment development, 293 hectares was noted to be retained whilst 22
hectares was to be newly allocated land. Whilst, some amendments have been made to
the scale and distribution of both residential and employment sites in the latest DAP, on
the whole it is not considered to be materially different and of such significance that our
previous opinion, that no further detailed assessment would be necessary, does not
remain applicable.
This view is further supported having given consideration to NCC’s DAP Highways
Modelling Report, which presents the individual traffic increases identified in relation to
the allocations along with the cumulative impact at the local road network, river crossings

Registered office: Bridge House, 1 Walnut Tree Close, Guildford GU1 4LZ
Highways England Company Limited, registered in England and Wales number 09346363

and an inner and outer cordon. From our review of the report, as detailed in the
accompanying technical memorandum, the scale of impact identified is considered to be
insufficient to warrant specific further assessment of the Strategic Road Network, which
therefore reinforces our previous position.
I trust this response will be helpful. If, however, you require any further information,
please do not hesitate to contact me. I look forward to receiving confirmation that our
response has been received in due course.

Yours sincerely,

Paul Dixon
Asset Manager
Yorkshire & North East
Email: paul.dixon@highwaysengland.co.uk
Enc. Local Plan Sites Review Technical Memorandum (Ref: TM001)

Registered office: Bridge House, 1 Walnut Tree Close, Guildford GU1 4LZ
Highways England Company Limited, registered in England and Wales number 09346363

LOCAL PLAN - SITES REVIEW
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PREPARED FOR:
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DATE:
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DOCUMENT REF:
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APPROVED BY:

Paul Carr (CH2M)

Introduction
This Technical Memorandum [TM] has been prepared in order to present a summary of information
in relation to a number of residential and employment allocations within the Newcastle City Council
[NCC] Pre-Submission Development and Allocations Plan [DAP] documentation.
The sites identified within Table 1 are identified for allocation in the DAP, including the individual
housing quantum; the sites’ locations are shown in Figure 1. As can be seen from both, the scale of
provision identified in the DAP is nominal, in comparison to that identified in the adopted local Plan
(represented by the Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan) and are all located in Newcastle’s existing
urban area bounded by the A1 to the west.
NCC has prepared assessment of the DAP’s change in impact at the local road network, as presented
in the Development Allocation Plan – Highways Modelling Report, July 2018.
The basis of the modelling represents the identification and distribution of trips associated with the
sites determined through use of the Newcastle Traffic Model [NewTM], consistent with the
methodology used in the Strategic Highways Study [SHS], prepared by Systra (formerly JMP) following
adoption of the Plan. The SHS assessed the cumulative impact of all the allocations contained in the
Strategic Land Release [SLR] sites (circa 7000 houses + employment sites at the airport allocated in
the Core Strategy). NewTM was used to distribute traffic from the sites.
At that time, the outcomes of NewTM and the SHS at the Strategic Road Network [SRN] were
confirmed through comparisons made to independent assessments prepared by CH2M on behalf of
Highways England; in this regard, but mindful of the scale and proximity of individual sites to the SRN,
the use of NewTM is considered fit for the purpose of identifying the broad impacts arising from
allocations within Newcastle.
Although NCC’s DAP Highways Modelling Report does not quantify the impacts at the SRN its results
have been considered to identify the materiality of change and, thereby, need for further examination
of the outcomes arising at the SRN.
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NEWCASTLE UPON TYNE - DEVELOPMENT AND ALLOCATIONS PLAN: 2015-2030 PRE-SUBMISSION PLAN

Table 1 – Allocations and Development Quantum
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NEWCASTLE UPON TYNE - DEVELOPMENT AND ALLOCATIONS PLAN: 2015-2030 PRE-SUBMISSION PLAN

Figure 1 – DAP Sites

Modelling Results
NCC’s DAP Highways Modelling Report presents the individual traffic increases identified in relation
to the allocations along with the cumulative impact at the local road network, river crossings and an
inner and outer cordon. The cordons are not illustrated within NCC’s report, but it is clear from the
descriptions that the ‘outer cordon’ links presented the results with the closest proximity to the SRN,
specifically the A1.
The results for the outer cordon are reproduced here within Table 2.
From Table 2 it is apparent that the greatest increase is identified within the vicinity of Kenton Bar and
represents a 53 two-way trip increase on Ponteland Road, north of the junction, during the weekday
evening peak. Given that this maximum increase is located at the local road network, at the SRN it
will be less. (NCC’s report appends output from the NewTM model but is reproduced to an insufficient
resolution to permit the identification of individual link flows. Supplementary plots have been
requested from NCC, for the avoidance of doubt, but remain to be provided at the time of writing.)
Notwithstanding the above, the identified impact is of a scale that would typically be considered
insufficient to warrant further assessment. It should also be recognised that, the A1 Kenton Bar
junction benefits from an indicative mitigation scheme identified in response to the adopted Plan
through NCC’s SHS. The identified impact scale and location is considered sufficiently minor as to not
materially influence the nature of the mitigation at the junction. Further, the detail design of these
works are yet to be undertaken and, therefore, the need to account for the DAP’s additional demands
can be further considered at that time.
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NEWCASTLE UPON TYNE - DEVELOPMENT AND ALLOCATIONS PLAN: 2015-2030 PRE-SUBMISSION PLAN

Table 2 - Impact of traffic on Outer Cordon
LinkName
Scotswood Road, West of roundabout to A1
Scotswood Road, West of roundabout to A1
West Road, East of A1
West Road, East of A1
Stamfordham Road, East of A1
Stamfordham Road, East of A1
Ponteland Road, North of Kenton Bar
Ponteland Road, North of Kenton Bar
Great North road, South of Bridge Park
Great North road, South of Bridge Park
Salters Lane, North of Heathery Lane
Salters Lane, North of Heathery Lane
Benton Lane, at Benton North Farm
Benton Lane, at Benton North Farm
Whitley Road, West of Carlton Road
Whitley Road, West of Carlton Road
Coast Road, East of Benfield Road
Coast Road, East of Benfield Road
Appletree Gardens, West of Ivy Road
Appletree Gardens, West of Ivy Road
Shields Road, West of Courtfield Road
Shields Road, West of Courtfield Road
The Fossway, West of Courtfield Road
The Fossway, West of Courtfield Road
Waverdale Avenue, South of Rutland Avenue
Waverdale Avenue, South of Rutland Avenue
Fisher Street, South of Abingdon Road
Fisher Street, South of Abingdon Road
Etal Lane, West of Cragston Avenue
Etal Lane, West of Cragston Avenue
Kingston Park Road, East of westwern Bypass
Kingston Park Road, East of westwern Bypass
Scotswood Road slips to / from A1
Scotswood Road slips to / from A1
Outer Cordon Total Flows
Outer Cordon Total Flows

direction
Twoway
Twoway
Twoway
Twoway
Twoway
Twoway
Twoway
Twoway
Twoway
Twoway
Twoway
Twoway
Twoway
Twoway
Twoway
Twoway
Twoway
Twoway
Twoway
Twoway
Twoway
Twoway
Twoway
Twoway
Twoway
Twoway
Twoway
Twoway
Twoway
Twoway
Twoway
Twoway
Twoway
Twoway
Twoway
Twoway

Period
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM

Year
2030
2030
2030
2030
2030
2030
2030
2030
2030
2030
2030
2030
2030
2030
2030
2030
2030
2030
2030
2030
2030
2030
2030
2030
2030
2030
2030
2030
2030
2030
2030
2030
2030
2030
2030
2030

Existing
Flow
2242
2012
2304
2003
2806
2786
3199
3419
1808
2477
1389
1409
1760
1784
1331
1315
5870
5301
243
321
884
847
630
682
1256
1153
125
179
750
870
1885
1782
2436
2422
30918
30762

ALL
Developments
Growth
417
358
942
538
674
625
1215
2256
303
677
266
389
296
330
247
244
1099
1353
17
10
83
85
95
106
279
170
17
143
66
44
717
489
874
1023
7607
8840

All New Trips
513
409
1290
725
804
814
1436
2597
429
914
356
558
468
559
364
250
1621
1958
18
10
94
101
186
215
326
235
17
156
270
337
876
587
1029
1220
10097
11645

ALL Developments as
a percentage of
Existing
18
17
40
26
24
22
37
65
16
27
19
27
16
18
18
18
18
25
6
3
9
10
15
15
22
14
13
79
8
5
38
27
35
42
25
29

NCC DAP
traffic
18
6
34
37
20
19
42
53
1
4
4
4
4
4
4
0
20
32
1
0
10
10
4
4
90
45
0
48
3
3
8
5
8
10
271
284

DAP as a
DAP as a
DAP as a
percentage of percentage of percentage of
Existing
Growth
New Trips
0
4
3
0
1
1
1
3
2
1
6
5
0
2
2
0
3
2
1
3
2
1
2
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
1
0
1
0
0
1
0
0
1
0
0
1
1
0
0
0
0
1
1
0
2
1
0
5
5
0
0
0
1
12
10
1
11
9
0
4
2
0
3
1
7
32
27
3
26
19
0
0
0
26
33
30
0
4
1
0
6
0
0
1
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
4
3
1
3
2

Conclusions
The modelling of the impact of the DAP sites is considered by NCC to show that the impact on the local
road network is negligible. The maximum impact at the outer cordon within the vicinity of the SRN is
identified as a 53 two-way trip increase on Ponteland Road, north of the Kenton Bar junction, during
the weekday evening peak, the increase at the SRN being less.
In summary:
•

The impact is of a scale that would not typically be considered sufficient to warrant further
assessment;

•

the A1 Kenton Bar junction benefits from an indicative mitigation scheme identified in response
to the adopted Plan through NCC’s SHS; and

•

the identified impact scale and location is considered sufficiently minor as to not materially
influence the nature of the mitigation at the junction; further

•

as the detail design of these works is yet to be undertaken, the need to account for the DAP’s
additional demands can be considered further at that time; therefore

•

it is considered that the need for specific exploration of the DAP’s impact at the SRN is
unwarranted.

Notwithstanding the above, the outcomes arising from the DAP will need to be accounted for as part
of any future Highways England programme to refresh the demands associated with NCC’s adopted
Plan.
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Ref 19 - Historic England / Barbara Hooper
Policy DM1 - Employment Sites
Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM1 - Employment Sites
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table? no
4. Why do you consider the policy / paragraph / section / figure or table is unsound? because it is not: [Justified, Consistent with national policy]
Comment:
Why you consider the Policy unsound:
We have previously commented (in 2016 and 2017) that site allocations should be informed by robust evidence in order to identify any heritage assets likely to be affected,
and consider the likely constraints or opportunities. The DAP Consultation Feedback Report 2018 notes these comments, and in response suggests that the impact on
heritage is considered in the Employment Land Review and HELAA site assessments. The response goes on to suggest that the HELAA follows the methodology set out in
the NPPG, and it is up to the DAP to determine which sites are the most suitable to meet the identified need.
We acknowledge that the ELR 2018 references the Ouseburn Regeneration Area (paras 9.44 - 9.47) and the relevant design principles that will apply to Employment Sites 13,
19 and 26. We also welcome the additional consideration of the Newburn Registered Battlefield within the HELAA 2018 (paras 3.22 - 3.26). However, we can find no other
references within the ELR or the HELAA which provide the necessary justification for the remaining sites identified in Policy DM1, and even the immediate presence of
heritage assets is not picked up in the ELR Appendix 3 (Schedule of Potential new Employment Site Assessments).
We note and welcome that the Sustainability Appraisal, Appendix G Allocation Sites Appraisal has now been updated to identify adjacent heritage assets. However, a
number of these appraisals identify the proximity of heritage assets, but then just state the 'it is assumed that any proposed development will consider the curtilage and be
required to adhere to relevant design guides.' Apart from the references noted above in relation to Ouseburn and Newburn, we have been unable to find any relevant
design guides or development criteria for the employment sites, which demonstrate that the potential impact upon heritage assets have been taken into account, and that
the sites can be justified and opportunities to conserve and enhance the historic environment have been considered.
The NPPF (paragraphs 184 -185) sets out that heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource, and their significance should be sustained and enhanced, with new
development making appositive contribution to local character and distinctiveness. In addition, paragraph 190 requires local planning authorities to identify and assess the
particular significance of any heritage asset that may be affected by a proposal (including by development affecting the setting of a heritage asset). The Planning Practice
Guidance states that 'Where sites are proposed for allocation, sufficient detail should be given to provide clarity to developers, local communities and other interested
parties about the nature and scale of development.'
In order to justify its site allocations for employment sites, and to be compliant with the NPPF, we would therefore recommend that the council provides additional
evidence, for example similar to the Housing Allocations Sites: Development Principles document produced to support Policy DM5.
name:

Ms Barbara Hooper, Historic England

Date Received:

16/11/2018
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Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM5 - Housing Sites
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table?

Yes, with minor changes

Comment:
Changes you consider necessary:
We have previously commented on the need for additional information to support the inclusion of the housing allocation sites, to demonstrate that the sites are compliant
with the Plan's own policies and the requirements of the NPPF to sustain and enhance the significance of heritage assets. We therefore welcome the additional
information included within the Sustainability Appraisal and the Housing Allocations Sites: Development Principles. For example, we welcome the recognition that heritage
assets are both constraints and may provide opportunities for Sites No 24-3027- Land to SW of Throckley Primary School (with regard the references to listed buildings and
Hadrianâ€™s Wall WHS), and No 26-3090- Land to E of Newburn Road.
However, we have noted a number of inconsistencies or errors with a number of the other sites within the Development Principles document. For example:
Site No 12- 5305- Land to E of Matthew Bank
â€¢
We welcome that the development principles state that â€˜development should preserve and enhances the setting of the listed buildings in the vicinity of the
siteâ€™. However, while a number of listed buildings (GII Racquet court; GII Jesmond Dene House; Grade II Police Stables) are identified on the map, there is no mention of
the Jesmond Dene Conservation Area (although the presence of â€˜Conservation Areasâ€™ is noted in the â€˜Potential Constraintsâ€™), or Grade II Jesmond Dene Park
and Garden. These should be noted on the map, and identified as constraints.
â€¢
The Conservation Area Management Plan SPD for Jesmond Dene should be referenced, as this will provide some key development principles.
No 13- 5004- Land to S of Ayton Street
Listed Buildings are mentioned in first part of text but not on map. The proximity of the adjacent buildings (part of the Grade II* Byker Estate) should be identified, and the
development principles should acknowledge â€˜development should preserve and enhance the setting of the listed buildings in the vicinity of the siteâ€™.
The Byker Estate conservation plan, A Byker Future, may provide additional design guidance, and could be referenced within the development principles.
No 18-3058- Land to W of Somerset Place, Elswick
â€¢
The Grade II LB (80-88 Elswick Road) is mentioned as a potential constraint, but not marked on the map.
â€¢
The development principles should state that â€˜development should preserve and enhance the setting of the listed buildings in the vicinity of the siteâ€™.
â€¢
No mention is made of the adjacent Grade II Church of St Paul, Life Transformation, which is also on the Heritage at Risk register.
No 22-4213- Land at West Benwell Terraces
â€¢
The site is opposite a number of Grade II LBâ€™s (Former Lodge to Benwell Towers; Gate Piers to the Mitre Public House and Wellburn House), but these are
not mentioned in the text or on the map.
â€¢
The â€˜potential constraintsâ€™ mentions it bounded by site of archaeological interest, but this is not identified on the map, or mentioned in the development
principles.
â€¢
The development principles should state that â€˜development should preserve and enhance heritage assets, including their setting, in the vicinity of the
siteâ€™.
No 23-4214-Land at Westfield Road, Benwell
The potential constraints mentions listed buildings nearby - but we are unclear to which buildings this refers?
No 25-5832-Land to S of Hallow Drive, Throckley
This site abuts Newburn Battlefield which is on the HAR register, and has its own policy in the DAP, but it is not mentioned on the map, as a potential constraint, or within
the text for the development principles.
No 33- 3032- Land on Salterâ€™s Road, Gosforth
The conservation areas to the north and south east (St Nicholas Hospital and Gosforth) should be identified, and their Conservation Area Management Plans may provide
useful design guidance to influence the development.
No 35-5983- Land on West Jesmond Avenue, Jesmond
Page | 2

The proximity of listed buildings (2 x Grade II LBâ€™s, St Hildaâ€™s Church and attached Sunday school) is noted in the potential constraints, but these are not identified on
the map, or referenced in the development principles.
No 36-5990- Land on Whickham View, Benwell
The site lies on the edge of the presumed extent of Benwell medieval village, but this is not identified on the map. While the need for an archaeological desk based
assessment and building recording is identified in the potential constraints, this is not followed through to the development principles.
No 38-1616- Land at Maria Street/Caroline Street, Elswick
The site is close to the Grade II Park and Garden at St Johnâ€™s Cemetery, which is on the Heritage at Risk register. This should be identified on the map, and as a potential
constraint, and may also influence the design.
No 39-1294- Land to the west of Roman Avenue, Byker
The potential for Roman Military Way beneath the site is noted in the text, and the site is very close to Hadrianâ€™s Wall SAM and WHS Buffer zone at north of site.
However, there is no identification of these on the map, and there is no mention of the need for archaeological assessment and evaluation in the development principles.
The Development Principles document requires amending, to ensure that it is providing the necessary advice to ensure that the historic environment is protected and
enhanced.
name:

Ms Barbara Hooper, Historic England

Date Received:

16/11/2018
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Policy DM9 - Newcastle Centre for Ageing and Vitality Site
Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM9 - Newcastle Centre for Ageing and Vitality Site
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table?

Yes, with minor changes

Comment:
Changes you consider necessary:
We welcome and support the amendments to Policy DM9, the supporting paper provided in the Evidence Base, and the greater protection it provides for heritage assets
including the Hadrian's Wall World Heritage Site.
It might be helpful to reference within the supporting text than an additional report has been prepared for this site, which includes development principles, to ensure that its
recommendations are not lost in the implementation of this plan
name:

Date Received:

Ms Barbara Hooper, Historic England

16/11/2018

Policy DM15 - Conservation of Heritage Assets
Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM15 - Conservation of Heritage Assets
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table?

Yes, with minor changes

Comment:
Changes you consider necessary:
We welcome and support this policy. One minor amendment is required to ensure that it reflects the wording of legislation and the NPPF. Part (2) should be amended to
state 'preserved and enhanced'.
name:

Ms Barbara Hooper, Historic England

Date Received:

16/11/2018
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Policy DM16 - Conservation and Enhancement of the Setting of Heritage Assets
Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM16 - Conservation and Enhancement of the Setting of Heritage Assets
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table?

Yes, with minor changes

Comment:
Changes you consider necessary:
We welcome and support this policy. One minor amendment is required to ensure that it reflects the wording of legislation and the NPPF. Part (1) should be amended to
state ''conserves and enhances the significance''.

name:

Ms Barbara Hooper, Historic England

Date Received:

16/11/2018
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Policy DM17 - Preservation of Archaeological Remains and Archaeological Work

Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM17 - Preservation of Archaeological Remains and Archaeological Work
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table?

Yes, with minor changes

Comment:
Changes you consider necessary:
While we welcome and support this policy, it needs slightly amending to better reflect the requirements of the NPPF.
The use of the word 'investigations' in Part (1) might be misinterpreted to mean post-determination archaeological mitigation works. It would be more reflective of the NPPF
para 189, to state â€˜â€¦through undertaking archaeological investigations assessment and evaluation where proposed developmentâ€¦â€™
Part (2) of the policy â€“ while laudable in trying to preserve all archaeology in-situ â€“ does not appear to be fully reflecting paragraphs 193 â€“ 197 of the NPPF. We would
suggest:
â€˜Where assessment and evaluation have established that proposed development will adversely affect a site or area of archaeological interest, clear and convincing
justification will be required. Where development harmful to a heritage asset is to be given permission, its archaeological remains below ground and on the surface will be
recorded and excavated prior to development commencing.â€™
The final sentence of Part (3) of the policy would be more accurate if it stated: â€˜â€¦protect, maintain and enhance the integrity and understanding of the Frontiers of the
Roman Empire World Heritage site and its buffer zone and its wider landscape setting.â€™
Part (4) should incorporate in the final sentence: â€˜Any significant archaeological findings will also be published in a publically-accessible form.â€™
name:

Ms Barbara Hooper, Historic England

Date Received:

16/11/2018
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Policy DM19 - Battlefield of Newburn Ford 1640
Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM19 - Battlefield of Newburn Ford 1640
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table?

Yes, with minor changes

Comment:
Changes you consider necessary:
We welcome and support this policy, and the amendments made from the draft Plan. In particular, we welcome the references to the Newburn Ford Research Report in
paragraph 6.5.2.
However, the wording of the policy (and the lead in to the Policy from the from the final sentence of Paragraph 6.5.1) still seems to be suggesting that the significance of the
Battlefield is limited to landscape and appearance. As we noted in our previous comments, the significance of the Battlefield is derived not only from these, but also from
elements such as its archaeological potential, its historical associative value, and its communal value.
It would therefore be helpful to include in the policy and supporting text some reference to the high archaeological potential of the site, and the need to protect, evaluate
and interpret any surviving artefacts.
We would recommend amending part (1) of the policy to include archaeology, for example by:
1. Protecting it against development which would adversely affect the interpretation of the course of events during the battle, by impacting upon:
a) the below ground archaeological potential; and
b) the landscape.
name:

Ms Barbara Hooper, Historic England

Date Received:

16/11/2018
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Ref 20 - Ken Hodcroft
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Ken Hodcroft
05 October 2018 14:41
Planning Policy

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

RE: Pre-Submission Development and Allocations Plan Consultation

Many Thanks ..however I have found in the past most things( esp planning permission “ have already been decided
internally at NCC before “ public consultations and input” and when it ha snot the public input is rarely listened too
..so I won’t be contributing
Rgds
Ken Hodcroft
From:
On Behalf Of Planning Policy
Sent: 05 October 2018 11:01
To:
Subject: Pre‐Submission Development and Allocations Plan Consultation
Dear Sir/Madam,
Please find attached a letter regarding Newcastle’s Public Consultation on the Pre‐Submission Development and
Allocations Plan.
Regards

Planning Policy Assistant
Planning
Newcastle City Council
9th Floor
Civic Centre
Newcastle upon Tyne
Telephone:
Email:
Website: www.newcastle.gov.uk

Please consider the environment before printing this e‐mail
Please read our Privacy Notice which sets out how we use information in the course of our work as a Local Planning
Authority.
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Ref 21 - Home Builders
Federation / Joanne Harding

Pre-Submission
Development and Allocations Plan
Consultation Response Form
Consultation runs from 5 October to 16 November 2018
This form is for making comments on the Pre-Submission Development and
Allocations Plan (the Plan) published by Newcastle City Council.
Please refer to the guidance note published separately before completing this.
Comments must be received by 5pm on 16 November 2018.
Parts 1 and 2 of this form must be completed. Comments received after this date
may not be considered.
For every policy, paragraph, section, figure or table that you wish to make
comments on, a separate response form must be completed.

Completed response forms can be returned either by;
Email: planningpolicy@newcastle.gov.uk
Post: Newcastle City Council, Planning Policy, 9th Floor, Newcastle Civic Centre,
Barras Bridge, Newcastle upon Tyne, NE1 8QH.
To: Planning Officers at one of the drop-in events, details of which can be found on
our website at: www.newcastle.gov.uk/localplan2

1

PART 1

PERSONAL DETAILS

This part of the form must be completed. We cannot register your response
form without your personal details
Personal details
Title:

Agents details (if applicable)
Title:

Forename: Joanne

Forename:

Surname:

Surname:

Harding

Organisation: Home Builders Federation

Organisation:

Address: HBF House

Address:

27 Broadwall
London
SE1 9PL

Post Code: SE1 9PL

Post Code:

Email:

Email:

Telephone No:

Telephone No:

Date:

Date:

2

PART 2

COMMENT

Please use a separate response form for each comment.

1. To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or table
that you are commenting on:
Policy

Please see attached letter.

Paragraph
Section
Figure
Table
Policies Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
Yes (continue to question 3)
No (continue to question 4)
Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)

3

3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.
Please see separately attached letter.

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

Compliant with law

Consistent with national policy

Positively prepared

Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements

4

5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible
Please see separately attached letter.

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
Please see separately attached letter.

5

7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate
if you would like to attend and participate at the Public
Examination?
Yes (Continue to question 8)

No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of the
progress of the DAP.
Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed

6

Data Protection Notice: General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) 2018
Comments cannot be treated as confidential. All responses received will be held by the council
in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation 2018. Your name, organisation (if
applicable) and comment may be made available to the public.
Your personal data, i.e. postal address, email and telephone numbers will not be publicly
available. We will use your contact details to notify you of the Plan as requested in question 9.
However, your contact details will be shared with the Planning Inspector for the purposes of the
Public Examination.
Please note that all comments will be held by the Council on the policy database for the
duration of the Local Plan (2030). By submitting a representation on the Plan you confirm that
you agree to this and accept responsibility for your comments.
Please read our Privacy Notice which sets out how we use information in the course of our
work as a Local Planning Authority https://www.newcastle.gov.uk/planning_privacy_notice.pdf
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Planning Policy
SENT BY EMAIL
planningpolicy@newcastle.gov.uk
16/01/2019

Dear Sir / Madam,
NEWCASTLE DEVELOPMENT AND ALLOCATIONS PLAN: PRE-SUBMISSION
Thank you for consulting with the Home Builders Federation on the Newcastle
Development and Allocations Plan Pre-Submission consultation.
The HBF is the principal representative body of the house-building industry in
England and Wales. Our representations reflect the views of our membership, which
includes multi-national PLC’s, regional developers and small, local builders. In any
one year, our members account for over 80% of all new “for sale” market housing
built in England and Wales as well as a large proportion of newly built affordable
housing.
Policy DM5 - Housing Sites
As set out previously, the HBF does not wish to comment upon the acceptability or
otherwise of individual sites. It is, however, important that all the sites contained
within the plan are deliverable over the plan period.
The Council’s assumptions on sites in relation to delivery and capacity should be
realistic based on evidence supported by the parties responsible for housing delivery
and sense checked by the Council based on local knowledge and historical empirical
data.
Policy DM6 - Accessible and Adaptable Housing
This policy requires new housing developments of 11 dwellings or more to provide
25% of all new homes to be built to M4(2) standards.
It is noted that the Addressing Housing Needs and Standards document quotes the
Inspector’s Report for the (CSUCP) in relation to meeting the needs of the forecast
population and housing standards (CS11.2/3/4/5 &6), in which the Inspector
concluded: “There is widespread support for most other requirements of policy CS11.
The clause encouraging the provision of Lifetime Homes and WheelchairAccessible Homes strikes an appropriate strategic balance between highlighting
this important need whilst not making it a specific requirement that could
compromise viability. A similar argument applies to the clause seeking increased
Home Builders Federation
HBF House, 27 Broadwall, London, SE1 9PL
T: 0207 960 1600
E: info@hbf.co.uk

The Voice of the home building industry
www.hbf.co.uk
follow us on twitter @homebuildersfed

choice for the elderly: many different types of accommodation are required and it is
not feasible to set specific targets in a strategic policy.” (para. 62).
The Addressing Housing Needs and Standards document suggests that Policy DM6
will help to deliver Policy CS11(2) and (3). However, the HBF do not consider that
Policy DM6 is in line with Policy CS11 which only seeks to encourage the provision of
wheelchair accessible homes and increase the choice of suitable accommodation for
the elderly population.
The document goes on to identify the ageing population within Newcastle, however,
the HBF do not consider that of itself an ageing population is sufficient evidence to
identify a need for M4(2) homes. This is not in line with the PPG (ID 56-07) which
identifies the type of evidence required to introduce such a policy, including the likely
future need; the size, location, type and quality of dwellings needed; the accessibility
and adaptability of the existing stock; how the needs vary across different housing
tenures; and the overall viability.
Policy DM7 - Space Standards
This policy requires all new homes to meet the Nationally Described Space
Standards.
The HBF have set out their concerns in their previous response and would again
highlight that the PPG (ID 56-020) identifies the type of evidence required to
introduce such a policy. It states that ‘where a need for internal space standards is
identified, local planning authorities should provide justification for requiring internal
space policies. Local planning authorities should take account of the following areas:
• Need – evidence should be provided on the size and type of dwellings currently
being built in the area, to ensure the impacts of adopting space standards can be
properly assessed, for example, to consider any potential impact on meeting
demand for starter homes.
• Viability – the impact of adopting the space standard should be considered as
part of a plan’s viability assessment with account taken of the impact of
potentially larger dwellings on land supply. Local planning authorities will also
need to consider impacts on affordability where a space standard is to be
adopted.
• Timing – there may need to be a reasonable transitional period following
adoption of a new policy on space standards to enable developers to factor the
cost of space standards into future land acquisitions’.
The Council presents its justification for needing space standards in its updated
September 2018 document titled ‘Addressing Housing Needs and Standards’.
However, in relation to the evidence of completions and whether they have met the
NDSS the document refers back to the evidence in the SHMA (2017). This
considered a two-year period and 1,544 cases it highlights that 41% of the new
properties sampled meet the NDSS. The document suggests that the need for
internal space standards is already a policy requirement in the CSUCP and that
Policy DM7 will support the implementation of this policy (CS11). However, Policy
CS11 only states that providing a range and choice of housing will be achieved by
providing adequate space inside and outside of the home to meet the needs of

residents. The policy does not require this to be done through the introduction of the
optional housing standards. Therefore, the HBF do not consider that the ‘need’ for
Policy DM7 and the introduction of the NDSS has been demonstrated. It is also
considered that just collating evidence of the size of dwellings completed does not in
itself identify need. It would be expected that the evidence would include market
indicators such as quality of life impacts or reduced sales in areas where the
standards are not currently being met. There is no evidence provided that the size of
the homes being completed are considered inappropriate by those purchasing them
or that these homes are struggling to be sold in comparison to homes that do meet
the standards. Evidence collected by the HBF suggests that housebuilders in the
area do not have any issues with selling properties at less than the NDSS, with threebed non-NDSS compliant homes often being the top selling properties on sites.
It is also noted that the report highlights the issue of overcrowding based on the
number of rooms in a home, it is questioned whether the Council consider the
introduction of the NDSS would alleviate this issue. Or whether it is more likely that
the introduction of the standard could lead to people purchasing homes with a
smaller number of bedrooms, but larger in size due to the NDSS and therefore have
the potential to increase issues with overcrowding.
In relation to viability the Council has stated that the NDSS can be viably provided
and would not undermine overall plan deliverability. However, as set out in the HBF
response to the Viability Assessment, the HBF continue to have concerns around a
number of the assumptions made with the Viability Report and consider that a more
cautious approach should have been taken. Therefore, the HBF do not consider that
given the evidence provided the NDSS is necessarily viable or that it would not
undermine the overall plan deliverability. The HBF also note that a number of site
typologies are not considered viable in the base scenario which included the use of
the NDSS standard.
Policy DM36 - Telecommunications and Digital Infrastructure
This policy requires all major development to demonstrate how it supplies digital
infrastructure to access electronic communications networks. The HBF generally
consider that digital infrastructure is an important part of integrated development
within an area. However, the inclusion of digital infrastructure such as high-speed
broadband and fibre is not within the direct control of the development industry, and
as such it is considered that this policy could create deliverability issues for
development and developers. Service providers are the only ones who can confirm
access to infrastructure. Whilst, paragraph 112 of the NPPF (2018) establishes that
local planning authorities should seek support the expansion of electronic
communications networks it does not seek to prevent development that does not
have access to such networks. The house building industry is fully aware of the
benefits of having their homes connected to super-fast broadband and what their
customers will demand.
The HBF consider that in seeking to provide broadband the Council should work
proactively with digital infrastructure providers to extend provision and not rely on the
development industry to provide for such infrastructure.

Future Engagement
I trust that the Council will find these comments useful as it continues to progress its
Local Plan. I would be happy to discuss these issues in greater detail or assist in
facilitating discussions with the wider house building industry.
The HBF would like to be kept informed of all forthcoming consultations upon the
Local Plan and associated documents. Please use the contact details provided below
for future correspondence.
Yours sincerely,

Joanne Harding
Local Plans Manager – North
Email: joanne.harding@hbf.co.uk
Phone: 07972 774 229

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Joanne Harding
14 January 2019 13:44
RE: DAP local plan representation
19-01-11 Newcastle Viability Assessment Additional Comments.docx

Dear Kathy,
Please find attached a short note clarifying our concerns with the Viability Assessment, as ever I would
continue to promote a cautious approach.
I hope you find these comments useful.
Kind regards

Joanne Harding MRTPI

Local Plans Manager - North
HOME BUILDERS FEDERATION
m: 07972 774 229
e: joanne.harding@hbf.co.uk

This e-mail is confidential, and may be legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, do not copy, use or disclose its content,
but contact the sender immediately.
Whilst we run anti-virus software on all Internet emails we are not liable for any loss or damage sustained as a result of software
viruses. The recipient is advised to run their own anti-virus software.
Registered in England and Wales | Registered office: 27 Broadwall, London, SE1 9PL
Company Reg No. 276 4757 | Vat No. 882 6294 86

From: Joanne Harding
Sent: 08 January 2019 10:12
To: Verlander, Katherine
Subject: Re: DAP local plan representation
Dear Kathy,
That will be fine.
Thank you.
Kind regards
Joanne Harding
Local Plans Manager ‐ North
Home Builders Federation
T: 07972 774 229
E: Joanne.Harding@hbf.co.uk
On 8 Jan 2019, at 10:06,

wrote:

Dear Joanne

1

Thank you for the email. We have a tight deadline to progress the local plan, so I
would appreciate if you could respond for the week of 14 January if at all possible.
Many thanks
Kathy Verlander
From: Joanne Harding <joanne.harding@hbf.co.uk>
Sent: 07 January 2019 12:20
To:
Cc: Planning Policy <PlanningPolicy@newcastle.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: DAP local plan representation
Dear Kathy Verlander,
Thank you for this opportunity. The HBF would be happy to provide clarity on our remaining
concerns.
Unfortunately, given the Christmas period it will probably take another week for me to be
able to consult with our members and put together an appropriate response.
Kind regards
<image003.jpg>

Joanne Harding MRTPI

Local Plans Manager - North
HOME BUILDERS FEDERATION
m: 07972 774 229
e: joanne.harding@hbf.co.uk
<image004.png><image005.png>
This e-mail is confidential, and may be legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, do not copy, use or disclose its
content, but contact the sender immediately.
Whilst we run anti-virus software on all Internet emails we are not liable for any loss or damage sustained as a result of
software viruses. The recipient is advised to run their own anti-virus software.
Registered in England and Wales | Registered office: 27 Broadwall, London, SE1 9PL
Company Reg No. 276 4757 | Vat No. 882 6294 86

From:
Sent: 20 December 2018 14:21
To: Joanne Harding <joanne.harding@hbf.co.uk>
Cc: Planning Policy <PlanningPolicy@newcastle.gov.uk>
Subject: DAP local plan representation

Dear Ms Harding
I write with regard to the recent Home Builders Federation representation submitted
on the Development and Allocations Pre Submission Draft, and requests some
clarifications in order that the Council can fully consider the representation.
We note the that, ‘the HBF continue to have concerns around a number of the
assumptions made with the Viability Report and consider that a more cautious approach
should have been taken.’, and would like to request clarification on those remaining
assumption concerns.
Many thanks
Kathy Verlander
2

Please read our Privacy Notice which sets out how we use information in the course
of our work as a Local Planning Authority.

www.newcastle.gov.uk
<image006.jpg>
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Ref 22 - Ashdale Land/
Barton Willmore

Newcastle City Council
Planning Policy
Newcastle Civic Centre
Barras Bridge
Newcastle upon Tyne
NE1 8QH
By Email Only - planningpolicy@newcastle.gov.uk

13616/A3/RS/lw
13 November 2018

Dear Sir/Madam
REPRESENTATIONS TO THE PRE-SUBMISSION DEVELOPMENT AND ALLOCATIONS PLAN
FOR NEWCASTLE CONSULTATION - OCTOBER 2018
Barton Willmore have been instructed by Ashdale Land Property Company Ltd (the ‘Client’) to
submit written representations to Newcastle City Council (the ‘Council’) regarding the draft PreSubmission Development and Allocations Plan for Newcastle upon Tyne 2015-2030. These written
representations are in regard to our client’s land interests south of Rotary Way, North Brunton,
Gosforth (the ‘Site’), however they also have land interests in other locations covered within the
DAP to which our comments will be relevant.
The draft Pre-Submission Development and Allocations Plan (hereafter referenced as the ‘DAP’) was
published by Newcastle City Council in October to be consulted on under Regulation 19 of the Town
and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012, which allows for consultation
prior to the submission of the draft document to the Planning Inspectorate for examination. The
consultation runs until 16 th November 2018. The document will sit alongside the existing Core
Strategy and will act as part of the development plan for the city and its environs.
1. Background
The Site has been consistently promoted through the recent local plan policy process for residential
or commercial use and is included in the Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment
(HELAA) under Reference number 4665. This this includes the Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan
(CSUCP) which was adopted in 2015. Whilst the Site was not allocated as a development site at
that stage, it was considered an appropriate location for development and was deliberately removed
from the Green Belt with the intention that it would come forward as a future development site.
This intention was confirmed by the Inspector who undertook the CSUCP examination.
Following the adoption of the CSUCP, and the removal of the Site from the Green Belt, we
submitted representations to Newcastle City Council regarding the DAP Regulation 18 consultation
in November 2017 promoting the Site for allocation for development and raising concerns regarding
some of the proposed polices. These representations are appended in Appendix 1 of the
representations.
Our client’s inclination is that the preferred use of the Site is for roadside commercial/employment

13616/A3/RS/lw
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uses and it is our belief that the Site is deliverable and viable and can contribute towards meeting
the Council’s strategic development aims and objectives as established in the Local Plan. We
maintain that the Site retains suitability for residential purposes as well and have supported this
assertion throughout the development plan making process.
We consider that there are a number of matters to be addressed in the DAP in order for the
document to be found sound before submission to the Planning Inspectorate , and these will be set
out below.
2. Draft Policy DM1: Employment Sites
Draft Policy DM1 sets out the allocated employment sites, both existing and new, that are proposed
to be allocated by the DAP, covering use classes B1 (Business), B2 (General Industry) and B8
(Storage and Distribution).
Our client considers that the most appropriate use of the land would be for roadside commercial
and employment use given its location and proximity to the A1 and the Junction 79 interchange ,
and the Site’s ability to complement the existing roadside uses north of Rotary Way. The Council
have previously considered this locality as a suitable location for theses types of uses, with the land
north of Rotary Way allocated for ‘Trunk Road Related Uses’ in the 1998 Unitary Development Plan
(UDP).
However, the emerging DAP has no mechanism to cover these types of uses in these types of
locations. Proposed Policy DM1 is focused solely on uses B1, B2 and B8. Further economic polices
contained within the DAP seek to protect these use classes on allocated employment sites (Draft
policy DM2), designate and protect district and local centres (Draft Policy DM3), and set out
parameters for retail and leisure impact assessments for sites outside of those designated (Draft
Policy DM4).
The Site has been assessed in the Council’s HELAA as being achievable and available for
employment. The HELAA notes the constraints due to the proximity to the strategic road network,
but we have undertaken feasibility work as to an appropriate access, and it is clear from the work
produced that a suitable access could be achieved. The Transport Access Note was already
submitted to the Council prior to this DAP consultation but has not been factored in as part of the
HELAA or any other part of the DAP evidence base. The Transport Access Note is appended as
Appendix 2 to these representations.
When considering all the available information, including the evidence presented to support a
suitable access, and given the outcome of the CSUCP Examination and the clear intention for the
Site to be developed, we considered it short sighted by the Council to not allocate the land for
development as was the Inspector’s clear intention at Examination.
Given the suitability and deliverability of the site, and our client’s confirmation the site is available,
it is clear the Council have not positively prepared the plan through a complete lack of
consideration for the roadside commercial and employment sector, and the excellent fit the Site
possesses in that regard, nor is the plan justified or effective in its reasoning, as they have not
correctly considered all options presented to them. As such, we object to the proposed policy as it
does not seek to even consider the suitable deliverable sites that could be used for roadside
commercial/employment use, and therefore this undermines the soundness of the emerging DAP.
It is our belief that there are several policy mechanisms which the Council could use to ensure
soundness in this regard, either through amendments to the proposed DM1 policy, or a sperate site
specific policy, but it is considered crucial to do so in order for the DAP to move forward, and our
client’s Site is an ideal site to be allocated for these purposes.
3. DM5: Housing Sites
Policy DM5 sets out the Council’s housing allocations which will assist the Council in meeting their
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housing target set in the CSUCP. Whilst not our client’s preference, the Site has been assessed in
the HELAA for suitability for housing and as with the commercial/employment aspect, it is
considered there are no significant constraints that could not be overcome. There are several
examples of sites identified in draft Policy DM5 which have constraints which could have significant
impact on delivery such as DM5.14, DM5.24 and DM5.34, and there is no explanation nor rationale
as to why our client’s Site has not also been allocated considering the favourable assessment in the
HELAA and the appended Transport Access Note. The policy is therefore not justified and effective,
and considering the the Council should be aiming to significantly boost the supply of housing, the
policy is not considered to be positively prepared either. On this basis, we object to the policy in
its current form.
4. DM29: Protecting and Enhancing Biodiversity Habitats
The draft DAP proposals map shows that the Site is proposed to be washed over by a Wildlife
Enhancement Corridor, as is much of the land to the east of the A1. Draft Policy DM29 requires
adequate mitigation to be required where development would adversely affect a Wildlife
Enhancement Corridor, and also requires development to improve ecological connectivity and
provide corridors and stepping stones for wildlife.
To set the context, in the 1998 UDP the Site, whilst being within Green Belt, was not covered by a
Wildlife Corridor designation. The evidence used by the Council to assist in their proposed DAP
environmental designations does not show in any clear o r justified way why, having not been
designated as a Wildlife Corridor in 1998, the Site now falls within and Wildlife Enhancement
Corridor despite the further intensification of surrounding development since the UDP was adopted.
It should be noted that the Site is currently covered by a Community Woodland policy from the UDP.
This policy, EN3.4, set out to allocate land for the creation of Commun ity Woodland. This policy,
whilst saved, is considered out of date when considering the National Planning Policy Framework
and Planning Practice Guidance. It is considered that the Site’s removal from the Green Belt as part
of the CSUCP for future development purposes, essentially supersedes any limited weight attributed
to UDP policy EN3.4, and therefore should not form any basis for a proposed ecological designation
as part of the DAP.
The Council’s justification for promoting Wildlife Enhancement Corridors in draft policy DM29 is to
provide:
“an interconnected ecological network of habitats to allow the movement of
species. Between urban and rural areas, helping maintain species, habitat
richness and variety.”
The Site does not appear to have been properly considered either in isolation or within a wider
context, as part of the evidence base. Our own ecological work has found that the there is no
evidence of significantly protected species being present, and the site is of low ecological value
which lack any significant species diversity and has been, and still is, heavily managed agricultural
land. The limited benefit the Site does possess is restricted to the mature trees to the south west
corner and the hedgerow to the north and east, which is assessed to be species poor.
There are significant barriers to ecology/biodiversity connectivity when considering the Site. The
strategic highway of the A1 runs directly adjacent to the west, and Rota ry Way (north) and the
B1318 (east) are busy Primary and Secondary Distributary Roads respectively. As noted previously
the land north of Rotary Way has now been fully developed for roadside commercial and
employment and serves to provide an even greater barrier to the undeveloped land further north.
These significant barriers will restrict the ability of the Site to assist in providing any interconnected
habitat, and they currently contribute to the existing poor level of ecological benefit the Site
currently possesses.
Taking all available information into consideration it is clear from our view that policy CS18: Green
Infrastructure and Natural Environment of the CSUCP, is perfectly acceptable and justifiable way
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through planning policy to ensure that development of the S ite does not have an adverse impact on
biodiversity. Mitigation and enhancement can be provide d and secured at the planning application
stage. This is further reinforced by draft DAP policy DM23: Residentia l Amenity, which requires
development to protect trees and other soft landscaping of amenity value, and provide replacement
planting where necessary.
To apply a Wildlife Enhancement Corridor to the Site through the DAP would provide an onerous
burden and a significant constraint to a Site specifically removed from the Green Belt for the
purposes of development. The lack of justification for the designation is evident through the
evidence base when considering our own ecological survey work, and we consider the washing over
of our client’s Site as a Wildlife Enhancement Corridor fails all four tests of soundness, and on this
basis we object.
5. DM30: Protecting Open Space
Is welcomed and supported that the Site is not covered by the proposed open space policy DM30,
as the Site in no way serves the intended purpose of the draft policy, and the decision not to
designate it as open space reflects the intentions of the Inspector from the CSUCP Examination.
However, this highlights the inconsistency the Council are showing by washing over the Site with a
Wildlife Enhancement Corridor without proper consideration of the facts placed before them.
6. Conclusion
Whilst we support the broad aims and the application of the policies contained within the PreSubmission Development and Allocations Plan, we are concerned at the approach the Council have
taken with certain policies, which do not reflect the evidence presented, and has the unwelcome
consequence of impacting deliverability of development sites which have clearly been identified as
future development sites.
In particular the lack of consideration for the suitability of our client’s Site south of Rotary Way for
roadside commercial and employment uses in policy DM1, and the Site’s designation as part of a
Wildlife Enhancement Corridor under policy DM29 despite the Site possessing no real biodiversity
habitat or species interest, and more so, no ability for it to do so outside of the adopted CSUCP
policy CS18 which would already apply to the determination of any planning application on the Site.
As such we consider the emerging DAP to be unsound, and we object to draft polices DM1, DM5
and DM29.
We recommend that our client’s Site should be allocated for roadside commercial/employment uses
under Policy DM1 but should not be designated under further development management policies
such as Policy DM29.
We would be more than happy to assist with any further queries and clarifications, and please do
not hesitate to contact us to discuss further.
Yours Faithfully

RICHARD SWANN
Senior Planner
Enc: November 2017 Reps
Transport access Note 2018

Land South of Rotary Way, North Gosforth
Site Access Appraisal
Client: Ashdale Land and Property Company Limited
Date: July 2018
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INTRODUCTION
Commission

1.1

WYG Group (“WYG”) have been commissioned by Ashdale Land and Property Company Limited
to provide highways advice in relation to the access arrangements for a potential commercial
development on land south of Rotary Way, North Gosforth.

1.2

At this early stage focus is on the geometrical layout of the access with reference to relevant
design guides. There has been no capacity modelling undertaken as the exact details of the
scheme are not known.

That work is envisaged as a potential next stage and would be

required to support a subsequent planning application.

Background
1.3

Previously on the same site WYG were commissioned by Barratt Homes for a potential
residential development of 89 apartments.

As part of that commission WYG prepared the

Transport Assessment (“TA”) to support a planning application, although the application and
TA were not submitted to Newcastle City Council (“NCC”).
1.4

Within the Barratt TA, WYG produced a preliminary design of a new priority junction with right
turn pocket on the B1318. During initial discussions with NCC a list of modifications were
considered.

The drawing was updated to take account of NCC’s comments, although the

updated design was not resubmitted.

Purpose of this Appraisal
1.5

The main purpose of this Appraisal is to revisit the updated design produced for Barratts to
consider its suitability for a potential commercial development. High level consideration also
has been given to the prospect of securing a new access on the A1056 Rotary Way.
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Land South of Rotary Way, North Gosforth
Site Access Appraisal
Client: Ashdale Land and Property Company Limited
Date: July 2018

2

EXISTING SITUATION
Site Location

2.1

The development site is agricultural land, located to the south of North Gosforth on the east
side of the A1 near its A1056 (North Brunton) interchange. The site is bounded to the north
by the A1056 Rotary Way and the adjacent Rotary Way Services, to the east by the B1318, to
the south by residential properties, and to the west by the A1 mainline. A location plan is
shown at Figure 1 in Appendix A.

Local Transportation Networks
2.2

Along its northern boundary the site abuts the A1056 Rotary Way, which has shared foot/
cycle way on the north side. At its east end Rotary Way provides access to Gosforth Park
Hotel, a Travel Lodge, pub/ restaurant, McDonalds drive-through restaurant and Esso petrol
filling station with Co-Op convenience store. At its west end Rotary Way forms the northeastern arm of North Brunton Interchange, from where access is provided to Newcastle Great
Park as well as the A1 north to Northumberland and south locally to Newcastle, Gateshead and
Washington.

2.3

North of its roundabout with the B1318 Great North Road/ Gosforth Park Hotel the A1056
continues northwards before forming a recently signalised “T” junction with the B1318 to North
Gosforth, Wideopen and Seaton Burn. Along that stretch the A1056 has shared foot/ cycle
way on the west side and footway on the east side..

2.4

South of its roundabout outside Gosforth Park Hotel the B1318 Great North Road continues
southwards to first serve the residential areas of Newcastle Great Park on the east side of the
A1 (Melbury and Warkworth Woods). Further south it provides access to the residential areas,
schools and Regent Centre on the north side of Gosforth. Along that stretch the road has
footway or shared foot/ cycle way on both sides..

2.5

Northwards along the B1318 and A1056 past the site into North Gosforth, Wideopen and
Seaton Burn the Morpeth to Newcastle local cycle route is on-road which, via a local off-road
route from North Gosforth, connects with the National Cycle Network (NCN) at Route 10
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Reivers Route. NCN Route 10 runs locally from Ponteland, through or past Dinnington, Seaton
Burn, Wideopen, North Gosforth, Camperdown, Backworth, Shiremoor, Percy Main and North
Shields, to Tynemouth.
2.6

Southwards along the B1318 the Morpeth to Newcastle route also continues further on the
Great North Road, through Gosforth before entering the Urban Core Area of Newcastle.

Public Transport
2.7

There are two bus stops on the B1318, outside the site frontage, which are approximately 15m
from the proposed site access junction.

The northbound bus stop has a flag and pole

arrangement and the southbound stop provides a shelter and bus lay-by, both stops have
timetable information.
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3

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

3.1

The exact details of the scheme are not known at present, although WYG understand it is
likely to be a commercial development including petrol filling station with fast food unit. With
reference to NCC’s “Design and Construction of Roads and Accesses to Adoptable Standards”,
dated October 2015, it is envisaged the proposed access needs to be designed to an Industrial
Estate Road standard.

Vehicle Access
3.2

As discussed earlier, the development site is bounded by the A1056 Rotary Way (north side)
and the B1318 (east side). The site abuts the adopted highway along both frontages.
A1056 Rotary Way

3.3

Rotary Way is due to be upgraded and widened as part of the Great Park development to the
west of the A1. WYG understand a Section 106 Agreement is in place which requires the
developer to improve Rotary Way to a four-lane standard (two lanes in each direction). At
present NCC are unsure of the final details of the scheme or when the works are due to be
implemented.

3.4

WYG have held offline discussions with NCC Highways to obtain an early view on the prospect
of accessing the development site from this road. NCC have indicated they would not be
supportive of an all-movements junction on Rotary Way for the following key reasons;
•

A vehicle waiting to turn right in to the site from Rotary Way impedes traffic from behind.
This would not be the case if a ghost island lane is provided, but that would significantly
reduce the capacity of the road. NCC would object.

•

A vehicle turning left in to the site from Rotary Way needs to slow down to navigate the
corner which increases the risk of rear-end shunt accidents. NCC are nervous about this
and, even if an access location could be cited which is acceptable to NCC, they would
require it to be served by a deceleration lane alongside the mainline. There is potential to
further consider a left turn in from Rotary Way.
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•

Furthermore the McDonalds/ Co-Op/ Travelodge used to be accessed from a left turn in on
Rotary Way as well as the A1056/ B1318/ Gosforth Park Hotel roundabout. Egress was via
Gosforth Park Hotel roundabout. In 2010/ 2011 the left turn in was closed off by NCC for
safety reasons and the roundabout is now used solely for both access and egress.

•

Rotary Way is a high trafficked route which suffers from significant congestion during the
busiest times of the day. Vehicles turning right out would find it extremely difficult to exit
from the site. NCC are nervous this is likely to result in careless or reckless manoeuvres
and increasing the probability of accidents. NCC would object.

•

Vehicles turning left out would find more gaps in the traffic flow, although queuing back
from the A1 interchange would still impede them.

To deter vehicles turning right out

either a kerbed island at the site access or a central island on Rotary Way is required. The
latter would prove problematic for NCC as on Newcastle Race days they currently put
down traffic cones to manage traffic such that two lanes are available to vehicles leaving
the course. There is potential to further consider a left turn out only to Rotary Way.
B1318
3.5

As discussed earlier WYG prepared the preliminary design for a new access on the B1318, as
shown below, and NCC provided comments which are attached in Appendix B.
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3.6

The proposed access was updated to take account of those comments.

3.7

With reference to NCC’s “Design and Construction of Roads and Accesses to Adoptable
Standards” dated October 2015, for this Appraisal, the updated design has been further
modified to be more akin to an Industrial Estate Road standard to accommodate the turning
manoeuvres of a petrol tanker or articulated lorry. The modified design is shown at WYG
Drawing A109319/ C001 attached in Appendix C.

3.8

In summary the key parameters of the design are as follows;
•

Kerb radii of 15m on both sides of the junction. The access position and new footway
results in the loss of 2 trees categorised as low quality in an independent survey
commissioned by Barratt Homes (T23C and T24C) and may affect T22C (also categorised
as low). The tree survey indicated the trees can be removed.

•

4.5m x 90m visibility splay.
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•

7.3m wide access road with 2.0m footway on both sides.

•

77m junction spacing from the A1056/ B1318 Gosforth Park Hotel roundabout, as agreed
with NCC for the Barratt scheme.

•

The northbound bus stop has been relocated further north. NCC may accept the stop
remaining kerb-side, although for the purpose of the access drawing a full width layby is
shown. Introducing a shelter would require the removal of hedgerow and potential replanting behind the footway.

•

The southbound bus stop with shelter also has been relocated further north away from the
proposed access. The position of a stationary bus would not encroach into the visibility for
drivers looking to the left for vehicles exiting the site and heading in a southbound
direction.

•

A refuge island is proposed on the B1318 immediately to the south of the access,
providing a safe crossing position for pedestrians to the relocated southbound bus stop. It
is also proposed to provide a kerb build out area on the east side of the road, removing
the parking bays and providing more footway.

•

The existing Advanced Direction Sign on the B1318 outside the site would be relocated a
few metres further north to facilitate the new access junction.

•

The junction does not prevent or prejudice JMP’s improvement scheme at the B1318
approach to the A1056/ B1318 Gosforth Park Hotel roundabout, this has been incorporated
into the access design.

•

Existing white line hatching on the B1318 can be removed, so that storage for 2 vehicles
waiting to turn right in to the site can be provided, and KEEP CLEAR markings introduced
on the northbound carriageway to ensure that if queuing back occurs from the roundabout
junction it would still be possible to turn right into the site unimpeded.

Pedestrian and Cycle Connections
3.9

A 2.0m footway is provided on both sides of the internal road and dropped kerbs with tactile
paving are proposed at the site access junction.
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3.10

As discussed above, it is proposed to provide a pedestrian refuge island on the B1318
immediately to the south of the access.
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4

SUMMARY

4.1

WYG have been commissioned by Ashdale Land and Property Company Limited to provide
highways advice in relation to the access arrangements for a potential commercial
development on land south of Rotary Way, North Gosforth. At this early stage focus is on the
geometrical layout of the access with reference to relevant design guides. There has been no
capacity modelling undertaken as the exact details of the scheme are not known. That work is
envisaged as a potential next stage and would be required to support a subsequent planning
application.

4.2

The main purpose of this Appraisal is to consider the suitability of access on the B1318 and
high level consideration also has been given to the prospect of securing a new access on the
A1056 Rotary Way.

4.3

The development site is bounded by Rotary Way (north side) and the B1318 (east side). The
site abuts the adopted highway along both frontages. With reference to NCC’s “Design and
Construction of Roads and Accesses to Adoptable Standards”, dated October 2015, it is
envisaged the proposed access needs to be designed to an Industrial Estate Road standard.

4.4

Drawing A109319/ C001 in Appendix C shows a new access on the B1318 whose design should
be acceptable to NCC. Connections to the footway north and south are provided.

4.5

Drawing A109319/ C001 in Appendix C shows a new access on the B1318 whose design should
be acceptable to NCC, subject to later capacity modelling once the scheme mix is known, and
connections to existing footway north and south are included. A proposed pedestrian refuge
island immediately south of the access junction would provide a safe and convenient crossing
point to access the southbound bus stop and Gosforth Racecourse.

4.6

Early offline discussions with NCC have indicated they would object to a new all-movements
junction on Rotary Way, although there is potential to further consider a left turn in/ left turn
out.
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gareth.wakenshaw
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Rai, Bali [bali.rai@newcastle.gov.uk]
26 April 2016 08:11
gareth.wakenshaw; jonathan.ashcroft
Clark, Lisa (Planning); Mullan, Bryan
FW: Land South of Rotary Way, Scoping Report for 89 Apartments [Filed 26 Apr 2016
08:11]

Gareth / Jonathan,
See comments from Bryan Mullan (Traffic Management ) below regarding the site access and development in
principle. Please also note that the Transport Assessment should include details of the following :
• Cycle and car parking in accordance with the Interim Planning guidance . see link below
https://www.newcastle.gov.uk/wwwfileroot/legacy/regen/ldf/IPGTransportFinal.pdf
• Servicing and refuse strategy including auto tracking plots
• Trip generation
• Junction capacity as scoped with NCC Transport developments
All carriageways and footways within the development to be adopted should meet the City Council’s standards and
dimensions. see attached link
https://www.newcastle.gov.uk/wwwfileroot/legacy/regen/plantrans/DesignAndConstructionOfRoadsAndAccessesT
oAdoptableStandardsMarch2011.pdf
•

Site access , visibility splays and junction spacing in accordance with advice below from NCC Traffic
Management.

Regards
Bali

Bali Rai BSc (Hons) MCIHT
Specialist Transport Planner
Investment & Development Directorate
Website address www.newcastle.gov.uk
Transport Developments
Tel +44 (0)191 211 6056
9th Floor
Civic Centre
Newcastle upon Tyne Fax +44 (0)191 211 4948
NE1 8QH.
E-mail : bali.rai@newcastle.gov.uk

From: Mullan, Bryan
Sent: 25 April 2016 13:39
To: Rai, Bali <bali.rai@newcastle.gov.uk>
Cc: Traffic Management - Planning Applications <TrafManPlanApps@newcastle.gov.uk>; Fleming, Lorraine
<lorraine.fleming@newcastle.gov.uk>; Dyke, Samantha <Samantha.Dyke@newcastle.gov.uk>; TD Consultation
<td.consultation@newcastle.gov.uk>; Kerr, Martin <martin.kerr@newcastle.gov.uk>
Subject: Land South of Rotary Way, Scoping Report for 89 Apartments

Hello Bali,
I have the following comments to make:
1

•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

I haven’t seen the full detailed plan for this development for the 89 properties, so do not
know the spread of properties proposed. How many of the 89 properties are 3+ bedrooms?
The projected flow of 42 vehicles leaving in the morning peak seems a little on the low side
particularly as there are no local amenities within walking distance including schools. It is
likely that there will be more car-borne journeys.
No frontage access for properties onto Great North Road would be permitted.
Parking Restrictions will be necessary.
It is likely that vehicles exiting right will have difficulty during peak flow traffic – banned right
may be necessary, directing traffic to use roundabout instead.
The developments junction looks tight – full junction design required. Refuse vehicle should
be able to turn left into the left lane without encroaching onto right or oncoming traffic.
The developments access road should be increased to 6m, and radii can be increased up
to 15m to improve access/egress for larger vehicles.
There also appears to be no pedestrian crossing facility to get access to the bus stop – a
pedestrian facility must be introduced.
We would expect the developers to contribute to highway improvements to this area
particularly those on GNR leading to Sandy Lane?
Bus stops both sides should be relocated away from the junction. The northbound stop is
too close to the bifurcation of the lanes and within the junction visibility splay, the
southbound stop offers no pedestrian facility to access and should not be within the
junction movement area. This should be relocated south also.
The advanced directional sign near the proposed access may need to be relocated as part
of any new access works.
Minimum 90m distance between Rotary Way junction and new access road.
Great North Road is subject to 40 MPH at this location. Visibility splay should be 90m x 9m.
Any relaxation of this would need more detail provided to be considered.

I trust that this information is of use,
Kind regards
Bryan
c.c. Martin Kerr, Lorraine Fleming and Samantha Dyke (for information)
Bryan Mullan BES MCIHT
Engineer (Technical Consultancy)
Highways & Local Services
Communities Directorate
Newcastle City Council
Civic Centre - 8th Floor
Barras Bridge
Newcastle upon Tyne
NE1 8QH

•
•
•
•

Website
Phone
Fax
e-mail

http://www.newcastle.gov.uk
0191 211 5966 • Ext 25966
0191 211 4843
bryan.mullan@newcastle.gov.uk

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail

From: Rai, Bali
Sent: 20 April 2016 08:36
To: Traffic Management - Planning Applications <TrafManPlanApps@newcastle.gov.uk>; Mullan, Bryan
2

<bryan.mullan@newcastle.gov.uk>; Fleming, Lorraine <lorraine.fleming@newcastle.gov.uk>; Dyke, Samantha
<Samantha.Dyke@newcastle.gov.uk>; TD Consultation <td.consultation@newcastle.gov.uk>
Subject: FW: Land South of Rotary Way, Scoping Report for 89 Apartments
Bryan/ Lorraine,
See scoping note from WYG for a new development to the south of Rotary Way .Could I get your views on the
proposed priority access into the site shown in Appendix B of the scoping note . Your general views on a
development of 89 residential units in this location would also be appreciated.
Regards
Bali

Bali Rai BSc (Hons) MCIHT
Specialist Transport Planner
Investment & Development Directorate
Website address www.newcastle.gov.uk
Transport Developments
Tel +44 (0)191 211 6056
9th Floor
Civic Centre
Newcastle upon Tyne Fax +44 (0)191 211 4948
NE1 8QH.
E-mail : bali.rai@newcastle.gov.uk

From: gareth.wakenshaw [mailto:gareth.wakenshaw@wyg.com]
Sent: 19 April 2016 12:12
To: Rai, Bali <bali.rai@newcastle.gov.uk>
Subject: Land South of Rotary Way, Scoping Report for 89 Apartments
Hi Bali,
Hope your well. Please find attached a scoping report for the development of 89 apartments on land to the south of
Rotary Way, North Gosforth.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Kind Regards

Gareth Wakenshaw
Principal Transportation Planner

WYG
2 St James Gate, Newcastle Upon Tyne, NE1 4AD
Tel: +44 191 255 7320
Fax: +44 191 255 7301
Mob: +44 7545 127 035
www.wyg.com

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
WYG Environment Planning Transport Limited. Registered in England number: 3050297. Registered Office: Arndale Court,
Otley Road, Headingley, Leeds, West Yorkshire LS6 2UJ VAT No: 431-0326-08

3

This message contains confidential information and is intended only for the recipient. If you are not the recipient you should not disseminate, distribute or copy this email. Please notify the sender immediately by e-mail if you have received this e-mail by mistake and delete this e-mail from your system. E-mail transmission cannot be
guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or contain viruses. The sender therefore
does not accept liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of this message, which arise as a result of e-mail transmission. If verification is required please
request a hard-copy version.
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Ref 23 - Jessica Baird

Jessica
Baird

Policy DM5 - Housing Sites

Not [Positively
prepared,
Effective]

The site in which youâ€™re proposing to build on is largely the only
green space for children to play on at that end of the white city. To
build in that location, and specifically on that small area of green
space would take a lot away from the families who let their children
use that land as their only area to play on, and would result in either
more children being cooped up in their own homes not socialising or
parents having to let their small children walk to the far end of that
road (a ten minute walk for adult standards) to play on the next small
piece of open space.

Ref 24 - Jon Hanney
Jon Hanney
DM10 Pedestrian and Cycle Movement
Not positively prepared, effective
The separation of residential and industrial areas may have been appropriate in
the industrial age to keep noise and pollution away from housing, but in the
information age it does not seem so relevant. In fact in some way it serves to add to
traffic congestion ;surely better to have mixed use so at least some could easily choose to
walk or cycle to work. In some way the Development and Allocation plan does and Cycle
Movement allow for this to a degree but there is no evidence of walking and cycling
routes being included in the initial planning. Too often housing developments end up as
glorified culde- sacs with ne permeability for walking and cycling to other housing
developments let alone employment areas. It is imperative this design is included from
the start; the new town of Poundbury in Dorset is a good example of this.

Ref 25 - Kentucky Fried
Chicken/ SSA Planning Limited

Pre-Submission
Development and Allocations Plan
Consultation Response Form
Consultation runs from 5 October to 16 November 2018
This form is for making comments on the Pre-Submission Development and
Allocations Plan (the Plan) published by Newcastle City Council.
Please refer to the guidance note published separately before completing this.
Comments must be received by 5pm on 16 November 2018.
Parts 1 and 2 of this form must be completed. Comments received after this date
may not be considered.
For every policy, paragraph, section, figure or table that you wish to make
comments on, a separate response form must be completed.

Completed response forms can be returned either by;
Email: planningpolicy@newcastle.gov.uk
Post: Newcastle City Council, Planning Policy, 9th Floor, Newcastle Civic Centre,
Barras Bridge, Newcastle upon Tyne, NE1 8QH.
To: Planning Officers at one of the drop-in events, details of which can be found on
our website at: www.newcastle.gov.uk/localplan2

1

PART 1

PERSONAL DETAILS

This part of the form must be completed. We cannot register your response
form without your personal details
Personal details
Title:
Mr

Agents details (if applicable)
Mr
Title:

Forename:

Paul

Forename:

Steve

Surname:

Stokes

Surname:

Simms

Organisation:

Kentucky Fried Chicken (Great Britain) Ltd

Organisation:

SSA Planning Ltd

Address:

Post Code:

Address:

Orion Gate
Guildford Road
Woking
Surrey

Post Code:

GU22 7NJ

Email:

Email:

Telephone No:

Telephone No:

Date:

Date:

16 November 2018

2

PO Box 10201
Nottingham

NG9 9FZ

16 November 2018

PART 2

COMMENT

Please use a separate response form for each comment.

1. To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or table
that you are commenting on:
Policy
Paragraph

3.3.8

Section
Figure
Table
Policies Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
Yes (continue to question 3)
No (continue to question 4)
Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)

3

3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

Compliant with law

Consistent with national policy

Positively prepared

Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements

4

5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible
We consider that paragraph 3.3.8 renders the draft LP unsound because its support for an untested SPD that focuses specifically on hot food takeaways fails to
meet the criteria set out at NPPF (2012) paragraph 182 or NPPF (2018) paragraph 35, as follows:
POSITIVELY PREPARED
The effect of the draft paragraph is to give support to an untested SPD that is unrelated to the policy referred to or based on any objectively assessed
development requirement. It effectively assesses the requirement for hot food takeaways within 400 metres of the boundary of a primary or secondary school as
zero, but does so without evidence of either a link between the incidence of childhood obesity and the proximity of hot food takeaways to schools or of any
particular distance at which that link is demonstrated. Consequently, the development requirement has not been objectively assessed. In fact, the distance
chosen and other criteria could have the effect of banning hot food takeaways from a large majority of the district. Because no assessment has been made of
the number of hot food takeaways that might be refused as a result of this or what the social, economic or environmental impacts of that might be, it is not
possible to balance these impacts. The SPD is negative in its assumptions, using the concept of ‘unhealthy food’, which is at best unhelpful in isolation from an
understanding of the person eating the food, their health and lifestyle, and at worst is simply subjective. Furthermore, it assumes all hot food takeaways offer
little choice and serve the same type and standard of food.
JUSTIFIED
There is limited and conflicting evidence for a link between the incidence of obesity and the proximity of hot food takeaways to schools, so it is at best unclear
whether an effort to achieve health objectives based on refusing planning applications for hot food takeaways within 400m of schools could ever work. A further
difficulty of using distance radii is that it takes no account of real barriers, either physical or perceptual, so that premises on the other side of a line feature such
as a canal or busy road could be affected despite being more than a 400m walk away. The elements of the SPD that are supported by the paragraph that relate
to over-concentration and clustering are not defined, so that applicants cannot be certain as to outcomes.
EFFECTIVE
Some hot food takeaways, together with restaurants, pubs and shops are clearly a source of cheap, energy dense and nutrient poor foods, however, not all hot
food takeaways, restaurants, pubs and shops are, and the planning system is ineffective in distinguishing between those that are and those that are not. The
area that would be affected by the SPD covers most of the City, so it is hard to see how the effectiveness of its extent could be monitored. Would poor or
negative achievement against the objective result in reduction or expansion of the zones? What other corrective action might be taken short of its withdrawal?
CONSISTENT WITH NATIONAL POLICY
We consider that no regard has been had to national policy and advice in preparing the SPD, which paragraph 3.3.8 implies Policy DMP3 would support and so
render the draft LP unsound because none of the NPPF policies include dietary issues. The NPPF recognises the role planning takes in better enabling people
to live healthier lifestyles. However, it seeks to do this by creating, not restricting choice, by increasing access to open space, sport and recreation facilities and
health services, and ensuring developments are within walkable distance.

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
Kentucky Fried Chicken (Great Britain) Limited considers that inclusion of paragraph 3.3.8 renders the draft LP
unsound because of its support for an untested SPD and so OBJECTS to its inclusion in the draft Plan on the above
grounds. The amendment sought by Kentucky Fried Chicken (Great Britain) Limited, and the only change to the draft
Plan that would render it sound, is the deletion of paragraph 3.3.8.

5

7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate
if you would like to attend and participate at the Public
Examination?
Yes (Continue to question 8)

No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.
Because the plan-making authority has not provided evidence for the support that paragraph 3.3.8 provides to
an untested SPD, which exceeds the remit of the Core Strategy policy CS14 upon which it depends. Should the
plan-making authority provide such evidence, then this will need to be tested.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of the
progress of the DAP.
Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed

6

Data Protection Notice: General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) 2018
Comments cannot be treated as confidential. All responses received will be held by the council
in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation 2018. Your name, organisation (if
applicable) and comment may be made available to the public.
Your personal data, i.e. postal address, email and telephone numbers will not be publicly
available. We will use your contact details to notify you of the Plan as requested in question 9.
However, your contact details will be shared with the Planning Inspector for the purposes of the
Public Examination.
Please note that all comments will be held by the Council on the policy database for the
duration of the Local Plan (2030). By submitting a representation on the Plan you confirm that
you agree to this and accept responsibility for your comments.
Please read our Privacy Notice which sets out how we use information in the course of our
work as a Local Planning Authority https://www.newcastle.gov.uk/planning_privacy_notice.pdf
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Ref 26 - Lee Dyer
Policy DM5 - Housing Sites
Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM5 - Housing Sites

3.1.4

2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table? no
4. Why do you consider the policy / paragraph / section / figure or table is unsound? because it is not: Justified
Comment:
Why you consider the Policy unsound:
Re: site 25 land to the south of Hallow Drive, Throckley.
This area of land is regularly used as a play/ recreation area, we are constantly told children should be playing outside and getting exercise. Therefore building on land
designed as play/ recreation should only be considered as a last resort when all other options have been exhausted.
Throckley village is currently undergoing massive development and change but no upgrade in infrastructure or public services, schools, shops etc.
There are many other brownfield sites in this area that couod be considered first.
name:

Lee Dyer

Date Received:

11/11/2018

Page | 1

Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM29 - Protecting and Enhancing Biodiversity and Habitats

Ref 27 - MB European Ltd

2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table? no
4. Why do you consider the policy / paragraph / section / figure or table is unsound? because it is not: [Justified, Consistent with national policy]
Comment:
Why you consider the Policy unsound:
MB European object to Policy DM29 (Protecting and Enhancing Wildlife Habitats) and associated designation on the proposals map. The designation on the proposal map
incorporates large parts of the Quayside, many of which are urban/built up or identified in the adopted Core Strategy for redevelopment. This includes the Forth Yards area
which incorporates our client's site at Newcastle City Heliport which in the adopted Core Strategy is identified for mixed use development. As such, it is not considered
necessary to have a designation associated with Policy DM29 represented on the proposal map.
Our client also objects to the wording of point 6. i. which states.
Development will be required to maximise the opportunity to protect and enhance habitats and provide net gains in biodiversity by:
i.retaining natural features and habitats and protecting them during construction;
This part of the policy as currently worded is not consistent with NPPF as it does not provide any flexibility for instances where mitigation or compensation may be more
appropriate as set out at paragraph 175 of NPPF.
As such, it is considered that the policy is unsound as it is not justified and is not consistent with National Policy.
name:

MB European Ltd

Date Received:

16/11/2018

Page | 1

Date:
15 November 2018
Our ref: 261217
Your ref: Pre-Submission Development and Allocations Plan Consultation

Ref 28 - Natural England / Ellen Bekker
Planning
Newcastle City Council
9th Floor
Civic Centre
Newcastle upon Tyne
planningpolicy@newcastle.gov.uk

Hornbeam House
Crewe Business Park
Electra Way
Crewe
Cheshire
CW1 6GJ
T 0300 060 3900

BY EMAIL ONLY

Dear Sir/Madam

Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 04 October 2018 , which was received on the
same date.
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural
environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations,
thereby contributing to sustainable development.
Newcastle City Council Pre-Submission Development and Allocations Plan Consultation
Natural England is satisfied that our previous advice has been taken into account and we have no
further comments to make.
We welcome the development of a Green Infrastructure Delivery Framework, which will provide further
detail on green infrastructure opportunities areas, including projects and priorities for improvement. We
also welcome the development of an SPD with biodiversity standards. These documents can provide a
good framework for applying a biodiversity net gain and we welcome being consulted on these in the
future.
For any queries relating to the specific advice in this letter only please contact Ellen Bekker on 0208
225 7091. For any new consultations, or to provide further information on this consultation please send
your correspondences to consultations@naturalengland.org.uk.
Yours sincerely

Ellen Bekker
Lead Adviser
Sustainable Development
Northumbria Area

Ref 29 - Newcastle Great Park
Consortium

Pre-Submission
Development and Allocations Plan
Consultation Response Form
Consultation runs from 5 October to 16 November 2018
This form is for making comments on the Pre-Submission Development and
Allocations Plan (the Plan) published by Newcastle City Council.
Please refer to the guidance note published separately before completing this.
Comments must be received by 5pm on 16 November 2018.
Parts 1 and 2 of this form must be completed. Comments received after this date
may not be considered.
For every policy, paragraph, section, figure or table that you wish to make
comments on, a separate response form must be completed.

Completed response forms can be returned either by;
Email: planningpolicy@newcastle.gov.uk
Post: Newcastle City Council, Planning Policy, 9th Floor, Newcastle Civic Centre,
Barras Bridge, Newcastle upon Tyne, NE1 8QH.
To: Planning Officers at one of the drop-in events, details of which can be found on
our website at: www.newcastle.gov.uk/localplan2

PART 1

PERSONAL DETAILS

This part of the form must be completed. We cannot register your response
form without your personal details
Personal details
Title:

Agents details (if applicable)
Title: Mrs

Forename:

Forename: Lynda

Surname:

Surname: Newsome

Organisation: Newcastle Great Park
Consortium
Address:
Project Office
Barton Farm
Brunton Lane
Newcastle upon Tyne

Organisation: Lichfields

Post Code: NE13 9NT

Post Code: NE1 1RF

Email:

Email:

Telephone No:

Telephone No:

Date: 16 November 2018

Date: 16 November 2018

Address:
The St Nicholas Building
St Nicholas Street
Newcastle upon Tyne

PART 2

COMMENT

Please use a separate response form for each comment.

1.

To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or table
that you are commenting on:
Policy

DM3 – District and Local Centres

Paragraph
Section
Figure
Table
Policies Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
Yes (continue to question 3)
No (continue to question 4)

Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)

3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.
N/A

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

Compliant with law

Consistent with national policy

Positively prepared

Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements

5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible
The NGP Consortium welcomes the allocation of the District Centre at NGP. The District
Centre boundary covers a relatively large area. This land benefits from outline planning
permission for the whole area, parts of the centre have been delivered, whilst other parts have
extant planning permission. The centre will include the full range of retail uses plus various
community uses including medical, nursery and residential care uses, as well as residential
uses. These uses will ensure a thriving, vibrant and sustainable centre.
However, the Consortium is concerned that Policy 3 is overly restrictive. It only allows non-retail
use at ground flood level (outside Use Class A1 - shops) within district and local centres where
they would:
1. Maintain and enhance the vitality and viability of the centre.
2. Not dominate or fragment the centre either individually or cumulatively.
3. Maintain an active ground floor frontage.
The restrictive nature of this policy conflicts with the NPPF which advises that centres should
be allowed to grow and diversity in a way that can respond to rapid changes in the retail and
leisure industries, allows a suitable mix of uses (including housing) and reflects their distinctive
characters (para. 85 a). The NPPF also recognises that residential development often plays an
important role in ensuring the vitality of centres and encourages residential development on
appropriate sites (para. 85 f).
The range of uses approved at NGP accords with Part 1 of Policy DM3 as they will make an
important contribution of the vitality and viability of centres.
With regard to Part 2, non Class A1 uses may dominate parts of a centre, whilst in terms of
Part 3, not all non Class A1 uses will deliver active ground floor frontages. However, providing

a range of uses will help deliver a thriving, vibrant and sustainable centre, as required by the
NPPF. It is therefore important that sufficient flexibility is provided within the policy to deliver a
full range of town centre uses, not just the retail uses, including other non-retail, commercial,
community and residential uses to ensure a sustainable centre.
Policy DM3 as currently worded is overly restrictive and could unnecessarily prevent any nonretail uses. This could have a detrimental impact on the delivery of a mixed-use centre. It is
therefore considered that Parts 2 and 3 should be deleted. These parts of the policy are not
considered necessary if a proposed development accords with Part 1 of the policy.

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
The NGP Consortium requests the following changes to Policy DM3 to ensure a sound
Plan:
“District and Local Centres are designated on the Policies Map. The development of nonretail uses at ground floor (outsideUseClassA1 - shops) within these centres will only be
acceptable where they would:
1. Mmaintain and enhance the vitality and viability of the centre.
2. Not dominate or fragment the centre either individually or cumulatively.
3. Maintain an active ground floor frontage.”

7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate
if you would like to attend and participate at the Public
Examination?
Yes (Continue to question 8)

No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.
The NGP Consortium considers that the nature of matters raised is complex and require wider
discussion and debate in a public forum and cannot be dealt with through written representations.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of the
progress of the DAP.
Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed

1.

To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or table
that you are commenting on:
Policy

DM11 – Public Transport

Paragraph
Section
Figure
Table
Policies Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
Yes (continue to question 3)
No (continue to question 4)

Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)

3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.
N/A

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

Compliant with law

Consistent with national policy

Positively prepared

Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements

5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.

Please be as precise as possible
The NGP Consortium welcomes the allocation of the NGP Park and Ride on the Policies
Map and the associated text at paragraph 5.2.7.
This Park and Ride has been delivered for the benefit of the City but the Consortium
does not see the benefit of the policy approach if the actual use of such facilities is not
actively promoted by the Council or other proactive policies outside the planning process
and its use promoted to encourage more active modes of travel. The Consortium are
keen to discuss the future management and use of the Park and Ride with the Council,
including its dual use with the schools, as soon as possible and recognise that that there
is an obligation for a review of its long-term use from 2012.
The NGP Consortium considers that Policy DM11 and paragraph 5.2.7 should be
amended to refer to the dual-use and the review mechanism.

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
The NGP Consortium requests that the following changes are made to Policy DM11 and
paragraph 5.2.7:
Policy DM11
“1. Major development will be required to promote and facilitate the use of public
transport and demonstrate accessibility by public transport to the Urban Core and other
key local facilities.
2. Callerton Parkway, Newcastle Great Park, Kingston Park and Regent Centre are
designated on the Policies Map as park and ride facilities. There are opportunities to
share the use of the Newcastle Great Park park and ride facilities with the schools.”
Paragraph 5.2.7
“Newcastle Great Park and Ride is a 500 space car park on the northern edge of the city
with direct links to the A1. The facility provides direct access to a high-frequency bus
public transport corridor, linking the Great Park with the Regent Centre Interchange,
Gosforth and the Urban Core. Expanded housing developments at the Great Park and to
the north of the city will increase parking demand at this location. The Council will be
reviewing the long-term use of the park and ride and the opportunities for its increased
use, including a dual use with the schools.”

7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate
if you would like to attend and participate at the Public
Examination?
Yes (Continue to question 8)

No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please

provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.
The NGP Consortium considers that the nature of matters raised is complex and require wider
discussion and debate in a public forum and cannot be dealt with through written representations.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of the
progress of the DAP.
Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed

1.

To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or table
that you are commenting on:
Policy

DM28 – Trees and Landscaping

Paragraph

6.14.4

Section
Figure
Table
Policies Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
Yes (continue to question 3)
No (continue to question 4)

Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)

3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.
N/A

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

Compliant with law

Consistent with national policy

Positively prepared

Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements

5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible
Policy DM28 is unsound because it conflicts with the NPPF. Part 1 of Policy DM28 states that
development which harms or results in the loss of trees or landscape features will not be permitted
unless three criteria can be demonstrated. However, this policy does not differentiate between high or
low value trees and landscape features. The trees or landscape features could be of low value,
unhealthy, dying or diseased. In such circumstances, their removal and replacement would be
preferable.
The NPPF does not include a blanket policy which protects all trees. Instead it advises that
development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats (such as ancient woodland
and ancient or veteran trees) should be refused, unless there are wholly exceptional reasons and a
suitable compensation strategy exists (para. 175(b)).
Furthermore, there is no requirement in national policy that alternative locations for the development
within the site have to be first considered before development can result in the loss of trees or
landscape features.
Finally, paragraph 6.14.4 is too onerous because it states that “trees and landscaping should also be
used to mitigate and enhance sites affected by local environmental conditions including air quality,
heat islands and wind tunnel effects.” However, this may not always be possible to achieve on site and
instead some flexibility should be retained.

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
The NGP Consortium respectfully request that Policy DM28 and paragraph 6.14.4 are amended
as follows to ensure a sound Plan which is consistent with national policy:
Policy DM28
“1. Development which would unacceptably harm or result in the loss of high value trees or landscape
features (such as ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees), will not be permitted unless it can be
demonstrated that:
i. development cannot be reasonably located elsewhere within the development site;
ii. the need and benefits of development clearly outweighs any harm to ecological value, landscape
quality and historical importance of the area and in the case of ancient woodland and veteran trees
provides exceptional public benefits; and or
iii. appropriate mitigation and enhancement measures are provided.”
Paragraph 6.14.4
“Trees and landscaping should also be used to mitigate and enhance sites affected by local
environmental conditions including air quality, heat islands and wind tunnel effects, where practical.”

7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate
if you would like to attend and participate at the Public
Examination?
Yes (Continue to question 8)

No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.
The NGP Consortium considers that the nature of matters raised is complex and require wider
discussion and debate in a public forum and cannot be dealt with through written representations.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of the
progress of the DAP.
Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed

1.

To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or table
that you are commenting on:
Policy

DM29 – Protecting and Enhancing Biodiversity
and Habitats

Paragraph

6.15.6

Section
Figure
Table
Policies Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
Yes (continue to question 3)
No (continue to question 4)

Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)

3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.
N/A

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

Compliant with law

Consistent with national policy

Positively prepared

Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements.

5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible
The NGP Consortium considers that Policy DM29 is unsound because it is unduly onerous and conflicts
with national policy.
Part 2 of Policy DM29 states that “Development which has a direct or indirect adverse effect on a Site of
Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) and/or protected species should not normally be permitted.” However,
with regard to SSSIs, the NPPF does not simply state that if there is an adverse effect that development
should not normally be permitted. Instead the NPPF states:
“Development on land within or outside a Site of Special Scientific Interest, and which is likely to have
an adverse effect on it (either individually or in combination with other developments), should not
normally be permitted. The only exception is where the benefits of the development in the location
proposed clearly outweigh both its likely impact on the features of the site that make it of special
scientific interest, and any broader impacts on the national network of Sites of Special Scientific
Interest” (para. 175 (b)).
Policy DM29 has not taken into account this exception. Furthermore, Policy DM29(2) also refers to
“protected species”. However, the NPPF sets out a different test for protected species, stating:
“if significant harm to biodiversity resulting from a development cannot be avoided (through locating on
an alternative site with less harmful impacts),adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated for,
then planning permission should be refused.” (para. 175 (a)).
Part 3 of Policy DM29 relates to other designated sites. The first sentence refers to adverse effects
whilst the second sentence refers to significant harm. It is suggested that consistent terminology is used
and that the wording of this policy is amended to reflect that within the NPPF (para. 175 (a)).
Part 6 of Policy DM29 requires development to maximise the opportunity to provide net gains in
biodiversity. However, paragraph 174 (b) of the NPPF advises that plans should “pursue opportunities
for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity” and paragraph 175(d) relates to encouraging net
gains in biodiversity. The draft policy text is therefore more onerous and goes beyond the requirements
of the NPPF by requiring net gains instead of pursuing opportunities or encouraging net gains.
Paragraph 6.15.6 of the supporting text to Policy DM29 states that:
“Development should aim to avoid adversely affecting national and local designated nature conservation
sites, protected species and priority habitats and species, by using alternative sites or layout designs.
Where avoidance is not possible and the need for and benefit derived from development outweighs the
nature conservation value of the site, habitat or species, the impact upon the wildlife sites, habitat or
species must be adequately mitigated.”
However, the NPPF does not require a hierarchical approach whereby alternatives are first sought
followed by mitigation. Instead the approach is avoidance, mitigation or compensation (para. 175(a)).
This text is therefore introducing tests which conflict with national policy, which is an unsound approach
and cannot be justified.
The NPG Consortium recognises that the south-western part of Cell B1 is allocated as a Site of Nature
Conservation Importance (SNCI) and Local Nature Reserve (LNR) in the Newcastle upon Tyne Unitary
Development Plan and the Core Strategy Urban Core Plan for Gateshead and Newcastle. The
Consortium welcomes the recognition that this land does not meet the designation criteria for SNCI and
LNR and that this is now reflected on the emerging Policies Map. This approach is now consistent with
the NPPF.

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest

revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
To ensure a sound Plan which is consistent with the NPPF, the NGP Consortium suggests that the
following changes are made to Policy DM29 and paragraph 6.15.6:
Policy DM29
“2. Development which has a direct or indirect adverse effect on a Site of Special Scientific Interest
(SSSI) and/or protected species should not normally be permitted. The only exception is where the
benefits of the development in the location proposed clearly outweigh both its likely impact on the
features of the site that make it of special scientific interest, and any broader impacts on the national
network of Sites of Special Scientific Interest.”
“3. Development which has a directly or indirectly causes significant harm to adverse effect on Local
Nature Reserves (LNR), Local Wildlife Site (LWS), Site of Local Conservation Interest (SLCI), as
designated on the Policies Map, and / or to protected species, should not normally be permitted must
be avoided. Where significant harm cannot be avoided, development will be refused unless:
i. adequate mitigation measures to offset any loss or disturbance which outweigh the harm to the
biodiversity value of the site, habitat and species is secured;
ii. in exceptional circumstances as a last resort where harm cannot be avoided or fully mitigated
compensatory measures are secured.”
6. Development should will be required to maximise the opportunity to protect and enhance habitats
and will be encouraged to provide net gains in biodiversity by:…”
Paragraph 6.15.6
Development should aim to avoid significant harm to adversely affecting national and local designated
nature conservation sites, protected species and priority habitats and species, by using alternative
sites or layout designs, adequate mitigation, or, as a last resort compensation.” Where avoidance is
not possible and the need for and benefit derived from development outweighs the nature conservation
value of the site, habitat or species, the impact upon the wildlife sites, habitat or species must be
adequately mitigated.”

7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate
if you would like to attend and participate at the Public
Examination?
Yes (Continue to question 8)

No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.
The NGP Consortium considers that the nature of matters raised is complex and require wider
discussion and debate in a public forum and cannot be dealt with through written representations.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of the
progress of the DAP.
Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed

1.

To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or
table that you are commenting on:
Policy

DM30 – Protecting Open Space

Paragraph

6.16.5 and 6.16.9

Section
Figure
Table
Policies Map

2.

Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
Yes (continue to question 3)
No (continue to question 4)
Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)

3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.
N/A

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

Compliant with law

Consistent with national policy

Positively prepared

Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements

5. Please give details of why you consider the

policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible
Across Newcastle are some large multi-phased sites with approved masterplans and established
masterplanning principles. The open space standards for these developments have already been
agreed and have been formulated to take into account site specific circumstances, for example ecology.
In these circumstances, it would be inappropriate to use policies, adopted after masterplans have been
agreed, to retrofit open space standards to these sites. It is therefore important that flexibility is
incorporated into Policy DM30, instead of the standards being applied as a rigid formula. As such, the
NGP Consortium respectfully request that the policy is reworded to enable a more flexible approach to
be applied that allows for site specific circumstances.
Paragraph 6.16.3 refers to the Newcastle Open Space Assessment (2018) which provides the evidence
to support the open space polices and includes locally derived standards. This document has not been
updated to include the current open space provision at NGP.
The NGP Consortium also considers that paragraph 6.16.9 should be reworded to make it clear that it if
a change of use of one typology of open space to another is proposed, that any change should not
necessarily be to the typology for which there is the greatest deficiency, instead it could be to a typology
which improves current provision.

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
The NGP Consortium respectfully requests that the following changes are made to paragraphs 6.16.5
and 6.16.9:
Paragraph 6.16.5
“The following standards will normally be used when assessing existing provision of open space in
terms of quantity and access. These standards do not apply to sites with planning permission or
approved masterplans.”
Paragraph 6.16.9
“The reconfiguration of land identified as open space can be an effective approach to addressing
identified deficiencies. The change of use of one typology into another can help secure its future as part
of re-provision and may provide windfall opportunities. For this reason consideration will be given to
proposals that provide demonstrable improvements in the functional value, accessibility to and public
use of open space through its reconfiguration. If there is a deficiency of more than one typology in an
area, any change of use does not necessarily have to be to the typology for which there is the greatest
deficiency, instead it could be to the typology which improves current provision. Proposals will need to
be shown to form part of a deliverable, comprehensive development scheme where open space
requirements have been positively considered. This includes where development of open space is
proposed where the standards are not met or would be infringed, the loss must be offset by the creation
of, or financial contributions towards, an alternative site of at least equal size, accessibility and quality
located within the same residential neighbourhood as the development site where possible or where this
is not possible, the same ward as the development site..”

7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate if
you would like to attend and participate at the Public Examination?
Yes (Continue to question 8)

No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.
The NGP Consortium considers that the nature of matters raised is complex and require wider discussion and
debate in a public forum and cannot be dealt with through written representations.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of the
progress of the DAP.
Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed

1.

To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or table that
you are commenting on:
Policy

DM31 – Provision of Open Space, Sports and
Recreational Buildings

Paragraph

6.17.3, 6,17.6 and 6.17.7

Section
Figure
Table
Policies Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
Yes (continue to question 3) No
(continue to question 4)
Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)

3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.
N/A

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why you
consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

Compliant with law

Consistent with national policy

Positively prepared

Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements

5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible
Although the NGP Consortium recognises the importance of open space and the need to provide different
typologies as part of new developments, the Consortium considers that the open space standards provided in
Table 3 are overly restrictive. In the case of NGP, an overall masterplan and Development Site Strategy
Statements have been formally agreed with the Council. A most significant amount of open space has been /
is being provided; however, the typologies do vary from the proposed standards in relation to formal parks
provision. As explained in the Planning Assessment report submitted in relation to an outline planning
application for up to 1,200 dwellings in Cell A and playing fields in Cell B1 (LPA reference
2017/0666/01/OUT), the ethos of NGP is for development within the cells to be set within an informal green
space setting, rather than for specific formal public parks to be provided.
The NGP Consortium does not consider that it would be appropriate for the Newcastle upon Tyne
Development and Allocations Plan to retrospectively impose standards on strategic sites that already have
outline permissions or with approved / council endorsed masterplans. Furthermore, it is not considered that
the policy should be applied as a rigid formula, as there are always exceptions which could relate to site
specific circumstances such as for ecological reasons. As such, the NGP Consortium respectfully request
that the policy is reworded to enable a more flexible approach that takes into account site specific
circumstances.

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
The NGP Consortium respectfully request that the following changes are made to Policy DM31 and
paragraphs 6.17.3, 6.17.6 and 6.17.7:
Policy DM31
“New Residential development will be required to contribute to the provision of new open space,
enhancements to existing open space and maintenance to meet the council’s open space standards as set out
in Table 3, unless an alternative approach is justified and agreed with the Council as a result of site specific
circumstances.”
Paragraph 6.17.3
“New development will be required to provide open space either on-site or make a contribution to improve
existing facilities off-site. The requirements for open space will be assessed on the type and size of
development and on the existing quantity and access to open space within the local area. Where on-site
provision is required, this will be normally be provided in line with the quantity standards for new provision as
set out in Table 3. However, there could be exceptions where a variation from these standards is agreed with
the Council due to site specific circumstances. Any alternative approach will need to be justified. Where off-site
provision is required, a financial contribution will be sought to improve existing local facilities in line with the
council’s priorities set out within the Open Space Assessment, Plan for Playing Pitches13, Planning
Obligations SPD14 and in a Green Infrastructure Delivery Framework. The majority of types of housing will be
considered eligible for making contributions towards open space to meet the needs of future occupants.
Exceptions to this include housing for older persons and student accommodation which will not be required to
provide play space.”
Paragraph 6.17.6
“For new development the standards will indicate overall requirements; the precise type, form and location
being determined by local circumstances and evidence and guided where appropriate by a masterplan or brief.
Table 3 sets out the quantity and accessibility standards. These standards do not apply to sites with planning

permission or approved masterplans.”

Paragraph 6.17.7
“The Open Space Assessment sets out quality standards for the different typologies of open space.
Developers providing open space on-site will be required to consult these standards and ensure that any onsite facilities are provided in line with this guidance, unless an alternative approach is justified due to site
specific reasons, such as ecology. Developers will be required to submit design proposals for on-site open
space as part of the planning application. A management plan for the open space will also need to be
submitted and approved as part of a planning obligation.”

7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate if
you would like to attend and participate at the Public Examination?
Yes (Continue to question 8)

No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.
The NGP Consortium considers that the nature of matters raised is complex and require wider discussion and
debate in a public forum and cannot be dealt with through written representations.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of the
progress of the DAP.
Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed

Data Protection Notice: General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) 2018
Comments cannot be treated as confidential. All responses received will be held by the council
in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation 2018. Your name, organisation (if
applicable) and comment may be made available to the public.
Your personal data, i.e. postal address, email and telephone numbers will not be publicly
available. We will use your contact details to notify you of the Plan as requested in question 9.
However, your contact details will be shared with the Planning Inspector for the purposes of the
Public Examination.
Please note that all comments will be held by the Council on the policy database for the
duration of the Local Plan (2030). By submitting a representation on the Plan you confirm that
you agree to this and accept responsibility for your comments.
Please read our Privacy Notice which sets out how we use information in the course of our
work as a Local Planning Authority https://www.newcastle.gov.uk/planning_privacy_notice.pdf

Ref 30 - Newcastle Green Party / Alistair Ford
Policy DM11 - Public Transport
Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM11 - Public Transport
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table?

5.2.3

Yes, with minor changes

Comment:
Changes you consider necessary:
The policy as written is not effective. Paragraph 5.2.3 states that new developments should be ''œserved by a frequent public transport service''•. There is no definition of
frequent and this is therefore not enforceable. Developer may be able to argue that hourly constitutes a frequent service. A minimum frequency should be specified to
ensure that public transport genuinely is attractive for dwellers of new developments.
Also bus routes â€œshould be as direct as possibleâ€ is ambiguous and not enforceable. The wording should be tightened so that directness can be defined and tested
against in planning applications.
name:

Alistair Ford, Newcastle Green Party

Date Received:

16/11/2018
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Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM20 - Design
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table? no
4. Why do you consider the policy / paragraph / section / figure or table is unsound? because it is not: [Consistent with national policy, Effective]
Comment:
Why you consider the Policy unsound:
Not compliant with Paragraph 150b of the NPPF: New development should be planned in ways that ''œcan help to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, such as through its
location, orientation and design.''• There is no mention of energy efficiency standards, renewable generation potential (e.g. solar PV or ground-source heat pumps), or
district heat or power schemes in Policy DM20. It is also not compliant with Paragraph 151 of the NPPF which requires plans to ''œTo help increase the use and supply of
renewable and low carbon energy and heat, plans should: a) provide a positive strategy for energy from these sources''• and ''œidentify opportunities for development to
draw its energy supply from decentralised, renewable or low carbon energy supply systems and for co-locating potential heat customers and suppliers.''• We feel that these
considerations should be set out clearly in the design standards adopted by the DAP.
In light of the IPCC 1.5 Degrees report and the UK Climate Change Act (2008), it is likely that the UK Committee on Climate Change will set more ambitious targets for
reductions in GHG emissions from all sectors of the UK economy in future years. In order to avoid locking in new development into high carbon patterns, DM20 should
include a prescription for minimum energy efficiency standards (ideally to Passivhaus standards) and for provision of renewable energy generation. To avoid high levels of
embedded carbon, designs should also be required to include minimum levels of locally- and sustainably-sourced materials (such as timber) or recycled materials.
name:

Alistair Ford, Newcastle Green Party

Date Received:

16/11/2018

Page | 2

Policy DM33 - Minerals Extraction and Reclamation
Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM33 - Minerals Extraction and Reclamation
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table? no
4. Why do you consider the policy / paragraph / section / figure or table is unsound? because it is not: [Consistent with national policy, Effective]
Comment:
Why you consider the Policy unsound:
Policy DM33, as written, is not consistent with Core Strategy objection S011 ''œTo reduce CO2 emissions from development and future growth.''• Also not in line with UK
Climate Change Act (2008). Given the legal requirement of the UK to reduce its greenhouse gas emissions by 80% by 2050, any extraction of fossil fuels in Newcastle that
intend to be burnt without carbon capture and storage will be endangering achievement of that binding target.
If national policy constraints mean that fossil fuel extraction must be allowed, we propose to add an additional clause to DM33 to state that:
• all proposals would be required to carry out an environmental Risk Assessment and Environmental Impact Assessment as part of the application
• all planning applications for hydrocarbon exploration and extraction will be required to demonstrate that their activities and operations will have no net detrimental
effect on climate change.
name:

Alistair Ford, Newcastle Green Party

Date Received:

16/11/2018
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Ref 31 - Newcastle International Airport / James Cowen
Policy DM13 - Road Hierarchy
Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM13 - Road Hierarchy
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table? no
4. Why do you consider the policy / paragraph / section / figure or table is unsound? because it is not: [Positively prepared, Effective]
Comment:
Why you consider the Policy unsound:
Policy DM13 designates Brunton Lane and Kingston Park Road as a 'secondary distributor road, which is welcomed by the Airport. This route will be vital for linking the Core
Strategy employment sites to the south of the Airport to the A1. It will also be a suitable route for some HGV movements, which may be generated by these sites, to access
the strategic road network. Development which would compromise this function should not be supported.
The plan does not however designate the Great Park Spine Road. The Core Strategy states in paragraph 16.106 that land should be reserved to enable sites NN4 and KEA1
to be connected to Great Park Spine Road, shops, services and other facilities. Policy NN4 of the Core Strategy also requires ''œRoad connections to the highways network,
between and through new housing areas and to existing communities and services including a suitable and direct road link from site NN4b to NN4d via site NN4a''•. It is
apparent that the Core Strategy envisages that the Great Park Spine Road should act as distributor road, alongside the Brunton Lane/ Kingston Park Road corridor. The
specification of the Spine Road built to date and that planned to serve future phases of Great Park is beyond what would be expected to solely serve a residential
development. Together they will provide key links from the Airport Access Road to the A1 and a key link from the main housing growth area of the city (great Park) to the
primary area for employment growth (Airport employment sites). The Airport requests that the Great Park Spine Road is designated in policy DM13 as a secondary
distributor road.
name:

James Cowen, Newcastle International Airport

Date Received:

16/11/2018

Page | 1

Policy DM24 - Environmental and Health Impacts of Development
Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM24 - Environmental and Health Impacts of Development
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table? no
4. Why do you consider the policy / paragraph / section / figure or table is unsound? because it is not: [Consistent with national policy, Effective]
Comment:
Why you consider the Policy unsound:
It is welcomed that policy DM24 has included the requirement of paragraph 182 of the NPPF for new developments to consider the potential impact of noise from existing
businesses, and that any mitigation should be enacted by the 'agent of change'. The Airport is concerned that housing schemes being developed or may be developed close
to the airfield, could be impacted by existing noise from the Airport's operations. The Airport cannot and should not be expected to change the nature of its operation to
accommodate new development.
Whilst the policy requires the implementation of a mitigation scheme, it does not make clear what action should be taken where a mitigation scheme which does not place
restriction on the Airport is not available or cannot be agreed. It is requested that the policy be amended to indicate that such an application should not be approved in this
instance.
With regard to assessing the impact of exiting noise generating uses, the plan needs to recognise paragraph 104(e) of the NPPF which requires the expansion of large scale
transport facilities to be planned for. Growth in the Airport's operations can change the nature of noise levels. In assessing the impact of noise from the Airport's
operations, reasonable forecast expansion of operations should be given weight in decision making. This is expressed in the forecast noise contours in the Airports
Masterplan (currently the Masterplan to 2035), which were given full weight in the determination of application of 2017/0666/01/OUT. Permitting a development which
could subsequently have an adverse effect on the Airport increasing the level of operations from the existing site would be contrary to paragraph 182 of the NPPF and
should not be supported. It is requested that the policy reflects that existing businesses like the Airport should not be constrained from more intensive use of their existing
site which could change the nature of the noise profile.
It should be noted that interpretation of impact from aircraft noise is not static in Government policy, nor is the level and nature of operations at the Airport. Therefore the
allocation of site in the local plan for a noise sensitive development, which may have been appropriate at the time of allocation in relation to the Airport's noise contours,
may not be at the time of application.
name:

James Cowen, Newcastle International Airport

Date Received:

16/11/2018
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Policy DM25 - Airport Safety
Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM25 - Airport Safety
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table?

Yes, with minor changes

Comment:
Changes you consider necessary:
It is welcomed that the plan has a policy dedicated to aerodrome safeguarding. The Airport is largely happy with the wording of the policy but suggest a minor amends to
the policy wording, to reflect really concerns aircraft rather than the airport itself, and the need for any mitigation strategy to reflect cumulative impact. For example
consideration of wind turbines and how they could appear on radar would need to consider any existing turbines, whilst the any proposed open water would need to
consider exiting habitat and birds could interact with it.
name:

James Cowen, Newcastle International Airport

Date Received:

16/11/2018
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Policy DM29 - Protecting and Enhancing Biodiversity and Habitats
4. Why do you consider the policy / paragraph / section / figure or table is unsound? because it is not: [Positively prepared, Effective]
Comment:
Why you consider the Policy unsound:
The Airport is broadly supportive of the intentions of policy DM29 to protect and enhance biodiversity and habitats. The Airport commits in its Masterplan 2035 that
However the Airport objects to the extent of wildlife enhancement corridors around the airport site.
The plan shows that the majority of land on employment site KEAc is designated as a wildlife enhancement corridor. The site is unique in the region in that it could provide
direct airside access. As such it has the potential to provide for a large scale, regionally important freight and distribution development. Whilst the site would be designed
with an onsite landscaping strategy, the entire of the site is required for employment development. The proposed designation would restrict the use of the site for this
purpose, and therefore the Airport objects to the proposal. It is suggested that the enhancement of the wildlife corridor to the south of the Airport should focus on the
Ouseburn and Foxcover Wood and the route of the Airport Access Road, incorporating woodland around Woolsington Hall. Similarly the corridor cuts across the TPO trees
on site KEAb and encompasses land which will likely be occupied by buildings. The corridor should focus on the Abotswood Burn corridor, as is supported by the
environmental statement associated with permission 2007/0949/02/REN.
The same designation covers a swathe of land to the east of site KEAc. This land is identified in the Airport's Masterplan 2035 for development after the Core Strategy
period. The Airport therefore objects to the whole of this land parcel being given a restrictive designation. Again, it is suggested that the wildlife corridors could maintained
and enhanced around the fringes of the site which would still allow for the wider site to be developed.
The Airport's Masterplan 2035 seeks to safeguard land for the extension of the current runway by circa 700m. Much of the land around the runway extension would need
to be fenced off to enclose the operational area of the airfield. Although most of the area for the extension has been excluded from the wildlife corridor a portion covers
the safeguarded land. It would clearly not be possible to enhance a wildlife corridor if the area was to be fenced off. Enhancement of habitat in such close proximity to the
runway end could also attract wildlife hazardous to aircraft to a critical part of the airport. The Airport therefore requests that the corridor at this location is reduced and
concentrated to the western boundary of Brunswick and Hazlerigg.
name:

James Cowen, Newcastle International Airport

Date Received:

16/11/2018
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Introduction
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1.0 Introduction
Newcastle University is committed to improving the operational efficiency of its land and buildings. Following the
proposed enhancements to Cochrane Park sports ground the site at Red Hall Drive may become surplus to operational
requirements. As such the university wish to protect the potential future development options for the site.
The Red Hall Drive site is approximately 4.2ha and currently consists of a large proportion of open space, which
incorporates three grass playing pitches of poor quality. It is considered that the existing playing pitches at Red Hall
Drive may not be required to be retained in the medium to long term. The University would therefore wish the land to be
considered by Newcastle City Council for future sporting related uses and buildings associated with the operations of
Newcastle University.
As such, it is requested that the site at Red Hall Drive is deallocated as open space in the forthcoming Development
Plan and Allocations Document and shown as “white land” on the Proposals Map.
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2.0 Site Assessment
The existing site is privately owned by Newcastle University and incorporates playing pitches. The pitches are
exclusively available for use by Newcastle University students and are currently infrequently used for lacrosse, rugby
and football. The site is enclosed and gated and is only open when utilised by the University’s students. There are no
changing or viewing facilities available within the site for users of the playing pitches or spectators.
The proposed allocation site is currently allocated as open space, this section of the report provides a review of the
quality and quantity of the site and its contribution to the local authority as open space.

2.1

Open Space Designation

The proposed allocation site on Red Hall Drive is in the private ownership of Newcastle University and is comprised of
three playing pitches: 1 no. lacrosse, 1 no. rugby and 1 no. football pitch enclosed by a fence. These pitches are
available exclusively for Newcastle University students and are infrequently used. The pitches do not have any
supporting ancillary facilities such as viewing or changing facilities for the users of the pitches or spectators.
Newcastle City Council’s Open Space Assessment Report, published August 2018, shows the site as Outdoor Sport
(private, coloured light blue) in Figure 1 below. This typology of open space was not assessed further in the Open Space
Assessment and the Report does not provide an assessment for quantity, accessibility and quality as outlined in the
Report’s methodology.
Figure 1: Open Space Assessment

Directly to the west of the site is the existing Newcastle University sports facilities at Cochrane park, which currently has
ancillary buildings within the existing pavilion. The University has recently submitted a planning application for the
enhancement and improvement of the sporting facilities at Cochrane Park.
The application seeks to significantly improve the sporting offer at the site which will include the provision of three floodlit
artificial turf pitches available for uses which include rugby, football and lacrosse. Additionally, the application includes an
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extension to the existing pavilion, which will comprise new changing facilities to cater for the increased sporting use on
the site as well as internal alterations, new car parking and new access. The overall application at Cochrane Park will
provide substantial public benefits, to allow the sports facilities to continue to be used by the general public and allows for
increased opportunities for community use.
The planning application would consolidate the sporting offer onto land at Cochrane Park, through the provision of
enhanced all-weather pitches and increased availability to play team sport. In addition, the demolition of the Henderson
Hall New Hall provides the opportunity for a rugby grass pitch to be accommodated on this area of the site once it is
grassed over. The University will monitor the demand and usage of the sports facilities at Cochrane Park and will
continue to explore the feasibility of this.
The planning application for the new sports facilities at Cochrane Park was granted detailed planning permission on
Thursday 29th March 2018 and construction work has begun on site. Full completion of the works is anticipated to be by
March/April 2019.
It is considered that the existing pitches at Red Hall Drive are underused and the lack of facilities and the physical
separation from the main sporting grounds at Cochrane Park mean that the pitches are not utilised effectively. The
forthcoming new sporting facilities at Cochrane Park render the existing pitches on Red Hall Drive as redundant, and
they are not floodlit or available for use by the community.
The safeguarding of the site for future sporting related uses may result in the future loss of some/all of the playing pitches
on Red Hall Drive. At the time of writing, the University does not have firm plans for the site however its retention in order
to contribute to the sporting requirements of the university in the future is required.
It is requested that the Open Space Allocation under Policy DM30 is removed in order for Newcastle University to
determine the suitable sporting related future of the site. In addition, the existing site is not required to be designated as
open space due to a surplus within the local area and does not contribute to accessible open space for the public.
An Open Space Assessment has been undertaken to demonstrate the surplus need of the site.
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3.0 Open Space Assessment
3.1

Availability of Open Space

The Ward Map produced by Newcastle City Council and the location of the site is shown in Figure 2 below:
Figure 2: Ward Map

The Open Space Assessment 2018 by Newcastle City Council shows the results of the assessment on a ward by ward
basis. The Open Space Assessment provides a map to show the location of open space within each ward. A section of
this map for manor Park Ward (where the site is located) is shown in Figure 3 below:
Figure 3: Open Space Allocation

Document Ref. 1014253 DDAPR Rev -

4

Figure 3 shows that there is a significant amount of open space within the vicinity of the site, which contributes to visual
amenity and sporting uses. The open space within the vicinity of the site includes the Newcastle Academy site to the
north east, Manor Park Sports Grounds to the north west, Cochrane Park and Heaton Cemetery to the west, Heaton
Junior Sports Field, Heaton Manor playing fields and Ravenswood Primary School playing fields. Jesmond Dene is
located 1.5km west of the Red Hall Drive site and is a significant size of publicly accessible open space that contributes
to recreational activities.
It is considered that there is a large quantity of open space that contributes to visual amenity within the immediate
surroundings of the Red Hall Drive site. On balance, the loss of some of the open space on the Red Hall Drive site would
not have a significant detrimental impact on the quantity of open space that contributes to visual amenity. Red Hall Drive
is currently inaccessible open space and does not act as amenity open space for wider recreational purposes such as
dog walking.
The Open Space Assessment 2018 by Newcastle City Council also includes a map that shows the accessibility of
amenity space within 600m of a residential property. The map for Manor Park Ward is shown in Figure 4 below:
Figure 4: Amenity Space within 600m in Dene Ward

Figure 4 above shows that the majority of the Manor Park Ward, including the site at Red Hall Drive, is within 600m of
amenity open space which is accessible to the public. As the site is not publicly accessible green space, it will not impact
upon the amount of accessible greenspace available for amenity purposes within the local area.
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As such, it is considered that there is currently adequate supply of open space within the Manor Park Ward area and the
removal of the allocation of open space on Red Hall Drive to provide future sporting related uses and buildings would not
result in a detrimental impact to the amount or quality of open space available within the local area.
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4.0 Playing Pitch Assessment
This section of the report will assess the demand and use of the playing pitches which relate to the site’s location within
Newcastle Local Authority Area. The playing pitches that are currently located on the proposed allocation site at Red Hall
Drive are privately owned and operated, with no community usage. As such, they are not included or assessed within
the Council’s policy documents as they are exclusively used by Newcastle University students.

4.1

Newcastle City Council Playing Pitch Policy

Newcastle City Council’s Playing Pitch Strategy 2002-2011 outlines the playing pitches within Newcastle, and their
quality and usage. In addition to the Playing Pitch Strategy 2002-2011 Newcastle City Council have published a Playing
Pitch Plan 2015 which looks at the housing growth predicted for the city and how this will impact upon playing pitch
provision.

4.2

Demand for Rugby Pitches

The Playing Pitch Strategy locates the Red Hall Drive site as within the East area of the city. Figure 5 below outlines the
number of football, cricket, rugby and hockey pitches that were available for community use:
Figure 5: No. of pitches available for community use

Total No. of Pitches Available for Community Use 2002-3
Football

Cricket

Senior

Junior

Mini

Council

51

7

14

2

Schools

12

5

1

Higher Ed

9

-

Private/Vol

9
81

Rugby

Hockey
Grass

ATP

1

-

(1) *1

2

2

-

2

-

3

5

-

(2) *2

2

1

3

7

-

-

14

16

10

15

-

2

*1 This pitch at Lightfoot Centre is no longer used. The surface requires complete renewal
*2 These two pitches are located on the North Tyneside side of the boundary.

In relation to the provision of rugby pitches, Figure 5 shows that there were 7 pitches available for community use. The
report notes that around 50% of these pitches are provided by Northumbria University. At the time of publication of the
Playing Pitch Strategy none of the pitches owned by Newcastle University were available for community use and are not
included within the provision of rugby pitches. Therefore, the existing rugby pitch at Red Hall Drive does not contribute to
the playing pitch provision for rugby.
Figure 6 overleaf shows the supply and demand for rugby pitches by area of the city:
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Figure 6: Supply and Demand for Rugby Pitches by Area
Newcastle PPS 2002-2011: Supply and Demand for Rugby Pitches by Area
East
Teams 2012

West

North

Outer West

Total

Senior

5

4

4

2

15

Junior

5

5

4

4

19

Mini

4

4

4

3

15

Total

14

13

12

9

49

Matches per Week

7

7

6

5

25

Pitches Required at peak time

4

4

4

3

15

Pitches Available

6

-

8

-

14

Surplus/deficiency

+2

-4

+4

-3

-1

Figure 6 shows that within the East and North areas of the city there is a surplus of rugby pitches. Within the West and
the Outer West there is a shortfall of -4 pitches and -3 pitches respectively. The proposed allocation site at Red Hall
Drive site falls within the East area of the city, and Figure 6 above shows that there was a surplus of 2 pitches within the
area in accordance with demand.
The existing rugby pitch on Red Hall Drive currently does not address the supply and demand for rugby pitches within
the area. Notwithstanding this, the redevelopment of Cochrane Park will include the provision of artificial turf pitches
which can be used for rugby and will be available for use by the community.
The Newcastle Playing Pitch Plan (2015) locates the proposed allocation site at Red Hall Drive within the East area. The
report notes that within the East area there will be no additional demand for rugby pitches as a result of proposed
housing growth.
As there is an existing surplus of pitches within the East area for rugby and the enhanced facilities at Cochrane Park will
provide pitches that will not be exclusively utilised by the students, the playing pitch provision for rugby will be increased.
The existing site at Red Hall Drive is not available for the community and does not provide ancillary facilities. The loss of
the pitch can be accommodated through the existing provision and enhancement at Cochrane Park.

4.3

Demand for Football Pitches

The Playing Pitch Strategy 2002-2011 locates the site as within the East area of the city. The Playing Pitch Strategy
outlined the pitches required compared to the pitches available at the city scale, shown in Figure 7 overleaf:
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Figure 7: Pitches Required Compared to Pitches Available

Newcastle Football 2002: Pitches Required Compared to Pitches Available
Pitches

Pitches Required Per Week

Pitches

Surplus/Shortfall

Available per
Week
Wed

Sat

Sun

am

pm

am

pm

Total

No of Pitches

Senior

2

6

20

36

10

72

78

+42

Junior

-

-

-

2

29

31

12

-17

Mini-

-

-

-

2

15

17

15

-

Soccer

Figure 7 shows that there is a surplus of 42 senior pitches within Newcastle as a whole. The Playing Pitch Strategy then
breaks down the requirements of each type of pitch per area within the city. The site falls within the East End and the
pitches available compared to required based upon actual or managed pitch capacity is shown in Figure 8 below:
Figure 8: Pitches available compared to required based upon actual or managed pitch capacity

Pitches Available Compared to Pitches Required Based upon Actual or Managed Pitch Capacity
East End
No of Football Pitches

Average Games per Pitch per Week

Total

Senior

Junior

Mini

Senior

Junior

Mini

Senior

Junior

Mini

24

2

3

1.37

1.37

1.37

32.9

2.7

4.1

Total No. of Home Games Required per Week

24

9

4

Surplus/Shortfall

8.9

-6.3

-0.1

Total No. of pitches
available per week

Figure 8 shows that there is currently a surplus of senior pitches available within the East area of the city. The site at Red
Hall Drive currently provides 1no. senior football pitch which is not accessible to the public. The Playing Pitch Plan
(2015) outlines that there is not an expected change in supply of pitches within the East area, however the expected
growth from housing equals demand of 1 match sessions on adult pitches, 1 on youth 9v9 and 0.5 on mini 5v5 pitches.
Despite the expected increase of 1 match on adult pitches, there is an existing surplus of adult pitches in the East area
which can accommodate the additional demand. The loss of this pitch would not result in a detriment to existing
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provision, as the consolidation of the pitch within the new facilities at Cochrane Park will create additional usage for the
community.
The loss of the football pitch at Red Hall Drive is mitigated by the enhancement at Cochrane Park Sports Ground which
will provide additional capacity for football and absorb the existing infrequent use of the football pitch on Red Hall Drive.
Additionally, the improved changing and other ancillary facilities and provision of artificial turf and floodlit pitches will be
provided, which are not available at the Red Hall Drive site.

4.4

Lacrosse

The provision of lacrosse pitches is not covered within the Playing Pitch Strategy; however, the University has stated that
the enhanced facilities at Cochrane Park will accommodate the use of the pitches for lacrosse. There will not be a loss of
playing pitches for lacrosse use as a result of the development of Red Hall Drive for residential use.
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5.0 Conclusion
The report has provided an assessment for Newcastle City Council in the consideration of the removal of Red Hall Drive
as designated open space. Newcastle University wish to safeguard the land for future potential sporting related uses and
buildings. A firm plan for the site has not yet been developed, and the University seek the flexibility to determine the most
appropriate use for the site coming forward.
The existing pitches on Red Hall Drive are privately owned by Newcastle University and are available exclusively for
Newcastle University students. The pitches are used infrequently due to their separation from the main sporting facilities
at Cochrane Park and the lack of changing rooms and other ancillary uses.
The planning application submitted for the enhancement of sporting facilities at Cochrane Park aimed to consolidate the
sporting offer for Newcastle University students, which included incorporating the existing pitch provision at Cochrane
Park. The improved facilities will be subject to a community use agreement, and the pitches will therefore be available for
the public to access.
There is currently a surplus of football and rugby pitches within the site area and the consolidation of the playing pitches
for rugby and football will not result in a detriment to existing provision. The consolidation of the pitches to provide
facilities that will benefit the general public as well as Newcastle University students are an improvement over the
existing limited usage and access of the pitches at Red Hall Drive.
The provision of lacrosse pitches is not covered within the Playing Pitch Strategy; however, the University has stated that
the enhanced facilities at Cochrane Park will accommodate the use of the pitches for lacrosse. There will not be a loss of
playing pitches for lacrosse use as a result of the development of Red Hall Drive for residential use.
The open space assessment shows that the majority of the Manor Park Ward, including the site at Red Hall Drive, is
within 600m of amenity open space which is accessible to the public. As the site is not publicly accessible green space, it
will not impact upon the amount of accessible greenspace available for amenity purposes within the local area.
As such, it is considered that there is currently adequate supply of open space within the Manor Park Ward area, and the
removal of the allocation of open space on Red Hall Drive to provide future sporting related uses and buildings, would
not result in a detrimental impact to the amount or quality of open space available within the local area.
It is therefore overall considered that the removal of the open space delegation and potential future loss of the pitches on
Red Hall Drive is mitigated by the enhancement of sporting facilities at Cochrane Park Sports Ground which will be open
for use in March/April 2019.
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Cundall Johnston & Partners LLP
4th Floor Partnership House Regent Farm Road
Gosforth Newcastle upon Tyne NE3 3AF
United Kingdom Tel:+44 (0)191 213 1515
Asia Australia Europe MENA UK and Ireland
www.cundall.com

Ref 33 - Newcastle University / Sean Archer
CAV

Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM29 - Protecting and Enhancing Biodiversity and Habitats
Not justified
Comment:
Why you consider the Policy unsound:
A preliminary ecological appraisal has been undertaken in support of this representation, to determine whether there are ecological impacts arising from the future
development of the site. The University has no immediate plans to develop the site, but wishes it to be safeguarded for future sporting related uses or provision of buildings
associated with the operations of the university. The full preliminary report can be viewed alongside the submission of this representation.
The report states that consultation with the Multi Agency Geographic Information for the Countryside website identified no statutory sites within 2km. The local records
centre identified the presence of one Newcastle Local Wildlife Site (LWS), two Newcastle Sites of Local Conservation Interest (SLCI), one North Tyneside LWS and three North
Tyneside SLCIs within 2km of the site.
Additionally, records of the following notable species were also provided; dingy skipper, small heath, wall butterfly, common pipistrelle, Daubentonâ€™s bat, badger, red
squirrel, otter, water vole, noctule bat, soprano pipistrelle, hedgehog and whiskered/Brandtâ€™s bat. Numerous records of notable and common bird species were also
provided.
The initial appraisal states that the site is comprised primarily of amenity grassland, including a playing field, with semi improved grassland around the boundary and the
playing field. There are a number of scattered trees within the site as well as immediately outside of the site boundaries. The amenity grassland within the site is considered
to be of low ecological value. The coarse semi improved grassland margins are considered to be of at least local value, with a moderate species range recorded during the
initial survey. The trees within the site are considered to be of local value.
The site was considered likely to be of local value to bat species and further survey work is recommended. The site is considered to be of local value to bird species and
further work is recommended. The value of the site is considered to be of low value to both badger and red squirrel due to its location.
In relation to butterflies the potential for a breeding population to be present within the site is considered to be low and overall the value of the site is considered to be low
to such species. Due to a lack of suitable habitats within the site, lack of suitable connectivity to suitable habitats within the local area and/or a lack of consultation records
within 2km of the site, otter, water vole, white-clawed crayfish, great crested newt and reptile species are all considered likely to be absent. There is potential for hedgehog
to be present on occasion.
It is therefore clear that the preliminary appraisal shows that the site does not have the significant potential to be if high value to local wildlife.
The designation of the entirety of the site under DM29 Wildlife Enhancement Corridor does not reflect the findings of the ecological appraisal which is submitted alongside
this representation, nor the original version of the Draft Allocation and Development Plan. Since the revised version of the Draft Allocations Plan has been published for
consultation, no additional justification has been provided to rationalise the allocation of the entirety of the site under Policy DM29.
Newcastle University request that this designation is removed on the site and reinstated along the north-eastern boundary of the site which forms the historic Waggon way.
name:

Sean Archer, Newcastle University

Date Received:
Page | 1

Page | 2

Ref 34 - Northumberland County Council

Enquiries to: Jonathan Nicholson
Email: j onathan.nicholson @northumberland.gov.uk
Tel Direct: (01670) 623634
Date: 15 November 2018

Kath Lawless
Assistant Director Planning
Newcastle City Council
Civic Centre
Barras Bridge
Newcastle upon Tyne
NE1 8QH
Dear Madam

Newcastle City Council’s Pre-Submission Development and Allocations Plan Public Consultation
Thank you for consulting Northumberland County Council on the pre-submission version of the
Development and Allocations Plan for Newcastle upon Tyne.
We have no issues of soundness in relation to the Pre-submission Plan.
Our Economic and Inclusion Policy Team have reviewed the Transport and Accessibility section and wish
to convey their support the proposals and that the County Council welcomes the opportunity to work with
the City Council on cross boundary transport issues and through the North of Tyne.
We would also like to support the coal area of search which borders Northumberland.
We do note that some comments on minerals and waste that we made to the earlier draft of this Plan (letter
of 16th November 2017) have not been incorporated but these are not regarded as issues of soundness.
Northumberland County Council looks forward to continuing to work with the Newcastle City Council on
planning matters of joint interest under the Duty to Cooperate.
Yours faithfully

Paul Johnston,
Interim Executive Director: Place

Paul Johnston, Interim Executive Director: Place
County Hall, Morpeth, Northumberland, NE61 2EF
T: 0345 600 6400 E: planning@northumberland.gov.uk
www.northumberland.gov.uk

T: 0845 604 7468
nwl.co.uk

Ref 35 - Northumbrian Water

Northumbrian Water
Abbey Road
Pity Me
Durham
DH1 5FJ

Newcastle City Council,
Planning Policy,
Civic Centre,
Barras Bridge,
Newcastle upon Tyne,
NE1 8QH
14th November 2018

Dear Sirs
Pre-Submission Draft of the Development and Allocations Plan (DAP)
Thank you for the further opportunity to provide comments on the draft Development
and Allocations Plan (DAP). We have reviewed the DAP in detail, and we set out
comments below which we feel are of relevance or have an impact on us, as the
statutory water and sewerage undertaker.
We understand that the DAP sets out Newcastle City Council’s vision to deliver an
appropriate amount of employment land to serve the City Region and upto 21,000
new homes for student and lifetime use by 2030.
The Newcastle City area is fully served by our water supply and all foul flows are
taken to our Howdon Sewage Treatment Works in North Tyneside. We can advise
you that we have identified Howdon for upgrade in our next AMP 7 period (20202025) in order that it can continue to fully serve the population of Tyneside and
importantly accommodate long term future growth. In policy DM5 we note that there
are a number of larger development sites including in particular land South of
Brunton Lane and Scotswood Development Area. Where major development
opportunities such as these will be masterplanned, we welcome the opportunity to
agree an integrated sustainable drainage design approach which can be
consolidated into the early design principles of a scheme and we are happy to
collaborate with developers, designers and the Local Planning Authority as soon as
needed.
Where any allocated site is taken forward for delivery we recommend that early
consultation is undertaken with Northumbrian Water to agree a suitable foul and
surface water drainage strategy for each site and to identify the presence of any
water or sewerage assets on site. Northumbrian Water offers a pre-development

enquiry service for developments of three or more dwellings and we advise that
developers undertake this service prior to the submission of a planning application
so that the design of the development is informed by the drainage strategy.
We wholly support the content of section 6.12 of the DAP from 6.12.1 to 6.12.9 as
well as the requirements of policy DM26 which are comprehensive. We always
encourage flood management policies and supporting text to recognise the
consequences of sewer flooding and to explicitly note the hierarchy of water
separation in accordance with building regulations requirements. Surface water
connections to combined sewers should only be allowed when all other options have
been exhausted and we note in policy DM26 part 2) that there is a strong drive to
secure sustainable surface water drainage and management on all future
development sites.
To conclude, we fully support the comprehensive approach taken to sustainable
water and flood risk management within the revised pre-submissions draft
Development and Allocations Plan. We would welcome future opportunities for
consultation and engagement as they arise. Should you wish to discuss our
response, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours Faithfully

Katherine Dobson MRTPI
Developer Services
Katherine.dobson@nwl.co.uk

Ref 36 - Northumbrian Water / Katherine Simpson (Throckley)

Newcastle City Council
Planning Policy
Civic Centre
Newcastle-upon-Tyne
NE1 8QH

Date: 16 November 2018
Our ref: 22316/JW/KS/15204387v1
Your ref:
Dear Sir/Madam

Representations to Newcastle-Upon-Tyne’s Development and Allocations Plan
(2015-2030): Pre-Submission Plan
We write on behalf of our client, Northumbrian Water Limited (‘NWL’), in order to set out representations to
the above document in respect of land at the former Throckley Water Treatment Works (WTW), Throckley.
Our comments have been made in respect of the following policies on the submitted consultation response
forms, accompanying this letter:
1

Policy DM5 – Housing Sites;

2

Policy DM7 – Space Standards;

3

Policy DM15 – Conservation of Heritage Assets;

4

Policy DM16 – Conservation and Enhancement of the Setting of Heritage Assets;

5

Policy DM17 – Preservation of Archaeological Remains and Archaeological Work; and

6

Policy DM18 – Building Recording.

Throckley WTW comprises 1.56ha of brownfield land located to the immediate north of the B6528 Hexham
Road, within the built-up area of Throckley. The site benefits from a highly sustainable location, being
located within the urban area of Throckley, and just 500m away from the nearest shopping centre, 50m away
from Throckley Primary School and less than 100m away from two bus stops.
Remediation works have taken place on the site to remove any liability associated with the site’s former use
of a water treatment works. The site is now cleared, and ready for development.
Our previous correspondence set out the additional information required which confirmed that the site is a
suitable and sustainable location for housing, and that any relevant technical considerations can be suitably
mitigated, making development on the site achievable. NWL have previously confirmed that the site is
available now and can come forward for development in the next 1-5 years. The additional information
previously provided also concludes that development on the site is viable.
We therefore welcome the response that the Council has made in allocating the site (Site 24) in the
forthcoming Development and Allocations Plan.

Registered in England No. 2778116
Regulated by the RICS

We trust that these representations will assist in progressing towards the finalisation of the emerging Local
Plan. We would also be grateful if you would continue to keep us informed of progress on the development of
the emerging Local Plan and all other emerging planning policy and guidance for Newcastle.
Should you require further information, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Yours sincerely,

Katherine Simpson
Planner

Copy Andrew Bradley – Northumbrian Water Limited
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Pre-Submission
Development and Allocations Plan
Consultation Response Form
Consultation runs from 5 October to 16 November 2018
This form is for making comments on the Pre-Submission Development and
Allocations Plan (the Plan) published by Newcastle City Council.
Please refer to the guidance note published separately before completing
this. Comments must be received by 5pm on 16 November 2018.
Parts 1 and 2 of this form must be completed. Comments received after this date
may not be considered.
For every policy, paragraph, section, figure or table that you wish to
make comments on, a separate response form must be completed.

Completed response forms can be returned either by;
Email: planningpolicy@newcastle.gov.uk
Post: Newcastle City Council, Planning Policy, 9th Floor, Newcastle Civic Centre,
Barras Bridge, Newcastle upon Tyne, NE1 8QH.
To: Planning Officers at one of the drop-in events, details of which can be found
on our website at: www.newcastle.gov.uk/localplan2

1

PART 1 PERSONAL DETAILS

This part of the form must be completed. We cannot register your response
form without your personal details
Personal details
Title: Mr

Agents details (if applicable)
Title: Miss

Forename: Andrew

Forename: Katherine

Surname: Bradley

Surname: Simpson

Organisation: Northumbrian Water Limited

Organisation: Lichfields

Address:

Address: The St Nicholas Building, St
Nicholas Street, Newcastle upon Tyne

Post Code:
Email:

Post Code: NE1 1RF
,
Email: Katherine.simpson@lichfields.uk

Telephone No:

Telephone No: 0191 261 5685

Date:16/11/2018

N
Date: 16/11/2018

2

PART 2 COMMENT
Please use a separate response form for each comment.

1. To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or
table that you are commenting on:
Policy

DM5 (Site 24)

Paragraph
Section
Figure Table
Policies
Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
__ Yes (continue to question 3)
__ No (continue to question 4)
__ Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)

3

3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.
NWL have been working pro-actively with the Council in order to promote the site for
housing. NWL are therefore pleased to see that the site at the former Throckley Water
Treatment Works (Site Number 24) has been put forward as a draft housing allocation in the
emerging Newcastle Development and Allocations Plan.
The site benefits from a highly sustainable location, being located within the urban area of
Throckley, and just 500m away from the nearest shopping centre, 50m away from
Throckley Primary School and less than 100m away from two bus stops.
Our previous correspondence set out the additional information required which confirmed
that the site is a suitable and sustainable location for housing, and that any relevant technical
considerations can be suitably mitigated, making development on the site achievable. NWL
have previously confirmed that the site is available now and can come forward for
development in the next 1-5 years. The additional information previously provided also
concludes that development on the site is viable.
We therefore support the site’s inclusion as a housing allocation in draft Policy DM5.

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

Compliant with law

Consistent with national policy Positively prepared
Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements

4

5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible
N/A

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
N/A

5

7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate
if you would like to attend and participate at the Public
Examination?
Yes (Continue to question 8)

No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.
N/A

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of
the progress of the DAP.
Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed

6

Data Protection Notice: General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) 2018
Comments cannot be treated as confidential. All responses received will be held by the
council in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation 2018. Your name,
organisation (if applicable) and comment may be made available to the public.
Your personal data, i.e. postal address, email and telephone numbers will not be publicly
available. We will use your contact details to notify you of the Plan as requested in question 9.
However, your contact details will be shared with the Planning Inspector for the purposes of the
Public Examination.
Please note that all comments will be held by the Council on the policy database for the
duration of the Local Plan (2030). By submitting a representation on the Plan you confirm that
you agree to this and accept responsibility for your comments.
Please read our Privacy Notice which sets out how we use information in the course of our
work as a Local Planning Authority https://www.newcastle.gov.uk/planningprivacynotice.pdf
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Pre-Submission
Development and Allocations Plan
Consultation Response Form
Consultation runs from 5 October to 16 November 2018
This form is for making comments on the Pre-Submission Development and
Allocations Plan (the Plan) published by Newcastle City Council.
Please refer to the guidance note published separately before completing
this. Comments must be received by 5pm on 16 November 2018.
Parts 1 and 2 of this form must be completed. Comments received after this date
may not be considered.
For every policy, paragraph, section, figure or table that you wish to
make comments on, a separate response form must be completed.

Completed response forms can be returned either by;
Email: planningpolicy@newcastle.gov.uk
Post: Newcastle City Council, Planning Policy, 9th Floor, Newcastle Civic Centre,
Barras Bridge, Newcastle upon Tyne, NE1 8QH.
To: Planning Officers at one of the drop-in events, details of which can be found
on our website at: www.newcastle.gov.uk/localplan2

1

PART 1 PERSONAL DETAILS

This part of the form must be completed. We cannot register your response
form without your personal details
Personal details
Title: Mr

Agents details (if applicable)
Title: Miss

Forename: Andrew

Forename: Katherine

Surname: Bradley

Surname: Simpson

Organisation: Northumbrian Water Limited

Organisation: Lichfields

Address:

Address: The St Nicholas Building, St
Nicholas Street, Newcastle upon Tyne,

Post Code:
Email:

Post Code: NE1 1RF
,
Email: Katherine.simpson@lichfields.uk

Telephone No:

Telephone No: 0191 261 5685

Date:16/11/2018

N
Date: 16/11/2018

2

PART 2 COMMENT
Please use a separate response form for each comment.

1. To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or
table that you are commenting on:
Policy

DM7

Paragraph
Section
Figure Table
Policies
Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
__ Yes (continue to question 3)
__ No (continue to question 4)
__ Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)

3

3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.
N/A

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

Compliant with law

Consistent with national policy Positively prepared
Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements

4

5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible
Whilst Northumbrian Water are not housebuilders, their interests in the proposed land allocation will
ultimately allow for a future housebuilder to build out on the site at Throckley. As such NWL’s
interest in the policy is of some relevance.
The need for the Policy is questionable, given that there is no evidence that the size of homes being
built are considered inappropriate by those purchasing them.
If considered essential to include in the emerging Newcastle DAP then the PPG (pursuant to the
NPPF) sets out the evidence which Councils should provide when assessing the need for requiring
space standards – these relate to need, viability and consideration of timing (Reference ID: 56-02020150327).
The draft policy as it stands does not allow for the introduction of space standards to be subject to
viability, which should be reflected in the policy. Similarly, there is a question as to the ‘need’ of the
policy in the first place (given the lack of evidence provided).
We therefore do not consider the policy to be effective or compliant with national policy. Should the
policy be included in the final adopted plan then the Council should provide the justification required
to be in accordance with national PPG.

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
We do not consider the policy to be effective nor aligned with national planning policy and as such
should be deleted. However if it’s inclusion is considered essential then the policy should be better
aligned with the PPG. We therefore suggest the following revisions:
Draft Policy DM7:
‘The design of all new homes, will be required to meet the relevant minimum internal floorspace for
the type of dwellings, subject to viability complying with the Nationally Described Space Standards’

5

7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate
if you would like to attend and participate at the Public
Examination?
Yes (Continue to question 8)

No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.
The issues are complex and require further debate.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of
the progress of the DAP.
Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed

6

Data Protection Notice: General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) 2018
Comments cannot be treated as confidential. All responses received will be held by the
council in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation 2018. Your name,
organisation (if applicable) and comment may be made available to the public.
Your personal data, i.e. postal address, email and telephone numbers will not be publicly
available. We will use your contact details to notify you of the Plan as requested in question 9.
However, your contact details will be shared with the Planning Inspector for the purposes of the
Public Examination.
Please note that all comments will be held by the Council on the policy database for the
duration of the Local Plan (2030). By submitting a representation on the Plan you confirm that
you agree to this and accept responsibility for your comments.
Please read our Privacy Notice which sets out how we use information in the course of our
work as a Local Planning Authority https://www.newcastle.gov.uk/planningprivacynotice.pdf
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Pre-Submission
Development and Allocations Plan
Consultation Response Form
Consultation runs from 5 October to 16 November 2018
This form is for making comments on the Pre-Submission Development and
Allocations Plan (the Plan) published by Newcastle City Council.
Please refer to the guidance note published separately before completing
this. Comments must be received by 5pm on 16 November 2018.
Parts 1 and 2 of this form must be completed. Comments received after this date
may not be considered.
For every policy, paragraph, section, figure or table that you wish to
make comments on, a separate response form must be completed.

Completed response forms can be returned either by;
Email: planningpolicy@newcastle.gov.uk
Post: Newcastle City Council, Planning Policy, 9th Floor, Newcastle Civic Centre,
Barras Bridge, Newcastle upon Tyne, NE1 8QH.
To: Planning Officers at one of the drop-in events, details of which can be found
on our website at: www.newcastle.gov.uk/localplan2

1

PART 1 PERSONAL DETAILS

This part of the form must be completed. We cannot register your response
form without your personal details
Personal details
Title: Mr

Agents details (if applicable)
Title: Miss

Forename: Andrew

Forename: Katherine

Surname: Bradley

Surname: Simpson

Organisation: Northumbrian Water Limited

Organisation: Lichfields

Address:

Address: The St Nicholas Building, St
Nicholas Street, Newcastle upon Tyne,

Post Code:
Email:

Post Code: NE1 1RF
,
Email: Katherine.simpson@lichfields.uk

Telephone No:

Telephone No: 0191 261 5685

Date:16/11/2018

N
Date: 16/11/2018

2

PART 2 COMMENT
Please use a separate response form for each comment.

1. To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or
table that you are commenting on:
Policy

DM17

Paragraph
Section
Figure Table
Policies
Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
__ Yes (continue to question 3)
__ No (continue to question 4)
__ Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)

3

3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.
N/A

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

Compliant with law

Consistent with national policy Positively prepared
Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements

4

5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
The NPPF states that, where a site on which development is proposed includes, or has the potential to include,
heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning authorities should require developers to submit an
appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation. The reference to “archaeological
evaluations” presumably refers to both desk-based assessment and field evaluation, though to ensure
consistency with the NPPF it should be clarified that field evaluation will only be required where necessary.
The NPPF sets out clear balancing principles (Paragraphs 195-7) for assessing proposals which will harm the
significance of a designated or non-designated heritage asset (including archaeological remains). Sub-point 2)
of draft policy DM17 is ambiguous (which itself is inconsistent with the NPPF, Paragraph 16) as, technically,
the in-situ preservation of remains would not be required where the development would not otherwise
adversely affect the site/remains. The policy would benefit from being re-worded either to confirm that, where
adverse effects would arise, the balancing principles of the NPPF would apply and that, where remains exist
within the site, a preservation in-situ is the preferred strategy.
Sub-point 3) is also inconsistent with Paragraphs 195 and 196 of the NPPF as it does not allow for the
balancing principles to be applied where harm would be caused to the significance/OUV of the World Heritage
Site.

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
1.
Development will be required to safeguard the understanding of the historic environment of the city
through undertaking Archaeological Investigations, comprising a desk-based assessment and where necessary
field evaluation, will be required where proposed development may affect a known site or potential area of
archaeological remains.
2.
Where assessment and evaluation have established that proposed development will adversely affect a site
contains archaeological remains, or area of archaeological interest the developer will be required to preserve insitu unless the harm or loss can be justified in accordance with the principles set out in national planning
policy. Where preservation in-situ is not justified in accordance with the principles set out in national
planning policy, the archaeological remains below ground and on the surface will be recorded and excavated
prior to development commencing.
3.
Proposals for development that would affect the Outstanding Universal Value (OUV) of the Frontiers
of the Roman Empire World Heritage Site will be protected and sustained. To achieve this, development will be
required to will be supported where they would conserve or enhance its significance and protect, maintain and
enhance the integrity and understanding of the Frontiers of the Roman Empire World Heritage site, its buffer zone
and its wider landscape setting. Any harm to its significance must be justified in accordance with the
principles set out in national planning policy.
4.
The results of archaeological investigations must be deposited with the Tyne and Wear Historic
Environment Record. Any significant archaeological findings will also be published.

7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate
if you would like to attend and participate at the Public
Examination?
Yes (Continue to question 8)

No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.
The issues are complex and require further debate.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of
the progress of the DAP.
Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed

6

Data Protection Notice: General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) 2018
Comments cannot be treated as confidential. All responses received will be held by the
council in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation 2018. Your name,
organisation (if applicable) and comment may be made available to the public.
Your personal data, i.e. postal address, email and telephone numbers will not be publicly
available. We will use your contact details to notify you of the Plan as requested in question 9.
However, your contact details will be shared with the Planning Inspector for the purposes of the
Public Examination.
Please note that all comments will be held by the Council on the policy database for the
duration of the Local Plan (2030). By submitting a representation on the Plan you confirm that
you agree to this and accept responsibility for your comments.
Please read our Privacy Notice which sets out how we use information in the course of our
work as a Local Planning Authority https://www.newcastle.gov.uk/planningprivacynotice.pdf
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Pre-Submission
Development and Allocations Plan
Consultation Response Form
Consultation runs from 5 October to 16 November 2018
This form is for making comments on the Pre-Submission Development and
Allocations Plan (the Plan) published by Newcastle City Council.
Please refer to the guidance note published separately before completing
this. Comments must be received by 5pm on 16 November 2018.
Parts 1 and 2 of this form must be completed. Comments received after this date
may not be considered.
For every policy, paragraph, section, figure or table that you wish to
make comments on, a separate response form must be completed.

Completed response forms can be returned either by;
Email: planningpolicy@newcastle.gov.uk
Post: Newcastle City Council, Planning Policy, 9th Floor, Newcastle Civic Centre,
Barras Bridge, Newcastle upon Tyne, NE1 8QH.
To: Planning Officers at one of the drop-in events, details of which can be found
on our website at: www.newcastle.gov.uk/localplan2

1

PART 1 PERSONAL DETAILS

This part of the form must be completed. We cannot register your response
form without your personal details
Personal details
Title: Mr

Agents details (if applicable)
Title: Miss

Forename: Andrew

Forename: Katherine

Surname: Bradley

Surname: Simpson

Organisation: Northumbrian Water Limited

Organisation: Lichfields

Address:

Address: The St Nicholas Building, St
Nicholas Street, Newcastle upon Tyne,

Post Code:
Email:

Post Code: NE1 1RF
,
Email: Katherine.simpson@lichfields.uk

Telephone No:

Telephone No: 0191 261 5685

Date:16/11/2018

N
Date: 16/11/2018

2

PART 2 COMMENT
Please use a separate response form for each comment.

1. To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or
table that you are commenting on:
Policy

DM15

Paragraph
Section
Figure Table
Policies
Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
__ Yes (continue to question 3)
__ No (continue to question 4)
__ Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)

3

3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.
N/A

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

Compliant with law

Consistent with national policy Positively prepared
Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements

4

5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
The NPPF is concerned with the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a heritage asset. It
recognises that significance can be affected by development within the setting of a heritage asset, but ‘harm’
under the definitions provided in the NPPF (Paragraphs 195 to 197) relates to the effect on significance and not
setting, appearance or character, which is referenced in draft policy DM15. Draft policy DM15 should be reworded to ensure that the terminology and scope is consistent with the NPPF.
The NPPF requires applicants under Paragraph 189 to describe the significance of any heritage assets affected
in a proportionate manner but does not require the applicant to assess the impact of the proposal; the onus for
this is put on the local planning authority under Paragraph 190. Clear and convincing justification is also only
required under the NPPF where harm would be caused to a designated heritage asset (Paragraph 194). Draft
policy DM15, and specifically sub-point 1i, requires both analysis of, and justification for, for potential impact
which is inconsistent with the NPPF.
While the NPPF encourages local planning authorities to take account of the desirability of sustaining and
enhancing the significance of heritage assets and gives great weight to the conservation of designated heritage
assets, it also sets out balancing principles based on which decisions should be made when harm would be
caused (Paragraph 195 and 196). Draft policy DM15 does not allow for the balancing principles to be applied,
for example stating that the significance of a conservation area must be preserved, that built fabric of a listed
building must be conserved and that demolition will only be allowed in a conservation area if the building is of
limited merit. These parts of the draft policy are consequently inconsistent with the NPPF.
Sub-point 1iii provides guidance on design expectations and therefore could be retained within the policy.

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
Proposals which conserve and, where appropriate, enhance the significance of a heritage asset will be
supported. Proposals which would harm the significance of a designated asset will not be approved unless
there is a clear and convincing justification in the form of public benefits outweigh the harm using the
balancing principles set out in national planning policy and guidance.
1.
The alteration, extension, restoration or development of heritage assets must sustain, conserve and, where
appropriate, enhance their significance, appearance, character
and setting. Proposals will be required to:
5
i.
be accompanied by a detailed analysis and justification of potential impact of the development on the
heritage asset and its context;
ii.
conserve built fabric and architectural detailing that contributes to the heritage asset’s significance and
character; and
iii.
ensure that extensions or alterations to heritage assets are appropriate in scale, mass, footprint, materials
and architectural detailing and reflect the significance of the heritage asset.
2.
Development must ensure that the significance of a conservation area and registered park and garden is
preserved or enhanced, including retention of historically important features.
3.
The demolition of an unlisted building in a conservation area will only be allowed if:
i.
the building is of limited merit and makes little or no contribution to the character or appearance of the
conservation area; or
ii.
any replacement development or new use would contribute to the conservation or enhancement of the
character or appearance of the conservation area; and a contract for the approved replacement development has
been let.

7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate
if you would like to attend and participate at the Public
Examination?
Yes (Continue to question 8)

No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.
The issues are complex and require further debate.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of
the progress of the DAP.
Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed

6

Data Protection Notice: General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) 2018
Comments cannot be treated as confidential. All responses received will be held by the
council in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation 2018. Your name,
organisation (if applicable) and comment may be made available to the public.
Your personal data, i.e. postal address, email and telephone numbers will not be publicly
available. We will use your contact details to notify you of the Plan as requested in question 9.
However, your contact details will be shared with the Planning Inspector for the purposes of the
Public Examination.
Please note that all comments will be held by the Council on the policy database for the
duration of the Local Plan (2030). By submitting a representation on the Plan you confirm that
you agree to this and accept responsibility for your comments.
Please read our Privacy Notice which sets out how we use information in the course of our
work as a Local Planning Authority https://www.newcastle.gov.uk/planningprivacynotice.pdf
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Pre-Submission
Development and Allocations Plan
Consultation Response Form
Consultation runs from 5 October to 16 November 2018
This form is for making comments on the Pre-Submission Development and
Allocations Plan (the Plan) published by Newcastle City Council.
Please refer to the guidance note published separately before completing
this. Comments must be received by 5pm on 16 November 2018.
Parts 1 and 2 of this form must be completed. Comments received after this date
may not be considered.
For every policy, paragraph, section, figure or table that you wish to
make comments on, a separate response form must be completed.

Completed response forms can be returned either by;
Email: planningpolicy@newcastle.gov.uk
Post: Newcastle City Council, Planning Policy, 9th Floor, Newcastle Civic Centre,
Barras Bridge, Newcastle upon Tyne, NE1 8QH.
To: Planning Officers at one of the drop-in events, details of which can be found
on our website at: www.newcastle.gov.uk/localplan2

1

PART 1 PERSONAL DETAILS

This part of the form must be completed. We cannot register your response
form without your personal details
Personal details
Title: Mr

Agents details (if applicable)
Title: Miss

Forename: Andrew

Forename: Katherine

Surname: Bradley

Surname: Simpson

Organisation: Northumbrian Water Limited

Organisation: Lichfields

Address:

Address: The St Nicholas Building, St
Nicholas Street, Newcastle upon Tyne

Post Code:
Email:

Post Code: NE1 1RF
,
Email: Katherine.simpson@lichfields.uk

Telephone No:

Telephone No: 0191 261 5685

Date:16/11/2018

N
Date: 16/11/2018

2

PART 2 COMMENT
Please use a separate response form for each comment.

1. To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or
table that you are commenting on:
Policy

DM16

Paragraph
Section
Figure Table
Policies
Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
__ Yes (continue to question 3)
__ No (continue to question 4)
__ Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)

3

3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.
N/A

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

Compliant with law

Consistent with national policy Positively prepared
Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements

4

5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
The NPPF is concerned with the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a heritage asset. It
recognises that significance can be affected by development within the setting of a heritage asset, but ‘harm’
under the definitions provided in the NPPF (Paragraphs 195 to 197) relates to the effect on significance and not
setting or surrounding key views, which are referenced in draft policy DM16.
While the NPPF encourages local planning authorities to take account of the desirability of sustaining and
enhancing the significance of heritage assets and gives great weight to the conservation of designated heritage
assets, it also sets out balancing principles based on which decisions should be made when harm would be
caused (Paragraph 195 and 196). Draft policy DM16 does not allow for the balancing principles to be applied
as it states that development proposals must conserve or enhance the significance of the heritage asset (as well
as its setting and surrounding key views). It is therefore inconsistent with the NPPF.
Sub-point 2) of draft policy DM16 also provides no clarity on how the decision-maker should consider any
“additional impacts”, including the “degree of permanence of any impact”. The NPPF is clear that plans should
contain policies that are clearly written and unambiguous, so it is evident how a decision-maker should react to
development proposals (Paragraph 16). This part of the policy is ambiguous and is therefore inconsistent with
the NPPF and should be clarified.

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
Development proposals which impact on the setting of heritage assets will be required to:
1. Ensure that its design, location, siting, form and appearance conserves or enhances the has regard to the
significance of the heritage asset, its setting and surrounding key views.
2. Consider any additional impacts on the setting of heritage assets, including the degree of permanence of any
impact.

7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate
if you would like to attend and participate at the Public
Examination?
Yes (Continue to question 8)

No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.
The issues are complex and require further debate.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of
the progress of the DAP.
Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed

6

Data Protection Notice: General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) 2018
Comments cannot be treated as confidential. All responses received will be held by the
council in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation 2018. Your name,
organisation (if applicable) and comment may be made available to the public.
Your personal data, i.e. postal address, email and telephone numbers will not be publicly
available. We will use your contact details to notify you of the Plan as requested in question 9.
However, your contact details will be shared with the Planning Inspector for the purposes of the
Public Examination.
Please note that all comments will be held by the Council on the policy database for the
duration of the Local Plan (2030). By submitting a representation on the Plan you confirm that
you agree to this and accept responsibility for your comments.
Please read our Privacy Notice which sets out how we use information in the course of our
work as a Local Planning Authority https://www.newcastle.gov.uk/planningprivacynotice.pdf
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Pre-Submission
Development and Allocations Plan
Consultation Response Form
Consultation runs from 5 October to 16 November 2018
This form is for making comments on the Pre-Submission Development and
Allocations Plan (the Plan) published by Newcastle City Council.
Please refer to the guidance note published separately before completing
this. Comments must be received by 5pm on 16 November 2018.
Parts 1 and 2 of this form must be completed. Comments received after this date
may not be considered.
For every policy, paragraph, section, figure or table that you wish to
make comments on, a separate response form must be completed.

Completed response forms can be returned either by;
Email: planningpolicy@newcastle.gov.uk
Post: Newcastle City Council, Planning Policy, 9th Floor, Newcastle Civic Centre,
Barras Bridge, Newcastle upon Tyne, NE1 8QH.
To: Planning Officers at one of the drop-in events, details of which can be found
on our website at: www.newcastle.gov.uk/localplan2

1

PART 1 PERSONAL DETAILS

This part of the form must be completed. We cannot register your response
form without your personal details
Personal details
Title: Mr

Agents details (if applicable)
Title: Miss

Forename: Andrew

Forename: Katherine

Surname: Bradley

Surname: Simpson

Organisation: Northumbrian Water Limited

Organisation: Lichfields

Address:

Address: The St Nicholas Building, St
Nicholas Street, Newcastle upon Tyne,

Post Code:
Email:

Post Code: NE1 1RF
,
Email: Katherine.simpson@lichfields.uk

Telephone No:

Telephone No: 0191 261 5685

Date:16/11/2018

N
Date: 16/11/2018

2

PART 2 COMMENT
Please use a separate response form for each comment.

1. To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or
table that you are commenting on:
Policy

DM18

Paragraph
Section
Figure Table
Policies
Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
__ Yes (continue to question 3)
__ No (continue to question 4)
__ Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)

3

3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.
N/A

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

Compliant with law

Consistent with national policy Positively prepared
Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements

4

5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
The NPPF (Paragraph 199) requires developers to record and advance understanding of the significance of any
heritage assets to be lost (wholly or in part) in a manner proportionate to their importance and the impact. Draft
policy DM18 requires recording to be undertaken in advance of demolition but also alteration, extension or
restoration, regardless of whether the significance of the heritage asset would be harmed. The policy is
therefore inconsistent with the NPPF.

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
Prior to the loss (in whole or part) demolition, alteration, extension or restoration of heritage assets (both
designated and non-designated) appropriate building recording relevant to the asset’s significance and the scope
of works will be undertaken and the results deposited with the Tyne and Wear Historic Environment Record
Office.

7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate
if you would like to attend and participate at the Public
Examination?
Yes (Continue to question 8)

No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.
The issues are complex and require further debate.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of
the progress of the DAP.
Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed

6

Data Protection Notice: General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) 2018
Comments cannot be treated as confidential. All responses received will be held by the
council in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation 2018. Your name,
organisation (if applicable) and comment may be made available to the public.
Your personal data, i.e. postal address, email and telephone numbers will not be publicly
available. We will use your contact details to notify you of the Plan as requested in question 9.
However, your contact details will be shared with the Planning Inspector for the purposes of the
Public Examination.
Please note that all comments will be held by the Council on the policy database for the
duration of the Local Plan (2030). By submitting a representation on the Plan you confirm that
you agree to this and accept responsibility for your comments.
Please read our Privacy Notice which sets out how we use information in the course of our
work as a Local Planning Authority https://www.newcastle.gov.uk/planningprivacynotice.pdf
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Ref 37 - Ouseburn Trust
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sheila Spencer
21 November 2018 07:46
Planning Policy
RE: Draft DAP consultation

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

I am afraid I have missed the deadline for responses, in error.
The Ouseburn Trust Planning & Development Sub‐Group discussed the DAP at its last meeting, and our conclusions
were:


It is good to see Conservation Character Assessments / Statements and Conservation Area Management
Plans clearly identified as “Material Considerations” in the determination of planning applications, and we
were particularly pleased to see that the setting of, accumulation of developments around, and key views
from, Conservation Areas are to be protected.



Policy DM 16: the policy and supporting text are well written, especially in the range of factors which can
determine the setting of the Conservation Area and surrounding key views.



Policy DM 17: again very helpful in respect of the Hadrian’s Wall (Roman Frontier) World Heritage Site



Policy DM 20: has a strong set of design principles which link very well to our work on topics including
sensitivity to landform characteristics etc.

We were heartened by this material as the essential starting point for many planning discussions in the City
generally and locally.
I hope that our comments can be taken on board.
Thanks
Sheila

From:
Sent: 15 October 2018 15:40
To: Sheila Spencer
Subject: RE: Draft DAP consultation

On Behalf Of Planning Policy

Sheila,
Thank you for your email. I have checked our local plan database and another contact from the Ouseburn Trust was
notified of the pre‐submission Development and Allocations public consultation, as the representation received on
the draft DAP came from their email address. I have however included your contact details into the database and
you will be informed on future consultations.
We are currently consulting on the pre‐submission version of the DAP, from 5th October to 16th November. Further
information, including the consultation events we are running and a copy of the DAP is available at:
www.newcastle.gov.uk/localplan2
1

Thanks
Planning Policy
Planning
Newcastle City Council
9th Floor
Civic Centre
Newcastle upon Tyne
Website: www.newcastle.gov.uk
Please consider the environment before printing this e‐mail
Please read our Privacy Notice which sets out how we use information in the course of our work as a Local Planning
Authority.

From: Sheila Spencer
Sent: 11 October 2018 05:43
To: Planning Policy
Subject: Draft DAP consultation
I woukd be grateful if you would send me the draft DAP so that the Ouseburn Trust can make any comments
necessary for our area.
We contributed to the development of the DAP in respect of the Ouseburn area. I had assumed we would be invited
to comment on this stage too, but we have had no communication from you. Could you add the Trust to any list of
bodies to be asked for comments?
Many thanks
Sheila Spencer
Chair, Planning & Development Sub‐group

Sent from Samsung tablet

2

Ref 38 - Persimmon Homes

bellway
class
2 bed 4
2 bed 4
2 bed 4
2 bed 4
2 bed 4
2 bed 4
2 bed 4
3 bed 5
3 bed 5
3 bed 5
3 bed 5
3 bed 5
3 bed 5
3 bed 5
3 bed 5
3 bed 5
3 bed 5
3 bed 6
3 bed 6
4 bed 6
4 bed 6
4 bed 7
4 bed 7
4 bed 7
4 bed 7
4 bed 7
4 bed 7
4 bed 7
4 bed 7
4 bed 7
4 bed 7
4 bed 7
4 bed 8
4 bed 8
4 bed 8
4 bed 8
4 bed 8
4 bed 8
4 bed 8
4 bed 8
4 bed 8
5 bed 9
5 bed 9
5 bed 9
5 bed 9
5 bed 9

size sqft
643
719
643
681
729
760
771
802
802
946
946
956
974
983
986
1021
1057
948
1087
1095
1199
1036
1169
1273
1280
1327
1336
1394
1464
1546
1701
1972
1228
1290
1514
1550
1591
1666
1680
1704
1796
1920
2009
2210
2243
2349

value at
GIFA sqm £205psqft
60
67
60
63
68
71
72
75
75
88
88
89
90
91
92
95
98
88
101
102
111
96
109
118
119
123
124
130
136
144
158
183
114
120
141
144
148
155
156
158
167
178
187
205
208
218

£131,815
£147,395
£131,815
£139,605
£149,445
£155,800
£158,055
£164,410
£164,410
£193,930
£193,930
£195,980
£199,670
£201,515
£202,130
£209,305
£216,685
£194,340
£222,835
£224,475
£245,795
£212,380
£239,645
£260,965
£262,400
£272,035
£273,880
£285,770
£300,120
£316,930
£348,705
£404,260
£251,740
£264,450
£310,370
£317,750
£326,155
£341,530
£344,400
£349,320
£368,180
£393,600
£411,845
£453,050
£459,815
£481,545

value at
£1900psqm
£113,509
£126,926
£113,509
£120,217
£128,691
£134,163
£136,105
£141,578
£141,578
£166,998
£166,998
£168,763
£171,941
£173,530
£174,059
£180,238
£186,593
£167,351
£191,889
£193,301
£211,660
£182,886
£206,364
£224,724
£225,959
£234,256
£235,845
£246,084
£258,441
£272,916
£300,279
£348,119
£216,780
£227,725
£267,267
£273,623
£280,860
£294,100
£296,572
£300,808
£317,049
£338,939
£354,650
£390,133
£395,958
£414,671

value at
£2350sqm
£140,393
£156,987
£140,393
£148,690
£159,170
£165,939
£168,341
£175,109
£175,109
£206,550
£206,550
£208,734
£212,664
£214,629
£215,284
£222,926
£230,786
£206,987
£237,336
£239,083
£261,790
£226,201
£255,240
£277,948
£279,476
£289,738
£291,703
£304,367
£319,651
£337,555
£371,397
£430,568
£268,122
£281,659
£330,568
£338,428
£347,380
£363,755
£366,812
£372,052
£392,140
£419,214
£438,646
£482,533
£489,738
£512,882

value at
£2550psqm
£152,341
£170,347
£152,341
£161,344
£172,717
£180,061
£182,667
£190,012
£190,012
£224,129
£224,129
£226,498
£230,763
£232,895
£233,606
£241,898
£250,427
£224,603
£257,535
£259,430
£284,070
£245,452
£276,963
£301,603
£303,261
£314,397
£316,529
£330,270
£346,855
£366,283
£403,006
£467,212
£290,941
£305,630
£358,701
£367,230
£376,944
£394,713
£398,030
£403,716
£425,513
£454,892
£475,978
£523,599
£531,418
£556,532

min GIFA
for NDSS
for
property
type
79
79
79
79
79
79
79
93
93
93
93
93
93
93
93
93
93
102
102
106
106
115
115
115
115
115
115
115
115
115
115
115
124
124
124
124
124
124
124
124
124
128
128
128
128
128

Assumed
standard build
value of NDSS value of NDSS value of NDSS cost market and
compliant 2 bed compliant 2
compliant 2 bed affordable @
property at
bed property property at
BCIS £830 per
sqm
£1900
at £2350
£2550
£150,100
£150,100
£150,100
£150,100
£150,100
£150,100
£150,100
£176,700
£176,700
£176,700
£176,700
£176,700
£176,700
£176,700
£176,700
£176,700
£176,700
£193,800
£193,800
£201,400
£201,400
£218,500
£218,500
£218,500
£218,500
£218,500
£218,500
£218,500
£218,500
£218,500
£218,500
£218,500
£235,600
£235,600
£235,600
£235,600
£235,600
£235,600
£235,600
£235,600
£235,600
£243,200
£243,200
£243,200
£243,200
£243,200

£185,650
£185,650
£185,650
£185,650
£185,650
£185,650
£185,650
£218,550
£218,550
£218,550
£218,550
£218,550
£218,550
£218,550
£218,550
£218,550
£218,550
£239,700
£239,700
£249,100
£249,100
£270,250
£270,250
£270,250
£270,250
£270,250
£270,250
£270,250
£270,250
£270,250
£270,250
£270,250
£291,400
£291,400
£291,400
£291,400
£291,400
£291,400
£291,400
£291,400
£291,400
£300,800
£300,800
£300,800
£300,800
£300,800

£201,450
£201,450
£201,450
£201,450
£201,450
£201,450
£201,450
£237,150
£237,150
£237,150
£237,150
£237,150
£237,150
£237,150
£237,150
£237,150
£237,150
£260,100
£260,100
£270,300
£270,300
£293,250
£293,250
£293,250
£293,250
£293,250
£293,250
£293,250
£293,250
£293,250
£293,250
£293,250
£316,200
£316,200
£316,200
£316,200
£316,200
£316,200
£316,200
£316,200
£316,200
£326,400
£326,400
£326,400
£326,400
£326,400

£49,585.62
£55,446.44
£49,585.62
£52,516.03
£56,217.60
£58,608.19
£59,456.47
£61,847.07
£61,847.07
£72,951.78
£72,951.78
£73,722.94
£75,111.03
£75,805.07
£76,036.42
£78,735.48
£81,511.66
£73,106.01
£83,825.14
£84,442.07
£92,462.14
£79,892.22
£90,148.66
£98,168.73
£98,708.54
£102,332.99
£103,027.04
£107,499.77
£112,897.89
£119,221.41
£131,174.39
£152,072.84
£94,698.50
£99,479.70
£116,753.69
£119,529.87
£122,691.63
£128,475.33
£129,554.96
£131,405.74
£138,500.42
£148,062.81
£154,926.14
£170,426.46
£172,971.29
£181,145.59

M4(2) build
cost market @ M4(3 2b) build NDSS compliant
BCIS £845per cost @ BCIS
unit cost @ BCIS
sqm
£1047per sqm £830 per sqm
£50,481.74
£56,448.48
£50,481.74
£53,465.11
£57,233.58
£59,667.38
£60,530.99
£62,964.79
£62,964.79
£74,270.18
£74,270.18
£75,055.28
£76,468.46
£77,175.04
£77,410.57
£80,158.41
£82,984.76
£74,427.20
£85,340.05
£85,968.13
£94,133.14
£81,336.06
£91,777.85
£99,942.86
£100,492.43
£104,182.38
£104,888.97
£109,442.53
£114,938.21
£121,376.01
£133,545.02
£154,821.15
£96,409.92
£101,277.52
£118,863.70
£121,690.05
£124,908.95
£130,797.18
£131,896.31
£133,780.54
£141,003.44
£150,738.64
£157,726.01
£173,506.46
£176,097.28
£184,419.31

£62,549.57
£69,942.67
£62,549.57
£66,246.12
£70,915.45
£73,931.06
£75,001.11
£78,016.72
£78,016.72
£92,024.71
£92,024.71
£92,997.49
£94,748.49
£95,623.99
£95,915.82
£99,320.54
£102,822.54
£92,219.27
£105,740.87
£106,519.09
£116,635.98
£100,779.71
£113,717.64
£123,834.53
£124,515.47
£129,087.52
£129,963.02
£135,605.13
£142,414.57
£150,391.34
£165,469.39
£191,831.65
£119,457.03
£125,488.25
£147,278.45
£150,780.45
£154,768.84
£162,064.67
£163,426.55
£165,761.22
£174,710.77
£186,773.20
£195,430.92
£214,983.74
£218,193.91
£228,505.34

£65,570.00
£65,570.00
£65,570.00
£65,570.00
£65,570.00
£65,570.00
£65,570.00
£77,190.00
£77,190.00
£77,190.00
£77,190.00
£77,190.00
£77,190.00
£77,190.00
£77,190.00
£77,190.00
£77,190.00
£84,660.00
£84,660.00
£87,980.00
£87,980.00
£95,450.00
£95,450.00
£95,450.00
£95,450.00
£95,450.00
£95,450.00
£95,450.00
£95,450.00
£95,450.00
£95,450.00
£95,450.00
£102,920.00
£102,920.00
£102,920.00
£102,920.00
£102,920.00
£102,920.00
£102,920.00
£102,920.00
£102,920.00
£106,240.00
£106,240.00
£106,240.00
£106,240.00
£106,240.00

NDSS compliant
unit cost @ BCIS
£845 per sqm
£66,755.00
£66,755.00
£66,755.00
£66,755.00
£66,755.00
£66,755.00
£66,755.00
£78,585.00
£78,585.00
£78,585.00
£78,585.00
£78,585.00
£78,585.00
£78,585.00
£78,585.00
£78,585.00
£78,585.00
£86,190.00
£86,190.00
£89,570.00
£89,570.00
£97,175.00
£97,175.00
£97,175.00
£97,175.00
£97,175.00
£97,175.00
£97,175.00
£97,175.00
£97,175.00
£97,175.00
£97,175.00
£104,780.00
£104,780.00
£104,780.00
£104,780.00
£104,780.00
£104,780.00
£104,780.00
£104,780.00
£104,780.00
£108,160.00
£108,160.00
£108,160.00
£108,160.00
£108,160.00

NDSS compliant
unit cost @ BCIS
£1047per sqm
£82,713.00
£82,713.00
£82,713.00
£82,713.00
£82,713.00
£82,713.00
£82,713.00
£97,371.00
£97,371.00
£97,371.00
£97,371.00
£97,371.00
£97,371.00
£97,371.00
£97,371.00
£97,371.00
£97,371.00
£106,794.00
£106,794.00
£110,982.00
£110,982.00
£120,405.00
£120,405.00
£120,405.00
£120,405.00
£120,405.00
£120,405.00
£120,405.00
£120,405.00
£120,405.00
£120,405.00
£120,405.00
£129,828.00
£129,828.00
£129,828.00
£129,828.00
£129,828.00
£129,828.00
£129,828.00
£129,828.00
£129,828.00
£134,016.00
£134,016.00
£134,016.00
£134,016.00
£134,016.00

POLICY RESPONSE:
Response to Newcastle City Council’s Pre Submission Draft
Development and Allocations Plan
Persimmon Homes North East
November 2018

PRODUCED BY:
Persimmon Homes North East Ltd
2 Esh Plaza
Sir Bobby Robson Way
Great Park
NE13 9BA

Introduction
Persimmon Homes North East has had continued involvement as a key member interested in the
emerging Newcastle City Core Strategy and are glad to have the opportunity to review this next
stage of the plan. The development industry should be heavily involved in the preparation process of
the emerging plan. This response covers the entire document and where no comment is made this
should be taken as acceptance of the wording and policy as drafted. The key concern is the
imposition of both Space standards policy DM7 and Accessible and Adoptable Housing policy DM6.
Policy DM3 (District and Local Centres):
The overall drafting of this policy is supported however in the case of the Newcastle Great Park
District Centre the requirement set under the policy section 3 states to maintain an “Active Ground
Floor Frontage”. This term is vague and does not provide suitable definition of what this would be
classified as. Given the size of the District Centre and that not all streets within this are to be retail or
business use in order to maintain the vibrancy of and multi usability of the area it would seem illogical
to require all ground floor levels within an area to be subject to active frontage. For example much of
the planned area actually would be residential development without active frontage at ground floor.
Our suggestion is that the policy is changed to require key active frontages to be maintained on
streets set aside for A1 Class shop use, or for development to come forward in accordance with a
comprehensive Masterplan (which the NGP centre has and will have in future).
Therefore at present we object to the current wording of the policy subject to changes being made
along the lines of the above.
Policy DM6 (Accessible and Adaptable Housing)
Our objection to the introduction of this policy is well versed in previous representations. It is
disappointing to note that the Council have continued to seek the introduction of this policy without
additional dialogue on the viability implications of its introduction and the additional work which the
industry feels would be required to justify the introduction of this policy.
To reiterate, it is our view that the introduction of this policy would have an impact upon the viability
of development and there have been / are outstanding objections from the industry on the viability
assumptions used in the supporting evidence. These are provided in previous representation
response by Persimmon Homes.
In addition to the above, the assumptions presented in the Councils supporting evidence are flawed.
The introduction of this policy on the basis of claimed savings to the Council owing to ongoing
conversion of housing stock is not accurate. This information suggests that through the adoption of
this policy the council will start to make savings against this ongoing cost, however this is not
accurate. The ongoing requirement to adapt existing stock will continue and even be required on
plots which meet the requirements of M4(2) of building regulations.
Not withstanding the above the policy wording is also not compliant with the requirements of the
NPPG which states that policies should make reference to part M of the building regulations directly
if seeking to impose this additional standard. While the reference is included in the supporting text
this should, if taken forward, be included within the actual policy wording.
In the supporting text and evidence it is presented by the Council that, through the adoption of the
policy CS11, it is implicit that this policy should and can come forward as this policy supports this
objective. This is not the case, the adoption of this policy must be tested upon its own merits and
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evidence presented to this EIP and cannot as a starting point be required owing to wording which
states “encourage”.
In conclusion Persimmon Homes supports the objections raised by the Home Builders Federation and
objects to the imposition and adoption of this policy on the above grounds. We would again ask that
the Council undertake the appropriate work to review the impacts of this policy ahead of then taking
this towards adoption.
Policy DM7 (Space Standards)
The response and policy objection raised by Persimmon Homes in our previous objections continue
to be unalleviated from the substantial concerns raised previously. Since our previous objection the
Council has prepared the document “Addressing Housing Needs and Standards” which in its title
demonstrates the flawed approach the Council have applied to evidencing this policy.
The Policy basis for policy DM7 is clearly stated in the supporting evidence as CS11, which states
under section 4 “Providing adequate space inside and outside of the home to meet the needs of
residents.” This as a policy aspiration is supported by the development industry and Persimmon
Homes, however what the Council have singularly failed to demonstrate in its entire evidence
gathering, the adequacy of both new and existing housing for the needs of its residents.
The Council have undertaken detailed assessments of the existing proportions of housing being built
in accordance with the NDSS however fail to demonstrate why meeting this standard is either
necessary or even beneficial on a local level. In its assessment report, the Council points to several
studies at a national level undertaken between 2006 and 2017, the most recent of which is the Park
Report. This report makes no reference to the needs of the North East or Newcastle specifically.
In its assessment of local need the Council points to the adoption of North Tyneside’s Space
Standard and sites that they share a housing market area with Newcastle. The approach to adopt or
base a policy requirement upon the recent adoption of a neighbouring authority is flawed,
notwithstanding the significant level of objection that the policy in North Tyneside received from the
entire industry.
The policy basis within North Tyneside is substantially different as the objections raised by the
industry were in the context of overriding and general support for the plan as a whole, this is not the
case for Newcastle nor Gateshead who will be seeking to impose this through the DPD which is
subject to direct objection and not supported. The discussion on space standards in this case will be
the key sticking point for the industry.
Based upon the above it is still firmly the view of Persimmon Homes that the introduction of this
policy is not been supported by suitable nor robust evidence of the need for its introduction which is
in direct contradiction to the clear ministerial guidance provided to Councils and also contradicts the
policy “hook” within policy CS11, in that it does not directly relate to the needs of local residents. The
below worked example clearly shows that had, the effects of this policy been suitably considered
holistically by the Council and presented to the public and elected members in a open manner, this
would not have, in our view, resulted in the proposal of this policy.
Conversely to the above, Persimmon and the House Building industry have reviewed the likely
impacts of the adoption of this policy on both sales and affordability within the housing market and
prepared the below worked example. The assumptions presented by the Council in their Viability
assessment has been that as the revenues will remain the same but multiplied across new floor areas
that the “cost” of the adoption of NDSS can be absorbed viably in the plan. This assumption is false
as it requires that developments can sell larger dwellings for an increased amount in the same market
and makes no assessment of the impact this will have upon the market nor the effects on
development if this was not able to occur.
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WORKED EXAMPLE:
Context: Based upon the review undertaken of the houses being built by the Council and the house
building industry, it is agreed that the most substantial change in house type occurs in the 2
bedroom dwelling range. This range is the most commonly sold and most popular house type found
within the sales range of most house builders and is particularly popular with first time buyers and
new young families. On this basis the below is based upon a new family trying to purchase a 2 bed
home (NDSS and non NDSS variant).
The ASHE data for Newcastle demonstrates that the income levels based upon quartile are as
follows:
• Lower Quartile Earnings - £19,396
• Median Earnings
- £25,680
• Upper Quartile Earnings - £35,655
Based upon the above the average household income (gross) would be £45,076 based upon the
online resource (https://listentotaxman.com/) the Net annual household income from this would
be £31,627 or £2,635 per month.
In our market assessment of an average 3 bedroom dwelling house (appendix 1 of this report)
the increase in price impact of the introduction of NDSS takes the average 3 bedroom house
price from £167,400 to £201,450.00. The impacts policy DM7 would be as follows:
• Based upon an average 90% mortgage the deposit requirement increases from £16,500
to £20k (increase of £3500)
• The increase to the level of stamp duty goes from approx £1100 to £1860 (£760).
• This increase based upon acceptable levels of disposable income and saving rates
calculated by the HCA affordability model would mean the household would need to
save for an extra 13 months (average saving rate calculated at £300 per month) to afford
to buy the house.
Mortgage availability is now calculated upon income and affordability. The HCA in its mortgage
assessment toolkit states that mortgage payments should be well below 45% of the net
household income in order to be classified as affordable. The effect of the house size and price
increase from the adoption of NDSS is as follows:
• If purchasing a house at £167,400 the household would need to borrow £150,660
whereas at £201,450 this would be increased to £181,305
• Based upon an average mortgage of 20 years this would mean at present the household
would pay £907.00 per month at a standard rate of interest of 3.92%. This is increased to
£1091.00 through the adoption of NDSS.
• From this we can show that for an average household the affordability of a mortgage at
the non NDSS price would be considered affordable however the introduction of NDSS
pushes the ratio of affordability to 45% of the average net household income, which is
not affordable.
The above example shows that the introduction of the NDSS has and will end up rendering some
households unable to afford to buy dwellings in the Newcastle Housing market. It may also
increase the time in either dependent or rented accommodation by over a year.
The impacts of the adoption of this policy would disproportionately impact upon those who are
in lower income households and may even increase the level of those qualifying for affordable
housing benefit and need across the plan area. The above is expected to significantly reduce
sales rates and effect delivery of housing sites and anticipated completion of housing targets set
in the Core Strategy.
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Policy DM7 Conclusion:
It is based upon the above, our previous objections and the worked example, that Persimmon Homes
strongly objects to the policy for NDSS in Policy DM7. It is suggested that as a minimum, a full
examination on the effects the imposition of this policy will have on city wide affordability and sales,
alongside a full and proper assessment of the needs of local residents in conjunction with the industry
should be undertaken.
The assumptions used by the Council in its evidence that revenues based upon increased floor areas
will absorb the increased costs have not been examined nor have they been proven in reality based
upon actual affordability in the local housing market. These assumptions could have significant
effects upon development viability. In addition the Council have not assessed the implications that
the adoption of NDSS would have upon those households which will struggle to afford the new
dwellings nor have they made provision for the impacts this may have upon the plans delivery.
The adoption of this policy is considered to actually contradict that of CS11, in that in its adoption it
will actively prevent some households and residents within the Newcastle City Council area being
able to qualify for suitable mortgages and or at least increase the amount of time in rented
accommodation which does not meet with the needs of residents.
Policy DM24 (Environmental and Health Impacts of Development)
Policy DN24 is generally supported however under part 2 the final sentence states that “there should
be no unreasonable restrictions placed upon an existing noise generating use arising from a
development”. This does not fully reflect the NPPF paragraph 182. At present we feel we must object
to the wording until a suitable alteration is provided which brings this statement into accordance
with the wording of the NPPF.
Based upon the above we object to the current wording subject to the above suggested changes.
Conclusion:
The work undertaken by the Council since our previous representations has done nothing to alleviate
or address the concerns raised by the industry. We remain firmly of the view that the effects and
implications of the adoption of policies within this plan have not been suitably considered. We also
feel obliged to point out that as the effects have not been suitably considered their effects and
accurately consult upon them through this consultation exercise.
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Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM5 - Housing Sites All of 4, but specifically 4.1.5 Figure 4 - Housing Sites 4.1.5 The policies contained in this plan will provide
greater certainty to the housing market, whilst seeking to allow for flexibility to adapt to rapid change in Newcastle. Policy DM5 provides
clarity on sites prioritised to be brought forward for hous
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table? no
4. Why do you consider the policy / paragraph / section / figure or table is unsound? because it is not: [Justified, Consistent with national policy, Effective]
Comment:
Why you consider the Policy unsound:
I am alarmed to read that more mixed tenure homes are planned. Leasehold in all its forms traps people in homes that quickly become unsellable. Do not keep doing this to
unsuspecting people.
There are Government plans to stop all newbuild houses being offered on leasehold tenure. Flats should be commonhold. Shared ownership is a secure tenancy. This policy
will increase homelessness- please think again - you can do better than this.
name:

Phyll Buchanan

Date Received:

20/10/2018
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The Development and Allocations Plan is like most things by NCC Planing Department (
not even worth the paper it's written on).

and

The National Planning Policy Framework says that plans like this one need to be PUBLIC LED not
COUNCIL LED!!!
This report is the opposite and should be shredded and started again like most of the Frameworks
that the city has.
The CSUCP while is still allowed to be used, Gateshead Council are creating their own one and
when the North of Tyne Mayor is elected they will be able to create their own so by the start of
2020 the CSUCP will be needed to be looked at again as it will be out of date.
As a Liberal Democrat Campaigner for Monument Ward I have many things to say.
Within the Next 12 years there will be more people wanting to live and work in the city centre with
lots of them being of the younger generation ages 18 - 35 right now.
The DAP doesn't tell anyone how they are going to do anything which is frankly embarrassing but
that's a Labour run council for you.
Here are some of the issues the plan doesn't talk about!!
Housing
The Housing within the city centre is a joke also there are too many Student Accommodations in
the city centre and most of them are not full to 100% especially within the city centre ones.
The Plan to create 21,000 new homes but it says nothing about housing in the city centre!!!
East Pilgrim Street would be a great place for housing within the city centre and with all the empty
office blocks in the city centre we should be allowing this to become housing especially when
there is a lot of need for housing in the city centre.
We also need to think outside the box when creating housing with their being more single people
than families living on this earth at the moment and this will probably only continue to grow and
most of them would prefer to live in or near to the city centre not in places like Walker or Byker.
Creating housing in the city is beneficial for the shops as well.
But we DONT need anymore Student Accommodation.
Transport
If we are going to attract people we need to allow people in ALL modes of transport.
1

The way that NCC are trying to keep cars out of the city centre is one that is only going to
backfire.
We are not only just making it harder for cars to get into the city centre we are also making it
harder for Buses (With the plans to close Blackett Street).
Taxis are getting annoyed as well (we need to create a central taxi rank in the city one possible
site is the round car park by Eldon Square Bus Station, knock that down (
and have that as the place to get taxi from.
Cars need good Car Parks to park in and they should be on the outskirts of the city centre and
should be well maintained.
For example if you are coming from the East of the City in a car you don't have many Good/Safe
Car Parks to use (Carliol Square being a great example of this).
Walking around the city centre is very easy and quick!! You can walk from one end of the city
centre to the other within 15 minutes or even less.
One of the main places that most issues that are created are Where Pilgrim Street meets
NewBridge Street from Buses turning both ways.
If you pedestrianised Pilgrim Street Upper but let taxis continue to use the taxi rank then you
would solve this problem and it will need to happen when CU House is knocked down.
Doing this well help all the businesses within the area and will connect in the longer term John
Dobson Street to the Monument which is the only part of East Pilgrim Street Framework I agree
with.
You can move all the fantastic events done by NE1 and other partners onto this and this will help
build the culture of this city.
The Stack
This looks

and is a glorified drinking facility and will be gone after the 3 years is up.

We need to make sure that steps are taken to look for more permanent places for when this
finished and this should start now.
The Monument
The Monument is a place that people come and meet their friends and it's somewhere that people
use to find their bearings in the city if they get lost.
Having it closed off to the public seems ridiculous and especially with the Markets we need to
keep it open to everyone.
The Retail Core
In the Urban Core Plan it says that Retail should continue on East Pilgrim Street but the owner of
the site paid for a report to disprove the need for retail in the city centre at the moment (we have
about 20% too much than we need).
The Retail Core should remain Eldon Square and Northumberland Street.
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The Problem with Northumberland Street is the amount of actual retail offerings (it's mainly all
service or F&B which don't come under retail)
We need to attract smaller names that are just off Northumberland Street like French Connection,
Urban Outfitters and Dr Martens back onto Northumberland Street which opens up those units for
Bars and Restaurants from The Stack to go in their place working with owners of property to make
it more affordable.
Eldon Square by the monument is mainly F&B that's why it makes sense to move these awesome
businesses away from that area.
Eldon Square has cut its retail in half in the last year and the MD doesn't think the retail sector will
get any bigger anytime soon.
Even some of the biggest retailers on Northumberland Street are struggling.
The Streets that are connected to Northumberland Street need to have a proactive approach to
sort them out with proper planning.

NCC should make sure that local investors have a chance to invest in this city which only benefit
this city in the long term.
Eldon Garden is on its last legs and the uncertainty about it is not helping.
NCC and Eldon Square along with the owners need to sort out new homes and NCC could even
buy it.
In the long term I believe that the only thing it can be used for is leisure.
Jobs
As a council we need to help create jobs not positions which most jobs are these days.
The report says that you want to create 14,000 jobs how many of this are well paid jobs and how
many are low paid jobs.
NCC has seen a drop in the amount of lower paid workers they employ
With automation coming more apparent into the city centre and the most of the jobs coming from
the city centre then we need to put something in place to combat this.
Basic Income which is a policy that I have looked into and have created a policy paper on it.
Basic Income is where everyone who earns under 24k gets £600 a month (which is £7,200) a year
until they own over 24k a year so if someone earns 21k a year they would get an extra £3000 a
year from Basic Income.
We could use the Welfare Budget which was 265 BILLION pounds last year to make this happen
and people would still be able to get some benefits if the needed.
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You can control people easier if they are dependent of stuff from you as you have the power.
So I would love for this policy to be included in the DAP with Economic Prosperity as giving people
the ability to build a future on will be important for the future of the city.
The City Centre is key to driving and creating success for the people who live the wider city for
many years to come.
The Culture and the DNA needs to implanted within the heart of city.
Culture is one thing that is hard to define and not everyone's culture is the same and if we want to
create a city centre that is inclusive we need to be aware of this.
The most important reason why I think this plan is
do.

is that it doesn't focus on what it should

PEOPLE are the most important thing to be thinking about when creating the DAP but nowhere in
the document at all does it focus on them.
Even in the Places and People part it pays more attention to Places than people!!!
If you don't get people behind a plan then it's not worth anything.
You need to put so much more meat on the bones in this plan and not make it so long!!
You cannot plan a city 15 years ahead as most plans need to be changed/looked at after 5-7
years. So that's 2 or 3 times within the period something that hasn't happened yet.
We need a city planning team (an actual one) back in the city council
We also need an actual VISION for Newcastle City Centre and I

Reuben Hiles
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Hi Planning Policy at Newcastle City Council
With reference to the above document, there is a small point of historical accuracy.
Section 6.5.1 (Page 42) ‐ "....subsequent fall of the Tudor monarchy..."
The Tudor monarchy ended in 1603 and by 1640 the date of the battle the tyrant Charles Stuart was monarch.
It is also very debatable that this Battle in the North East led to either the end of the Stuart monarchy or the Civil
War.
Best regards
Robert Mee
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Ref 42 - Save Newcastle Wildlife / Rachel Locke
Policy DM27 - Protecting and Enhancing Green Infrastructure
Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM27 - Protecting and Enhancing Green Infrastructure
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table? no
4. Why do you consider the policy / paragraph / section / figure or table is unsound? because it is not: [Compliant with law, Consistent with national policy, Effective]
Comment:
Why you consider the Policy unsound:
This policy is not consistent with para 141 of the NPPF that requires Local Planning Authorities to plan positively to enhance the beneficial use of Green Belts, by for
example: improving public access; retaining and enhancing landscapes and biodiversity; and providing opportunities for outdoor recreation.
The requirements of the NPPF must be reflected in policy DM27, with a clear statement that the Strategic GI network is not strictly defined by the limited potential of the
areas currently shown on the proposals map. Therefore, we suggest that the wording of point 2 is amended to read as follows:
2. Addressing gaps in the Strategic Green Infrastructure network corridors; providing improvements in Opportunity Areas; and enhancing the function of the Green Belt as a
Green Infrastructure resource.
The need to consider alternative sites and alternative layouts is an integral part of the 'Mitigation Hierarchy', which is now well established in planning practice and planning
law. The overriding aim should be to AVOID significant negative environmental effects in the first instance by considering an alternative site or layout. Only when any such
opportunities are proven to be unavailable should the developer consider ways of REDUCING the impact through mitigation. Then thirdly, but only as a last resort,
COMPENSATION for significant harm should be considered.
Point 3 of DM27 does not take account of the EIA Regulations 2017, Schedule 4 (2) and NPPF para 175 a, which sets out the mitigation hierarchy and the need for
developers to adhere to it. The following text should be added as 3 i (existing points i and ii should be listed as ii and iii respectively) in order to be compliant with planning
law.
3 i Where it can be demonstrated that there are no alternative sites available with less environmental impacts, or that the effects can be reduced by an alternative site
layout.
name:

Miss R Locke, Save Newcastle Wildlife

Date Received:

04/11/2018
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Development and Allocations Plan
Consultation Response Form
"

Consultation runs from 5 October to 16 November 2018
This form is for making comments on the Pre-Submission Development and
Allocations Plan (the Plan) published by Newcastle City Council.
Please refer to the guidance note published separately before completing this.
Comments must be received by 5pm on 16 November 2018.
Parts 1 and 2 of this form must be completed. Comments received after this date
may not be considered.
For every policy, paragraph, section, figure or table that you wish to make
comments on, a separate response form must be completed.

Completed response forms can be returned either by;
Email: planningpolicy@newcastle.gov.uk
Post: Newcastle City Council, Planning Policy, 9th Floor, Newcastle Civic Centre,
Barras Bridge, Newcastle upon Tyne, NE1 8QH.
To: Planning Officers at one of the drop-in events, details of which can be found on
our website at: www.newcastle.gov.uk/localplan2

!"
"

PART 1

PERSONAL DETAILS

This part of the form must be completed. We cannot register your response
form without your personal details
Personal details
Title:
Miss

Agents details (if applicable)
Title:

Forename:

Forename:

Surname:

Rachel

Surname:

Locke

Organisation:

Organisation:

Save Newcastle Wildlife

Address: 6 Enid Street

Address:

Hazlerigg
Newcastle upon Tyne

Post Code:

Post Code:

NE13 7AX

Email: rachellocke@savenewcastlewildlife.c

Email:

o.uk
Telephone No:

Telephone No:

Date:

Date:

11.11.18
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PART 2

COMMENT

Please use a separate response form for each comment.

1. To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or table
that you are commenting on:
Policy

Policy DM27 - Green Infrastructure

Paragraph
Section
Figure
Table
Policies Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
"" Yes (continue to question 3)
■ """No (continue to question 4)
"""Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)
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3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

■ Compliant with law

■ Consistent with national policy

Positively prepared

■ Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements
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5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible
This policy is not consistent with para 141 of the NPPF, which requires Local
Planning Authorities to plan positively to enhance the beneficial use of Green
Belts, by for example: improving public access; retaining and enhancing
landscapes and biodiversity; and providing opportunities for outdoor recreation.
The requirements of the NPPF must be reflected in Policy DM27, with a clear
statement that the Strategic GI network is not strictly defined by the limited
potential of the areas currently shown on the proposals map.

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
We suggest that the wording of point 2 is amended to read as follows:
2. Addressing gaps in the Strategic Green Infrastructure network corridors;
providing improvements in Opportunity Areas; and enhancing the function of the
Green Belt as a Green Infrastructure resource.
The need to consider alternative sites and alternative layouts is an integral part of
the 'Mitigation Hierarchy', which is now well established in planning practice and
planning law. The overriding aim should be to AVOID significant negative
environmental effects in the first instance by considering an alternative site or
layout. Only when any such opportunities are proven to be unavailable should the
developer consider ways of REDUCING the impact through mitigation. Then
thirdly, but only as a last resort, COMPENSATION for significant harm should be
considered.
Point 3 of DM27 does not take account of the EIA Regulations 2017, Schedule 4
(2) and NPPF para 175 a, which sets out the mitigation hierarchy and the need for
developers to adhere to it. The following text should be added as 3 i (existing
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7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate
if you would like to attend and participate at the Public
Examination?
■ ""Yes (Continue to question 8)

"No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of the
progress of the DAP.
x

Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed
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Data Protection Notice: General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) 2018
Comments cannot be treated as confidential. All responses received will be held by the council
in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation 2018. Your name, organisation (if
applicable) and comment may be made available to the public.
Your personal data, i.e. postal address, email and telephone numbers will not be publicly
available. We will use your contact details to notify you of the Plan as requested in question 9.
However, your contact details will be shared with the Planning Inspector for the purposes of the
Public Examination.
Please note that all comments will be held by the Council on the policy database for the
duration of the Local Plan (2030). By submitting a representation on the Plan you confirm that
you agree to this and accept responsibility for your comments.
Please read our Privacy Notice which sets out how we use information in the course of our
work as a Local Planning Authority https://www.newcastle.gov.uk/planning_privacy_notice.pdf
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Pre-Submission
Development and Allocations Plan
Consultation Response Form
Consultation runs from 5 October to 16 November 2018
This form is for making comments on the Pre-Submission Development and
Allocations Plan (the Plan) published by Newcastle City Council.
Please refer to the guidance note published separately before completing this.
Comments must be received by 5pm on 16 November 2018.
Parts 1 and 2 of this form must be completed. Comments received after this date
may not be considered.
For every policy, paragraph, section, figure or table that you wish to make
comments on, a separate response form must be completed.

Completed response forms can be returned either by;
Email: planningpolicy@newcastle.gov.uk
Post: Newcastle City Council, Planning Policy, 9th Floor, Newcastle Civic Centre,
Barras Bridge, Newcastle upon Tyne, NE1 8QH.
To: Planning Officers at one of the drop-in events, details of which can be found on
our website at: www.newcastle.gov.uk/localplan2
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PART 1

PERSONAL DETAILS

This part of the form must be completed. We cannot register your response
form without your personal details
Personal details
Title:
MISS

Agents details (if applicable)
Title:

Forename:

Forename:

Surname:

Rachel

Surname:

Locke

Organisation:

Organisation:

Save Newcastle Wildlife

Address: 6 Enid Street

Address:

Hazlerigg
Newcastle upon Tyne

Post Code:

Post Code:

NE13 7AX

Email: rachellocke@savenewcastlewildlife.c

Email:

o.uk
Telephone No:

Telephone No:

Date:

Date:

11.11.18
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PART 2

COMMENT

Please use a separate response form for each comment.

1. To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or table
that you are commenting on:
Policy

Proposals Map (Green Infrastructure)

Paragraph
Section
Figure
Table
Policies Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
Yes (continue to question 3)
■ """No (continue to question 4)
"""Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)
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3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

■ Compliant with law

■ Consistent with national policy

Positively prepared

■ Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements
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5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible
The delineation of Green Infrastructure on the proposals map is arbitrary.
Inexplicably, large areas of Green Belt are excluded, most notably areas adjacent
to existing housing and proposed urban expansion sites.
Para 138 of the NPPF states that Plans should compensate for the loss caused by
Green Belt release land by improving environmental quality and accessibility of
remaining areas of Green Belt. This requirement in national planning guidance has
not been taken into account.

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.

The GI network should be designated as a much wider area encompassing the
entirety of the urban fringe/Green Belt across the northern and outer areas of the
City. This should include landscaping areas immediately to the north of the
development cells of Newcastle Great Park, known as Cells B1 and C3. The NGP
was allocated as a major urban expansion site in the Unitary Development Plan,
on the basis of substantial environmental and ecological enhancements, focussed
at Cells B1 and C3. These works remain unlawfully unimplemented, despite
relevant triggers in the s106 legal agreement that have long since passed. These
areas must be recognised and protected in the Plan, as having significant potential
in improving access to the countryside; providing for the recreational needs of the
community; and compensating for loss of biodiversity by maintaining an east-west
wildlife corridor. Cells B1 and C3 must therefore form part of the GI network.
It is also essential that all land in the vicinity of Strategic Land Release sites form
part of the GI network. It is these areas that need the most compensatory
measures to improve the nearby environment for people and wildlife.
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7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate
if you would like to attend and participate at the Public
Examination?
""Yes (Continue to question 8)

■ "No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of the
progress of the DAP.
Y

Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed
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Data Protection Notice: General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) 2018
Comments cannot be treated as confidential. All responses received will be held by the council
in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation 2018. Your name, organisation (if
applicable) and comment may be made available to the public.
Your personal data, i.e. postal address, email and telephone numbers will not be publicly
available. We will use your contact details to notify you of the Plan as requested in question 9.
However, your contact details will be shared with the Planning Inspector for the purposes of the
Public Examination.
Please note that all comments will be held by the Council on the policy database for the
duration of the Local Plan (2030). By submitting a representation on the Plan you confirm that
you agree to this and accept responsibility for your comments.
Please read our Privacy Notice which sets out how we use information in the course of our
work as a Local Planning Authority https://www.newcastle.gov.uk/planning_privacy_notice.pdf
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Rachel Locke DM27 MAP

ADDENDUM
6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.

The GI network should be designated as a much wider area encompassing the entirety of the urban
fringe/Green Belt across the northern and outer areas of the City. This should include landscaping
areas immediately to the north of the development cells of Newcastle Great Park, known as Cells B1
and C3. The NGP was allocated as a major urban expansion site in the Unitary Development Plan, on
the basis of substantial environmental and ecological enhancements, focussed at Cells B1 and C3.
These works remain unlawfully unimplemented, despite relevant triggers in the s106 legal
agreement that have long since passed. These areas must be recognised and protected in the Plan,
as having significant potential in improving access to the countryside; providing for the recreational
needs of the community; and compensating for loss of biodiversity by maintaining an east-west
wildlife corridor. Cells B1 and C3 must therefore form part of the GI network.

It is also essential that all land in the vicinity of Strategic Land Release sites form part of the GI
network. It is these areas that need the most compensatory measures to improve the nearby
environment for people and wildlife.

Pre-Submission
Development and Allocations Plan
Consultation Response Form
Consultation runs from 5 October to 16 November 2018
This form is for making comments on the Pre-Submission Development and
Allocations Plan (the Plan) published by Newcastle City Council.
Please refer to the guidance note published separately before completing this.
Comments must be received by 5pm on 16 November 2018.
Parts 1 and 2 of this form must be completed. Comments received after this date
may not be considered.
For every policy, paragraph, section, figure or table that you wish to make
comments on, a separate response form must be completed.

Completed response forms can be returned either by;
Email: planningpolicy@newcastle.gov.uk
Post: Newcastle City Council, Planning Policy, 9th Floor, Newcastle Civic Centre,
Barras Bridge, Newcastle upon Tyne, NE1 8QH.
To: Planning Officers at one of the drop-in events, details of which can be found on
our website at: www.newcastle.gov.uk/localplan2
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PART 1

PERSONAL DETAILS

This part of the form must be completed. We cannot register your response
form without your personal details
Personal details
Title:
Miss

Agents details (if applicable)
Title:

Forename:

Forename:

Surname:

Rachel

Surname:

Locke

Organisation:

Organisation:

Save Newcastle Wildlife

Address: 6 Enid Street

Address:

Hazlerigg
Newcastle upon Tyne

Post Code:

Post Code:

NE13 7AX

Email: rachellocke@savenewcastlewildlife.c

Email:

o.uk
Telephone No:

Telephone No:

Date:

Date:

11.11.18
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PART 2

COMMENT

Please use a separate response form for each comment.

1. To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or table
that you are commenting on:
Policy

DM28 Trees and Landscaping

Paragraph

6.14.3

Section
Figure
Table
Policies Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
"" Yes (continue to question 3)
■ """No (continue to question 4)
"""Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)
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3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

■ Compliant with law

■ Consistent with national policy

Positively prepared

■ Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements
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5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible
Para 170 of the NPPF refers to the need for development to minimise ecological
impacts and as such the policy should include the additional point i) as set out
below:
i) the development cannot feasibly be reduced in scale and design to avoid any
harm.
Existing points should be renumbered accordingly.

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
Paragraph 6.14.3 should refer to the need to achieve net gains for biodiversity, by
the planting of net gains of trees, whenever felling takes place. The numbers
required should be based on tree compensation standards as set out in our
comments on the draft plan. These standards must refer to the girth of the
individual tree trunks in order to ascertain the likely replacement numbers required.
A mature tree with an 80 cm + girth makes an exceptional contribution to
biodiversity, visual amenity, air pollution mitigation and flood prevention, and yet
there is no acknowledgement in the Plan that the loss of such a tree should be
compensated for by a much greater number of younger trees, whose benefits will
take decades to reach the same value.
Paras 170 and 174 of the NPPF make it clear that plans must provide measurable
net gains for biodiversity, and as trees are such an integral part of that, the
compensation standard must be applied as a measurable tool in planning
decisions. An integral part of the NPPF requirement for measurability is the need
for monitoring and management of tree planting, along with replacements where
trees fail to establish. This requirement on developers should also be added to
para 16.14.3, in line with relevant good practice.
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7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate
if you would like to attend and participate at the Public
Examination?
■ ""Yes (Continue to question 8)

"No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of the
progress of the DAP.
x

Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed
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Data Protection Notice: General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) 2018
Comments cannot be treated as confidential. All responses received will be held by the council
in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation 2018. Your name, organisation (if
applicable) and comment may be made available to the public.
Your personal data, i.e. postal address, email and telephone numbers will not be publicly
available. We will use your contact details to notify you of the Plan as requested in question 9.
However, your contact details will be shared with the Planning Inspector for the purposes of the
Public Examination.
Please note that all comments will be held by the Council on the policy database for the
duration of the Local Plan (2030). By submitting a representation on the Plan you confirm that
you agree to this and accept responsibility for your comments.
Please read our Privacy Notice which sets out how we use information in the course of our
work as a Local Planning Authority https://www.newcastle.gov.uk/planning_privacy_notice.pdf
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Rachel Locke DM28

ADDENDUM
6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Paragraph 6.14.3 should refer to the need to achieve net gains for biodiversity, by the planting of net
gains of trees, whenever felling takes place. The numbers required should be based on tree
compensation standards as set out in our comments on the draft plan. These standards must refer
to the girth of the individual tree trunks in order to ascertain the likely replacement numbers
required. A mature tree with an 80 cm + girth makes an exceptional contribution to biodiversity,
visual amenity, air pollution mitigation and flood prevention, and yet there is no acknowledgement
in the Plan that the loss of such a tree should be compensated for by a much greater number of
younger trees, whose benefits will take decades to reach the same value.

Paras 170 and 174 of the NPPF make it clear that plans must provide measurable net gains for
biodiversity, and as trees are such an integral part of that, the compensation standard must be
applied as a measurable tool in planning decisions. An integral part of the NPPF requirement for
measurability is the need for monitoring and management of tree planting, along with replacements
where trees fail to establish. This requirement on developers should also be added to para 16.14.3,
in line with relevant good practice.

The UDP included policies for community woodlands. The DAP should encompass reference to these
polices to ensure developers contribute to a certain number of trees or larger developments provide
woodlands near, or within, their application site.
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Pre-Submission
Development and Allocations Plan
Consultation Response Form
"

Consultation runs from 5 October to 16 November 2018
This form is for making comments on the Pre-Submission Development and
Allocations Plan (the Plan) published by Newcastle City Council.
Please refer to the guidance note published separately before completing this.
Comments must be received by 5pm on 16 November 2018.
Parts 1 and 2 of this form must be completed. Comments received after this date
may not be considered.
For every policy, paragraph, section, figure or table that you wish to make
comments on, a separate response form must be completed.

Completed response forms can be returned either by;
Email: planningpolicy@newcastle.gov.uk
Post: Newcastle City Council, Planning Policy, 9th Floor, Newcastle Civic Centre,
Barras Bridge, Newcastle upon Tyne, NE1 8QH.
To: Planning Officers at one of the drop-in events, details of which can be found on
our website at: www.newcastle.gov.uk/localplan2
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PART 1

PERSONAL DETAILS

This part of the form must be completed. We cannot register your response
form without your personal details
Personal details
Title:
Miss

Agents details (if applicable)
Title:

Forename:

Forename:

Surname:

Rachel

Surname:

Locke

Organisation:

Organisation:

Save Newcastle Wildlife

Address: 6 Enid Street

Address:

Hazlerigg
Newcastle upon Tyne

Post Code:

Post Code:

NE13 7AX

Email: rachellocke@savenewcastlewildlife.c

Email:

o.uk
Telephone No:

Telephone No:

Date:

Date:

11.11.18
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PART 2

COMMENT

Please use a separate response form for each comment.

1. To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or table
that you are commenting on:
Policy

DM29 Biodiversity

Paragraph
Section
Figure
Table
Policies Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
"" Yes (continue to question 3)
■ """No (continue to question 4)
"""Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)
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3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

■ Compliant with law

■ Consistent with national policy

Positively prepared

■ Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements
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5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible

The wording of this policy as a whole is not clear and as such would not be
effective in guiding planning decisions. It must be amended to provide clarity on
the need for developers to adhere to the Mitigation Hierarchy as set out in
Government Planning Practice Guidance - Natural Environment and para 175 (a)
of the NPPF.
The Hierarchy of importance attributable to national and locally designated sites
and habitats needs to be acknowledged in a clear manner. As presently drafted the
policy implies that SSSIs MAY be given less protection than other types of
designated sites that are lower in the hierarchy.
Para 175 d of the NPPF also to the need for LPAs to secure measurable net gains
for Biodiversity and as such it is imperative that the DAP includes standards for
ecological improvements as outlined on our previous comments at the draft stage
of the Plan.

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
Point 3 of this policy should be amended to accord with para 175 (a) of the NPPF
as follows:
First sentence - Must be avoided...ADD by the consideration of any reasonable
alternatives, including siting, or a different layout, scale and design, resulting in
less environmental impacts.
Second sentence - delete significant, because ANY harm to habitats and
biodiversity must be avoided as the primary aim of the policy. Please refer to para
170 (d) of the NPPF which states that planning policies and decisions should seek
to MINIMISE impacts on, and provide net gains for, biodiversity.
There is no clear definition of adequate mitigation, therefore, this requires further
clarification.
We would also point out that point 6 has four numbered requirements but a v) is
listed instead of iv).
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7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate
if you would like to attend and participate at the Public
Examination?
■ ""Yes (Continue to question 8)

"No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of the
progress of the DAP.
x

Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed
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Data Protection Notice: General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) 2018
Comments cannot be treated as confidential. All responses received will be held by the council
in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation 2018. Your name, organisation (if
applicable) and comment may be made available to the public.
Your personal data, i.e. postal address, email and telephone numbers will not be publicly
available. We will use your contact details to notify you of the Plan as requested in question 9.
However, your contact details will be shared with the Planning Inspector for the purposes of the
Public Examination.
Please note that all comments will be held by the Council on the policy database for the
duration of the Local Plan (2030). By submitting a representation on the Plan you confirm that
you agree to this and accept responsibility for your comments.
Please read our Privacy Notice which sets out how we use information in the course of our
work as a Local Planning Authority https://www.newcastle.gov.uk/planning_privacy_notice.pdf
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Pre-Submission
Development and Allocations Plan
Consultation Response Form
"

Consultation runs from 5 October to 16 November 2018
This form is for making comments on the Pre-Submission Development and
Allocations Plan (the Plan) published by Newcastle City Council.
Please refer to the guidance note published separately before completing this.
Comments must be received by 5pm on 16 November 2018.
Parts 1 and 2 of this form must be completed. Comments received after this date
may not be considered.
For every policy, paragraph, section, figure or table that you wish to make
comments on, a separate response form must be completed.

Completed response forms can be returned either by;
Email: planningpolicy@newcastle.gov.uk
Post: Newcastle City Council, Planning Policy, 9th Floor, Newcastle Civic Centre,
Barras Bridge, Newcastle upon Tyne, NE1 8QH.
To: Planning Officers at one of the drop-in events, details of which can be found on
our website at: www.newcastle.gov.uk/localplan2
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PART 1

PERSONAL DETAILS

This part of the form must be completed. We cannot register your response
form without your personal details
Personal details
Title:
Miss

Agents details (if applicable)
Title:

Forename:

Forename:

Surname:

Rachel

Surname:

Locke

Organisation:

Organisation:

Save Newcastle Wildlife

Address: 6 Enid Street

Address:

Hazlerigg
Newcastle upon Tyne

Post Code:

Post Code:

NE13 7AX

Email: rachellocke@savenewcastlewildlife.c

Email:

o.uk
Telephone No:

Telephone No:

Date:

Date:

11.11.18
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PART 2

COMMENT

Please use a separate response form for each comment.

1. To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or table
that you are commenting on:
Policy

DM29 Biodiversity

Paragraph
Section
Figure
Table
Policies Map

DM29 Policies Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
"" Yes (continue to question 3)
■ """No (continue to question 4)
"""Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)

$"
"

3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

■ Compliant with law

■ Consistent with national policy

Positively prepared

■ Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements
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5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible
The s106 legal agreement attached to 1999/1300/121/RVC (the revised outline
approval for NGP) provides the Council with a legal interest in the site, and the
s106 states that public access to Strategic Open Space associated with the NGP
(of which Cell B1 forms part) must be maintained in perpetuity. There is therefore
no reason why the designation for the LNR should be removed. Indeed, with
additional Green Belt land release in this vicinity associated with the Core Strategy,
it is even more pertinent that public access and ecological improvements are
provided in the remaining Green Belt. This would accord with Para 138 of the
NPPF states that Plans should 'set out ways in which the impact of removing land
from the Green Belt can be offset by compensatory improvements to the
environmental quality and accessibility of the remaining Green Belt land'. Para 141
of the NPPF refers to the need for Councils to plan positively to enhance the
beneficial uses of Green Belts by, inter alia, enhancing landscapes, visual amenity
and Biodiversity and improving public access. The removal of the LNR status of
this area of land cannot therefore be justified
The s106 also requires the completion of landscaping works at Cell B1 pursuant to
a trigger for Cell B development, which should have been completed in 2003. The

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
The policies map should be amended to include the southern part of Cell B1,
Newcastle Great Park, as a Local Nature Reserve, as per the adopted Unitary
Development Plan, saved policy NC1.4. The Green Belt release associated with
the NGP was agreed by the UDP inspector following its Examination in Public, on
the basis that significant woodland and habitat creation with public access would
be provided to its northern edges. The proposed LNR is an integral part of that.
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7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate
if you would like to attend and participate at the Public
Examination?
■ ""Yes (Continue to question 8)

"No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of the
progress of the DAP.
x

Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed
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Data Protection Notice: General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) 2018
Comments cannot be treated as confidential. All responses received will be held by the council
in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation 2018. Your name, organisation (if
applicable) and comment may be made available to the public.
Your personal data, i.e. postal address, email and telephone numbers will not be publicly
available. We will use your contact details to notify you of the Plan as requested in question 9.
However, your contact details will be shared with the Planning Inspector for the purposes of the
Public Examination.
Please note that all comments will be held by the Council on the policy database for the
duration of the Local Plan (2030). By submitting a representation on the Plan you confirm that
you agree to this and accept responsibility for your comments.
Please read our Privacy Notice which sets out how we use information in the course of our
work as a Local Planning Authority https://www.newcastle.gov.uk/planning_privacy_notice.pdf
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Pre-Submission
Development and Allocations Plan
Consultation Response Form
Consultation runs from 5 October to 16 November 2018
This form is for making comments on the Pre-Submission Development and
Allocations Plan (the Plan) published by Newcastle City Council.
Please refer to the guidance note published separately before completing this.
Comments must be received by 5pm on 16 November 2018.
Parts 1 and 2 of this form must be completed. Comments received after this date
may not be considered.
For every policy, paragraph, section, figure or table that you wish to make
comments on, a separate response form must be completed.

Completed response forms can be returned either by;
Email: planningpolicy@newcastle.gov.uk
Post: Newcastle City Council, Planning Policy, 9th Floor, Newcastle Civic Centre,
Barras Bridge, Newcastle upon Tyne, NE1 8QH.
To: Planning Officers at one of the drop-in events, details of which can be found on
our website at: www.newcastle.gov.uk/localplan2
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PART 1

PERSONAL DETAILS

This part of the form must be completed. We cannot register your response
form without your personal details
Personal details
Title:
Miss

Agents details (if applicable)
Title:

Forename:

Forename:

Surname:

Rachel

Surname:

Locke

Organisation:

Organisation:

Save Newcastle Wildlife

Address: 6 Enid Street

Address:

Hazlerigg
Newcastle upon Tyne

Post Code:

Post Code:

NE13 7AX

Email: rachellocke@savenewcastlewildlife.c

Email:

o.uk
Telephone No:

Telephone No:

Date:

Date:

11.11.18
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PART 2

COMMENT

Please use a separate response form for each comment.

1. To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or table
that you are commenting on:
Policy

DM30 Protecting Open Space

Paragraph
Section
Figure
Table
Policies Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
"" Yes (continue to question 3)
■ """No (continue to question 4)
"""Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)
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3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

■ Compliant with law

■ Consistent with national policy

Positively prepared

■ Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements
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5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible
The first element of policy DM30 (point 1) is a misinterpretation of para 97 of the
NPPF. The Courts have held that the indents of para 97 (as formerly numbered
para 74 of the NPPF, 2012) deal with publicly accessible open space separately to
opportunities for sports and recreation (Loader V Rother DC [2015] EWHC 1877
(Admin) paras 68 - 71). At para 69 the Judgment reads:
'In my Judgment the paragraphs are dealing with public access to high quality
open spaces, and separately, opportunities for sport and recreation. Open space is
clearly intended to mean something different from Sports and Recreation facilities
in the local area as it is itemised separately. Assessments to be carried out are
both quantitive and qualitative and in relation to open space and sport and
recreation.'
As such it is clear that the wording of 1iii is unlawful as it wrongly states that the
need for sports and recreation facilities can outweigh the loss of other typologies of
open space. In fact, sports and recreation provision cannot directly offset loss of
open space which may have a completely different amenity value. The relevant
statement in the NPPF relates only to the provision of new sports and recreation

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
It is therefore suggested that DM30 is amended to reflect a similar wording to its
predecessor, OS1.4, as point 1 of the policy; existing (and amended) point 1 would
then be point 2, existing point 2 should be deleted but included in a supporting
paragraph.
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7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate
if you would like to attend and participate at the Public
Examination?
■ ""Yes (Continue to question 8)

"No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of the
progress of the DAP.
x

Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed

'"
"

Data Protection Notice: General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) 2018
Comments cannot be treated as confidential. All responses received will be held by the council
in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation 2018. Your name, organisation (if
applicable) and comment may be made available to the public.
Your personal data, i.e. postal address, email and telephone numbers will not be publicly
available. We will use your contact details to notify you of the Plan as requested in question 9.
However, your contact details will be shared with the Planning Inspector for the purposes of the
Public Examination.
Please note that all comments will be held by the Council on the policy database for the
duration of the Local Plan (2030). By submitting a representation on the Plan you confirm that
you agree to this and accept responsibility for your comments.
Please read our Privacy Notice which sets out how we use information in the course of our
work as a Local Planning Authority https://www.newcastle.gov.uk/planning_privacy_notice.pdf
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Rachel Locke DM30

ADDENDUM

5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
The first element of policy DM30 (point 1) is a misinterpretation of para 97 of the NPPF. The Courts
have held that the indents of para 97 (as formerly numbered para 74 of the NPPF, 2012) deal with
publicly accessible open space separately to opportunities for sports and recreation (Loader V
Rother DC [2015] EWHC 1877 (Admin) paras 68 - 71). At para 69 the Judgment reads:

'In my Judgment the paragraphs are dealing with public access to high quality open spaces, and
separately, opportunities for sport and recreation. Open space is clearly intended to mean
something different from Sports and Recreation facilities in the local area as it is itemised separately.
Assessments to be carried out are both quantitive and qualitative and in relation to open space and
sport and recreation.'

As such it is clear that the wording of 1iii is unlawful as it wrongly states that the need for sports and
recreation facilities can outweigh the loss of other typologies of open space. In fact, sports and
recreation provision cannot directly offset loss of open space which may have a completely different
amenity value. The relevant statement in the NPPF relates only to the provision of new sports and
recreation provision in the place of an existing or former sports and recreational facility. This part of
the policy must therefore be amended accordingly in order to be consistent with para 97 of the
NPPF.

Saved UDP policy OS1.4 provides an effective and workable framework for consideration of
proposals where open space is threatened. Unfortunately DM30 fails to do so, as currently drafted.

Pre-Submission
Development and Allocations Plan
Consultation Response Form
Consultation runs from 5 October to 16 November 2018
This form is for making comments on the Pre-Submission Development and
Allocations Plan (the Plan) published by Newcastle City Council.
Please refer to the guidance note published separately before completing this.
Comments must be received by 5pm on 16 November 2018.
Parts 1 and 2 of this form must be completed. Comments received after this date
may not be considered.
For every policy, paragraph, section, figure or table that you wish to make
comments on, a separate response form must be completed.

Completed response forms can be returned either by;
Email: planningpolicy@newcastle.gov.uk
Post: Newcastle City Council, Planning Policy, 9th Floor, Newcastle Civic Centre,
Barras Bridge, Newcastle upon Tyne, NE1 8QH.
To: Planning Officers at one of the drop-in events, details of which can be found on
our website at: www.newcastle.gov.uk/localplan2
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PART 1

PERSONAL DETAILS

This part of the form must be completed. We cannot register your response
form without your personal details
Personal details
Title:
Miss

Agents details (if applicable)
Title:

Forename:

Forename:

Surname:

Rachel

Surname:

Locke

Organisation:

Organisation:

Save Newcastle Wildlife

Address: 6 Enid Street

Address:

Hazlerigg
Newcastle upon Tyne

Post Code:

Post Code:

NE13 7AX

Email: rachellocke@savenewcastlewildlife.c

Email:

o.uk
Telephone No:

Telephone No:

Date:

Date:

11.11.18
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PART 2

COMMENT

Please use a separate response form for each comment.

1. To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or table
that you are commenting on:
Policy

DM30 Protecting Open Space

Paragraph
Section
Figure
Table
Policies Map

DM30 - Policies Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
"" Yes (continue to question 3)
■ """No (continue to question 4)
"""Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)
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3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

■ Compliant with law

■ Consistent with national policy

Positively prepared

■ Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements
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5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible
The policies map must include Cell C3 of the Newcastle Great Park (NGP) as
designated open space. This is a significant tract of land that is identified as high
quality open space and ecological enhancement to compensate for the NGP
development, and allocated as such in the Unitary Development Plan. The
developer is legally bound to implement landscaping works on the site in
accordance with triggers in the s106 legal agreements relating to
1999/1300/121/RVC (the varied outline approval for the NGP) and latterly the s106
for a hybrid consent relating to Cell C (2012/1607/01/DET). The relevant clauses of
the s106 require public access to Cell C3 in perpetuity for the benefit of the
community.
There is therefore, no justification for the removal of the open space allocation for
the site and it must be reinstated. The Council has failed to enforce the relevant
trigger for the completion of the landscaping scheme for the site, which has long
since passed. It is clear that C3 would meet all the criteria for designating open
space if it had been implemented in a timely manner. We will be submitting a
complaint to the Local Government Ombudsman in relation to the Council's
improper conduct in failing to monitor and enforce the landscaping terms of the

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
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7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate
if you would like to attend and participate at the Public
Examination?
■ ""Yes (Continue to question 8)

"No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of the
progress of the DAP.
x

Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed

'"

Data Protection Notice: General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) 2018
Comments cannot be treated as confidential. All responses received will be held by the council
in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation 2018. Your name, organisation (if
applicable) and comment may be made available to the public.
Your personal data, i.e. postal address, email and telephone numbers will not be publicly
available. We will use your contact details to notify you of the Plan as requested in question 9.
However, your contact details will be shared with the Planning Inspector for the purposes of the
Public Examination.
Please note that all comments will be held by the Council on the policy database for the
duration of the Local Plan (2030). By submitting a representation on the Plan you confirm that
you agree to this and accept responsibility for your comments.
Please read our Privacy Notice which sets out how we use information in the course of our
work as a Local Planning Authority https://www.newcastle.gov.uk/planning_privacy_notice.pdf
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Rachel Locke DM30 MAP

ADDENDUM

5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
The policies map must include Cell C3 of the Newcastle Great Park (NGP) as designated open space.
This is a significant tract of land that is identified as high quality open space and ecological
enhancement to compensate for the NGP development, and allocated as such in the Unitary
Development Plan. The developer is legally bound to implement landscaping works on the site in
accordance with triggers in the s106 legal agreements relating to 1999/1300/121/RVC (the varied
outline approval for the NGP) and latterly the s106 for a hybrid consent relating to Cell C
(2012/1607/01/DET). The relevant clauses of the s106 require public access to Cell C3 in perpetuity
for the benefit of the community.

There is therefore, no justification for the removal of the open space allocation for the site and it
must be reinstated. The Council has failed to enforce the relevant trigger for the completion of the
landscaping scheme for the site, which has long since passed. It is clear that C3 would meet all the
criteria for designating open space if it had been implemented in a timely manner. We will be
submitting a complaint to the Local Government Ombudsman in relation to the Council's improper
conduct in failing to monitor and enforce the landscaping terms of the relevant s106 agreements
associated with the NGP, not only in relation to C3 but with regard to a significant number of other
areas of proposed landscaping and open space.

"
"

Pre-Submission
Development and Allocations Plan
Consultation Response Form
"

Consultation runs from 5 October to 16 November 2018
This form is for making comments on the Pre-Submission Development and
Allocations Plan (the Plan) published by Newcastle City Council.
Please refer to the guidance note published separately before completing this.
Comments must be received by 5pm on 16 November 2018.
Parts 1 and 2 of this form must be completed. Comments received after this date
may not be considered.
For every policy, paragraph, section, figure or table that you wish to make
comments on, a separate response form must be completed.

Completed response forms can be returned either by;
Email: planningpolicy@newcastle.gov.uk
Post: Newcastle City Council, Planning Policy, 9th Floor, Newcastle Civic Centre,
Barras Bridge, Newcastle upon Tyne, NE1 8QH.
To: Planning Officers at one of the drop-in events, details of which can be found on
our website at: www.newcastle.gov.uk/localplan2
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PART 1

PERSONAL DETAILS

This part of the form must be completed. We cannot register your response
form without your personal details
Personal details
Title:
Miss

Agents details (if applicable)
Title:

Forename:

Forename:

Surname:

Rachel

Surname:

Locke

Organisation:

Organisation:

Save Newcastle Wildlife

Address: 6 Enid Street

Address:

Hazlerigg
Newcastle upon Tyne

Post Code:

Post Code:

NE13 7AX

Email: rachellocke@savenewcastlewildlife.c

Email:

o.uk
Telephone No:

Telephone No:

Date:

Date:

11.11.18
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PART 2

COMMENT

Please use a separate response form for each comment.

1. To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or table
that you are commenting on:
Policy

DM30 Protecting Open Space

Paragraph
Section
Figure
Table

Table 1, Open Space Standards for existing

Policies Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
"" Yes (continue to question 3)
■ """No (continue to question 4)
"""Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)
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3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

■ Compliant with law

■ Consistent with national policy

Positively prepared

■ Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements
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5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible
We have already made strong representations in respect of these standards at the
draft stage of the DAP, on the basis that they are far too low. We are also
concerned that the requirements would be ineffective unless further guidance is
given in the DAP on the correct way to apply the standards. The accompanying
text must make it clear that the standards must not be 'double-counted'. For
example, in calculating an existing local community's Amenity Green Space
provision, any play equipped areas set within open space must be excluded from
that calculation and counted separately in relation to the play space standards.

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
The Plan should also include additional text to explain that the local provision must
be assessed by reference to the relevant walking distance as set out at Table 1.
Recent contentious planning applications to build on existing open space have
included an assessment based on provision in the Ward as a whole, which is
misrepresentative of provision in a particular local area, due to walking distances
well in excess of the DAP standards.
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7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate
if you would like to attend and participate at the Public
Examination?
■ ""Yes (Continue to question 8)

"No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of the
progress of the DAP.
x

Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed
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Data Protection Notice: General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) 2018
Comments cannot be treated as confidential. All responses received will be held by the council
in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation 2018. Your name, organisation (if
applicable) and comment may be made available to the public.
Your personal data, i.e. postal address, email and telephone numbers will not be publicly
available. We will use your contact details to notify you of the Plan as requested in question 9.
However, your contact details will be shared with the Planning Inspector for the purposes of the
Public Examination.
Please note that all comments will be held by the Council on the policy database for the
duration of the Local Plan (2030). By submitting a representation on the Plan you confirm that
you agree to this and accept responsibility for your comments.
Please read our Privacy Notice which sets out how we use information in the course of our
work as a Local Planning Authority https://www.newcastle.gov.uk/planning_privacy_notice.pdf
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Pre-Submission
Development and Allocations Plan
Consultation Response Form
"

Consultation runs from 5 October to 16 November 2018
This form is for making comments on the Pre-Submission Development and
Allocations Plan (the Plan) published by Newcastle City Council.
Please refer to the guidance note published separately before completing this.
Comments must be received by 5pm on 16 November 2018.
Parts 1 and 2 of this form must be completed. Comments received after this date
may not be considered.
For every policy, paragraph, section, figure or table that you wish to make
comments on, a separate response form must be completed.

Completed response forms can be returned either by;
Email: planningpolicy@newcastle.gov.uk
Post: Newcastle City Council, Planning Policy, 9th Floor, Newcastle Civic Centre,
Barras Bridge, Newcastle upon Tyne, NE1 8QH.
To: Planning Officers at one of the drop-in events, details of which can be found on
our website at: www.newcastle.gov.uk/localplan2

!"
"

PART 1

PERSONAL DETAILS

This part of the form must be completed. We cannot register your response
form without your personal details
Personal details
Title:
Miss

Agents details (if applicable)
Title:

Forename:

Forename:

Surname:

Rachel

Surname:

Locke

Organisation:

Organisation:

Save Newcastle Wildlife

Address: 6 Enid Street

Address:

Hazlerigg
Newcastle upon Tyne

Post Code:

Post Code:

NE13 7AX

Email: rachellocke@savenewcastlewildlife.c

Email:

o.uk
Telephone No:

Telephone No:

Date:

Date:

11.11.18
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PART 2

COMMENT

Please use a separate response form for each comment.

1. To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or table
that you are commenting on:
Policy

Policy DM31 - Provision of Open Space, Sports

Paragraph
Section
Figure
Table

Table 3 and accompanying paragraphs

Policies Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
"" Yes (continue to question 3)
■ """No (continue to question 4)
"""Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)
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3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

■ Compliant with law

■ Consistent with national policy

Positively prepared

■ Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements
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5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible

DM31 - Table 3 and accompanying paragraphs.
We have already made strong representations in respect of these standards at the
draft stage of the DAP, on the basis that they are far too low. We are also
concerned that the requirements would be ineffective unless further guidance is
given in the DAP on the correct way to apply the standards.
We have seen many examples of play areas being wedged into planned green
space as an after-thought at the reserved matters stage of the planning process,
for example at Newcastle Great Park and at Mid Callerton.
In addition, in assessing overall requirements on the basis of 'good access' to any
existing provision in the local area, this must be based on the correct walking
distances to other facilities rather than wider provision in the relevant Ward as a
whole.

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
The accompanying text must make it clear that the standards must not be
'double-counted'. For example, in calculating the open space needs of a new
housing development, any equipped play areas set within Amenity Green Space
must be excluded from the total figure for Amenity Green Space and counted
separately in relation to the play space standards.
The DAP must make it clear all open space typologies should be planned as an
integral part of the development at the outline stage of major schemes, so that
housing capacity of the site can be properly assessed without impinging on the
overall open space and ecological requirements.
The DAP should include additional text in the accompanying paragraphs to Table 3
on this basis, in order to provide an effective policy framework.
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7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate
if you would like to attend and participate at the Public
Examination?
■ ""Yes (Continue to question 8)

"No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of the
progress of the DAP.
x

Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed
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Data Protection Notice: General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) 2018
Comments cannot be treated as confidential. All responses received will be held by the council
in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation 2018. Your name, organisation (if
applicable) and comment may be made available to the public.
Your personal data, i.e. postal address, email and telephone numbers will not be publicly
available. We will use your contact details to notify you of the Plan as requested in question 9.
However, your contact details will be shared with the Planning Inspector for the purposes of the
Public Examination.
Please note that all comments will be held by the Council on the policy database for the
duration of the Local Plan (2030). By submitting a representation on the Plan you confirm that
you agree to this and accept responsibility for your comments.
Please read our Privacy Notice which sets out how we use information in the course of our
work as a Local Planning Authority https://www.newcastle.gov.uk/planning_privacy_notice.pdf
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Ref 44 - Sport England / Dave McGuire
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dave McGuire <
09 November 2018 10:46
Planning Policy
Newcastle Development and Allocations Plan (pre-submission draft)

Dear Sir / Madam
I refer to the above document and your recent consultation with Sport England. Thank you for seeking our views on
this matter.
Sport England raised three policy matters in our response to the earlier version of the plan. We have review the
Council’s responses and are disappointed that it will be necessary sustain our objection in each instance.
Policy DM 24 implicitly acknowledges that it is a role of the planning system to protect people from development
which has an unacceptable health impact. If public health is a planning matter then equally the promotion of better
public health should fall within the planning system’s remit. We are seeking a simple amendment to policy DM20 –
Design which adds a criteria that development should include measures which have a positive impact on physical
activity. We therefore wish to sustain our objection to the policy as currently written.
Policy DM30 – Protecting Open Space. We do not propose to continue our argument ‘in principle’ against the use of
standards in this policy, rather we wish to ensure that such standards are not used in decisions which have to
consider whether there is a surplus (or otherwise) of playing fields. Unfortunately the policy is not clear on this. Its
title suggests that the policy’s scope just covers open space, yet it is clear from the opening sentence that the
policy’s scope also extends to sports, recreational buildings, and land, including playing fields. Unfortunately most of
the reasoned justification to the policy refers to open space and points the reader in the direction of the standards
contained in table 1. The reasoned justification should make it clear that judgements as to whether playing field and
sports buildings (and land) are surplus should be taken on the basis of assessments of adequacy contained within
the Plan for Playing Pitches, and Plan for Built Sports Facilities. Until this is made clear, it will be necessary for Sport
England to sustain its objection.
Policy DM 31 ‐ Provision of Open Space, Sports and Recreational Buildings At the last round of consultation we
commented;
Sport England notes the policy title, but can find no reference to the provision of recreational buildings within the
policy or its explanatory text. Sport England’s work Newcastle around built sports facilities suggested the need for
qualitative improvements to be carried to facilities that would serve the major growth planned for the outer west
and north of the city, and this has been reflected in the Council’s adopted CIL mechanism. Perhaps the title of the
policy should simply read Provision of Open Space, Sports and Recreational Facilities.
The comments remain valid and we therefore wish to sustain our objection to this policy.
We consider that we have provided sufficient detail as to how our objection might be addressed, but would be
happy to discuss the matter further should you require.
regards

Dave McGuire
Planning Manager – North Planning Team
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We have updated our Privacy Statement to reflect the recent changes to data protection law but rest assured, we
will continue looking after your personal data just as carefully as we always have. Our Privacy Statement is
published on our website, and our Data Protection Officer can be contacted by emailing Gail Laughlan

The information contained in this e‐mail may be subject to public disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act
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1.

Introduction

1.1

Thank you for consulting Story Homes in relation to the Pre-Submission version of the
Newcastle Development and Allocations Plan. Story Homes wishes to be a
significant provider of quality homes in Newcastle upon Tyne. These representations
are made in respect of our current and potential future land interests in the City and
will help to ensure that the Council prepares a robust, sound and legally compliant
Plan.

About Story Homes
1.2

Story Homes is an award-winning property developer with numerous schemes in
Cumbria, North West and North East England, and southern Scotland. The company
was founded in 1987 by Fred Story as Story Construction, which later de-merged to
become Story Homes and sister company Story Contracting. Its head office is based
in Carlisle with regional offices in Newcastle-upon-Tyne and Chorley.

1.3

Renowned for building high specification homes of excellent quality, Story Homes is
committed to sustainability and contributing to the communities in which it builds.
Story Homes prides itself on delivering exemplary customer service and has
achieved a five star Home Builders Federation (HBF) Customer Satisfaction Rating
for five consecutive years between 2014 and 2018.

1.4

The company has been consistently recognised in the prestigious UK Property
Awards since 2011 and in 2017 won three awards in the ‘Best Residential
Development’ category with Strawberry Grange in Cockermouth, Oakland Park in
Morpeth, and D’Urton Manor in Preston all receiving accolades. Story Homes was
also named Housebuilder of the Year at the Insider North West Property Awards
2017.

1.5

The company directly employs more than 500 staff. It also operates successful
apprentice and graduate schemes aimed at bringing young talent into the industry.

1.6

In 2012/13 the developer built 151 homes; 240 homes in 2013/14; 410 homes in
2014/15; 565 homes in 2015/16; and more than 800 in 2016/17. In 2017/18, Story
Homes built more than 1000 new homes for the first time across its three key regions,
and its rapid and continued growth over recent years will continue in 2018/19 with a
new build homes target of 1,000, around 300 of these being delivered in the North
East region.

Representations
1.7

This document has been prepared to accompany a suite of Consultation Response
Forms and includes details of the why it is considered that the policies/paragraphs
are unsound and proposed changes to make the Plan sound.

1.8

Story Homes requests that it would like to register to attend the Public Examination
into the Plan in respect of its representations in order to protect its current and future
potential land interests in the City.
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2.

Policy DM6 – Accessible and Adaptable Housing

2.1

Story Homes notes that the Council’s ‘Addressing Housing Needs and Standards’
document (September 2018) quotes the Inspector’s Report for the Core Strategy and
Urban Core Plan (CSUCP) in relation to the addressing the needs of the projected
population and households. The Inspector concluded:
‘There is widespread support for most other requirements of policy CS11. The clause
encouraging the provision of Lifetime Homes and Wheelchair-Accessible Homes
strikes an appropriate strategic balance between highlighting this important
need whilst not making it a specific requirement that could compromise
viability. A similar argument applies to the clause seeking increased choice for the
elderly: many different types of accommodation are required and it is not feasible to
set specific targets in a strategic policy.” (paragraph 62).’

2.2

The ‘Addressing Housing Needs and Standards’ document suggests that Policy DM6
will help to deliver Policy CS11(2) and (3). However, Story Homes does not consider
that Policy DM6 is in line with Policy CS11 which only seeks to encourage the
provision of wheelchair accessible homes and to increase the choice of suitable
accommodation for the elderly population rather than suggesting the need for a
mandatory percentage requirement.

2.3

The ‘Addressing Housing Needs and Standards’ document also notes the ageing
population within Newcastle. However, Story Homes concurs with the Home Builders
Federation (HBF) in questioning whether the ageing population is sufficient evidence
to identify a need for a proportion of 25% of all homes to be developed to M4(2)
standards. It is considered that this is not in line with the Planning Practice Guidance
(PPG) (ID 56-07) which identifies the type of evidence required to introduce such a
policy, including the likely future need; the size, location, type and quality of dwellings
needed; the accessibility and adaptability of the existing stock; how the needs vary
across different housing tenures; and the overall viability.

2.4

The proposed blanket provision of 25% of all homes to be M4(2) compliant is not
considered to be robustly justified or consistent with national policy and as such
unsound.

2.5

It is proposed that further consideration is required to the wording of Policy DM6 to
establish whether the Policy can be made effective and justified so as to be sound.
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3.

Policy DM7 – Space Standards

3.1

Story Homes has concerns about the proposed Policy DM7 with regards to Nationally
Described Space Standards (NDSSs).

3.2

Story Homes concurs with the Home Builders Federation’s (HBF) position which
highlights the provisions of the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) with regards to the
type of evidence required for implementing a space standards policy. The PPG
states at ID 56-020 that:
‘where a need for internal space standards is identified, local planning authorities
should provide justification for requiring internal space policies. Local planning
authorities should take account of the following areas:
•

Need – evidence should be provided on the size and type of dwellings currently
being built in the area, to ensure the impacts of adopting space standards can be
properly assessed, for example, to consider any potential impact on meeting
demand for starter homes.

•

Viability – the impact of adopting the space standard should be considered as
part of a plan’s viability assessment with account taken of the impact of potentially
larger dwellings on land supply. Local planning authorities will also need to
consider impacts on affordability where a space standard is to be adopted.

•

Timing – there may need to be a reasonable transitional period following
adoption of a new policy on space standards to enable developers to factor the
cost of space standards into future land acquisitions’.

3.3

Story Homes does not consider that the details set out in the Council’s ‘Addressing
Housing Needs and Standards’ document (September 2017) provide a clear and
demonstrable ‘need’ for the introduction of Policy DM7 and space standards for the
City. The reference back to evidence in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment
(SHMA) (2017) on the size of dwellings completed in only a small sample and over a
short period is not considered to be a justification of a ‘need’. There has been no
consideration or reference to other market indicators such as quality or sales rates.

3.4

It is not considered that the Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan (CSUCP) sets a
policy requirement in Policy CS11 for NDSS as advocated by the Council in
‘Addressing Housing Needs and Standards’ document (September 2017). Policy
CS11 only states that providing a range and choice of housing will be achieved by
providing adequate space inside and outside of the home to meet the needs of
residents. The policy does not specifically require this to be done through the
introduction of the optional housing standards.

3.5

Story Homes concurs with the HBF in that there is no evidence presented that the
size of the homes being completed without the Policy in place are considered
inappropriate or unacceptable by those people purchasing them or that the homes
sell at reduced rates compared to space standard compliant homes. Evidence
collected by the HBF suggests that housebuilders in the City do not have any issues
with selling homes with less than the NDSSs.
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3.6

The Council highlights that overcrowding is an issue due to the number of rooms in a
home against household sizes. However, as the HBF states, there is no clear
evidence or justification that introducing a policy requiring NDSS compliance would
address this problem. As space standards primarily increase storage and circulation
space it is questionable whether introducing the standards would increase the
number of bedspaces in developments and mitigate perceived overcrowding.

3.7

The Council’s assertion that the NDSS can be viably provided and would not
undermine overall plan deliverability is not considered to be justified. The HBF and
the development industry retain concerns about the assumptions this position is
based on in the Council’s Viability Report, including in respect of a number of site
typologies which are not considered viable with NDSS included as an assumption.
Therefore, there remains a distinct risk to the deliverability of housing in the City
through the proposed introduction of the NDSS which would affect the Council’s five
year land supply and impact on the Council’s future Housing Delivery Test results.

3.8

Story Homes contends that the proposed Policy DM7 is unsound in that it is neither
effective to ensure delivery, justified on a robust evidence or compliant with national
policy provisions.
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4.

Policy DM10 – Pedestrian and Cycle Movement

4.1

Whilst Story Homes appreciates the rationale for Policy DM10 we have concerns
about the effectiveness and deliverability of the Policy. At present the Policy and its
supporting text requires development to provide ‘continuous’ links and to connect to
the ‘wider pedestrian and cycle network.’

4.2

Story Homes has concerns as to whether this is a realistic and deliverable
requirement for all development. Indeed, providing connections to existing networks
and ensuring ‘safe, convenient, attractive and continuous pedestrian and cycle links’
could require developers to undertake work on third party land outside of their control.
This is therefore not a realistic and deliverable requirement and the policy is not
effective and justified.

4.3

Therefore, Story Homes would recommend that Policy DM10 should be amended to
read as follows:
‘Policy DM10 - Pedestrian and Cycle Movement
Development will be required encouraged, where appropriate and deliverable, to:
1. Provide safe, convenient, attractive and continuous pedestrian and cycle links to
key local facilities and services.
2. Provide connections through developments both to the existing and future wider
pedestrian and cycle network.
3. Demonstrate that major developments are within acceptable walking and cycling
distances of key local facilities and services.’

4.4

For consistency it is proposed that the supporting text to Policy DM10 at paragraphs
5.1.2 – 5.1.3 is also amended as follows:

‘5.1.2 Development must should be designed to encourage walking and cycling.
Consideration should be given to how barriers to walking and cycling, such
as gaps in the pedestrian and cycle network, gradients, poor quality and
maintenance of routes and concerns regarding safety can be addressed.
To achieve this, routes must should be legible, inviting, direct, pleasant
and easy to use.
5.1.3 To improve accessibility for pedestrians and cyclists, developments are
required encouraged, where appropriate and deliverable, to provide
links through sites and routes to the wider walking and cycling network.
This includes the Public Rights of Way (PROW) Network and the
pedestrian and cycle network. The PROW network is also important for
equestrians. Developments should facilitate equestrian movement, where
appropriate, by enhancing the existing network through the creation of
linkages and safe crossings where these are deliverable within
developments, and by increasing access to the PROW network. A
pedestrian and cycling network plan will be developed based on the
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Department for Transport’s (DfT) Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure
Plans guidance4 and this will form part of the council’s Cycling Strategy.’
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5.

Policy DM11 – Public Transport

5.1

Story Homes acknowledges the importance of promoting public transport
accessibility. However, it is considered that the current wording of Policy DM11 and
the associated supporting text is too rigid and lacks flexibility. Therefore it is not
considered to be effective or justified.

5.2

The insistence that ‘development will be required to promote and facilitate the use of
public transport’ is onerous as not all sites, even for major development, will be able
to meet walking distances to bus or metro stops or viably be designed to include
infrastructure for the most direct bus routes within site layouts.

5.3

We would therefore recommend that the wording of Policy DM11 is amended to read:
‘Policy DM11 - Public Transport
1. Major development will be required encouraged to promote and facilitate the use
of public transport and demonstrate accessibility by public transport to the Urban
Core and other key local facilities where appropriate.
2. Callerton Parkway, Newcastle Great Park, Kingston Park and Regent Centre are
designated on the Policies Map as park and ride facilities.’

5.4

We would also recommend that amendments are made to the supporting text for the
policy as follows:

‘5.2.3 To ensure developments are accessible by public transport they should be
within 400 metres walking distance of a bus stop or 800 metres of a Metro
station, or other appropriate recognised distances as appropriate, and
served by a frequent daytime bus service to the Urban Core and key local
facilities. The layouts of new major developments should, where viable
and appropriate, be designed to facilitate the efficient operation of bus
services and routes should be as direct as possible.
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6.

Policy DM17 – Preservation of Archaeological
Remains and Archaeological Work

6.1

Story Homes recognises the importance of archaeological remains and notes the
inclusion of Policy DM17 in the Plan. However, there appears to be some
inconsistency between the provisions of the policy and the supporting text which
would merit clarification to make it effective.

6.2

Part 2 of the Policy DM17 states that ‘Where assessment and evaluation have
established that proposed development will adversely affect a site or area of
archaeological interest the developer will be required to preserve in-situ.’ As any
development which will result in the disturbance or loss of archaeological remains
could be deemed to adversely affect them the requirement to retain remains in-situ
could be argued for more broadly when this does not appear to be the intention.
Indeed, the second half of Policy DM17(2) and paragraph 6.3.5 which acknowledges
about assessment of significance and the potential for excavation and recording
demonstrates this.

6.3

Therefore, we would recommend that amendments are made to the wording of Policy
DM17(2) as follows to ensure that it more accurately reflects the obvious intention of
the Policy and is consistent with the approach set out in the supporting text:

‘2. Where assessment and evaluation have established that proposed
development will unacceptably adversely affect a site or area of
archaeological interest the developer will be required to preserve in-situ to
protect the significance of the remains. Where preservation in-situ is not
justified the archaeological remains below ground and on the surface will be
recorded and excavated prior to development commencing.
6.4

It is also considered that reference should be included in Policy DM17(1) and the
supporting text to ensure that the archaeological investigation works required are
proportionate to the potential archaeological importance and impact involved. This is
to be compliant with the need for assessment and understanding of archaeological
remains to be proportionate in line with the ethos of paragraph 199 of the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). It is therefore recommended that Policy
DM17(1) is amended to read:
‘1. Development will be required to safeguard the understanding of the historic
environment of the city through undertaking proportionate archaeological
investigations where proposed development may affect a known site or potential
area of archaeological remains.’

6.5

It is also recommended that paragraphs 6.3.3, 6.3.4 and 6.3.7 are amended for
consistency. It is recommended that the wording is amended as follows:

‘6.3.3
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geophysical survey, fieldwalking, topographical survey and evaluation
trenching.‘
‘6.3.4

The need to undertake archaeological work is determined by the local
planning authority. Archaeological work must be undertaken by a suitably
experienced professional archaeological organisation in accordance with
a proportionate specification provided by the council or a Written
Scheme of Investigation written by the applicant’s archaeologist and
approved by the council. All archaeological work must be carried out in
accordance with the relevant Chartered Institute for Archaeologists
Standard and Guidance.’

‘6.3.7

This policy ensures that proportionate archaeological investigation takes
place prior to or during intrusive development in areas of archaeological
potential or interest. The purpose of pre-determination archaeological
work is to ascertain whether heritage assets are likely to be affected by a
proposed development and to determine their significance and degree of
survival. Where it is agreed that the heritage asset does not require
preservation in-situ, archaeological mitigation fieldwork ensures that the
remains are fully recorded before being lost.’
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7.

Policy DM20 – Design

7.1

Story Homes recognises the importance of good design and prides itself on the
quality of its developments including its streetscenes. We welcome the principle of
Policy DM20 but note that the wording of the policy at present ‘requires’
developments to meet all the 11 points set out regardless of whether they are
appropriate to the proposals in question. This raises issues with the soundness of
the policy in respect of its effectiveness.

7.2

It is therefore recommended that additional where ‘appropriate’ statements need to
be added in respect of the wording of the policy to make it sound. It is therefore
proposed that the Policy is amended to read as follows:
‘Policy DM20 - Design
Development will be required to deliver high quality and sustainable design by:
1. Taking full advantage of positive site features including retaining the best
buildings and securing opportunities to improve the character and quality of an
area.
2. Demonstrating a positive response to topography, natural and built landscapes.
3. Using materials, colours, tones and textures appropriate to the characteristics of
the area.
4. Enhancing the appearance of the city from major movement corridors.
5. Accommodating an appropriate mix of uses.
6. Making efficient use of land by promoting higher densities where appropriate,
taking account of the character of the area and location.
7. Taking a comprehensive and co-ordinated approach to development appropriate
to the scale of development proposed.
8. Incorporating hard and soft landscaping as an integral part of design, maximising
tree planting, where appropriate, and providing for its long-term maintenance.
9. Incorporating measures to address the impacts of climate change and adverse
microclimatic conditions where appropriate.
10. Integrating mechanical plant, refuse and cycle storage into the design of a
building where appropriate and necessary.
11. Ensuring that development contributes to a reduction in crime and disorder and is
resilient to terrorism, where necessary, delivers safe and secure buildings and
spaces.’
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7.3

It is noted that there is a typo in paragraph 6.6.3 which refers to ‘proposals should
make optional use of land’. It is assumed that this should read ‘proposals should
make optimal use of land’.

7.4

The wording of paragraph 6.6.6 states that ‘In considering the design of buildings,
their impact of development upon local microclimatic conditions, including
daylight/sunlight, shadowing and wind will all need to be considered.’ However,
this seems to imply that all applications will need to consider these potential
impacts which would be onerous. It is recommended that the wording of the text
is amended as follows to make the text justified and effective:

‘6.6.6

7.5

High quality design should create buildings and spaces that can be
successfully accessed and used by everyone safely, ensure that they
assess the defence and security threats, can be adaptable to other uses
and are resilient to the effects of climate change. This requires
consideration as to how buildings and their individual elements are
viewed and function together to encourage multiple benefits for all. In
considering the design of buildings, their impact of development upon
local microclimatic conditions, including daylight/sunlight, shadowing and
wind will all need to be considered where appropriate.’

It is also recommended that an amendment is made to paragraph 6.6.7 to be
consistent with the above proposed change to Policy DM20(10):
‘6.6.7
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8.

Policy DM23 – Residential Amenity

8.1

Story Homes recognises the importance of residential amenity for future residents on
its developments and existing adjacent occupants of land.

8.2

It is considered that the provisions of Policy DM23 in respect of the provisions of parts
2 i) and 2 ii) are unduly restrictive in seeking to ‘protect’ aspects of existing buildings
and trees/landscaping. It is considered that allowing for development to ‘conserve’
these features allows for appropriate change where greater benefit can be achieved
through development whilst recognising the importance of the characteristics. This
will make the policy effective.

8.3

It is therefore recommended that the wording of parts 2 i) and 2 ii) of Policy DM23 is
amended as follows:
‘i. protect conserve the distinctive character of the existing building(s) and the
surrounding area with respect to the design, scale and materials used on the
building(s);
ii. protect conserve trees and other soft landscaping of amenity value, providing
replacement planting where necessary;’

8.4

In addition, it is noted that paragraph 6.9.3 states that ‘Planning guidance on
recommended separation distances between residential buildings will be set out in
Design Guidance.’ We would note that the details on separation distances are
extremely important factors to applicants and developers and it is disappointing that
these details have not been made available in parallel to the emerging Development
and Allocations Plan (DAP).

8.5

It is requested that the Design Guidance should be developed with stakeholder and
public involvement and should be subject to appropriate consultation through its
development and not simply adopted by the Council pursuant to the DAP.

8.6

With regards to the supporting text at paragraph 6.9.4 the reference in the second
sentence to Householder Design Guidance seems somewhat disconnected to the
provisions of the first sentence which would relate to all development rather than
simply householder development. It is recommended that the two sentences are
sub-divided.
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9.

Policy DM24 – Environmental and Health
Impacts of Development

9.1

It is considered that the current wording of Policy DM24 is onerous in requiring
‘development must assess and mitigate the following environmental and health
impacts:’ There will be circumstances where proposals will not be likely to result in
impacts that are listed and it would be excessive to require them to be assessed or
mitigation proposed. This would run counter to the Government’s aim of making the
planning system streamlined and efficient by necessitating the preparation of
supporting material to support proposals that are unnecessary. Therefore, a blanket
requirement to do so is not justified or effective meaning the policy unsound.

9.2

The provisions of the supporting text for the Policy suggest that the Council
acknowledges that it is not the intention for a blanket approach e.g. paragraph 6.10.3
states that ‘Developments likely to produce emissions which adversely affect air
quality, either as a direct result of the operations of a development or through
increased traffic generated by the development, will be required to undertake an
air quality assessment...’ [emphasis added] Therefore, amendments to the policy
wording would be consistent with the apparent purpose and ethos being sought.

9.3

It is recommended that the Policy is amended as follows to ensure that it is justified,
effective and proportionate so that only proposals where there is a likely impact
based on their location and nature should be assessed and mitigated:
‘Policy DM24 - Environmental and Health Impacts of Development
1. Where there is considered to be a likelihood of potential environmental and
health impacts as a result of Pproposals they will be required to demonstrate
that there is no unacceptable adverse environmental and health impacts
(including cumulative impacts where appropriate) from the development. To
achieve this development must assess and mitigate the following environmental
and health impacts where there is such a likelihood of impacts due to
proposals:
i. air quality and the opportunities to improve air quality;
ii. noise, vibration and overheating arising from the development;
iii. known or suspected land contamination or instability which would place
existing or future occupants and users at risk;
iv. light pollution levels from artificial light on amenity and biodiversity;
v. odours which would have an impact on amenity; and
vi. hazardous installations ensuring they do not place existing or future occupants
and users at risk.
2. Development must assess the impact of existing noise generating uses on the
proposed development and implement a mitigation scheme, where appropriate
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on the proposed use. There should be no unreasonable restrictions placed on an
existing noise generating use arising from a development.’
9.4

For consistency with the proposed amendments to Policy DM23 it is also
recommended that paragraph 6.10.4 is amended as follows:

‘6.10.4 National planning guidance requires planning decisions to ensure noise
does not give rise to unacceptable adverse impacts on health and quality
of life. To achieve this, appropriate surveys will be required where there
is considered to be a likelihood of noise impacts to demonstrate that
whether there are any noise impacts and, if so that they have been
can be mitigated to avoid unacceptable adverse impacts on health and
quality of life. Where any other adverse impacts on health and quality of
life have been identified arising from noise, either as a direct result of the
development or from existing site conditions, then this will need to be
mitigated, to reduce the adverse impact to the lowest observed adverse
effect level, in accordance with the latest national policy. Additionally,
where a site could be affected by vibration either as a result of the
development or from existing adjacent land uses, then any impact upon
human health will need to be adequately mitigated. The impacts of
overheating on health and the environment will also need to be assessed
and mitigated.’
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10. Policy DM26 – Flood Risk and Water
Management
10.1

Story Homes recognises the importance of ensuring flood risk is appropriately
assessed and mitigated for. However it is considered that the provisions of the
wording of Policy DM26 are not wholly justified, reflective of national policy and lack
flexibility to provide effective planning for delivery.

10.2

It is considered that a number of points require the inclusion of ‘appropriate’ or similar
to add flexibility and to tie them back in to the provisions of current national policy in
the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2018) and other relevant
documentation. This will allow the policy to evolve as guidance is changed but tie in
to the core provisions of current guidance.

10.3

One item that is not included for in the NPPF is exceedance. It is considered the
provisions of Policy DM26(2 ii) relating to this matter are not consistent with the
guidance set out in the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs
document entitled ‘Sustainable Drainage Systems – Non-statutory technical
standards for sustainable drainage systems’ (March 2015). This states at paragraph
S9 that:

‘S9 The design of the site must ensure that, so far as is reasonably practicable,
flows resulting from rainfall in excess of a 1 in 100 year rainfall event are
managed in exceedance routes that minimise the risks to people and property.’
10.4

This explicitly provides that the design of the site for exceedance should be based on
a reasonable and practicable approach rather than it driving a compromised or
unviable design solution.

10.5

Therefore, it is recommended that the wording of Policy DM26 is amended to provide
flexibility and to be in accordance with national guidance as follows:

‘2. Development will be required to demonstrate that its surface water drainage
strategy, site layout and design will:
i.

prevent properties from flooding from surface water, including an
appropriate allowance for climate change and urban creep in line with
national guidance;

ii.

not increase the risk of existing flooding elsewhere and that exceedance
flows will be managed so far as reasonably practicable;

iii. ensure run-off from development is constrained to greenfield rates, or as
close to greenfield rates as possible for brownfield sites, up to a minimum
50% reduction;
iv. manage surface water as close to source as possible and attenuate flows
using source control measures;
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follow the principles of the SuDS management train approach, to
manage water quantity and quality throughout the site;

vi. provide the most sustainable appropriate SuDS techniques from the
SuDS Hierarchy, unless there is clear evidence that this would be
inappropriate;
vii. where feasible and appropriate, integrate SuDS into public open space
and connect to adjacent watercourses or wetlands; and
viii. demonstrate the life-time maintenance and management of the SuDS.’
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11. Policy DM28 – Trees and Landscaping
11.1

Story Homes recognises the importance of trees and landscaping to its schemes and
acknowledges the provisions of Policy DM28. However, as drafted the Policy implies
a blanket requirement to ‘protect’ existing trees when this may not be justified or
appropriate e.g. where trees and landscaping are of poor quality and/or in poor
health. The remainder of the Policy acknowledges that there are circumstances
where removals may be acceptable and at present the first sentence is incongruous
and conflicting with the wider provisions of the Policy. This means that the Policy is
not justified.

11.2

Story Homes therefore recommends to make the Policy sound and consistent that the
first sentence of Policy DM28 is amended as follows:

‘Development will be required to protectconserve, enhance and manage existing
trees and landscape features as appropriate.’
11.3

It is noted that part 1 iii) of Policy DM28 requires that ‘appropriate mitigation and
enhancement measures are provided.’ Story Homes notes that it may be that
appropriate mitigation is sufficient to offset harm or loss of trees and landscape
features and that enhancement may not be necessary.

11.4

Therefore, Story Homes recommends that the wording to part 1 iii) of Policy DM28 is
amended to read:

‘iii.

appropriate mitigation and/or enhancement measures are provided as
necessary.

11.5

In addition, it is noted that paragraph 6.14.4 states that ‘Further guidance will be set
out in the council’s Tree Strategy and an SPD.’ We would note that the details on
the approach to trees expected by the Council is extremely important to applicants
and developers and it is disappointing that these details have not been made
available in parallel to the emerging Development and Allocations Plan (DAP).

11.6

It is requested that the Tree Strategy and SPD should be developed with stakeholder
and public involvement and should be subject to appropriate consultation through its
development and not simply adopted by the Council pursuant to the DAP.

November 2018
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12. Policy DM29 – Protecting and Enhancing
Biodiversity and Habitats
12.1

Story Homes notes that part 6 of Policy DM29 states that ‘Development will be
required to maximise the opportunity to protect and enhance habitats and provide net
gains in biodiversity by:’ However, we note that paragraphs 170 and 174 of the
revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that:
‘170 Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural
and local environment by:
...
d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by
establishing coherent ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future
pressures;’

12.2

and
‘174 To protect and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should:
...
b) promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority habitats,
ecological networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and identify
and pursue opportunities for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity.’

12.3

It is therefore considered that the Councils requirement to ‘maximise the opportunity’
is excessive compared to the provisions of the revised NPPF and not consistent with
national policy. It may also conflict with other planning requirements when
considering the planning merits of schemes as a whole. Therefore, we consider that
part 6 of Policy DM28 should be amended to be consistent with the requirements of
the NPPF to read:
‘6. Development will be required to maximise the opportunity to protect and enhance
habitats and provide for net gains in biodiversity by:
i. retaining natural features and habitats and protecting them during construction
where necessary and feasible;
ii. maintaining and improving buffers and ecological connectivity to the wider
environment;
iii. creating and restoring habitat to provide corridors and stepping stones for
wildlife; and
v. securing future management arrangements.’

12.4

In addition, it is noted that paragraph 6.15.2 states that ‘Biodiversity standards will
be included in an SPD.’ We would note that the details on the approach to

November 2018
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biodiversity standards expected by the Council is extremely important to applicants
and developers and it is disappointing that these details have not been made
available in parallel to the emerging Development and Allocations Plan (DAP).
12.5

It is requested that the SPD should be developed with stakeholder and public
involvement and should be subject to appropriate consultation through its
development and not simply adopted by the Council pursuant to the DAP.

November 2018
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13. Paragraph 6.17.7 – Provision of Open Space,
Sports and Recreational Buildings
13.1

Paragraph 6.17.7 states that ‘Developers will be required to submit design
proposals for on-site open space as part of the planning application.’ It is
considered that this does not specify what level of detail is required pursuant to
what type of planning application. For example, it would not be reasonable to
request detailed information on open space provision as part of an outline
planning application with layout and landscaping reserved. Therefore the
paragraph is not considered to be effective or justified.

13.2

Paragraph 6.17.7 also states that ‘A management plan for the open space will also
need to be submitted and approved as part of a planning obligation.’ It is not
clear whether the requirement to submit and approve a management plan for the
open space as part of a planning obligation means that such a document needs
to form part of a s.106 legal agreement or be allowed for future submission.

13.3

It is considered that it would be unjustified and onerous to require such
management plans to form part of legal agreements. This would particularly be
an issue for outline planning application pursuant to legal agreements where
details of the layout and landscaping may still be reserved.

13.4

Notwithstanding this, it is also considered that flexibility is required to allow for
landscape details and management to be allowed for through planning conditions
rather than necessitating legal agreements. Therefore, we would recommend
that the wording of paragraph 6.17.7 is amended to read as follows:
‘6.17.7

November 2018

The Open Space Assessment sets out quality standards for the different
typologies of open space. Developers providing open space on-site will
be required to consult these standards and ensure that any on-site
facilities are provided in line with this guidance. Developers will be
required to submit design proposals for on-site open space to an
appropriate level of detail to reflect the type and nature of as part of
the planning applications. A management plan for the open space will
also need to be submitted and approved as part of a planning obligation
either as part of the application, or pursuant to a relevant planning
condition or planning obligation as appropriate.’
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14. Policy DM36 – Telecommunications and Digital
Infrastructure
14.1

The requirement at part 2 of Policy DM36 for major development to demonstrate how
it supplies digital infrastructure to access electronic communications networks is not
considered to be sound in that it is not effective or justified.

14.2

Story Homes recognises that digital infrastructure is an important part of integrated
development and we seek to integrate it into our developments wherever possible.
However, the ability to confirm and provide such infrastructure, including high speed
broadband and fibre, does not lie within our control as a developer only with the
service providers.

14.3

As a result the Policy as currently worded will result in deliverability issues as it could
be implied that proposals could be refused if access is not possible due to issues
outside the developers control.

14.4

Therefore, it is recommended that part 2 of Policy DM36 is amended to reflect the
provisions of paragraph 112 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
which establishes that local planning authorities should seek to support the
expansion of electronic communications networks. This will encourage developers to
work with digital infrastructure providers to extend provision and networks and ensure
that the Policy is sound.

14.5

The amended wording would be as follows:
‘2. Major development will be required to demonstrate how it supplies encouraged
to work with infrastructure providers to promote the expansion of digital
infrastructure to access electronic communications networks.’

14.6

For continuity, we would also recommend that the wording of paragraph 8.1.5 of the
supporting text for Policy DM36 is amended to read as follows:

‘8.1.5 Digital technology will help deliver social and economic growth and plays a
vital role in the provision of local community facilities and services. The
council will expect encourage development to be supported by the latest
digital infrastructure wherever possible and encourages early discussions
with operators.’

November 2018
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15. Summary and Conclusions
15.1

Story Homes hopes that the details will be discussed in detail at the
Examination in to the Plan and that suitable amendments can be agreed
emerging Plan to ensure that it is sound. We would be happy to discuss the
matters and our suggested policy and supporting text modifications prior
Examination should the Council wish to do so.

15.2

Story Homes wishes to be a significant provider of quality homes in Newcastle upon
Tyne and we look forwards to providing further positive engagement into the local
plan-making process.

November 2018
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Richard Newsome <Richard.Newsome@storyhomes.co.uk>
17 January 2019 08:17
Verlander, Katherine
Planning Policy; Stephen Litherland
RE: DAP local plan representation Housing Policies

Kathy,
Apologies for the delay in the response. Our concerns relate to a number of points in the ‘Viability and Deliverability
Report’ (September 2018) that are still considered to be unjustified given the context of updates to the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) in summer 2018. Whilst the Council has
provided details of the data used in the viability assumptions in the Report there has not been any evidence
provided which supports some of them or explains the rationale behind them. This is an issue that remains extant
requiring discussion at the Examination.
In particular, there are concerns about the following:
Sales Values
Whilst the Report does attempt to provide a rationale behind certain assumptions e.g. the use of EPC information to
reflect dwelling sizes (paragraph 8.6.2) there are others which remain unexplained. For example, whilst using Land
Registry sale data is more appropriate than the ‘for sale’ price, it does not necessarily consider additional offers or
incentives that a developer may have included within the price. This could for example include internal features,
carpets, part exchange costs, developer deposits etc which effectively remain hidden. Not accounting for such
provisions could lead to the inflation of prices in the assumptions.
We would also note that whilst the Report (paragraph 6.9.12) acknowledges that ‘it is accepted that cost does not
equal value’ and that it is ‘not realistic to assume that all of the build cost rises will simply be passed onto purchasers’
it also states separately that the house prices will increase as these costs are passed on to purchasers. However, it
remains unclear what quantum of the allowances made for increases at paragraph 6.9.14 relate specifically to cost
increases.
Additionally, there is little evidence as to whether the sales values that would be associated with the proposed
£/sqm would be realistic based on consideration of sales and availability of mortgages for income levels in the City in
relation to the prices cited. There needs to be a more cautious approach to sales values for the purposes of the
Report.
Plot Construction Costs
The plot construction costs are set out in Section 6.11 of the Report setting out that this covers the cost of building
each dwelling including preliminaries and contractor’s margin but excluding externals, abnormal and a contingency
allowance. The use of BCIS for construction costs is advocated in the Report for construction costs with the lower
quartile rate used for the low, low‐mid and mid value locations, with a range between the lower and median
quartile rate for the high and high‐mid value areas. We would; however, advise caution on the relative equivalence
of BCIS costs to the plot cost as it is only the cost of the house itself and the plot (standard foundation), based on a
flat site. It does not account for all the other works required to deliver a plot such as drives, paths, fencing, walls,
gardens/plot landscaping, connections and detached garages or any costs due to complex ground or level
conditions. As the Report notes (paragraph 6.11.6) these would have to be added in later but as there is no
breakdown of external costs (see below) elsewhere in the Report it is unclear if appropriate allowances have been
made for these external plot costs.
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We would also caution that costs, including BCIS, are subject to fluctuations in the wider residential and other
markets and small percentage changes can have significant effects on viability. At present the sector is facing a
continued upward trend of pressures on costs and care needs to be given to assuming that costs are not
benchmarked in a manner which will preclude viable development if costs continue to rise during key years of the
Local Plan when the Government is pushing for greater delivery.
Externals
We note that the Report now sets out an allowance of 15% for ‘externals’ (paragraph 6.12.4). However, there is no
indication in the document of the scope of what makes up ‘externals’ to arrive at this percentage. It is considered
that this should generally include estate roads and footpaths, sewers, drainage connections, utility connections,
mains connections, street lighting, signage to adoptable standards, all based upon simple connections to existing
systems and shallow excavations as well as external plot costs if BCIS is used for build costs. This needs to be set out
before any consideration of whether an average of 15% is acceptable is put forwards.
Notwithstanding this, based on the figures included at paragraph 6.12.3 which suggest that 10% should be a
minimum value for small scale schemes with higher levels for medium and large schemes, and the comparative data
with other local authorities in the region (paragraph 6.12.5) the benchmark of 15% still looks to be overly
optimistic. Consideration needs to be given to the composition of the proposed type of sites coming forwards in
Newcastle with the greatest proportion of delivery being likely from larger sites (over 50 dwellings) with
demonstrable greater external costs.
It is therefore considered that the assumption in paragraph 6.12.4 that the variance in the external costs across the
sizes of site can be accommodated within a global c. 25% for external, contingency and professional fees is not
necessarily representative as for the more prevalent larger sites the total listed in the report is 27%. Indeed, the
ranges shown in paragraph 6.12.5 show maximums all in excess of 25% (some by 10%) in Durham, Sunderland,
Northumberland, North Tyneside and Stockton.
Abnormals
The definition in the Report that abnormals are construction costs over and above the standard requirements of a
development such as remediation works, demolition, enhanced foundation solutions, flood mitigation, ‘opening’
infrastructure works etc (paragraph 6.13.1). Paragraph 6.13.11 states that adopting a single rate for sites is a
reasonable approach and makes an allowance for £150,000 per net Ha for the majority of typologies and £300,000
per net Ha in the City Centre. It is our view that this over simplifies a critical development cost which vary
significantly depending on site by site characteristics. Using a standard rate approach to plan wide viability work
should therefore be treated with greater caution.
Build/Sales Rates
It would be useful to understand the evidence behind the build/sales rates that have been specified in the Report
(paragraph 6.16.1) including how many sites have been assessed (referred to in paragraph 6.16.2), their nature, and
the periods for delivery recorded. Whilst there may be evidence of sales rates in the wider North East region above
40 dwellings per annum (paragraph 6.16.4) the Council has not identified where these sites are and if they are
comparable to the Newcastle market.
It is also important that the Council recognises that there needs to be an appropriate lead in period for the delivery
of homes on a site to allow for site access and other infrastructure works to be facilitated. For example, the figures
shown under paragraph 6.16.1 could be interpreted as indicating a total build period for 100 units of 36 months with
no sales during the first 12 months for this lead in, therefore meaning all sales occur in a 24 month period. This
would equate to delivering 50 dwellings per annum in sales rather than 33 dwellings per year on such a site as build
(including allowances for infrastructure lead in during the build period). Therefore, greater clarity is needed on
definitions of and the relationship between build and sales periods and how allowances for site lead ins are factored
into assumptions.
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Care also needs to be had to imply that sites with greater numbers than a 100 dwellings are ‘strategic sites’ where
multiple outlets are likely (paragraph 6.16.6). It would be useful to understand if this is the assumption the Council
is making, and if so, the evidence for this threshold. Our experience is that a lot of developers would not look to
share sites from as little as a 100 units and the threshold would be much higher to justify to assume multiple outlets
and increased sales rates as proposed by the Council.
Residential Benchmark Land Value
As with other elements, we would concur with the HBF and other developers and strongly recommend the Council
take a cautious approach to identifying the BLV as if it is not correct it could lead to a disincentive for owners to
bring land to the market, which would seriously undermine the delivery agenda.
We hope that the above provides appropriate additional information requested. Should there be any queries
regarding the above information please let me know.
Regards,
Richard Newsome
Planning Manager
Story Homes Ltd
Panther House, Asama Court, Newcastle Business Park, Newcastle Upon Tyne, NE4 7YD
Tel: 0191 226 7260 DD: 0191 226 7289 M: 07890 598416
www.storyhomes.co.uk

From: Verlander, Katherine
Sent: 20 December 2018 14:36
To: Richard Newsome
Cc: Planning Policy
Subject: DAP local plan representation Housing Policies

Dear Mr Newsome
I write with regard to the recent Story Homes Ltd representation submitted on the Development
and Allocations Pre Submission Draft, and requests some clarifications in order that the Council
can fully consider the representation.
We note the comment that, ’The HBF and the development industry retain concerns about the
assumptions this position (policy DM7 space standards) is based on in the Council’s Viability Report’ , and
would like to request clarification on the specific remaining viability assumption concerns for your
company.
Many thanks
Kathy Verlander
Please read our Privacy Notice which sets out how we use information in the course of our work
as a Local Planning Authority.
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Kathy Verlander
Senior Planning and Project Officer
Place Directorate
Newcastle City Council
Civic Centre
Newcastle upon Tyne
Fax +44 (0)191 211 4984
NE1 8PD

www.newcastle.gov.uk

Disclaimer:
This message is private and should only be read by those to whom it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, you should not copy it or use it, nor
disclose its contents. This message is not intended to be relied upon without subsequent written confirmation of its contents. This company therefore cannot
accept any liability of any kind which may arise from any person acting upon the contents of the message without having had written confirmation.
Registered in England: Story Homes Ltd no. 2275441,
Registered office: Story House, Lords Way, Kingmoor Business Park, Carlisle, Cumbria, CA6 4SL.
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Ref 46 - Taylor Wimpey

Pre-Submission
Development and Allocations Plan
Consultation Response Form
Consultation runs from 5 October to 16 November 2018
This form is for making comments on the Pre-Submission Development and
Allocations Plan (the Plan) published by Newcastle City Council.
Please refer to the guidance note published separately before completing this.
Comments must be received by 5pm on 16 November 2018.
Parts 1 and 2 of this form must be completed. Comments received after this date
may not be considered.
For every policy, paragraph, section, figure or table that you wish to make
comments on, a separate response form must be completed.

Completed response forms can be returned either by;
Email: planningpolicy@newcastle.gov.uk
Post: Newcastle City Council, Planning Policy, 9th Floor, Newcastle Civic Centre,
Barras Bridge, Newcastle upon Tyne, NE1 8QH.
To: Planning Officers at one of the drop-in events, details of which can be found on
our website at: www.newcastle.gov.uk/localplan2
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PART 1

PERSONAL DETAILS

This part of the form must be completed. We cannot register your response
form without your personal details
Personal details
Title: Mr

Agents details (if applicable)
Title: Mrs

Forename: Robert

Forename: Lynda

Surname: McLackland

Surname: Newsome

Organisation: Taylor Wimpey North East

Organisation: Lichfields

Address:
Rapier House
Colima Avenue
Sunderland

Address:
The St Nicholas Building
St Nicholas Street
Newcastle upon Tyne

Post Code: SR5 3XB

Post Code: NE1 1RF

Email:

Email:

Telephone No:

Telephone No:

Date: 16 November 2018

Date: 16 November 2018
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PART 2

COMMENT

Please use a separate response form for each comment.

1.

To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or table
that you are commenting on:
Policy

DM6 – Accessible and Adaptable Housing

Paragraph
Section
Figure
Table
Policies Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
Yes (continue to question 3)
No (continue to question 4)

Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)
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3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.
N/A

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

Compliant with law

Consistent with national policy

Positively prepared

Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements

5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible.
Policy DM6 is broadly consistent with the previous draft and states:
“The design of new build homes will be required to be flexible and adaptable for the future to
meet the needs of the population. This will be achieved by requiring new housing
developments of 11 dwellings or more to provide 25% of all new homes to be built to
Accessible and Adaptable Standard.”
The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) gives authorities the option to set optional
technical housing standards (Ref ID: 56-002-20160519); however, the NPPG also states that
authorities should consider the impact of using these standards and, in particular, the costs
relating to optional Building Regulation requirements (Ref ID: 56-003-20150327).
Taylor Wimpey is concerned about the potential impact upon build cost, affordability, viability
and housing delivery and we are not convinced that the implications have been considered by
the Council in detail. The Addressing Housing Needs and Standards document (Sept 2017)
identifies an ageing population within Newcastle however this is not sufficient evidence to
identify a need to impose a requirement for M4(2) homes. In terms of the evidence which
should be provided to demonstrate a need to set higher accessibility and adaptability
standards, NPPG (Ref ID: 56-007-20150327) states that consideration should be given to the
likely future need; the size, location, type and quality of dwellings; the accessibility and
adaptability of existing stock; how needs vary across different tenures; and overall viability.
Therefore, the enhanced standards should only be used if clear evidence of need is
demonstrated and that the proposals are viable.
At paragraph 4.2.1, the DAP explains that Policy DM6 (and DM7) follow on from CSUCP Policy
CS11 and the Addressing Housing Needs and Standards document suggests that Policy DM6
will help to delivery Policy CS11(2) and (3). Policy CS11 seeks to encourage the provision of
accessible homes and the Inspector’s Report for the CSUCP (at paragraph 62) states that:
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“The clause encouraging the provision of Lifetime Homes and Wheelchair-Accessible Homes
strikes an appropriate strategic balance between highlighting this important need whilst not
making it a specific requirement that could compromise viability. A similar argument applies to
the clause seeking increased choice for the elderly: many different types of accommodation are
required and it is not feasible to set specific targets in a strategic policy.”
Viability is a key consideration and we strongly recommend that the Council considers viability
before applying a blanket policy to all sites within the Authority Area.
Notwithstanding our view that we do not feel the policy is justified, if the policy does remain, the
supporting text should be amended to include a transition period between the adoption of the
DAP and when policy will be applied. We also request clarity that the policy requirements will
not be retrospectively applied to applications for Reserved Matters where a site benefits from
outline planning permission or a minded to approve permission before the end the end of the
transition period. This would be consistent with the approach to Policy DM7 and the supporting
text at paragraph 4.3.2.
Paragraph 4.2.6 refers to off-site contributions being sought to meet citywide targets, where onsite measures cannot be implemented. This was not the intention of Government in bringing in
this ‘optional’ standard and would likely be applied to sites where development costs will have
increased due to technical constraints. If such a policy is to be introduced then the contributions
should be included in the viability appraisal (it is not clear that they have been) and the policy
should clearly set out the intended associated costs.
As currently drafted we consider that Policy DM6 is not justified or effective. To make the DAP
sound, we consider that the Council should fully assess the implications of imposing the
optional standards in line with the NPPG. In the context of the national need to increase the
rate of house building, the DAP should not seek to include policies which are not fully justified
which could obstruct housing delivery.

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
As stated above, as currently drafted Taylor Wimpey does not consider that Policy DM6 is
justified or effective. To make the DAP sound, we consider that the Council should fully assess
the implications of imposing the optional standards in line with the NPPG, including viability
testing. In the context of the national need to increase the rate of house building, the DAP
should not seek to include policies which are not fully justified which could obstruct housing
delivery.

7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate
if you would like to attend and participate at the Public
Examination?
Yes (Continue to question 8)

No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.
5

Taylor Wimpey considers that the nature of matters raised is complex and require wider
discussion and debate in a public forum and cannot be dealt with through written
representations.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of the
progress of the DAP.
Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed

1.

6

To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or table
that you are commenting on:
DM7 – Space Standard Policy

Policy
Paragraph
Section
Figure
Table
Policies Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
Yes (continue to question 3)
No (continue to question 4)

Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)

3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.
N/A

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

Compliant with law

Consistent with national policy

Positively prepared

Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements

5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible
7

Policy DM7 has been revised to state the following:
“The design of all new homes will be required to meet the relevant minimum internal floorspace
for the type of dwellings, complying with the Nationally Described Space Standards.”
The January 2020 reference has been omitted from the previous draft and the supporting text
(at paragraph 4.3.2) includes a transition period of one year following the adoption of the DAP
before the standards will be introduced. Paragraph 4.3.2 also confirms that the standards will
not be applied to Reserved Matters applications where a site benefits from outline planning
permission or a minded to approve permission before the end of the transition period. This
amendment is welcomed; however, the requirement for new development to meet nationally
described space standards (NDSS) has not satisfied the tests for introducing the standards.
NPPG states that: “Where a need for internal space standards is identified, local planning
authorities should provide justification for requiring internal space policies” taking account of
need, viability and consideration of timing (Ref ID: 56-020-20150327).
This assessment does not appear to have been undertaken and we do not consider that the
need for Policy DM7 has been demonstrated. We set out considerations for each point below.
Need
1

There is no evidence that the size of the homes being built are considered inappropriate by
those purchasing them. There is also no evidence which indicates that non-NDSS
compliant homes are struggling to sell in comparison to homes that do meet the standards.
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The SHMA (2017) reports that, in a two year period, 41% of new homes sampled meets
the NDSS. Reporting trends of the size of dwelling does not in itself identify need. Any
assessment should instead consider market indicators such as quality of life impacts or
reduced sales in areas where the standards are not currently being met.

3

There is no overwhelming evidence that houses not complying with the optional standards
is negative – there is generalised reference to national-level studies which seek to correlate
internal space with health issues which is emotive and misleading.

4

There is no evidence that smaller properties that do not meet the standards, in the second
hand market, are being abandoned in favour of alternative. For example, Victorian homes
suffer from market failure but for other reasons – clearly internal space is not one.

Viability
1

There is no evidence that the impact of the NDSS has been considered in relation to:
a Density – The bigger floorplates will make it more difficult to achieve appropriate
densities for the most sustainable sites with implications for efficiency of development.
b CIL Payments – Which will increase (disproportionately) for 2 and 3 bedroom houses
with no kickback in revenues.
c Costs – The standards will increase costs relative to revenues. There is a lack of
information in the evidence on what build cost assumptions have been used.

Timing
1

Seeking to increase the policy burden at this stage in the local plan process allied to the
post-plan introduction of CIL, will have viability implications for the delivery of sites
(particularly those associated with strategic green belt deletions) many of which were
secured on terms negotiated prior to the Core Strategy adoption. This will inevitably lead to
delays in sites coming forward whilst contracts are renegotiated (if that is possible) which
will impact on the Council’s delivery trajectory and will require the allocation of further land
to make up the short-fall. Inevitably this may bring forward the need for strategic review of
the Core Strategy and pressure on Green Belt.
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Furthermore, an assessment of NDSS should consider the impact across various different
housing market character areas and across different tenures. There is potential for NDSS to
have a negative impact on regeneration initiatives, affordable housing provision and adversely
affect demand in lower value market areas. Given the breadth and variety of market typologies
across Newcastle, a detailed assessment of the impact of this policy needs to be prepared and
published. In addition, the impact of NDSS on development density should be assessed as
projected yields may not take these standards into account, which could lead to a requirement
for additional land being allocated for housing.
The increased internal floorspace requirement will clearly have a negative impact on the
deliverability of sites across Newcastle as the increased floorspace leads to increased build
costs.
We consider that the requirements should not be imposed on applications which already
benefit from outline or hybrid planning permission, or for developments with approved
masterplans. We therefore welcome the amendment to paragraph 4.3.2 in the supporting text
which confirms that the standards will not be applied retrospectively to applications for
Reserved Matters where a site benefits from outline planning permission or a minded to
approve permission before the end the end of the transition period. However, we suggest that
this paragraph be amended to include a reference to developments with approved
masterplans.

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
As explained in the response to question 5, we do not consider that Policy DM7 is justified or
effective. To make the DAP sound, we consider that the Council should provide justification for
requiring internal space policies in accordance with NPPG. We are not convinced that there is
justification for NDSS and consider that this could potentially obstruct housing delivery.

7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate
if you would like to attend and participate at the Public
Examination?
Yes (Continue to question 8)

No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.
Taylor Wimpey considers that the nature of matters raised is complex and require wider
discussion and debate in a public forum and cannot be dealt with through written
representations.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of the
progress of the DAP.
Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed

1.
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To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or table
that you are commenting on:
Policy

DM10 – Pedestrian and Cycle Movement

Paragraph
Section

5.1

Figure
Table
Policies Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
Yes (continue to question 3)
No (continue to question 4)

Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)
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3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.
N/A

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

Compliant with law

Consistent with national policy

Positively prepared

Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements

5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible
Policy DM10 requires the provision of pedestrian and cycle links. Although Taylor Wimpey
generally supports the principle of this policy, there could be circumstances when all three
criteria under Policy DM10 could not be achieved. A more flexible approach is therefore sought.
Across Newcastle are some large multi-phased sites with approved masterplans and
established masterplanning principles, including sites at Callerton and Kenton Bank Foot. The
infrastructure requirements for these developments, including pedestrian and cycle provision,
has already been agreed takes into account site specific accessibility considerations. In these
circumstances, it would be inappropriate to use policies, adopted after masterplans have been
agreed, to retrofit any requirements regarding pedestrian and cycle movements to these sites.
As such, Taylor Wimpey respectfully request that a sentence is included at the end of this
policy to advise that this policy does not apply to the allocated residential sites.

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
Taylor Wimpey respectfully requests that the following changes are made to Policy DM10
and paragraph 5.1.3, and that an additional paragraph 5.1.6 is included, to ensure a
sound Plan:
Policy DM10
“Development will be required to should seek to undertake the following, where
11

appropriate and practical:
1. Provide safe, convenient, attractive and continuous pedestrian and cycle links to key
local facilities and services.
2. Provide connections through developments both to the existing and future wider
pedestrian and cycle network.
3. Demonstrate that major developments are within acceptable walking and cycling
distances of key local facilities and services.”
Paragraph 5.1.3
“To improve accessibility for pedestrians and cyclists, developments should are required
to provide links through sites and routes to the wider walking and cycling network, where
possible. This includes the Public Rights of Way (PROW)Network and the pedestrian and
cycle network. The PROW network is also important for equestrians. Developments
should facilitate equestrian movement by enhancing the existing network through the
creation of linkages and safe crossings, and by increasing access to the PROW network,
where appropriate and practical. A pedestrian and cycling network plan will be developed
based on the Department for Transport’s (DfT) Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure
Plans guidance and this will form part of the council’s Cycling Strategy.”

New Paragraph 5.1.6
“The requirements of this policy do not apply to the existing sites with residential
allocations within the Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan and / or with planning
permission. This is because the approved masterplans and established masterplanning
principles for these sites have been formulated to take into account site specific
accessibility considerations.”

7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate
if you would like to attend and participate at the Public
Examination?
Yes (Continue to question 8)

No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.
Taylor Wimpey considers that the nature of matters raised is complex and require wider
discussion and debate in a public forum and cannot be dealt with through written
representations.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of the
progress of the DAP.
Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed
12

1.

To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or table
that you are commenting on:
Policy

DM11 – Public Transport

Paragraph

5.2.3

Section
Figure
Table
Policies Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
Yes (continue to question 3)
No (continue to question 4)

Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)

3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.
N/A

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

Compliant with law

Consistent with national policy

Positively prepared

Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements

5. Please give details of why you consider the
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policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible
Taylor Wimpey considers that the requirement that developments should be within 400m
walking distance of a bus stop or 800m of a metro station, and served by a frequent daytime
bus service to the Urban Core and key local facilities, is onerous and is not based on robust
evidence, contrary to the NPPG.
Although walking distances will vary between individuals and circumstances, the Chartered
Institution of Highways & Transportation (CIHT) suggests walking is a viable travel choice over
short distances of around 800 metres and offers the greatest potential to replace car trips
under 2km (Providing for Journey on Food, CIHT (2000)). For commuting purposes, the
guidance suggests that an acceptable walking distance is 1,000 metres, with 2,000 metres
being the ‘preferred maximum’ walking distance.
It is considered that the distances suggested under paragraph 5.2.3 are inflexible and are not
evidenced, particularly the need for developments to lie within 800m of a metro station. As
such, this policy is not sound.

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
Taylor Wimpey respectfully requests that the following amendments are made to paragraph
5.2.3:
“To ensure developments are accessible by Developments should have good accessibility to
public transport through being situated within 1km they should be within 400 metres walking
distance of a bus stop. or 800 metres of and through being accessible to a Metro station via
walking, cycling or by bus. Developments should be and served by a frequent daytime bus
service to the Urban Core and key local facilities, where practical. The layouts of new
developments should be designed to facilitate the efficient operation of bus services, where
appropriate, and routes should be as direct as possible.”

7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate
if you would like to attend and participate at the Public
Examination?
Yes (Continue to question 8)

No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.
Taylor Wimpey considers that the nature of matters raised is complex and require wider
discussion and debate in a public forum and cannot be dealt with through written
representations.
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9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of the
progress of the DAP.
Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed
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1.

To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or table
that you are commenting on:
Policy

DM20 - Design

Paragraph

6.6.3 and 6.6.6

Section
Figure
Table
Policies Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
Yes (continue to question 3)
No (continue to question 4)

Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)

3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.
N/A

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

Compliant with law

Consistent with national policy

Positively prepared

Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements

5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible
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Taylor Wimpey considers that some of the criteria under Policy DM20 are onerous,
inflexible and could be difficult to achieve on some sites for the following reasons:
• Part 5 requires an appropriate mix of uses to be accommodated; however, this
may not always be appropriate or relevant to a development;
• Part 6 promotes higher densities where appropriate; however, higher densities are
not defined;
• Part 7 requires a comprehensive and co-ordinated approach to development;
however, this will not be relevant to small scale / minor developments;
• Part 8 requires trees planting to be maximised; however, no justification has been
provided and this is not required by national policy;
• Part 9 requires developments to incorporate measures to address the impacts of
climate change and adverse microclimatic conditions; however, no details are
provided of what this relates to, for example if this relates to flood risk then this is
covered by Policy DM26. Such measures could have viability implications and
need to be viability tested; and
• Part 10 requires that mechanical plant, refuse and cycle storage are integrated into
the design of a building. However, this is not relevant to residential developments.
Paragraph 6.6.3 states that a range of options should be explored demonstrating appropriate
massing and a mix of uses for the site. However, considering a mix of uses may not be
relevant to a residential development. Paragraph 6.6.6 refers to buildings being adaptable to
other uses; however, this may not be relevant to a residential development.

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
Taylor Wimpey respectfully requests that the following changes are made:
Policy DM20
“Development will be required to should deliver high quality and sustainable design by:
1. Taking full advantage of positive site features including retaining the best buildings
and securing opportunities to improve the character and quality of an area.
2. Demonstrating a positive response to topography, natural and built landscapes.
3. Using materials, colours, tones and textures appropriate to the characteristics of the
area.
4. Enhancing the appearance of the city from major movement corridors.
5. Accommodating an appropriate mix of uses, where appropriate.
6. Making efficient use of land by promoting higher densities (of over 30 dwellings per
hectare) where appropriate, taking account of the character of the area and location.
7. Taking a comprehensive and co-ordinated approach to development, where
appropriate.
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8. Incorporating hard and soft landscaping as an integral part of design, maximising tree
planting, where appropriate, and providing for its long-term maintenance.
9. Incorporating measures to address the impacts of climate change and adverse
microclimatic conditions, where possible and subject to development viability.
10.Integrating mechanical plant, refuse and cycle storage into the design of nonresidential a buildings.
11.Ensuring that development contributes to a reduction in crime and disorder and is
resilient to terrorism, delivers safe and secure buildings and spaces.”
Paragraph 6.6.3
“Development should ensure it is integrated into its surrounding built, natural and historic
environments by adding to the overall quality of the area. A range of options should be
explored demonstrating appropriate massing and a mix of uses for the site, where
appropriate. Buildings should also be flexible so that they can change and adapt over
time. In order to achieve sustainable development, proposals should make optional use
of land, particularly in highly accessible locations subject to an assessment of site
constraints. The opportunity for high quality hard and soft landscape design will be
integral to achieve a successful design.”
Paragraph 6.6.6
“High quality design should create buildings and spaces that can be successfully
accessed and used by everyone safely, ensure that they assess the defence and
security threats, can be adaptable to other uses and are resilient to the effects of climate
change, where appropriate. This requires consideration as to how buildings and their
individual elements are viewed and function together to encourage multiple benefits for
all. In considering the design of buildings, their impact of development upon local
microclimatic conditions, including daylight/sunlight, shadowing and wind will all need to
be considered.”

7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate
if you would like to attend and participate at the Public
Examination?
Yes (Continue to question 8)

No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.
Taylor Wimpey considers that the nature of matters raised is complex and require wider
discussion and debate in a public forum and cannot be dealt with through written
representations.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of the
progress of the DAP.
Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed
18

1.

To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or table
that you are commenting on:
Policy

DM23 – Residential Amenity

Paragraph

6.92

Section
Figure
Table
Policies Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
Yes (continue to question 3)
No (continue to question 4)

Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)

3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.
N/A

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

Compliant with law

Consistent with national policy

Positively prepared

Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements

5. Please give details of why you consider the
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policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible
Taylor Wimpey considers that aspects of Policy DM23 are onerous and conflict with national
policy. For example the NPPF does not require that all trees are protected, instead it allows for
mitigation. Part (iv) advises that the introduction of unacceptable additional access, traffic or
parking resulting in an increase of visual intrusion, noise or disturbance should be avoided;
however, just because something is considered to be “unacceptable” does not mean that
there is a significant harmful effect and that the development should be avoided, whilst the
effects of any impact could be appropriately mitigated.
Paragraph 6.9.2 raises concern about increased activity, traffic, noise, disturbance as a result
of development; however, mitigation can be used to help minimise any impacts.
Paragraph 6.9.3 refers to a Design Guidance which will provide recommended separation
distances between residential buildings. We trust that there will be the opportunity for the
development industry to comment on the separation distances.

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
Taylor Wimpey respectfully request that the following changes are made to Policy DM23 and
paragraph 6.92.
Policy DM23 - Residential Amenity
2. Impact on residential amenity will be assessed to:
i. protect or enhance the distinctive character of the existing building(s) and the surrounding
area with respect to the design, scale and materials used on the building(s);
ii. protect trees and other soft landscaping of high amenity value, wherever possible, providing
and provide replacement planting where necessary;
iii. ensure development will maintain a good standard of daylight, sunlight, outlook and privacy
for all existing and future occupants of buildings;
iv. avoid the introduction of unacceptable additional accesses, traffic or parking which would
result in significant harm to highway safety or residential amenity, as a result of increased
resulting in an increase of visual intrusion, noise or disturbance, unless appropriate mitigation
can be provided; and
v. ensure that noise, disturbances, smells, fumes and other harmful effects from surrounding
land uses and/or associated operations will not have an unacceptable adverse impact on
residential amenity.”
Paragraph 6.9.2
“Residential areas can be adversely affected by development which increases building or
population density including extensions, conversions, redevelopment, and sub-division of
curtilages to create new building plots. The impact may arise directly from the building work,
displacing garden space or other greenery, or resulting in a lack of reasonable outlook or light
from windows. It may also arise indirectly from increased activity, traffic, noise, disturbance, or
overlooking of private areas. Mitigation will be sought to help reduce the impacts.”
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7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate
if you would like to attend and participate at the Public
Examination?
Yes (Continue to question 8)

No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.
Taylor Wimpey considers that the nature of matters raised is complex and require wider
discussion and debate in a public forum and cannot be dealt with through written
representations.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of the
progress of the DAP.
Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed

1.
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To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or table
that you are commenting on:
DM24 – Environmental and Health Impacts
of Development

Policy
Paragraph
Section
Figure
Table
Policies Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
Yes (continue to question 3)
No (continue to question 4)

Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)

3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.
N/A

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

Compliant with law

Consistent with national policy

Positively prepared

Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements

5. Please give details of why you consider the
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policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible
Policy DM24 relates to assessing the environmental and health impacts of development
proposals and states that:
1. Proposals will be required to demonstrate that there is no unacceptable adverse
environmental and health impacts (including cumulative impacts) from the development. To
achieve this development must assess and mitigate the following environmental and health
impacts:
i. air quality and the opportunities to improve air quality;
ii. noise, vibration and overheating arising from the development;
iii. known or suspected land contamination or instability which would place existing or future
occupants and users at risk;
iv. light pollution levels from artificial light on amenity and biodiversity;
v. odours which would have an impact on amenity; and
vi. hazardous installations ensuring they do not place existing or future occupants and users at
risk.
2. Development must assess the impact of existing noise generating uses on the proposed
development and implement a mitigation scheme, where appropriate on the proposed use.
There should be no unreasonable restrictions placed on an existing noise generating use
arising from a development.
As currently drafted Policy DM24 is overly onerous and implies that all of the assessments
referenced are required for any planning application. Clearly, the validation requirements
should be considered on a site-by-site basis.

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
Taking account of the above, we request the following amendments to ensure the Policy DM24
is justified:
1. Proposals will be required to demonstrate that there is no unacceptable adverse
environmental and health impacts (including cumulative impacts) from the development. To
achieve this Where appropriate, development must assess and mitigate the following
environmental and health impacts:
i. air quality and the opportunities to improve air quality;
ii. noise, vibration and overheating arising from the development;
iii. known or suspected land contamination or instability which would place existing or future
occupants and users at risk;
iv. light pollution levels from artificial light on amenity and biodiversity;
v. odours which would have an impact on amenity; and/or
23

vi. hazardous installations ensuring they do not place existing or future occupants and users at
risk.
2. If applicable, Ddevelopment must assess the impact of existing noise generating uses on the
proposed development and implement a mitigation scheme, where appropriate on the
proposed use. There should be no unreasonable restrictions placed on an existing noise
generating use arising from a development.

7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate
if you would like to attend and participate at the Public
Examination?
Yes (Continue to question 8)

No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.
Taylor Wimpey considers that the nature of matters raised is complex and require wider
discussion and debate in a public forum and cannot be dealt with through written
representations.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of the
progress of the DAP.
Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed

1.
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To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or table
that you are commenting on:
Policy

DM26 – Flood Risk and Water Management

Paragraph
Section
Figure
Table
Policies Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
Yes (continue to question 3)
No (continue to question 4)

Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)

3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.
N/A

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

Compliant with law

Consistent with national policy

Positively prepared

Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements

5. Please give details of why you consider the
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policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible
Taylor Wimpey has the following comments on Policy DM26:
Part 1(i) - there can be a need to culvert watercourses and it is not considered that such
flexibility should be removed within this policy;
Part 1 (ii) – the green roofs and walls should be subject to viability, as such provision has a
cost implication and could impact on viability;
Part 1 (iii) – river restoration and creation of upstream storage areas should only be sought if
they are necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms; otherwise there
would be a conflict with the NPPF (para. 56);
Part 1(iv) – the requirement to minimise development on existing green space where it has the
potential to manage flood risk at a catchment scale should only be required if it is necessary to
make the development acceptable in planning terms; otherwise there would be a conflict with
the NPPF (para. 56);
Part 2(vi) – with regard to SuDS, reference should be included to where ground conditions are
appropriate; and
Part 3 – the need to improve surface and ground water quality and quantity should only be
required if it is relevant and necessary.

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
Policy DM26 - Flood Risk and Water Management
“1. Development will be required to manage and reduce flood risk by:
i. avoiding the culverting of watercourses, building over culverts, and where possible,
remove existing culverts;
ii. maximising areas of soft landscaping, permeable surfaces, green roofs and walls
(where viable) to reduce surface water run-off within Critical Drainage Areas;
iii. contributing to reducing or delaying run-off within river catchments through river
restoration, creation of upstream storage areas, and tree planting, where appropriate and
where necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms; and
iv. minimising development on existing green space where it has the potential to manage
flood risk at catchment scale and where this is relevant and necessary to make the
development acceptable in planning terms.
2. Development will be required to demonstrate that its surface water drainage
strategy, site layout and design will…:
vi. provide the most sustainable SuDS techniques from the SuDS Hierarchy, whilst taking
into account ground conditions;
3. Development must ensure it takes the opportunity to protect and improve surface and
groundwater quality and quantity and enhances the river environment by undertaking the
following if necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms:….”
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7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate
if you would like to attend and participate at the Public
Examination?
Yes (Continue to question 8)

No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.
Taylor Wimpey considers that the nature of matters raised is complex and require wider
discussion and debate in a public forum and cannot be dealt with through written
representations.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of the
progress of the DAP.
Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed

1.
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To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or table
that you are commenting on:
DM27 – Protecting and Enhancing Green
Infrastructure

Policy
Paragraph
Section
Figure
Table
Policies Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
Yes (continue to question 3)
No (continue to question 4)

Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)

3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.
N/A

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

Compliant with law

Consistent with national policy

Positively prepared

Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements

5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
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Please be as precise as possible
Taylor Wimpey has concerns about this policy and the Strategic Green Infrastructure Network
designation on the Policies Map. This policy advises that the green infrastructure will be
protected and that development proposals which could adversely affect green infrastructure
assets will be required to make alternative provision. However, the designation on the
Proposals Map conflict with some of the residential planning permissions and residential
allocations on the Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan for Gateshead and Newcastle upon
Tyne (2010-2030) Policies Map at Callerton and Kenton Bank Foot.
Within this area, some of Taylor Wimpey’s land has the benefit of outline and full planning
permission. Other parts of this land is subject to approved masterplans and established
masterplanning principles, however, planning application have not yet been submitted for the
residential developments. The green infrastructure provision and open space standards for
these developments have already been agreed and have been formulated to take into account
site specific circumstances. In these circumstances, it would be inappropriate to use policies,
adopted after masterplans have been agreed, to retrofit green infrastructure requirements and
open space standards to these sites. It is therefore important that flexibility is incorporated into
Policy DM27. Taylor Wimpey respectfully request that text is included to advise that this policy
does not apply to the allocated residential sites in the Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan.
It is also questioned whether there is a need for this policy given it repeats Policies DM10,
DM20, DM29, DM30 and DM31.

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
Taylor Wimpey respectfully requests that either this policy is deleted given it repeats other
policies or that the Policies Map is amended to exclude the residential allocations in the Core
Strategy and Urban Core Plan or that the following text is included at the end of Policy
DM27:
“The requirements of this policy to protect green infrastructure and make alternative provision
does not apply to the existing sites with residential allocations within the Core Strategy and
Urban Core Plan and / or with planning permission in the Strategic Green Infrastructure
Network corridor”.

7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate
if you would like to attend and participate at the Public
Examination?
Yes (Continue to question 8)

No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.
Taylor Wimpey considers that the nature of matters raised is complex and require wider
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discussion and debate in a public forum and cannot be dealt with through written
representations.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of the
progress of the DAP.
Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed
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1.

To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or table
that you are commenting on:
Policy

DM28 – Trees and Landscaping

Paragraph

6.14.4

Section
Figure
Table
Policies Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
Yes (continue to question 3)
No (continue to question 4)

Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)
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3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.
N/A

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

Compliant with law

Consistent with national policy

Positively prepared

Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements

5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible
Taylor Wimpey considers that Policy DM28 is unsound because it conflicts with the NPPF. Part 1 of
Policy DM28 states that development which harms or results in the loss of trees or landscape features
will not be permitted unless three criteria can be demonstrated. However, this policy does not
differentiate between high or low value trees and landscape features. The trees or landscape features
could be of low value, unhealthy, dying or diseased. In such circumstances, their removal and
replacement would be preferable.
The NPPF does not include a blanket policy which protects all trees. Instead it advises that
development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats (such as ancient woodland
and ancient or veteran trees) should be refused, unless there are wholly exceptional reasons and a
suitable compensation strategy exists (para. 175(b)).
Furthermore, there is no requirement in national policy that alternative locations for the development
within the site have to be first considered before development can result in the loss of trees or
landscape features.
Finally, paragraph 6.14.4 is too onerous because it states that “trees and landscaping should also be
used to mitigate and enhance sites affected by local environmental conditions including air quality,
heat islands and wind tunnel effects.” However, this may not always be possible to achieve on site and
instead some flexibility should be retained.
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6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
Taylor Wimpey respectfully request that Policy DM28 and paragraph 6.14.4 are amended as
follows to ensure a sound Plan which is consistent with national policy:
Policy DM28
“1. Development which would unacceptably harm or result in the loss of high value trees or landscape
features (such as ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees), will not be permitted unless it can be
demonstrated that:
i. development cannot be reasonably located elsewhere within the development site;
ii. the need and benefits of development clearly outweighs any harm to ecological value, landscape
quality and historical importance of the area and in the case of ancient woodland and veteran trees
provides exceptional public benefits; or
iii. appropriate mitigation and enhancement measures are provided.”
Paragraph 6.14.4
“Trees and landscaping should also be used to mitigate and enhance sites affected by local
environmental conditions including air quality, heat islands and wind tunnel effects, where practical.”
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7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate
if you would like to attend and participate at the Public
Examination?
Yes (Continue to question 8)

No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.
Taylor Wimpey considers that the nature of matters raised is complex and require wider
discussion and debate in a public forum and cannot be dealt with through written
representations.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of the
progress of the DAP.
Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed
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1.

To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or table
that you are commenting on:
DM29 – Protecting and Enhancing Biodiversity
and Habitats

Policy
Paragraph
Section

6.15

Figure
Table
Policies Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
Yes (continue to question 3)
No (continue to question 4)

Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)
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3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.
N/A

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

Compliant with law

Consistent with national policy

Positively prepared

Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements.
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5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible
Taylor Wimpey considers that Policy DM29 is unsound because it is unduly onerous and
conflicts with national policy.
Part 2 of Policy DM29 states that “Development which has a direct or indirect adverse effect on
a Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) and/or protected species should not normally be
permitted.” However, with regard to SSSIs, the NPPF does not simply state that if there is an
adverse effect that development should not normally be permitted. Instead the NPPF states:
“Development on land within or outside a Site of Special Scientific Interest, and which is likely
to have an adverse effect on it (either individually or in combination with other developments),
should not normally be permitted. The only exception is where the benefits of the development
in the location proposed clearly outweigh both its likely impact on the features of the site that
make it of special scientific interest, and any broader impacts on the national network of Sites
of Special Scientific Interest” (para. 175 (b)).
Policy DM29 has not taken into account this exception. Furthermore, Policy DM29(2) also
refers to “protected species”. However, the NPPF sets out a different test for protected species,
stating:
“if significant harm to biodiversity resulting from a development cannot be avoided (through
locating on an alternative site with less harmful impacts),adequately mitigated, or, as a last
resort, compensated for, then planning permission should be refused.” (para. 175 (a)).
Part 3 of Policy DM29 relates to other designated sites. The first sentence refers to adverse
effects whilst the second sentence refers to significant harm. It is suggested that consistent
terminology is used and that the wording of this policy is amended to reflect that within the
NPPF (para. 175 (a)).
Part 6 of Policy DM29 requires development to maximise the opportunity to provide net gains in
biodiversity. However, paragraph 174 (b) of the NPPF advises that plans should “pursue
opportunities for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity” and paragraph 175(d) relates
to encouraging net gains in biodiversity. The draft policy text is therefore more onerous and
goes beyond the requirements of the NPPF by requiring net gains instead of pursuing
opportunities or encouraging net gains.
Paragraph 6.15.6 of the supporting text to Policy DM29 states that:
“Development should aim to avoid adversely affecting national and local designated nature
conservation sites, protected species and priority habitats and species, by using alternative
sites or layout designs. Where avoidance is not possible and the need for and benefit derived
from development outweighs the nature conservation value of the site, habitat or species, the
impact upon the wildlife sites, habitat or species must be adequately mitigated.”
However, the NPPF does not require a hierarchical approach whereby alternatives are first
sought followed by mitigation. Instead the approach is avoidance, mitigation or compensation
(para. 175(a)). This text is therefore introducing tests which conflict with national policy, which
is an unsound approach and cannot be justified.
Across Newcastle are some large multi-phased sites with approved masterplans and
established masterplanning principles, including sites at Callerton and Kenton Bank Foot. The
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ecological / biodiversity requirements for these sites have already been agreed and have been
formulated to take into account site specific considerations. In these circumstances, it would be
inappropriate to use policies, adopted after masterplans have been agreed, to seek more
onerous requirements regarding ecology than those previously agreed. As such, Taylor
Wimpey respectfully request that a sentence is included at the end of this policy to advise that
this policy does not apply to the allocated residential sites.

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
To ensure a sound Plan which is consistent with the NPPF, Taylor Wimpey suggests that the
following changes are made to Policy DM29 and paragraph 6.15.6, and that a new paragraph
is inserted after paragraph 6.15.4:
Policy DM29
“2. Development which has a direct or indirect adverse effect on a Site of Special Scientific
Interest (SSSI) and/or protected species should not normally be permitted. The only exception
is where the benefits of the development in the location proposed clearly outweigh both its
likely impact on the features of the site that make it of special scientific interest, and any
broader impacts on the national network of Sites of Special Scientific Interest.”
“3. Development which has a directly or indirectly causes significant harm to adverse effect on
Local Nature Reserves (LNR), Local Wildlife Site (LWS), Site of Local Conservation Interest
(SLCI), as designated on the Policies Map, and / or to protected species, should not normally
be permitted must be avoided. Where significant harm cannot be avoided, development will be
refused unless:
i. adequate mitigation measures to offset any loss or disturbance which outweigh the harm to
the biodiversity value of the site, habitat and species is secured;
ii. in exceptional circumstances as a last resort where harm cannot be avoided or fully
mitigated compensatory measures are secured.”
6. Development should will be required to maximise the opportunity to protect and enhance
habitats and will be encouraged to provide net gains in biodiversity by:…”
New Paragraph after Paragraph 6.15.4
“The requirements of this policy do not apply to the existing sites with residential
allocations within the Core Strategy and Urban Core Plan and / or with planning
permission. This is because the approved masterplans and established masterplanning
principles for these sites have been formulated to take into account site specific
biodiversity considerations.”
Paragraph 6.15.6

7. Development should aim to avoid significant harm to adversely affecting national
and local designated nature conservation sites, protected species and priority habitats
and species, by using alternative sites or layout designs, adequate mitigation, or, as a
last resort compensation.” Where avoidance is not possible and the need for and
benefit derived from development outweighs the nature conservation value of the site,
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habitat or species, the impact upon the wildlife sites, habitat or species must be
adequately mitigated.”If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP,

please indicate if you would like to attend and participate at the
Public Examination?
Yes (Continue to question 8)

No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.
Taylor Wimpey considers that the nature of matters raised is complex and require wider discussion and
debate in a public forum and cannot be dealt with through written representations.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of the
progress of the DAP.
Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed
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1.

To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or table
that you are commenting on:
Policy

DM30 – Protecting Open Space

Paragraph

6.16.5 and 6.16.9

Section
Figure
Table
Policies Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
Yes (continue to question 3)
No (continue to question 4)

Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)

3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.
N/A

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why
you consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is
unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

Compliant with law

Consistent with national policy

Positively prepared

Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements
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5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible
Across Newcastle are some large multi-phased sites with approved masterplans and established
masterplanning principles. The open space standards for these developments have already been agreed
and have been formulated to take into account site specific circumstances, for example ecology. In these
circumstances, it would be inappropriate to use policies, adopted after masterplans have been agreed, to
retrofit open space standards to these sites. It is therefore important that flexibility is incorporated into
Policy DM30, instead of the standards being applied as a rigid formula. As such, Taylor Wimpey
respectfully request that the policy is reworded to enable a more flexible approach to be applied that
allows for site specific circumstances.
Taylor Wimpey also considers that paragraph 6.16.9 should be reworded to make it clear that it if a
change of use of one typology of open space to another is proposed, that any change should not
necessarily be to the typology for which there is the greatest deficiency, instead it could be to a typology
which improves current provision.

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
an sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
Taylor Wimpey respectfully requests that the following changes are made to paragraphs 6.16.5 and
6.16.9:
Paragraph 6.16.5
“The following standards will normally be used when assessing existing provision of open space in terms
of quantity and access. These standards do not apply to sites with planning permission or approved
masterplans.”
Paragraph 6.16.9
“The reconfiguration of land identified as open space can be an effective approach to addressing
identified deficiencies. The change of use of one typology into another can help secure its future as part
of re-provision and may provide windfall opportunities. For this reason consideration will be given to
proposals that provide demonstrable improvements in the functional value, accessibility to and public use
of open space through its reconfiguration. If there is a deficiency of more than one typology in an area,
any change of use does not necessarily have to be to the typology for which there is the greatest
deficiency, instead it could be to a typology which improves current provision. Proposals will need to be
shown to form part of a deliverable, comprehensive development scheme where open space
requirements have been positively considered. This includes where development of open space is
proposed where the standards are not met or would be infringed, the loss must be offset by the creation
of, or financial contributions towards, an alternative site of at least equal size, accessibility and quality
located within the same residential neighbourhood as the development site where possible or where this
is not possible, the same ward as the development site.

7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate
if you would like to attend and participate at the Public
Examination?
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Yes (Continue to question 8)

No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.
Taylor Wimpey considers that the nature of matters raised is complex and require wider discussion and
debate in a public forum and cannot be dealt with through written representations.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of the
progress of the DAP.
Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed
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1.

To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or table
that you are commenting on:
Policy

DM31 – Provision of Open Space, Sports and
Recreational Buildings

Paragraph

6.17.3, 6,17.6 and 6.17.7

Section
Figure
Table
Policies Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
Yes (continue to question 3)
No (continue to question 4)

Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)
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3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.
N/A

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why you
consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

Compliant with law

Consistent with national policy

Positively prepared

Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements

5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible
Although Taylor Wimpey recognises the importance of open space and the need to provide different
typologies as part of new developments, we consider that the open space standards provided in Table 3 are
overly restrictive. We consider that the policy should not be applied as a rigid formula, as there are always
exceptions which could relate to site specific circumstances such as for ecological reasons. As such, it is
respectfully requested that the policy is reworded to enable a more flexible approach that takes into account
site specific circumstances.
Furthermore, it is not clear whether this policy has been viability tested. Viability is a key concern and we
strongly recommend that the Council considers viability before applying this policy or includes text advising
that the application of the standards is subject to viability.

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
Taylor Wimpey respectfully request that the following changes are made to Policy DM31 and paragraphs
6.17.3, 6.17.6 and 6.17.7:
Policy DM31
“New residential development will be required to contribute to the provision of new open space, enhancements
to existing open space and maintenance to meet the council’s open space standards as set out in Table 3,
unless an alternative approach is justified and agreed with the Council as a result of site specific
circumstances.”
Paragraph 6.17.3
“New development will be required to provide open space either on-site or make a contribution to improve
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existing facilities off-site, subject to viability. The requirements for open space will be assessed on the type and
size of development and on the existing quantity and access to open space within the local area. Where onsite provision is required, this will be normally be provided in line with the quantity standards for new provision
as set out in Table 3. However, there could be exceptions where a variation from these standards is agreed
with the Council due to site specific circumstances. Any alternative approach will need to be justified. Where
off-site provision is required, a financial contribution will be sought to improve existing local facilities in line with
the council’s priorities set out within the Open Space Assessment, Plan for Playing Pitches13, Planning
Obligations SPD14 and in a Green Infrastructure Delivery Framework. The majority of types of housing will be
considered eligible for making contributions towards open space to meet the needs of future occupants.
Exceptions to this include housing for older persons and student accommodation which will not be required to
provide play space.”
Paragraph 6.17.6
“For new development the standards will indicate overall requirements; the precise type, form and location
being determined by local circumstances and evidence and guided where appropriate by a masterplan or brief.
Table 3 sets out the quantity and accessibility standards. These standards do not apply to sites with planning
permission or approved masterplans.”

Paragraph 6.17.7
“The Open Space Assessment sets out quality standards for the different typologies of open space.
Developers providing open space on-site will be required to consult these standards and ensure that any onsite facilities are provided in line with this guidance, unless an alternative approach is justified due to site
specific reasons, such as ecology. Developers will be required to submit design proposals for on-site open
space as part of the planning application. A management plan for the open space will also need to be
submitted and approved as part of a planning obligation.”

7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate if
you would like to attend and participate at the Public Examination?
Yes (Continue to question 8)

No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.
Taylor Wimpey considers that the nature of matters raised is complex and require wider discussion and debate
in a public forum and cannot be dealt with through written representations.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of the
progress of the DAP.
Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed

1.
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To which part of the Plan does your comment relate to?
Please identify which policy reference, paragraph, section, figure or table that
you are commenting on:
DM36 – Telecommunications and Digital
Infrastructure

Policy
Paragraph
Section
Figure
Table
Policies Map

2. Do you support this policy/paragraph/section/figure or table?
Yes (continue to question 3) No
(continue to question 4)

Yes, with minor changes (continue to question 6)

3. Please explain why you support the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure.
N/A

4. If you answered no, please choose from the options below why you
consider the policy/paragraph/section/figure or table is unsound?
It is because it is not:
Justified

Compliant with law

Consistent with national policy

Positively prepared

Effective

Compliant with duty to cooperate

Please refer to the guidance note for further explanation of these requirements

5. Please give details of why you consider the
policy/paragraph/section/table or figure is unsound.
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Please be as precise as possible
Policy DM36 relates to telecommunications and digital infrastructure and states:
“1. Development for new or upgraded telecommunications infrastructure will be required to
demonstrate that:
i. the installation(s) will be kept to a minimum, consistent with the efficient operation of the network;
ii. the site is the most sustainable option with all alternatives explored (including opportunities for the
sharing or clustering of facilities and siting masts on existing buildings);
iii. there will be no significant impact on visual and residential amenity, and the character of any
building, structure or wider area; and
iv. there will be no significant and irremediable interference with electrical equipment, air traffic
services or instrumentation in the national interest.
2. Major development will be required to demonstrate how it supplies digital infrastructure to access
electronic communications networks.”
We consider that subpoint 2, in particular, could be obstructive to housing delivery. Taylor Wimpey is
committed to providing new residents with digital infrastructure such as high-speed broadband and
fibre however this is not within their direct control. Where service providers are unable to deliver this
infrastructure, development should not be restricted for this reason.

6. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Plan sound or legally compliant.
Please be as precise as possible in your response. It would be helpful to suggest
revised wording of a policy, paragraph or section.
Taylor Wimpey requests the following revision to Policy DM36 (sub point 2) to ensure the policy is
effective:
2. Where feasible, Mmajor development will be required to demonstrate how it supplies digital
infrastructure to access electronic communications networks.

7. If your comment is seeking a change to the DAP, please indicate if
you would like to attend and participate at the Public Examination?
Yes (Continue to question 8)

No (Continue to question 9)

8. If you would like to participate at the Public Examination, please
provide details as to why you consider this to be necessary.
Taylor Wimpey considers that the nature of matters raised is complex and require wider discussion
and debate in a public forum and cannot be dealt with through written representations.

9. Please indicate if you would like to be kept informed of the
progress of the DAP.
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Yes, I would like to be informed
No, I don’t want to be kept informed

Data Protection Notice: General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) 2018
Comments cannot be treated as confidential. All responses received will be held by the council
in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation 2018. Your name, organisation (if
applicable) and comment may be made available to the public.
Your personal data, i.e. postal address, email and telephone numbers will not be publicly
available. We will use your contact details to notify you of the Plan as requested in question 9.
However, your contact details will be shared with the Planning Inspector for the purposes of the
Public Examination.
Please note that all comments will be held by the Council on the policy database for the
duration of the Local Plan (2030). By submitting a representation on the Plan you confirm that
you agree to this and accept responsibility for your comments.
Please read our Privacy Notice which sets out how we use information in the course of our
work as a Local Planning Authority https://www.newcastle.gov.uk/planning_privacy_notice.pdf
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Ref 47 - The Banks Group
Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM33 - Minerals Extraction and Reclamation
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table? no
4. Why do you consider the policy / paragraph / section / figure or table is unsound? because it is not: Positively prepared
Comment:
Why you consider the Policy unsound:
Policy DM33 is not positively worded or prepared. In particular, there is no scope within the policy as worded to acknowledge the great weight which NPPF2018 (paragraph
205) expects should be given to the benefits of mineral extraction. Further, in relation to surface mining of coal, there is no means within the policy to acknowledge and
place in the balance, the national, local or community benefits to which the NPPF2018 (paragraph 211) expects planning determinations for such developments to have
particular regard to.
As worded the policy test for all mineral development focusses entirely on requiring developments to avoid having unacceptable effects across a range of subject headings.
The nature of quarrying and mining minerals is that it will generally involve significant engineering operations. While the minerals industry, and Banks Mining in particular,
has considerable experience and success in minimising the inevitable effects of quarrying and mining operations, the expectation in the policy that such effects can be
eliminated is fanciful. The reference in the policy to effects being mitigated such that there are no ''œunacceptable adverse effects''•, while welcome, inevitably introduces
uncertainty as what is meant by an unacceptable level of effect. The DAP document would therefore benefit from a reference to the section of the online NPPG which
contains a wide range of guidance on the assessment of a number of the criteria listed in policy DM33.
Notwithstanding the above, policy DM33 remains negatively worded as drafted and should include provision for considering and balancing the benefits, social, economic
and environmental, from the winning and working of essential minerals.
Therefore, we suggest the following additional wording:
When determining proposals for minerals extraction, great weight will be given
to the benefits of minerals extraction.
In assessing the benefits of individual proposals for minerals extraction, the
following matters will also be considered:
1. The economic benefits of the proposal both nationally and locally, including
contribution to the wider economy and the maintenance of employment and
the creation of new employment opportunities;
2. The contribution the extraction of the mineral will make to a steady and
adequate supply of that material both locally and nationally;
3. Environmental enhancements, including those delivered through the
restoration of the site following extraction and the after-use of the site and
outside of the operational area;
Page | 1

4. The avoidance of a mineral resource being sterilised by non-mineral
development;
name:
Stewart Provan, The Banks Group

Date Received:

16/11/2018
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Ref 49 - Theatres Trust
Policy DM3 - District and Local Centres
Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM3 - District and Local Centres
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table? no
4. Why do you consider the policy / paragraph / section / figure or table is unsound? because it is not: [Consistent with national policy, Effective]
Comment:
Why you consider the Policy unsound:
This representation is not necessarily regarding Policy DM3, but it has been selected as being perhaps the best fit for the Trust's objection to the Plan.
In our previous representation we highlighted there was no reference to cultural uses within the document. Although the word 'cultural' does now appear in the context of
broadly acceptable uses within town centres and in terms of heritage, there remains no policy to protect such uses and equally this applies to other types of community and
social facilities except allotments, open space and play space.
As a major city and urban area containing a number of significant arts and cultural venues such as cinemas, galleries, museums, music venues and theatres, not to mention
numerous community halls and pubs which provide opportunities for communities to come together, participate in cultural activity at a more grass-routes level, support
well-being and reduce isolation, it is unthinkable that the Local Plan should make no particular reference to the need to promote, support and protect such uses across
either part. Certainly by omitting such a policy the proposed Plan is not consistent with the NPPF (2018) and fails to effectively plan for what is a central pillar and
overarching objective of sustainable development described in paragraph 8.b.
Furthermore, paragraph 20 of the NPPF includes community facilities as something to be included within strategic policies. While strategic policies are more a matter that
should have been included within the Core Strategy, it further underlines the importance the Government place on such facilities. Nevertheless, paragraph 92 seeks
planning policies to plan positively for social and community facilities which includes cultural buildings, to help improve the social and cultural well-being of local people and
to guard against unnecessary loss of facilities.
The importance of cultural facilities extends beyond the social and well-being advantages described. They are also vital for the health and vitality of town centres, helping to
draw people into the city which encourages and benefits surrounding and supporting businesses and minimises vacancy rates. They also help to attract and retain the talent.
Such facilities do however face challenges. They are often not the most financially lucrative use for a site and therefore can be undermined by applicants seeking alternative
use which will generate greater return. They are also vulnerable to insensitive neighbouring development which can detrimentally impact their ability to operate, as
described in paragraph 182 of the NPPF. This is why effective policy is so important.
We therefore strongly recommend that a new policy is included within the plan which at the very least provides protection to these types of facilities.
name:

Tom Clarke MRTPI, Theatres Trust

Date Received:

16/11/2018
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Ref 49 - Tyne and Wear Joint
Local Access Forum / Liz Bray
Victor Cadaxa
Chair Tyne & Wear Joint Local Access
Forum
29 Frederick Gardens
New Penshaw
Houghton le Spring DH4 7JY
6 November 2018

Newcastle City Council’s pre-submission DAP public consultation
Tyne & Wear Joint Local Access Forum response
Dear Kath Lawless,
Thank you for your letter of 5 October detailing the consultation process for the City of
Newcastle’s Development and Allocations Plan (Newcastle DAP). I am responding on
behalf of Tyne & Wear Joint Local Access Forum (T&W JLAF). Local Access Forums
were established under the 2000 Countryside and Rights of Way Act (2000 CRoW Act).
The LAFs’ prime role is to offer advice on access to the countryside and green spaces
generally, and on related matters in particular access routes, to Local Authorities,
Highways Authorities etc. (other bodies as prescribed in the 2000 CRoW Act).
T&W JLAF’s Planning sub group has followed the City of Newcastle’s DAP process,
and T7W JLAF offers the advice below in its advisory role under the 2000 CRoW Act.
The DAP foresees a very substantial house building programme, with thousands of
dwellings and consequent substantial additional population. T&W JLAF has followed in
particular the several housing developments to the West and North West of the City, in a
near-continuous arc from Throckley to Dinnington and the Great Park. These
developments move the City’s urban fringe into previously rural or unbuilt land, some of
it previously in the Green Belt.
T&W JLAF advises that existing Rights of Way on previously unbuilt land must be
preserved as a priority, guaranteeing access for non-motorised users to the countryside
and green spaces to the W and NW of the City.
Given the substantial population increase that area, existing Rights of Way will
experience greater use, and we advise that wherever possible these routes are upgraded to
bridleways, the highest standard. This will allow use of non-motor routes not just for
horse riders, but also others e.g. wheelchairs, electric disabled scooters, prams, and less
mobile users generally.
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I refer to T&W JLAF’s earlier letter of advice, dated 21 November 2017 (attached). This
details advice regarding footpaths, upgrading of routes, safe crossings and location of
routes in green space settings, and designating routes as Public Rights of Way (PRoW).
T&W JLAF also advises that new non-motor routes should be planned for and
established where possible, given the increased population and consequent demand
resulting from the developments. New routes should mesh with the existing and
upgraded Public Rights of Way, to form an integrated network of off-road Non-Motor
routes, spanning the arc from Throckley to Dinnington and Newcastle Great Park. We
also advise that routes in the NW of the City area need to be integrated with any future
development of Newcastle Airport and adjacent areas.
We advise that where existing and future Non-Motor routes cross existing or planned
roads in the area to be developed, appropriate safe crossings should be provided, with
controls placed within easy reach for disabled users and horse riders.
T&W JLAF advice is to incorporate the above advice into the DAP paragraph 5.1.3
which deals with non-motor routes and users, and the PRoW network. There should be
specific mention of disabled and less mobile users and the special needs of these and
other users e.g. prams and strollers
We advise that a proportion of S106 funds arising from developments be retained for
non-motor routes and safe crossings. Equally, that Newcastle City Council investigate
new funding for existing and future non-motor routes in the areas to be developed and
adjacent to them. We consider that some, e.g. leading to Newcastle Airport and nearby
workplaces will be eligible for “cycle to work” funding.
I look forward to hearing from you,
Victor R Cadaxa
Chair, Tyne and Wear Joint Local Access Forum
Note.
The Tyne and Wear Joint Local Access Forum is a statutory advisory body established under the
Countryside & Rights of Way Act 2000 and our role is to advise on Public Rights of Way and the
wider issue of improving access to and enjoyment of the countryside having regard to “the
desirability of conserving the natural beauty of the area “ …”including the flora, fauna, and
geological and physiographical features .“
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Ref 50 -Tyne and Wear Passenger Transport Executive (Nexus) Limited / Colin Whittle
Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM11 - Public Transport
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table?

5.2.6

Yes, with minor changes

Comment:
Changes you consider necessary:
Support the designation of land at Callerton Parkway as a park and ride facility in the Plan. Additionally support the designation of further land at Callerton Parkway for
park and ride purposes in accordance with reasoned justification paragraph 5.2.6.
Nexus consider however that there is a need for extra flexibility in the policy to allow for alternative uses which would complement the park and ride facility and
increase its attractiveness to customers / passengers. In this respect the Core Strategy allocated an extensive area at the airport for Airport Related Uses. In turn there
are various housing developments planned in the west of the City which may increase the demand for park and ride, an outcome which is generally supported.
Nexus consider the attractiveness and sustainability of Callerton Parkway would be increased if a portion of the allocated area was made available for a small
convenience store / similar neighbourhood facility and would ask for flexibility in the policy to allow for such.
For discussion purposes it is requested that DM11 criterion 2 be amended to;
"Callerton Parkway, Newcastle Great Park and Regent Centre are designated on the Policies Map as park and ride facilities and are primarily reserved for this purpose".
An additional sentence could be added to reasoned justification paragraph 5.2.6 such that it reads;
"This designation ensures the existing sites, together with additional land, is available for parking at this site. The additional land is primarily reserved for further
parking. Complementary uses which would contribute to the attractiveness and sustainability of the facility including for example a small convenience store or
neighbourhood facility would also be acceptable in principle".
name:

Colin Whittle, Tyne & Wear Passenger Transport Executive (Nexus)

Date Received:

14/11/2018
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Policy DM32 - Green Belt Development
Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM32 - Green Belt Development Proposals Map
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table?

Yes, with minor changes

Comment:
Changes you consider necessary:
This representation is submitted in relation to land adjoining the Premier Inn / Prestwick Terrace. Nexus submitted representations in relation to this area in their response
dated 20 November 2017 to the Draft Development and Allocations Plan.
An objection is lodged that as part of the current Plan preparation process, the site should be removed from the Green Belt. In this respect whilst FAQ question 5 records
that it is not proposed to alter the Green Belt through the DAP, paragraph 200 of The Inspector's report following the Examination of the CSUCP states;
"Because the Council is preparing its Local Plan in two stages, it should consider whether very minor Green Belt adjustments to sites such as this are warranted at the next
stage of plan preparation".
Minor amendments to Green Belt boundaries can therefore be made as part of the DAP, it being the second stage in the preparation of the Plan. In support of this it is
material that Gateshead Council in their Making Spaces and Growing Places Draft Plan October 2018 which is currently out for consultation are proposing minor changes to
Green Belt boundaries.
NPPF para 136 states that once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the preparation and review of the Local Plan.
Significant changes were made to the extent of the Green Belt as part of the CSUCP. Minor changes, such as the removal of the site subject of these representations from the
Green Belt, are to be made in this Plan.
NPPF para 138 states that when reviewing Green Belt boundaries, a process which is happening as part of the comprehensive replacement of the UDP, local planning
authorities should take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of development. In this respect the site subject of these representations is closely related to the
Newcastle International Airport and the Newcastle International Airport Key Employment Area. A similar point is additionally made in relation to the adjoining Premier Inn
and its car park which have clearly been subject of development in recent years.
NPPF para 139 states that when defining boundaries, they should be defined clearly using physical features that are readily recognisable and likely to be permanent. These
include for example Ponteland Road / B6918, the A696, the Metro line and the tree belt to the south of the Premier Inn car park. To be sound a change should be made to
the Proposals Map to remove the site subject of these representations from the Green Belt.
name:

Colin Whittle, Tyne & Wear Passenger Transport Executive (Nexus(

Date Received:

14/11/2018
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Ref 51 - Violet Rook
Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM13 - Road Hierarchy
CONSIDER REQUIRES MINOR CHANGES
"Roads need to be improved in regard to the connections with new developments.
Where a new development is to take place connecting roads to surrounding areas through which traffic from new areas will travel, need to have a modal plan prior to such
development taking place."

name:

Violet Rook

Date Received:
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Policy DM23 – Residential Amenity
Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM24 - Environmental and Health Impacts of Development
4. With minor chanes
This policy is very well stated, but the individual resident needs to have a clear say in regard to their home and lifestyle, but at the same time an aspect of balance is needed
whereby an appeal system concerning the individuals right to amenity and a collective community right.

name:

Violet Rook

Date Received:

Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM28 - Trees and Landscaping Clause 1
Comment:
It is vital that the environment is protected to ensure health aspects. Air pollution research proves that 40,000 deaths can be attributed to this form of pollution. Practical
solutions in the form of better use of public transport and use of low emission vehicles help. The affect on the environment also is not acceptable therefore this policy needs
to be in force. Developments need to have in built safeguards in regard to roads and structures to aid easy transport for young and old with health needs such as walking,
cycling and road safety aspects.
name:

Violet Rook

Date Received:
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Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM36 - Telecommunications and Digital Infrastructure
Yes, with minor changes
Comment:
The need to ensure this policy is promote is growing. It is also vital to ensure sure infrastructure will be done with little inconvenience to the general public and their
knowledge and agreement. And to ensure sectors of the population are given information in this regard.

name:

Violet Rook

Date Received:
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Ref 52 - Lawrence Taylor
Policy DM2 - Protection of Employment Sites
Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM2 - Protection of Employment Sites

3.1.7

2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table? no
4. Why do you consider the policy / paragraph / section / figure or table is unsound? because it is not: Consistent with national policy
Comment:
Why you consider the Policy unsound:
3.1.7 is inconsistent with sustainability assessment, inconsistent with national policy to promote sustainable development which minimises trip generation and journey
length, and inconsistent with section 5 Transport and Accessibilty.
I fully support the intention of the policy to provide space for employment. However allocating large blocks of land purely for offices does not meet sustainability criteria. It
has led to business parks such as Cobalt which are causing traffic problems across the city. All office employment sites should be treated in a similar way as the urban core.
Mixed use with vertical integration should be encouraged if not mandatory.
The practice of allocating hectares of land to particular uses is outdated - it harks back to a time when all industry was polluting. Thanks to modern environmental laws,
retail, office, residential and even light industrial can be housed in the same building. This allows us to build new thriving urban centres where everyone can walk or cycle.
Use classes A1-A5, B1, C1-C4, D1 and D2 can be integrated in this way. The only exceptions are B2 and B8 (industrial and distribution) which are clearly a separate issue.
Suggested change to pararaph:
Existing
"Development on new employment sites will be limited to employment uses in order to meet the developable employment land requirements identified in CSUCP Policy
CS6."
New
"Mixed-use development, integrating use classes A1-A5, B1, C1-C4, D1 and D2, will be encouraged on new employment sites to form new urban cores and minimise trip
generation and journey length. However all development on these sites must include a significant proportion of employment uses in order to meet the developable
employment land requirements identified in CSUCP Policy CS6. Sites designated B2 and B8 shall be safeguarded exclusively for industrial and distribution uses."
name:

Laurence Taylor

Date Received:

16/11/2018

Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM5 - Housing Sites
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table? no
Page | 1

4. Why do you consider the policy / paragraph / section / figure or table is unsound? because it is not: Consistent with national policy
Comment:
Why you consider the Policy unsound:
Parts of DM5 are inconsistent with sustainability assessment, inconsistent with national policy to promote sustainable development which minimises trip generation and
journey length, and inconsistent with DAP section 5 Transport and Accessibilty.
This is similar to my comments on DM2. Allocating large blocks of land to housing in one area and large blocks to employment in another area almost mandates car use.
We will have housing in Callerton and Great Park and employment at Newburn and the Airport, leading to large increases in traffic on the A1. This is evidenced by the fact
that these housing developments are currently blocked pending upgrades to roads in the area.
Suggest a new paragraph 4.1.12
"Mixed-use development, integrating use classes A1-A5, B1, C1-C4, D1 and D2, will be encouraged on new housing sites to form new urban cores and minimise trip
generation and journey length. However all development on these sites must include a significant proportion of housing in order to meet the housing requirements
identified in CSUCP Policy CS10.
name:

Laurence Taylor

Date Received:

16/11/2018
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Policy you are Commenting On : Policy DM11 - Public Transport
2. Do you support this policy / paragraph / section / figure or table? no
4. Why do you consider the policy / paragraph / section / figure or table is unsound? because it is not: Consistent with national policy
Comment:
Why you consider the Policy unsound:
This policy is generally well written and sound. However there is one important omission which is the safeguarding of corridors for new Metro and tram routes. Adding this
would improve consistency with national policy on sustainable transport.
There is a particular opportunity regarding the old railway route from Central Station to Callerton via Scotswood. This passes major new development sites at Forth Banks,
Scotswood, Newburn, existing housing and village centre in Lemington and Walbottle, the new housing proposed at Walbottle, and finally the new housing proposed at
Callerton. There is a further opportunity for future extension to Darras Hall and Ponteland.
Installing a tram or Metro system on this route, with parallel walking and cycling, would radically cut the need for car transport to these new developments.
There may not be funding in place at present for this, but it is essential to safeguard these corridors at the planning stage. If they are built on, it becomes almost impossible
to install them later.
Suggest a new paragraph 5.2.9 and 5.2.10
5.2.9
"Old railway and waggonway alignments are recognised as important potential transport corridors and shall be safeguarded."
5.2.10
"The old railway alignment from Central Station through Scotswood to Lemington and Callerton is recognised as an important strategic transport corridor and shall be
safeguarded for sustainable transport development. A corridor shall also be safeguarded through the Callerton housing development to ensure the feasibility of future
expansion to Darras Hall and Ponteland".
name:

Laurence Taylor

Date Received:

16/11/2018
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Ref 53 - Environment Agency

Newcastle City Council
Regeneration Directorate
Civic Centre
Newcastle upon Tyne
Tyne and Wear
NE1 8PD

Our ref:
NA/2006/100161/OT04/SB1-L01
Your ref:
Date:

23 November 2018

Dear Sir/Madam
Newcastle City Council Pre-Submission Development and Allocations Plan
(DAP) Public Consultation
Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on the above consultation.
We consider that the pre-submission version of the Local Plan is legally and
procedurally compliant and sound, and complies with the Duty to Cooperate.
However, we have additional general comments to make in respect of the presubmission version of the Local Plan as set out below.
Policy DM14 - Mitigation and Highway Management
We support the inclusion of this policy. However, many of our rivers are
designated as ‘Heavily Modified’ due to the impacts of urbanisation, including
highway networks. Therefore, we would welcome references to mitigating the
impacts of the road network on water quality of rivers. In particular, highways and
its drainage should be designed to address the polluting effects of the highway
run off, particles, hydrocarbons, road salt etc. on the water quality of our rivers.
Highway drainage which go through swales or sustainable drainage systems
(SuDs) would also benefit water quality and ecology under the Water Framework
Directive (WFD).
Policy DM24 - Environmental and Health Impacts of Development
We welcome the inclusion of this policy. However, we would support references
to ensuring that future developments will not have an impact on the water
environment.
Policy DM26 - Flood Risk and Water Management
We welcome the inclusion of this policy. However, we would support references
within the policy which directs new housing drains and sewage connections to be
connected to the correct drainage (foul rather than surface water). This will help
Tyneside House, Skinnerburn Road, Newcastle Business Park, Newcastle upon Tyne, NE4 7AR.
Customer services line: 03708 506 506
Email: enquiries@environment-agency.gov.uk
www.environment-agency.gov.uk

to protect the water quality of nearby rivers.
The Coal Authority are responsible for controlling minewater levels in and around
Newcastle. Therefore proposals to direct surface water to the ground should be
discussed with the Coal Authority, as well as Newcastle Council and the Lead
Local Flood Authority. Information on the potential for minewater level change is
available in the North East Minewater Constraints map, which is accessible at
http://mapapps2.bgs.ac.uk/coalauthority/home.html. Potential minewater change
should be considered as part of any new development. We would welcome
references to this within the policy or policy narrative.
Policy DM27 - Protecting and Enhancing Green Infrastructure
We are supportive of this policy and encourage developments to incorporate
additional green infrastructure into their design proposals. This would reflect the
principles of the Government’s 25 year Environment Plan, which advocates the
environmental net gains in development.
Policy DM28 - Trees and Landscaping
With the growth in tree pests and diseases, and the increase in climate change
adaptation, we would welcome references within the policy which encourage tree
planting of native species of local provenance. This will limit biosecurity risks and
facilitate resilience planting for climate change.
Policy DM29 - Protecting and Enhancing Biodiversity and Habitats
We are supportive of this policy as it fully embraces the benefits of protected and
priority sites and species, and affords them protection from inappropriate
development. The clear direction for maximising net gains and enhancing ecology
through development is also welcomed.
We would like to see this policy extended to the water environment, particularly
the River Tyne and its estuary. The Tyne estuarine limit passes through the
Newcastle City Council area and the interaction of the river environment with the
international and national coastal and marine designated sites should be
acknowledged.
The Environment Agency are currently delivering the Tyne Estuary Habitat Vision
Project. The project aims to create a vision and strategic objectives for the Tyne
estuary, which will promote sustainable development that conserves and
enhances the natural environment, reduces pollution, and supports environment
net gain, as outlined in the 25 year Environment Plan.
Policy DM30 – Protecting Open Space
We are broadly supportive of this policy and encourage development where multiuse open space is considered. Many features incorporated for open spaces can
provide space for SuDS, wellbeing, foraging, sports and play for children.
Tyneside House, Skinnerburn Road, Newcastle Business Park, Newcastle upon Tyne, NE4 7AR.
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Sewage Capacity and the Water Cycle Study
The site allocation document should seek to ensure that there sufficient sewerage
capacity to accommodate the additional housing and employment allocations.
Particular consideration should be given to Howdon Sewage Treatment Works
and its capacity to support the proposed level of growth. Consideration should
also be given to the North East minewater constraints maps, which identifies
areas at risk of rising minewater.
Consideration should also be given to Northumbria Integrated Drainage
Programme and Northumbria Water’s Drainage and Waste Water Management
Plans.
We are aware of raw sewage entering the surface water sewer network and
discharging directly into the river Tyne near the Newburn bridge. It is vital that any
new development in and around this area includes a provision of connection to
the foul sewer system.
The water cycle study makes reference to Cocklaugh STW, which is incorrect.
This should be amended to Lockhaugh STW.
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA)
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was updated in July 2018. The
SFRA needs to reflect the latest iteration of the NPPF.
With respect to section 6.5 (potential development sites review),
recommendations A, B, and C all make reference to a 10% threshold i.e.
recommendations A, B and C only apply to sites which have 10% or greater of
their site boundary within a certain flood zone. This 10% threshold does not
reflect NPPF or Planning Practice Guidance (PPG).
All sites located within flood zones should be assessed using the principles set
out in the NPPF and PPG. However, it is acknowledged that the proposed
allocations within flood zones have been assessed either at planning application
stage, or within the local plan process, in line with the flood risk vulnerability
classification.
With respect to minewater and groundwater, the Environment Agency (North East
area) and the Coal Authority have combined their data and knowledge to create a
spatial screening tool (Mining and Groundwater Constraints for Sustainable
Development and Drainage Systems) for the local authorities and others to use in
strategic planning, development planning, urban drainage, and engineering. The
screening tool seeks to raise awareness of a variety of mining and groundwater
constraints. There have been examples where mining and groundwater have not
been sufficiently assessed before commencing development works. This has in
turn led to sites experiencing groundwater flooding, prolonged flood duration and
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has the potential for sustainable drainage systems not functioning as intended.
Therefore, it is recommended that the SFRA takes into consideration the
information detailed within the North East Constraints maps and the risk of
potential minewater change.
Climate Change Allowances
An updated set of climate change projections, UKCP18, is due to be published by
the end of November 2018. This will include:
- updated sea level rise projections; and
- updated monthly and daily rainfall projections.
The SFRA and Local Plan must take account of UKCP18 as soon as it is
published in order to ensure planning decisions are in line with policies in the
NPPF.
Sustainability Appraisal (SA)
The SA does not make reference to the objectives of the Government’s 25 year
Environment Plan. This is should be reflected within the SA.
We welcome and support the inclusion of objectives 4, 7a and 7b. However,
indicator 41 makes reference to completed new development which discharge
surface water to sewers and combined sewers. In order to minimise the risk of
pollution to the water environment, reduce the pressure on the mains network,
and to minimise the risk of sewer flooding, surface water from new development
should be directed to surface water sewers, not combined sewers. We would
welcome reference to this within the SA.
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions regarding this
letter.
Yours faithfully

Lucy Mo
Planning Technical Specialist - Sustainable Places
Direct dial 020847 46524
Direct e-mail lucy.mo@environment-agency.gov.uk
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Ref 54 - David Leeder

