APPENDIX 3

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS MADE ON DUNSTON RIVERSIDE IPA FOLLOWING PUBLIC CONSULTATION

1. Objectives (IPA paragraphs 11 to 13)

Summary of representations

· Paragraph 12 of the IPA should be amended to read:

“In order to meet the objectives and development principles within this IPA it is vital that the site is redeveloped in such a manner that as sites come forward their development does not compromise the wider redevelopment proposals”.

Gateshead Council response

Text within the IPA clearly states the primary objectives for the site and provides further clarification where necessary. No further additions are necessary.

Gateshead Council action 


No modifications made to the IPA.

2. Density & Mix (IPA paragraphs 28 and 29)

Summary of representations

· Density of development should exceed 70 dwellings per hectare (dph) where it can be satisfied that the public transport provision is of a particular high standard.
Gateshead Council response

· The IPA recommends that density should not exceed 70 dph due to the unacceptably high level of traffic it would generate on Colliery Road / St Omers Road. Despite buses operating on this route, the earlier Llewelyn Davies Development Strategy specified that the level of service wasn’t enough to allow for development beyond 70 dph. In addition to this the site has a prominent position on the riverside and is within an area (Dunston) of predominantly 2 / 3 storey dwellings.

Gateshead Council action


Paragraph 28 has been amended as follows:

The overall density should not fall below 50 dwellings per hectare. This would compromise the creation of a balanced community as the level of apartments and townhouses would drop significantly. Likewise density cannot realistically exceed 70 dwellings per hectare because: 

· of the adverse impact such a high-density development would have on the landscape at such a prominent riverside location;

· of the unacceptably high level of traffic it would generate on Colliery Road / St Omers Road; and

· it would be inappropriate to the local scale in Dunston;
3. Plan 2 – Massing 

Summary of representations

· Lack of evidence to support the SNCI buffer as featured in ‘Plan 2 – Massing’.

· “Internal space” element of ‘Plan 2 – Massing’ is not defined.

· “Gateway function” as featured in ‘Plan 2 – Massing’ is not defined.

Gateshead Council response

· It is acknowledge that ‘Plan 2 – Massing’ does not supplement the text and provide further clarification of the relevant issues. 

Action

· ‘Plan 2 – Massing’ will be removed from the IPA. 

4. River Tyne Corridor (Keelman’s Way Cycle Route) (IPA paragraph 54)

Summary of representations

· On the adjacent ‘Riverside Park’ residential development the Keelman’s Way is 15m in width. Therefore the maximum width of 30m recommended in IPA should be a maximum applied only in exceptional circumstances.
Gateshead Council response

UDP policy T6 (in IPA) requires that the route should be between 10m and 30m. There is no justification to recommend a figure of 15m or qualify the statement further.

Gateshead Council action


No modifications made to the IPA.

Former Dunston Primary School – Grade II Listed Building (IPA paragraphs 67 to 70)

Summary of representations

· Were a developer to contemplate demolition of the primary school, it would be helpful for the IPA to be expanded to be more explicit about the tests in paragraphs 3.16 to 3.19 of PPG15.
· The IPA should make it clear that the setting of a listed building is a material planning consideration when considering proposals for development in its vicinity.
Gateshead Council response

These are both valid points that clarify the legislation relating to the former primary school.

Gateshead Council action


Paragraphs 68 and 69 have been amended as follows:

68. UDP policy ENV12 requires that demolition of listed buildings will only be considered in exceptional circumstances and where every effort has been made to secure their future. PPG15 (paras. 3.16 to 3.19) sets out criteria against which the demolition of a listed building must be assessed. The local planning authority should address the following considerations:

· the condition of the building, the cost of repairing and maintaining it in relation to its importance and to the value derived from its continued use;

· the adequacy of efforts made to retain the building in use; and

· the merits of alternative proposals for the site.

69. UDP policy E11 provides guidance for the alteration and/or extension of listed buildings. This is reinforced by guidance contained in PPG15. In order to facilitate the re-use of this building it is accepted that an extension will be required. It should be noted that the setting of a listed building is a material planning consideration when considering proposals for development in its vicinity.
5. Phasing (IPA paragraphs 52 and 53)

Summary of representations

· The IPA should not insist that outline permission for the whole site be submitted prior to phased redevelopment.

· The IPA should identify in detail how the site is to be developed.

Gateshead Council response

The Council considers that it would be advantageous for outline planning permission for the whole site to be sought and approved in order to achieve the objectives within the IPA. There are advantages to developer(s) in this approach and it is intended that this is apparent in the IPA. The text will be amended to reflect this position.

Interim Policy Advice is not the appropriate vehicle to set out how a site be assembled and developed. However, the Council does wish to demonstrate its commitment to the redevelopment of this site and believes to would be beneficial to state this.

Gateshead Council action

With respect to the ‘Phasing’ section, the text will be amended as follows:

52. In order to achieve the objectives and development principles set out in this IPA, primarily comprehensive redevelopment, connecting Dunston to the river and enhancing the A1114, it would be advantageous for outline planning permission for the whole site to be sought and approved. Outline permission would be beneficial for the following reasons. It would:

· ensure the objectives of this IPA are met;

· deal with key issues such as vehicle access points, pedestrian routes, number of units, house types etc;

· demonstrate to the Local Planning Authority that any reserved matters applications for particular phases contribute to the delivery of IPA objectives and would not compromise or restrain the delivery of other phases; and
· enable developers to utilise the whole site when addressing the provision of affordable housing, open space, a home zone, flood risk mitigation etc. which if addressed in isolation on individual sites could lead to a piecemeal approach which would not be in the interests of the proper planning of the area.
53. As is evident above, the Council recognises that the site could be developed in phases, however permission will only be granted for separate phases if the developer can demonstrate that proposals will not prejudice the comprehensive redevelopment of the site and the delivery of objectives and development principles set out in this IPA.

In order to demonstrate the Councils commitment to development of the site an additional paragraph (9) will be added as follows at the end of the ‘Site development context’ section:

It is envisaged that the market will bring forward the Dunston Riverside site for development. However, the Council is willing to explore ways of supporting the market in achieving the objectives set out in this IPA. 

6. Public Open Space (IPA paragraphs 64 and 65) and Home Zones (IPA paragraphs 34 to 36)

Summary of representations

· IPA should state whether the open space standard is met within the neighbourhood.

· The term ‘recreationally usable’ open space be qualified or ‘recreationally’ be deleted.
· Will open space provided as part of a Home Zone be included as part of the open space provision for residential development?
Gateshead Council response

The Dunston Riverside area is a public open space deficient neighbourhood. 

The Council does not accept that the word “recreationally” should be deleted. Whilst it is true that PPG17 identifies a range of functions which open space can perform, the requirement referred to in paragraph 65 derives from UDP policies which seek to ensure that the specific function of providing an adequate amount of land useful for recreation, in local neighbourhoods close to homes, should be met. It derives from the Local Open Space standard set out by policy CFR20 of the UDP and specifically cross-referred to in Policy H14, the policy which specifies that this standard should be met, where not already achieved, in respect of new housing developments. This is distinct from, for example, the requirements for children’s play provision, accessible natural greenspace or allotments which are set out by the policies in the same chapter, and from the requirement for urban greenspace (of visual amenity value) which is set out in UDP policy ENV27.

All these policies have been subject to consultation as part of the RDRUDP process. The Inspectors’ report, which is binding on the Council, was received in May 2007. However, the RDRUDP open space policies were not the subject of objections along the lines of the above comments, and in particular there has been no objection from the Government Office to the effect that the Council’s proposed open space policies are not in accordance with PPG17.
The Home Zone approach may be used to make provision for children’s play and communal recreation within the development if it is done in a genuinely innovative and positive way.
Gateshead Council action

With respect to the open space standard paragraph 64 is to be amended as follows:

UDP Policy H14 states that unless the standard is already met in the residential neighbourhood in question and would continue to be so after the completion of the development, new housing development should include at least the equivalent of three hectares of recreational public open space per 1,000 anticipated residents. The standard is not met in Dunston and the development will accordingly be required to provide open space proportionate to its anticipated population, which will be calculated by the Council using a standard formula based on the number of bedrooms in each dwelling proposed.

No modification is to be made to para. 65 concerning the term ‘recreationally usable.

With respect to Home Zones, an additional paragraph (36) will be added as follows:

The Home Zone approach may also be used to make provision for children’s play and communal recreation within the development. Where this is done in a genuinely innovative and positive way, parts of Home Zones may be acceptable alternatives to the provision of traditional public open space and children’s play areas.
Sites of Nature Conservation Importance (IPA paragraphs 71 to 73)

Summary of representations
· The need and extent of an SNCI buffer zone should not be specified until an ecological survey has been carried out.

Gateshead Council response


The SNCI section should be amended to clarify this point.

Gateshead Council action


Paragraph 73 is to be amended as follows:

Developers will therefore need to undertake an ecological survey to check for the presence of otters and other protected species. The level of mitigation required for the protection of the SNCI will be dependent on the results of the ecological survey. Mitigation may take the form of a wildlife buffer between the development and the SNCI, which could include the recreational riverside route, and provide some screening of the path from the mud flats to reduce disturbance to birds. Particular regard should be given to UDP policies DC1d, ENV28, ENV47, ENV49, ENV51 and T6.

Flood Risk (IPA paragraphs 74 to 82)

Summary of representations

· It is not clear where the benchmark for the 3m flooding inundation level (as stated in the IPA) is set.

· The SFRA, referenced in the IPA, does not take into account PPS25.

Gateshead Council response

Signet Planning has raised a number of concerns over the flood risk zones and level (depth) of flooding as detailed in the SFRA and map. Following a discussion at the Environment Agency offices on Wednesday, 26th April we have agreed that Wardell Armstong will carry out a detailed review as part of the Flood Risk Assessment for the site. 

The Council disagrees that the SFRA, and thus the IPA, does not conform to PPS25.

Gateshead Council action

Two additional paragraphs have been added to the Flood Risk section of the IPA in acknowledgement of this. They are as follows:

81. The SFRA, section 6.11, states that data and models [that inform the SFRA] are the key to understanding the scale of flood risk. However the data used in the SFRA is limited in many aspects and it is important that these limitations are considered. The SFRA, section 6.4, states that [sites] that are situated wholly or partially within the Flood Zone Maps must be critically reviewed to assess the degree of flood risk posed directly to or by the proposed development.

82. Any review of the SFRA's findings should be included in an accompanying Flood Risk Assessment. The Environment Agency and Gateshead Council must approve the data, methodology and outcome used in a review.
Sustainable Development (IPA paragraphs 83 to 89)

Summary of representations

· The Renewable Energy and Sustainable Building Construction policies referenced in the IPA do not conform to the Consultation Supplement to PPS1 and should be amended.

· Reference should be made to SUDS within the Sustainable Development section.

Gateshead Council response

Following objections to the RDRUDP Renewable Energy and Sustainable Building Construction policies at the RDRUDP Public Inquiry the Inspector has stated that the polices are in conformity with the Consultation Supplement to PPS1.

Making reference to SUDS would be a valid improvement to the IPA

Gateshead Council action

No modifications made to the IPA with respect to the Renewable Energy and Sustainable Building Construction policies.

With respect to SUDS, the following text has been added to the IPA:


Design of buildings must:

· wherever practicable, control surface water run-off as near to its source as possible through a sustainable drainage approach to surface water management (SUDS);
Travel and Transport (IPA paragraphs 90 to 98)

Summary of representations

· The IPA is not clear in explaining how traffic and pedestrian related improvements to the highway will be assigned to developers if the site is developed in phases.

· If the Pyeroy site is developed independently the signalised vehicle access required in the IPA (para. 93) will not be needed until the remainder of the site is developed.

Gateshead Council response

If the housing site is developed in phases it must be demonstrated to the Council that proposals will not prejudice the comprehensive redevelopment of the site and the delivery of objectives and development principles set out in the IPA. Pedestrian and traffic related improvements to the highway will be discussed at the pre-application stage and be secured using a Section 106 agreement.

The IPA clearly states that development to the north of Colliery Rd / St Omers Road will require a signalised junction as detailed in the IPA. 

Gateshead Council action

An additional paragraph (131) will be added to the IPA as follows:

The provision of the signalised junction, pedestrian crossing and ‘Green Boulevard’ on St Omers Road / Colliery Road will be addressed through a Section 106 agreement and discussed with developer(s) at the pre-application stage.

With respect to the signalised vehicle access point no modifications will be made to the IPA.

Affordable Housing (IPA paragraphs 109 to 111)

Summary of representations

· Inspectors Report will result in changes to the affordable housing policies in the UDP and the IPA will need updating. Signet Planning reserve the opportunity to make further representations in due course.
Gateshead Council response

The Inspectors Report is binding. Any policy changes the Inspector requires will be made to the UDP and where necessary the IPA. Further consultation on these policies is unnecessary because the policies cannot be altered.

Gateshead Council action


No modifications made to the IPA.

