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Good afternoon,

Please find attached the local plan representations in response to the draft South Tyneside Local Plan public consultation,
which are being submitted on behalf of our client, Stonebridge Homes, for land to the west of Sunniside Lane, Cleadon.

Please could you confirm receipt of this email? If there are any queries, please do not hesitate to contact us.
Kind regards,

Matthew Appleby - Assistant Planner
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1SO 9001 CESHJFSIED Warning: Whilst we believe this email and any attachment are free of any virus or other defect which might affect yoursystem it is your

responsibility to ensure that this is so. We accept no liability for any loss or damage cause in any way by its receipt or use.

If you do not wish to receive emails from DPP One Ltd please unsubscribe by emailing: unsubscribe@dppukltd.com
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Introduction

On behalf of our client, Stonebridge Homes, we hereby submit this written representation to the
Draft South Tyneside Local Plan (‘STLP’) which is available for public comment until Sunday 3™
March 2024.

This written representation addresses policies which relate to our client’s landholding to the west
of Sunniside Lane in Cleadon (‘the Site’) and will address the Site’s Green Belt allocation in the Draft
STLP, as well as other relevant policies.

To aid the plan making process, Section 2 contains our comments on the Draft STLP Policies and
the amendments needed to the plan to ensure that the policies are justified and in accordance
with the National Planning Policy Framework (‘NPPF’). Section 3 is a detailed review of how the Site
performs against the five purposes of the Green Belt and proposes modifications regarding the
Green Belt policy allocation. An overall conclusion is presented in Section 4.

The Appendices at the rear of this document contains further information of relevance to the Site
which must be considered in the context of the main representations. They also contain the detail
of the development proposed at the Site as well as evidence on the need for development, DPP’s
comments on the Council’s Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) and
assessment of the Site in the SHLAA. For ease of reference, the Appendices comprises the
following:

e Appendix A: Site Description and Planning History

e Appendix B: Proposed Development

o Appendix C: Need for the Development

e Appendix D: Comments on SHLAA and Site Assessment assesses the Site’s suitability,
availability and achievability for housing development in line with the draft policies and NPPF
guidance.
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Comments on Draft STLP Policies

Our client is committed to engaging in consultation at every stage of the Local Plan’s preparation
in view of its interests in the Borough. Our client principally supports the Council’s vision, however,
has the following comments in relation to the Draft STLP and we request that these are taken into
due consideration as part of the preparation of the Plan.

The Soundness of the Plan

Paragraph 35 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that Local plans and spatial
development strategies are examined to assess whether they have been prepared in accordance
with legal and procedural requirements, and whether they are sound. Plans are ‘sound’ if they are:

a) 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;

b) Justified —an appropriate strategy, considering the reasonable alternatives, and based on
proportionate evidence;

c) 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; and

d) Consistent with national policy — enabling the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in this Framework.

Our client considers the draft STLP to be largely sound on the basis that, overall, the Council has
taken a positive approach to boosting the supply of homes within the Borough, recognising the
need to release Green Belt land to meet an identified level of demand. Having reviewed the Draft
Strategic Policies in the Draft STLP, we are generally supportive of the following overarching
policies but seek several changes to ensure that the plan is effective:

e Spatial Vision and Strategic Objectives of the Plan

e Draft Policy SP1 — Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development
e Draft Policy SP3 — Spatial Strategy for sustainable development

e Draft Policy 1 — Promoting Healthy Communities

In addition, in order to ensure that the Plan is positively prepared and justified, we seek
modifications to the following Draft STLP Policies:

e Draft Policy SP2 — Strategy for Sustainable Development to meet identified needs
e Draft Policy SP7 — Urban and Village Sustainable Growth Areas

e Draft Policy SP16 — Housing Supply and Delivery

e Draft Policy 13 — Windfall and Backland sites

e Draft Policy 19 — Housing Mix

e Draft Policy 41 — Green Belt
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Spatial Vision and Strategic Objectives of the Plan

Our client supports the overall vision of the STLP and, specifically, welcomes the objective to
promote positive and healthy choices through improving the physical and mental health and
wellbeing of the Borough’s communities, whilst recognising the benefits of good quality housing
provision in achieving wider health and wellbeing benefits. As set out in the detail, below, our client
does not agree that the draft sites allocated in the STLP for housing are the most appropriate to
deliver all of the new homes needed in the borough over the plan period and the urban and village
sustainable growth areas should include our client’s land on the eastern edge of Cleadon village.

Aligned with this, acknowledgement of the need to accommodate the growth in older residents
through more targeted house types and specialist housing and communities is suggested here to
better reflect the aspirations contained within the South Tyneside Integrated housing strategy April
2019. The SHMA establishes a need figure of 3,060 units of specialist older person accommodation
will be required by 2040 (comprising 1,803 C3 units, 885 C2 Extra Care units and 372 C2 Residential
care units). Taking an average annual delivery figure of a required 180 older person units per year
(2023-2040) and applying this to the derived overall housing need figure from the standard
methodology of 309 units per year, it actually means that South Tyneside’s stated housing delivery
requirement for all dwellings (excluding older person housing, so housing for families, single
person, first time buyer etc) is only 129 dwellings a year (or a total of 1290 units over the plan
period).

Such specialist housing at the delivery rates needed to meet this specific demand represents an
exceptional circumstance and one which requires an adjustment to the level of housing need above
the standard methodology calculation to ensure that the wider stated ambitions of the STLP
around sustainable economic growth and healthy and mixed communities can be met through
delivery of a broader range of house types to maintain an economically active population and
prevent significant outward migration to areas with a better choice of mix of housing.

Restricting housing supply or, as put forward in the STLP, delivering a significant proportion of
housing towards a specific sector of the population (42% of overall housing delivery will be for older
person housing) as part of the standard methodology figure will only serve to harm local
communities across South Tyneside. The resultant implications of restricting supply for all other
sectors of the population of South Tyneside means higher house prices in desirable locations,
increased overcrowding, less investment and delivery in affordable housing and resultant outward
migration of an economically active population. Restricting housing supply is also shown to create
a limit on economic growth potential, stunting the local labour market and job creation.

It should also be noted that given the amount of land required to facilitate housing for older people
i.e. bungalows, such developments would have lower densities which is contrary to both draft
Policy 14 —Housing Density which encourages developments to optimise density, and the Council’s
2024 Density Study which establishes an average density per ha of 47 in Boldon and Cleadon. This
issue is accentuate by the need to provide 10% Biodiversity Net Gain on all major developments
also.
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When considering the above restrictions being placed upon general market housing for families
and younger people against the stated growth strategies and strategic infrastructure
improvements cited within the STLP, there is a clear disconnect and one which renders the plan
unsound at present.

Noting that the plan sets out its economic ambitions clearly, this being:

(a) “South Tyneside are part of the North East Combined Authority and the North East Local
Enterprise Partnership (NELEP). The NELEP’s Strategic Economic Plan aspires to increase the
number of jobs in the North East by 100,000 between 2014 and 2024. The cross-boundary
International Advanced Manufacturing Park (IAMP) is also reflective of South Tyneside Council’s
economic ambitions.”

(b) “The South Tyneside Economic Recovery Plan 2020 stresses the need to press on with ambitions
set in motion prior to the pandemic, such as schemes like IAMP, the Holborn regeneration project
and South Shields town centre regeneration programme. This fits into the three main drivers of
growth identified in the Plan, namely:

e Turbocharge productivity by refashioning our skills system, boosting our support for businesses
and investing in transport and digital infrastructure

e Catalyse green and sustainable growth by maximising the potential of our low-carbon and digital
assets and expertise

e Foster an inclusive recovery by boosting our vibrant communities, cultural assets and amazing
places and tackling barriers to health and wellbeing

The STLP also states that the council “remain committed to our twin goals of 25,000 new jobs for
South Tyneside by 2031 and 100,000 more and better jobs across the North East Local Enterprise
Partnership area by 2024”

Yet goes on to state that “while the council is clearly committed to achieving economic growth
(and inclusive growth that reduces inequalities), it considers that the minimum local housing need
target of 309 homes per year fully reflects this aspiration. South Tyneside is part of a wider
functional economic area extending across Tyne and Wear as evidenced in commuting and travel
to work patterns. It is therefore reasonably assumed that new jobs created within South Tyneside
could be done by people from within the wider functional economic area (as well as by local people
currently not in work given the emphasis within the Strategic Economic Plan upon upskilling and
reskilling local residents).”

The overall approach taken to limit 42% of its new housing supply to the economically inactive
(older persons) serves only to counteract the overarching principles of the STLP and the NPPF, and
entirely undermines the economic ambitions of the Borough. In taking this approach, it also fails
to provide a positive vision for the future of each area, is not prepared with the objective of
contributing to the achievement of sustainable development or be prepared positively, in a way
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thatis aspirational but deliverable in line with section 3 of the NPPF, and an adjustment is therefore
necessary to ensure the plan is effective.

Draft Policy SP1 — Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development

This draft policy is considered to be in accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework
and we welcome the assertion that the council will pro-actively work with applicants to try and find
solutions for development that improves the economic, social, and environmental conditions in
the Borough. Policies around housing land supply and the spatial strategy must be reflective of this.

Draft Policy SP3 — Spatial Strategy for sustainable development

We agree with the overall provisions of Policy SP3 where it seeks to focus housing in the main
urban areas and the villages, specifically point 2 which encourages growth to secure the
sustainability and vitality of the villages of Cleadon, Whitburn and the Boldons. Our previous
representations in relation to this Site have outlined that to ensure that the spatial strategy accords
with the NPPF Paragraph 70 and is effective, Policy SP3 should make reference to a reasonable
allowance for windfall sites and to recognise that windfall sites can make an important contribution
to meeting the housing requirement of an area. This has been addressed somewhat through the
introduction of Policy 13 — Windfall and Backland sites, but reference to this Policy should be made
within Policy SP3 to reflect the important role that windfall sites can make in meeting the area’s
housing needs. Reference also needs to be given to the constraints within South Tyneside and
reflection on its large Green Belt designation. As the SHLAA has identified following a thorough
assessment of its town centre, brownfield and edge of centre sites, the calculated level of housing
need cannot be met in its entirety within such sites so a compelling need to release land from the
Green Belt is recognised. Our representations further establish that additional Green Belt land is
required for release to meet the true level of housing need in the borough. Windfall sites forming
part of the standard method of housing need will be limited.

That said, we agree that to promote the development of a good mix of sites, local planning
authorities should support the development of windfall sites through their policies and decisions,
giving great weight to the benefits of using suitable sites within and on the edges of existing
settlements for homes.

To be effective in delivering housing needs, policy should allow for new housing to come forward
beyond the allocations and this should be either within the built-up area, or outside the built-up
area (but well-related to a settlement) subject to compliance with set criteria. This will be discussed
further in our section relating to Policy 19 below.

Draft Policy 1 — Promoting Healthy Communities

This draft policy aims to meet the Council’s changing population and mitigates the impacts of
climate change. It is considered to be in general accordance with the National Planning Policy
Framework and therefore, we are largely supportive of it. This is particularly pertinent in relation
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to our client’s site at Cleadon and we wholly welcome the aspiration within Draft Policy 1 to ensure
that development is designed to meet the changing population needs and promote safe and
sustainable public realm and environments that encourage social interaction and strong
communities.

Draft Policy SP2 — Strategy for Sustainable Development to meet
identified needs

Draft policy SP2 states that by 2040 South Tyneside Council will deliver 5,253 new homes and
create sustainable mixed communities. As discussed in Appendix C, this housing requirement is
based on the Standard Method for calculating Local Housing Need, which identifies a minimum
annual housing need figure but does not produce a housing requirement figure. Both the PPG and
the Council’s SHMA acknowledge that where the Council is targeting substantial growth of the
Borough, the actual housing need may be greater than the outcome of the Standard Method.

The 2023 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (Paragraph 61) states ‘to determine the
minimum number of homes needed, strategic policies should be informed by a local housing need
assessment, conducted using the standard method in national planning guidance - unless
exceptional circumstances justify an alternative approach which also reflects current and future
demographic trends and market signals. In addition to the local housing figure, any needs that
cannot be met within neighbouring areas should also be taken into account in establishing the
amount of housing to be planned for’. PPG defines housing need as ‘an unconstrained assessment
of the number of homes needed in an area” (PPG 2019 Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 2a-001
20190220). In light of our findings above based on the exceptional level of older person housing
required, we disagree that the annual figure is correct and suggest that, in order to deliver not only
the substantial growth of the Borough in accordance with the Council’s stated aspirations but also
a reasonable level of housing to meet the needs of the wider population and prevent excessive
house price rises and significant outward migration of the economically active, a far greater and
more ambitious strategy is necessary. Although, it is noted within the SHMA that there are
considered to be no exceptional circumstances to depart from the standard methodology for
calculating housing supply, we consider that the compelling level of older persons housing needed
(which represents 42% of the stated overall housing supply in the plan period) indicates two factors
leading to an ineffective plan:

1. That the LPA are not planning for economic growth or providing sufficient housing provision for
families and younger persons as required by their overarching economic growth strategy and are
failing local communities by limiting investment in affordable housing, stunting economic growth,
limiting access to housing and failing to positively prepare a plan in line with the NPPF; and

2. That there is a distinct mismatch between the stated housing requirements and the sites
identified within the SHLAA. The PPG on Housing for Older and Disabled People clearly establishes
the importance of offering older people a better choice of accommodation to suit their changing
needs. This can help them live independently for longer, feel more connected to their communities
and help reduce costs to the social care and health systems. Therefore, an understanding of how
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the ageing population affects housing needs is something to be considered from the early stages
of plan-making through to decision-taking.(Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 63-001-20190626)

The PPG goes on to require that in plan making and providing housing for older persons, the size,
location and quality of sites needs considered. For example, older person housing tends to require
more land to meet accessibility standards (therefore densities are lower than standard
requirements), should be within walking distances to shops and services, and typically cost more
to deliver. The SHLAA prioritising brownfield sites which are costly to remediate and take significant
time to prepare will not help deliver the stated level of older person housing in the right locations
or will serve to create homogenous and closed off communities which become wealthy enclaves
for the elderly, pricing families and younger people and the economically active out of South
Tyneside. To deliver an effective policy, we suggest that an uplift is required to the housing
requirements to both realistically account for the land and locational requirements of older person
housing and deliver additional housing which attracts new people into the borough, helps provide
an economically active population to meet the economic growth aspirations, and deliver enough
viable housing to be able to balance in affordable housing provision. In addition, a full review of
the SHLAA is required to assess the sites chosen and apply a realistic rate of delivery and viability
in view of the distorted breakdown of the demographic requirements.

The Council's SHMA acknowledges that alternative demographic scenarios can provide the
evidence to confirm if the standard method provides an appropriate base for the assessment of
need or whether there are any exceptional circumstances that would justify an alternative
approach. There is also provision in PPG to adjust the minimum housing need: ‘The standard
method for assessing local housing need provides the minimum starting point in determining the
number of homes needed in an area. It does not attempt to predict the impact that future
government policies, changing economic circumstances or other factors might have on
demographic behaviour’. Therefore, there will be circumstances where it is appropriate to consider
whether actual housing need is higher than the standard method indicates. In this instance, we
consider that there are clear and compelling reasons why the housing need is justifiably higher
than the standard method.

Draft Policy SP7 — Urban and Village Sustainable Growth Areas

The draft policy removes several cited allocated sites from the Green Belt and allocates them for
residential development.

Suggested Modification

As we have stated, the Council is not able to demonstrate a 4-year supply of deliverable housing
sites, and only allocates a target of 5,045 residual housing land against the 5,253 housing
requirement (accounting for windfall). As set out above, we believe that a higher housing
requirement is more appropriate for the plan and that an exception should be made in light of the
need to revise the findings to be able to accommodate the stated level of need for older person
housing in the right locations whilst also being able to deliver enough housing for the wider
population.
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We also recommend that our clients land at East Cleadon is allocated for residential development
under Draft Policy SP7. We have assessed this Site as suitable, available and achievable for
residential development in Appendix D and an allocation for residential development on this Site
would assist the Council in delivering the housing requirement for the Borough.

Draft Policy SP16 — Housing Supply and Delivery

Policy SP16 sets out that, over the Plan period of 2023 to 2040, South Tyneside Council will make
provision for the delivery of at least 5,253 new homes, equating to 309 dwellings each year. It aims
to maintain a rolling 5-year land supply.

As explained at Appendix C of this document, the stated housing requirement is considered to be
incorrect. The figures are based upon the Standard Method for calculating Local Housing Need,
which identifies a minimum annual housing need figure but does not produce a housing
requirement figure. Both the PPG and the Council’s SHMA state that, where the Council is targeting
substantial growth of the Borough, the actual housing need is likely to significantly greater than
the outcome of the Standard Method. Given the significant levels of under delivery in previous
years in South Tyneside considered alongside the ONS requirements for 42% of the standard
methodology for housing need being required for over 55’s housing, we suggest that there are
exceptional circumstances for a departure from the standard method of calculation and a
compelling need to increase the housing need figure.

Appendix C demonstrates that the Council’s most recent 5-year Housing Land Supply statement
related to the 5-year timescale of April 2023 to March 2028, showed that the Council is not able to
demonstrate a 4-year supply of deliverable housing sites against the ONA. The housing land supply
on 1st April 2023 was assessed as 3.2 years.

Suggested Modifications

Considering the above, we believe that the housing need is far higher than the Standard Method
indicates and presents a compelling case to increase the housing requirement. Therefore, we
request that a higher housing requirement is included within the Plan.

Given that the Council is not able to demonstrate a 4 year supply of deliverable housing sites and
allocates 3,498 residual housing land against the 5,253 housing requirement, we suggest that
additional housing land supply is provided through additional housing allocations relevant to the
demographic of the requirements, in order to address a potential under-delivery and to ensure
that the final housing requirement figure is a realistic minimum requirement, rather than a
maximum requirement, as required by the PPG (Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 68-001-20190722).

Draft Policy 13 — Windfall and Backland sites

This draft policy encourages residential development on sites that have not been allocated in the
Plan where these sites meet a specific criteria, including being previously developed or small infill
sites within settlement limits.
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Suggested Modification

This draft policy should be updated to refer to medium-sized sites in line with NPPF paragraph 70,
giving weight to the benefits of using suitable sites within and on the edge of existing settlements
for homes as outlined in the NPPF.

Draft Policy 19 — Housing Mix

This draft policy encourages, amongst other points, increasing the choice of suitable affordable
housing on sites identified within the SHMA. This is considered to be in accordance with the
National Planning Policy Framework and therefore, we are supportive of this element of the draft
policy although more explanation is required in terms of how the necessary levels of affordable
housing are going to be delivered against the backdrop of restricting general open market housing
supply across the borough.

Notwithstanding the above, we welcome the supportive text of Policy 19 which relates to Custom
and Self Build plots in order to meet demand in the area. We are of the opinion that the Site could
be utilised for Custom or Self Build plots which would assist the Council in meeting their housing
need targets.

Suggested Modification

In terms of delivering an appropriate mix in accordance with the SHMA requirements, with a 42%
requirement for older person specialist housing, it is difficult to understand how this policy can be
adhered to in providing a true choice and mix of housing types, catering for people choosing to
stay or move into South Tyneside and sits at odds with the housing delivery requirements.

Draft Policy 41 — Green Belt

We note that our client’s land remains allocated as Green Belt land under Draft Policy 41, which
requires that proposals for development within the Green Belt, as shown on the Policies Map, will
be determined in accordance with national planning policy. As previously confirmed, our Clients
consider that the Site should be removed from the Green Belt on the basis that the land performs
weakly against all five purposes of the Green Belt and is situated in a sustainable location in which
development would represent a natural extension to the settlement limits of Cleadon Village. This
draft policy is assessed in detail in Section 3 and should be read in tandem with the comments
above.
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Green Belt Assessment

The site is allocated as Green Belt land under Draft Policy 41 — Green Belt.

Draft Policy 41 states that development proposals within the Green Belt will be determined in
accordance with national planning policy.

NPPF Green Belt Policies

Paragraph 145 of the NPPF states that once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be
altered where exceptional circumstances are fully evidenced and justified, through the preparation
or updating of plans. Paragraph 145 goes on to state that where a need for changes to Green Belt
boundaries have been established through strategic policies, detailed amendments to those
policies may be made through non-strategic policies, including neighbourhood plans.

Paragraph 146 of the NPPF asserts that before concluding that exceptional circumstances exist to
justify changes to Green Belt boundaries, LPAs should be able to demonstrate that it has examined
fully all other reasonable options for meeting its identified need for development. This will be
assessed through the examination of its strategic policies, which will take into account Paragraph
145, and whether the strategy:

e makes as much use as possible of suitable brownfield sites and underutilised land;

e optimises the density of development in line with the policies in chapter 11 of this
Framework, including whether policies promote a significant uplift in minimum density
standards in town and city centres and other locations well served by public transport; and

e has been informed by discussions with neighbouring authorities about whether they could
accommodate some of the identified need for development, as demonstrated through the
statement of common ground.

Paragraph 147 stipulates that when reviewing Green Belt boundaries, the need to promote
sustainable patterns of development should be taken into account. Moreover, LPAs should
consider the consequences for sustainable development of channelling development towards
villages insets within the Green Belt. Where it has been concluded that it is necessary to release
Green Belt land for development, plans should give first consideration to land which has been
previously-developed and/or is well-served by public transport. They should also set out ways in
which the impact of removing land from the Green Belt can be offset through compensatory
improvements to the environmental quality and accessibility of remaining Green Belt land.

Local Policy

We note that a Green Belt Study (2023) has been undertaken by LUC, and that the Study forms
part of the Draft STLP’s evidence base.
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The South Tyneside Green Belt Study (November 2023) concluded that all of the Borough’s Green
Belt has been found to perform a similar Green Belt function in relation to the following Green Belt
purposes:

e |t does not play a role in preserving the setting and special character of historic towns
(Purpose 4). This is because there is no notable relationship between the South Tyneside’s
Green Belt land and the historic setting and special character of surrounding historic towns.

e |t all plays a role in assisting in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict
and other urban land (Purpose 5).

It was also noted that the release of the areas of the borough’s Green Belt containing inappropriate
development that abuts urban edges result in low Green Belt harm across the purposes by virtue
of the existing loss of openness and the development’s existing urbanising influence.

South Tyneside Green Belt Study 2023

The five purposes of the Green Belt, in which each Green Belt site has been assessed against, are
set out below:

Purpose 1: Check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas;

Purpose 2: Prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another;

Purpose 3: Assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;
Purpose 4: Preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and

AR R

Purpose 5: Assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict land.

The Site has not been formally assessed within the Green Belt Study but in Figure 1 below, it is
shown as having a ‘high’ Parcel Harm Rating (Site shown by a star). A scale of four harm ratings is

used:
e Very High
e High

e |Moderate
e Low/NoHarm

It should be noted that there are no absolute definitions associated with these stated levels of
Green Belt harm. The ratings provide a means of relative comparison, and whilst it is clearly
desirable to minimise harm levels, it may be that in some instances a parcel associated with a Very
High level of Green Belt harm may still, taking other factors into consideration, represent the most
sustainable and suitable option for allocation.

Land to the West of Sunniside Lane, Cleadon

P5882NE

14



Stonebridge Homes . . .

PLANNING

L~
L
=

&
LG

[ Cleadon parcel Green Belt
[] Neighbouring parcel 7"/ Absolute Constraints
[ Site option Parcel Harm Rating
[ South Tyneside Borough B Very High
High
" Moderate

Figure 1 - Parcel Harm Rating Extract

Green Belt Assessment of the Site

3.12  Wedisagree with the LPA’s Green Belt assessment of the Site and the assertion that the Site would
have a ‘high” amount of harm against the purposes of the Green Belt. Our position is set out below.

3.13  The Site is a well contained edge of settlement Site on which development would form a natural
and logical sustainable extension of Cleadon Village. It is well served by public transport and within
walking distance of all local shops and services. Paragraph 147 stipulates that when reviewing
Green Belt boundaries, the need to promote sustainable patterns of development should be taken
into account, and that LPAs should consider the consequences for sustainable development of
channelling development towards towns and villages inset within the Green Belt. Moreover,
Paragraph 147 states that where it is necessary to release Green Belt land for development, plans
should give first consideration to land which is well-served by public transport.

Land to the West of Sunniside Lane, Cleadon
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The character of the Site reads like part of the current village. It is distinctly different from the
countryside beyond to the north as it features strong landscape buffers and man-made boundaries
to its east, south and west. In addition to the tree planting along the eastern boundary, Sunniside
Lane itself acts as a distinct physical and visual buffer between the Site and Cleadon Hills to the
east. The southern boundary of the Site is also bound by Sunniside Lane and serves as the existing
access into the Site, whilst large trees are present along the Site’s western boundary, providing
screening from the residential development to the south-west and the allotments to the north-
west.

Each of these five purposes of the Green Belt are considered below in relation to the Site:

Purpose 1 —to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas

The Green Belt Review identifies development on this Site as having a likely adverse impact on this
purpose. The Site is well contained with defensible boundaries on all sides; by Sunniside Lane to
the east and south, residential development to the south-west and the allotments to the north-
west. The existing settlement boundary of Cleadon Village extends as far north as the northern
boundary of the Site itself (Thornleigh Gardens to the west) so the building line will be no closer to
nearby settlements than existing and established housing. In addition, any development on this
Site would provide additional boundaries in the form of a prominent landscaped northern
boundary between the Site and the agricultural fields to the north, retaining the openness of the
Green Belt land to the north and ensuring that the unrestricted sprawl of the village is prevented.
The Site does not fulfil Purpose 1 and should be assessed as ‘low’ against this purpose.

Purpose 2 —to prevent neighbouring towns from merging

The Green Belt Review identifies development on this Site as having a likely moderate impact on
this purpose. As the site is bound by large agricultural fields to the north and Sunniside Lane to the
east and south and existing housing extending northwards along the A1018 (to which the Site itself
will not extend beyond this established settlement edge) and there are no neighbouring
settlements, it does not fulfil this role and should be assessed as ‘low’.

Purpose 3 —to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment

The Green Belt Review identifies development on this Site as having a likely adverse impact on this
purpose. We disagree. The character of the Site is distinctly different from the wider surrounding
open countryside. It is well contained by physical boundaries and reads as part of the settlement
of Cleadon rather than as part of the wider countryside. The northern-most extent of built form of
the village extends up to Thornleigh Gardens and Elmleigh Gardens to the north-east of the Site,
so the northern extent of the Village is already firmly established. The development of the Site
would not extend beyond this northern settlement edge.

The northern boundary of the Site is characterised by agricultural land but with a field boundary
already in place. Any development of this Site would introduce a wider landscape buffer to
establish a defensible boundary to the north. The Site does not fulfil purpose 3 and should be
assessed as ‘moderate’.
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Purpose 4 — to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns

The Green Belt Review identifies development on this Site as having no impact on this purpose.
The predominant character of the Village in this location is of relatively modern residential
developments. There is no direct relationship with the character of Cleadon Village and it does not
contribute to the setting of the Cleadon Conservation Area. The site does not fulfil purpose 4 and
we acknowledge that the impact is assessed as 'no impact’.

Purpose 5 —to assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other

urban land

The Green belt Review identifies the Site as having moderate impact on this purpose. It is worth
noting that all Green Belt sites are expected to have the same level of impact in relation to Purpose
5 by their very nature.

Although this Site comprises greenfield land, it is evident that there are no available or suitable
derelict or other brownfield sites within Cleadon Village which have the potential to deliver
significant residential development. The site should be assessed as ’low’.

Nearby Green Belt Release

The site assessed in Appendix D of this Report have been proposed to be released from the Green
Belt and allocated for residential development under Draft Policy SP7 of the Draft STLP. We will
discuss this sites below:

Land at West Hall Farm, Cleadon

A parcel of former Green Belt land in the south of Cleadon Village has been allocated for residential
development in the Draft STLP — Allocation GA4: Land at West Hall Farm. This site is outlined in red
below:
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The Green Belt Study 2023 assesses this site (ref: GA4) as scoring as follows against the 5 purposes
of the Green Belt:
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e Purpose 1 —Moderate

e Purpose 2 — Moderate

e Purpose 3 —Moderate

e Purpose 4 —Low/No

e Purpose 5 — Equal (all Green Belt land makes an equal contribution to this purpose)

In relation to Purpose 1, the assessment states that the site is contained by the inset area from the
north and west. Moor Lane to the south and Sunderland Road to the west represent relatively
strong, regular alternative Green Belt boundaries. Although sparse tree-cover along their edges
maintain open views of the wider countryside, the countryside beyond would remain distinct and
maintain a strong association with the wider countryside.

For Purpose 2, it is noted that the release of the site would have a narrowing effect by reducing
the open area between the towns. However, the containment of the site to the north and south
limits its significance. Moor lane to the south and Sunderland Road to the west represent relatively
strong, regular alternative Green Belt boundaries with the countryside in the gap beyond clearly
distinct from the urban edge and having a strong association with the wider countryside.

In regard to Purpose 3, it is stated that the site is contained by the inset area from the north and
west. Moor Lane to the south and Sunderland Road to the east represent relatively strong, regular
alternative Green Belt boundaries Although sparse tree-cover along their edges maintain open
views of the wider countryside, the countryside beyond would remain distinct and maintain a
strong association with the wider countryside.

Purposes 4 and 5 are not particularly relevant to this site.

It is noted that this site is relatively well contained to the south and east where it adjoins the
surrounding Green Belt, by Moor Lane and the A108 respectively, as well as sparse tree cover along
these boundaries. Potential mitigation measures could include the retention and enhancement of
vegetation and tree planting to the east and south, which would reduce the visual impact of
development on adjacent Green Belt. Similar points are considered to apply to the proposed
development Site also, meaning that there is no reason why the Proposed Development Site
cannot be deleted from the Green Belt also.

Suggested Modification

Considering the above, the Site performs weakly against all five purposes of the Green Belt. The
prominent boundaries and current access into the Site from the south set the Site apart from the
surrounding open countryside and it represents a natural extension to the residential development
to the south-west and the settlement limits of Cleadon Village, fully in accordance with paragraph
147 of the NPPF, which stipulates that LPAs should promote sustainable patterns of development.

The Site is well-served by public transport, which the NPPF states should be given priority in
consideration for its release. Therefore, the Site provides a sustainable opportunity to deliver
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market housing on the edge of Cleadon Village, to the benefit of the services and facilities within
the village.

Moreover, the similar site discussed above is considered to have similar constraints to that of the
proposed Site, meaning that if the mitigation measures discussed were incorporated by the
proposed development, the Site should also be removed from the Green Belt.

Taking the above points into account, we request that the Council undertake an objective and
consistent reassessment of the site as set out above and, in accordance with the findings and that
of similar sites, it is removed from the Green Belt under Draft Policy 41, in accordance with
paragraph 147 of the NPPF.
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Summary and Conclusions

We are generally supportive of the vision and objectives of the Draft STLP, as well as a number of
the draft strategic policies contained within the Plan.

We have assessed our client’s Site in accordance with precedents established in the SHLAA
assessments of nearby development sites and have proposed potential mitigation measures which
could be implemented by development on the Site to ensure the Site is indeed suitable, available
and achievable for residential development and, to ensure consistency and transparency in plan
making, the site is allocated for housing as part of the next round of the STLP review to align with
the already proposed allocations for Cleadon. We have also demonstrated as set out in the
appendices that there is a substantial and demonstrable national and local need for the
development on the Proposed Development Site.

In order to facilitate the above developments, we suggest that the LPA review and consider the
recommended modifications to Draft Policies SP7, SP16, 13, 19 and 41.

Land to the West of Sunniside Lane, Cleadon

P5882NE

20



Stonebridge Homes " ’ .l .I

PLANNING

Appendix A — Site Description and Planning History

The Site

The Site is located to the west of Sunniside Lane, north-east of Cleadon Village in South Tyneside,
approximately 6.3km south of South Shields town centre and 7.6km north of Sunderland City
centre. The Site extends to approximately 3.1ha and is accessed via Sunniside Lane.

The Site currently comprises of Grade 3 classified agricultural land in private ownership. The
west/south-western boundary of the site is tightly bound by Sunniside Lane - the primary route
out of the Village. The southern tip of the site is contained by Sunniside Lane and Sunniside Lea
housing development and further north-west the site is contained by community allotments and
formal recreation/open space provision. Beyond this western edge is an established housing
estate following the northern route of the A1018 access road. The housing development here is
linear in form and its northernmost edge of development is unequivocally in line with the
northern edge of our client’s land. Any development proposed on our client’s site will therefore
not be breaking the established pattern of development to the north of Cleadon and will be fully
in keeping with the existing building line.

Cleadon Village centre is approximately 520m to the south-west and there are two bus stops
approximately 340m west of the Site, which offer very frequent bus services to South Shields and
Durham via Sunderland.

The Site is located to the north-east of Cleadon Village Conservation Area but outside of it and is
currently within the designated Green Belt. An adopted wildlife corridor is to the north and the
Cleadon Hills are located to the east of the site.

Land to the West of Sunniside Lane, Cleadon
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Planning History

An online search indicates that no recent planning applications have been submitted on the Site.

In 2013, the land to the south-west of the Site was subject to an approved full planning
application (ST/0046/13/FUL) for the demolition of the former Oakleigh Gardens School buildings
for proposed residential development comprising the construction of 16no. detached dwellings
with associated landscaping and highway works. This site is now built-out.

The land to the north-west of the Site was subject to an approved planning application
(ST/0560/16/LAA) for the change of use to community allotment gardens, comprising of 18
allotment plots and 2-metre-high boundary fence.
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Appendix B — Proposed Development

Market Housing

In light of the site’s sustainable location on the edge of the settlement, its strong containment by
roads, houses and recreational space and the established northern building line of Cleadon
Village, the option being considered is to seek removal of the site from the Green Belt to deliver
market housing on the Site set within a high landscaped back drop. A prominent and new
landscape buffer will be introduced to the northern boundary to align with the existing housing
building line at Thornleigh Gardens to the west and to ensure the long-term containment of the
site and defensible Green Belt boundaries.

A quantum of around 80 units is proposed with an element of affordable housing in line with
Local Policy. The specific mix of this housing development is yet to be determined but the case is
set out above for its removal from the Green Belt and allocation for housing as part of the review
of the Local Plan (see section 3 above).
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Appendix C — Need for the Development

Market Housing

The Council’s most recent 5-year Housing Land Supply statement related to the 5-year timescale
of April 2023 to March 2028. The housing land supply on 1st April 2023 was assessed as 3.2
years. This assessment shows that the Council is not able to demonstrate a 4-year supply of
deliverable housing sites against the ONA (including the NPPF 20% buffer).

Within the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 2023, it is identified that there is a
residual housing requirement target of 5045 dwellings and a shortfall in supply of at least 2256
dwellings. As such, the Council has taken a proactive approach to identifying additional sources of
land to meet the shortfall and ensure flexibility is built in to the supply. However, since the initial
SHLAA assessments did not identify enough capacity to meet the Borough’s identified housing
need, it was necessary to assess Category 2 sites (as outlined in Section 2), principally Green Belt
sites.

In total, of the individual sites assessed in the SHLAA, of which 73 were within the Green Belt, 7
sites were assessed as being developable with a combined capacity for 2308 dwellings. None of
the sites were assessed as deliverable. Before development of any of these sites, they would first
have to be removed from the Green Belt through the Local Plan process so it is not considered
realistic that any of these sites would come forward in the first 5 years. This is shown in Figure 2

below:
Years 1-5 Years 6-10 Years 11+
SHLAA sites 296 682 220
SHLAA sites currently in O 1024 1284
the Green Belt
Permitted Sites 934 418 236
Totals 1230 2124 1740

Table 9 SHLAA sites capacity

Figure 2 - SHLAA Sites Capacity

Based on the above Totals shown in Figure 2, there is an oversupply of 52 dwellings, equating to
5092 dwellings against the target of 5045.

Notwithstanding the above, the South Tyneside Council’s Strategic Housing Market Assessment
('SHMA’) 2023 outlines that the overall net housing completions over the period 2014/15 to
2022/23 were meeting targets but, more recently, there have been annual shortfalls compared
with targets. The annual average delivery over the past 9 years (2014/15 to 2022/23) has been
304 net new dwellings, however, as shown in Figure 3, there have been deficits of over 100 units
per year since 2018/2019 with an overall deficit of over 400 units.

Land to the West of Sunniside Lane, Cleadon
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Table 210  Dwelling completions 2014/15 to 2022/23
Surplus/
Deficit
Demolitions/ Housing Net against
Completions losses target delivery target
2014/15 471 41 365 430 65
2015/16 495 48 365 447 82
2016/17 546 80 350 466 116
2017/18 438 99 350 339 -11
2018/19 399 154 350 245 -105
2019/20 249 15 350 234 -116
2020/21 184 2 341 182 -159
2021/22 220 14 341 206 -135
2022/23 179 4 321 175 -146
Total (past 9 years) 3,181 457 3,133 2,724 -409
Annual average
(past 9 yoa rs)g 353 51 348 303 -45

Source: Council data

Figure 3 - Recent Dwelling Completions

PLANNING

It is clear that over the past 9 years, net delivery has averaged 303 compared with an average
target of 348 over the period 2014/15 to 2022/23. The standard method calculation identifies a
minimum annual need of the Plan Period for 309 dwellings, however, we would question how

this will meet the previous delivery deficits discussed above.

In addition to the above, it is noted in the SHMA that further housing need uplifts required as a

result of its growth strategies, infrastructure improvements, and jobs growth are not proposed,

which seems contradictory with the overall approach recommended within the NPPF and

associated PPG’s.

Whilst the SHMA rightly acknowledges that the Update continues to evidence a need for

affordable housing across South Tyneside. It is claimed that this will be met through new delivery
by the Council and housing associations, however, we would question whether this is achievable
given the previous undersupply of homes and the current 3.2 year housing land supply.

Aligned with this is the acknowledgement in the SHMA of the need to accommodate the growth in
older residents through more targeted house types and specialist housing and communities is
suggested here to better reflect the aspirations contained within the South Tyneside Integrated
housing strategy April 2019. The SHMA establishes a need figure of 3,060 units of specialist older
person accommodation will be required by 2040 (comprising 1,803 C3 units, 885 C2 Extra Care
units and 372 C2 Residential care units). Taking an average annual delivery figure of a required 180
older person units per year (2023-2040) and applying this to the derived overall housing need
figure from the standard methodology of 309 units per year, it actually means that South
Tyneside’s stated housing delivery requirement for all dwellings (excluding older person housing,
so housing for families, single person, first time buyer etc) is only 129 dwellings a year (or a total
of 1290 units over the plan period).
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Such specialist housing at the delivery rates needed to meet this specific demand represents an
exceptional circumstance and one which requires an adjustment to the level of housing need above
the standard methodology calculation to ensure that the wider stated ambitions of the STLP
around sustainable economic growth and healthy and mixed communities can be met through
delivery of a broader range of house types to maintain an economically active population and
prevent significant outward migration to areas with a better choice of mix of housing.

Restricting housing supply or, as put forward in the STLP, delivering a significant proportion of
housing towards a specific sector of the population (42% of overall housing delivery will be for older
person housing) as part of the standard methodology figure will only serve to harm local
communities across South Tyneside. The resultant implications of restricting supply for all other
sectors of the population of South Tyneside means higher house prices in desirable locations,
increased overcrowding, less investment and delivery in affordable housing, and resultant outward
migration of an economically active population. Restricting housing supply is also shown to create
a limit on economic growth potential, stunting the local labour market and job creation.

It should also be noted that given the amount of land required to facilitate housing for older people
i.e. bungalows, such developments would have lower densities which is contrary to both draft
Policy 14 — Housing Density which encourages developments to optimise density, and the Council’s
2024 Density Study which establishes an average density per ha of 47 in Boldon and Cleadon. This
issue is accentuate by the need to provide 10% Biodiversity Net Gain on all major developments
also.

When considering the above restrictions being placed upon general market housing for families
and vyounger people against the stated growth strategies and strategic infrastructure
improvements cited within the STLP. There is a clear disconnect with the overall approach taken
to limit 42% of its new housing supply to the economically inactive (older persons) serves only to
counteract the overarching principles of the STLP and the NPPF and entirely undermines the
economic ambitions of the Borough.

The 2023 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (Paragraph 61) states ‘to determine the
minimum number of homes needed, strategic policies should be informed by a local housing need
assessment, conducted using the standard method in national planning guidance - unless
exceptional circumstances justify an alternative approach which also reflects current and future
demographic trends and market signals. In light of our findings above based on the exceptional
level of older person housing required, we disagree that the annual figure is correct and suggest
that, in order to deliver not only the substantial growth of the Borough in accordance with the
Council’s stated economic aspirations but also a reasonable level of housing to meet the needs of
the wider population and prevent excessive house price rises and significant outward migration of
the economically active, a far greater and more ambitious strategy is necessary. Although, it is
noted within the SHMAA that there are considered to be no exceptional circumstances to depart
from the standard methodology for calculating housing supply, we disagree and consider that the
compelling level of older persons housing needed (which represents 42% of the stated overall
housing supply in the plan period) indicates two factors leading to an ineffective plan:
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1. That the LPA are not planning for economic growth or providing sufficient housing provision for
families and younger persons as required by their overarching economic growth strategy and are
failing local communities by limiting investment in affordable housing, stunting economic growth
and limiting access to housing; and

2. That there is a distinct mismatch between the stated housing requirements and the sites
identified within the SHLAA. The PPG on Housing for Older and Disabled People clearly establishes
the importance of offering older people a better choice of accommodation to suit their changing
needs. This can help them live independently for longer, feel more connected to their communities
and help reduce costs to the social care and health systems. Therefore, an understanding of how
the ageing population affects housing needs is something to be considered from the early stages
of plan-making through to decision-taking.(Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 63-001-20190626)

The Council’'s SHMA acknowledges that alternative demographic scenarios can provide the
evidence to confirm if the standard method provides an appropriate base for the assessment of
need or whether any there are exceptional circumstances that would justify an alternative
approach. There is also provision in PPG to adjust the minimum housing need: ‘The standard
method for assessing local housing need provides the minimum starting point in determining the
number of homes needed in an area. It does not attempt to predict the impact that future
government policies, changing economic circumstances or other factors might have on
demographic behaviour. Therefore, there will be circumstances where it is appropriate to consider
whether actual housing need is higher than the standard method indicates. In this instance, we
consider that there are clear and compelling reasons why the housing need is justifiably higher
than the standard method.

It is of note that the Council is unable to demonstrate a 4-year supply of deliverable housing sites
against the local and national requirements, which is corroborated by the most up to date SHLAA
which states that, without utilising Green Belt land, the Council does not have capacity to meet
the Brough’s housing need over the next 15 years. Given the Council’s housing need, it is clear
that the Council will have to rely on additional Green Belt deletions to accommodate its housing
need in the plan period, and an updated SHLAA will have to be produced to address this.

In summary, it is evident that there is an outstanding demand for additional market housing in
South Tyneside in order to support the Council’s housing need not just in the next 4 years but for
10 years and beyond throughout the Plan period.
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Appendix D — Comments on SHLAA and Site Assessment

The Council’s SHLAA 2023 assesses the Site (SHLAA ref: SBC070) and considers it to be unsuitable,
but available and achievable for residential development. We fundamentally disagree with the
assessment that the Site is unsuitable. Our comments on the SHLAA site assessment are set out
below and we request that these are taken into full consideration in further iterations of the
STLP.

To inform our assessment, we have firstly reviewed the SHLAA assessments of nearby sites. It is
important for plan making and decision taking that the LPA have full regard to ensuring
transparency and consistency at all times. It is unreasonable to derive different conclusions from
the same evidence and materially similar situations as demonstrated with the site assessment,
below.

Other SHLAA Sites
Land at West Hall Farm

Land at West Hall Farm, south of Cleadon Park (SHLAA ref: SBC051) is a 10.3ha Green Belt site
which has been assessed as having a developable area of 7.7ha. This site is outlined in red below:
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This site

The site is located south-west of the Proposed Development Site and is located in the Green Belt
and outside the settlement limits of Cleadon Village. Whilst the small northern boundary of the
site is bounded by existing housing, the western boundary has a clear, deep and well-established
landscape buffer and the remaining 2 sides are bound by open countryside beyond. It is also
noted within the SHLAA that that this site has a history of surface water flooding, which is likely to
restrict development. Development on this site has been assessed by the Council as having
moderate impact on the Green Belt in South Tyneside Council’s Green Belt Study 2023 (ref: GA4),
which is discussed further in Section 3.

Despite this conclusion that the development will have a moderate impact on the Green Belt and
the open nature of the site on 2 sides, this site has been assessed as suitable, available and
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achievable for residential development in the 2023 SHLAA. The SHLAA states that site has an
estimated yield of 259 dwellings. Moreover, the Draft STLP predetermines that the site is suitable
for housing and proposes its allocation for Urban and Village Sustainable Growth Area for housing
under Draft Policy SP7 — Draft Allocation GA4: Land at West Hall Farm. Draft Policy SP7 states that
the site will be removed from the Green Belt and allocated for housing development.
Development of Urban and Village Growth Areas will be required to create a new defensible
Green Belt boundary.

The following site-specific considerations for the site which must be taken into account are
outlined in Draft Policy SP7 and set as follows:

e Ensure that the design and layout create clear and defensible boundaries;

e Retain existing mature trees in accordance with Policy 36: Protecting Trees, Woodland and
Hedgerows;

e Ensure landscaping is an integral part of the design and ensure built development is set back
from the eastern boundary of the site to retain the feeling of openness along the A1018;

e Explore opportunities for improving the existing staggered junction between the site and
Sunderland Road; and

e Support at least one season’s additional non-breeding monitoring data for wading birds for
fields within 500m of the site, including nocturnal survey with appropriate equipment.

Site Assessment
Suitability

The Proposed Development Site is located outside of the Cleadon Village settlement limits, within
the open countryside and in the Green Belt and therefore most development (i.e. residential) is
acknowledged to be inappropriate However, as set out above, there must be transparency and
consistency in this process. There are no materially distinguishable differences between the site
reviewed above and our Client’s land and in some respects, our client’s land more closely aligns
with the provisions of the NPPF when reviewing Green Belt boundaries in respect of ensuring
clearly defined boundaries using physical features that are readily recognisable and likely to be
permanent.

In reviewing the SHLAA, it is clear that the alternative site in Cleadon (SHLAA ref: SBCO51) is
similar in all respects to our Client’s site. Yet, it has been assessed by the Council to be suitable
for residential development and has been allocated for such in the Draft STLP.

Development on this Site lends itself to a natural extension to the north-eastern limit of the
Cleadon Village settlement, rounding off the settlement well. The Site is in a sustainable location
within 7-minutes’ walk from Cleadon Village centre, which comprises a number of amenities such
as a pharmacy, a nursery, a secondary school, shops, and restaurants and bars. There are also
two bus stops approximately 340m west of the Site, which offer very frequent bus services to
South Shields and Durham via Sunderland.
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Considering the constraints of the Site, as with the SHLAA site discussed above, in order to be
considered suitable for development a landscape buffer to the north of the Site could be
incorporated which would prevent future incursion into the open countryside to the north of the
Site, and would provide an important wildlife corridor . Additionally, the southern portion of the
Site could also be subject to a prominent landscape buffer, which would screen the Site from the
Conservation Area to the south. Development of the Site will consider a range of densities
providing a market led mix and choice of homes including lower densities towards the eastern
and southern parts of the Site. This will preserve and enhance the character and appearance of
the Cleadon Hills Conservation Area and the Cleadon Village Conservation Area, to the east and
south of the Site respectively. The development option would also seek environmental net gains
and to incorporate on-site open space together with an appropriate provision of mixed tenure
affordable homes in line with policy for local needs.

In light of the above, the Site is considered suitable for residential development as it would seek
to incorporate similar mitigation measures as required for development on the above SHLAA site.

Availability
Our client owns the land. The site is therefore available for immediate development.

Achievability
As the Site is considered suitable for residential development, it is also considered achievable.
Summary

In summary, it has been demonstrated that the Site is situated in a sustainable location and that
development on the Site would be sensitive to the surrounding landscape and heritage
constraints, as well as constituting a rounding-off of the Cleadon Village settlement to the north-
east. The proposed mitigation measures are similar to those proposed for development of the
nearby SHLAA site discussed above and therefore, if these mitigation measures are applied, there
is no demonstrable reason why the Site cannot be considered suitable for residential
development and allocated as such in the STLP.
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LP1964 - Persimmon homes
Response ID BHLF-RUCU-JV16-6

Submitted to Sustainability Appraisal 2024
Submitted on 2024-04-16 13:24:33

Have your say

1 Which section(s) of the SA are you responding to?

Section of the SA:

Employment Growth, Housing Growth,

2 Please provide any comments you wish to be considered by the Planning Inspector.
Comments:

2.0 SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL

2.1 A starting point for reviewing the Regulation 19 Draft Local Plan is the Sustainability
Appraisal (SA) which supports it.

Employment Growth

2.2 As recognised in paragraph 34 of the SA, in the Regulation 18 stage of the draft
Local Plan, the Council's preferred scenario for employment land was the ‘Baseline
Labour Demand Scenario’. This was in recognition of the constraints imposed by
Green Belt and the high value placed on this by the local community. However, this
has now switched in this Regulation 19 Draft Publication Plan, and now the Council's
preferred scenario for employment land requirements over the Plan period is the
‘Policy-on Labour Demand Scenario'. This is based on seeking to capture the
impacts of the IAMP, which are expected to create significant employment
opportunities in the wider supply chain and therefore the ability to offer good
quality employment sites, with good access to the strategic road network and in
close proximity to the IAMP.

2.3 49.51 hectares of land for economic development is to be delivered as result of
this preferred growth option.

2.4 Persimmon Homes are pleased to see a positive approach being taken here to take
advantage of significant employment opportunities and reflect a revised approach
to Employment Land which is more sustainable than the previous strategy.

2.5 However, it is Persimmon Homes' view that a positive approach to employment
land also needs to be reflected in housing growth, to reflect housing opportunities
for new workers and reduce the need for inward commuting.

2.6 Persimmon Homes strongly disagrees with paragraph 4.12 of the SA in that 90% of
the workers for IAMP will already be living in the North East. The IAMP project will
be delivered over the course of many years to come and a lot of the potential

future workers at the area will not be of working age yet, instead they will be

3

undertaking engineering courses in college / university, and therefore will require
housing at a later stage in the plan period, which this plan is overlooking.

2.7 Furthermore, as stated in the SA, it is expected that the supply chain for IAMP will
likely provide a significant boost to employment in existing a future businesses in
the Borough, therefore, these businesses themselves will likely grow. To rely on a
report from almost a decade ago, which does not reflect new large scale
employment growth in the North East, is not in Persimmon'’s view evidence to
overlook the additional housing requirement above OAN. It should be strongly
taken into consideration considering the current under delivery the Council is
facing and the 20% buffer they are having to apply to their 5 year housing land
supply.

Housing Growth

2.8 As identified in paragraph 28 of the non-technical summary, National Planning
Policy in 2019 resulted in an overall housing requirement of 321 dwellings per
annum (5,778 in total), however, work on the Regulation 19 Draft Local Plan updated
the Plan Period and updated the annual housing need figure to 309 dwellings per
annum (5,253 houses in total). As identified in paragraph 29 South Tyneside

Council (STC) considers that there are no exceptional circumstances which could
justify the selection of an alternative growth option.

2.9 As stated in paragraph 35, the Council progressed with 4 options for the
distribution of housing growth

1) Option 1: Urban Area Only

2) Option 2: Sustainable Urban Area Growth and Large-scale Green belt (Single
land) release



3) Option 4: Sustainable Urban Area Growth and Increased number of Green Belt
releases of varying sizes

4) Option 5: Sustainable Urban Area Growth + large scale Green Belt (single land
release + additional Green Belt site releases of varying sizes.

2.10 Option 2 (Neighbouring authorities taking our need) was dropped due to no
support.

2.11 As stated in paragraph 39 the preferred option is still Spatial option 5 which has
been carried on from the Regulation 18 Draft version of the plan. The Council
acknowledges the potential negative effects identified of this spatial strategy and
has informed the preparation of the local plan and its policies.

2.12 Itis Persimmon Homes' view that the growth options have been artificially
constrained from the outset. Persimmon Homes agree and echo the comments of
the HBF in that the spatial distribution of housing should follow a logical hierarchy,
which provides an appropriate development pattern and sustainable development
in all market areas, it is not demonstrated in the SA that this was an option
explored, or that a hierarchy of settlements has been established. This is a key
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principle of bullet point a) of paragraph 90 of the NPPF, which shows how housing
(inter alia) can be used to help grow and diversify town centres. But a hierarchy of
settlements must be established first.

2.13 Furthermore, there is no option which explores the possibility of a new settlement.
As stated in NPPF paragraph 74, this is often one of the best ways to achieve the
supply of large-scale housing numbers. However, this option was never explored.
A large-scale urban extension has been proposed, however, there is no complete
way of understanding that this is the most sustainable form of development in the
borough when it hasn't been compared against the option of a new settlement.

3 What is your name?

Name:
Persimmon Homes

4 What is your email address?

Email:

5 Who are you responding as?
Other organisation (please specify)

Organisation:
Housebuilder - persimmon homes

6 What is your postal address?

Address:



South Tyneside Council

Regulation 19 Local Plan Consultation
Representation Form

Please return this form by midnight on Sunday 3 March 2024.

Data Protection and Freedom of Information

All personal information that you provide will be used solely for the purpose of the consultation
on the documents listed in this form. Please note that each comment and the name of the person
who made the comment will be featured on our website - comments will not be confidential. Full
comments will also be available to view on request. By submitting this response you are agreeing
to these conditions.

This form has two parts:
« Part A - Personal details (need only be completed once)

« Part B — Your representation(s).
Please fill in a separate sheet for each representation you wish to make.

This form can also be completed online at haveyoursay.southtyneside.gov.uk

If you are having difficulty submitting representations, please contact
local.plan@southtyneside.gov.uk or call 0191 424 7692

Part A: Your Details

Personal Details* Agent’s Details (if applicable)
Title Mp_
First Name SemMmuell
Last Name KeEnand-

Job Title (where relevant) _

Organisation (where relevant) |y mumens Homss

Address

Postcode

Telephone

Email

*If an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation (if applicable) but
complete the full details of the agent.

D&P_1155



PartB

Please fill in a separate form for each representation

Name or organisation %QS WASK AomeS

Client {(if relevant)

Section 1: To which section of the Local Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph Yerse lefee To (ulSmmen Hemes
Policy PevassenanisnsS Doc  ~ NMerde 2024%
Policies Map

Section 2: Legal Compliance & Duty to Cooperate

Do you consider the Local Plan is (tick as appropriate) Yes No
1. Legally compliant \/

2.Sound v
3. In Compliance with the Duty to Cooperate ./

Section 3: Details of Representation

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan, please
use this box to set out and explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide,
we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.

pkﬁp'éé Rt ~o %(LS\MMW HM’Q Lotecsensehmiond

PDoc — Mpased 2024




Section 4: Proposed Modifications

Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally
compliant and sound, in respect of any legal compliance or soundness matters you have
identified at 3 above. (Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is incapable
of modification at examination). You will need to say why each modification will make the Local
Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

PL,6'><$6 leter. o Repsuamans S Reppeyanaliond
Do — Maecn 224t

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based
on the original representation at publication stage.

After the Regulation 19 consultation has closed, further submissions will only be at the request
/invitation of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues debated at the examination.



Section 5: Participation at the Examination

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination? (Please select one answer with a tick)

Yes ./ No

Please note: the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate in hearing session(s). You may be asked to confirm
your wish to participate when the Inspector has identified the matters and issues for examination.

Section 6:

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary:

Yersmmers Homes pes one ofF e LARCEST HowERuidees
o el ovee sSevelA

N TRE  GsuNTeY AND Ra~e
o HME LA Ravo MDD Cor®\ V. T

W TRE oA ExAmMinikion)

ASEECTS

NECESSARY To farTiaixTe

o PRSIST N The Pocpuctions  ofF A Scusd LocN—

Quasngs oo W& Bovouad . TRE NEXT A4S Yewss,

Section 7: Being Kept Informed

Would you like to be kept informed of the progress of the Local Plan through to adoption?
(Please select one answer with a tick)

v No

Yes

By submitting a representation, you will also automatically be added to our database and kept
informed of the next stage in the Local Plan process. You can opt out any time.




(™ Persimmon

Together, we make your home

South Tyneside Local Plan

Representations to the new draft Local Plan (Regulation 19).
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INTRODUCTION

This document includes Persimmon Homes' representations to the consultation of
the South Tyneside Council Regulation 19 Draft Local Plan.

The purpose of these is to try and assist in the preparation of this significant Local
Plan which will inform the nature of development across the Borough for the next

16 years.

This document provides Persimmon Homes’' view on a number in the South
Tyneside Council Regulation 19 Draft Document and supporting evidence.

SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL

A starting point for reviewing the Regulation 19 Draft Local Plan is the Sustainability
Appraisal (SA) which supports it.

Employment Growth

22

2.3

24
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2.6

As recognised in paragraph 34 of the SA, in the Regulation 18 stage of the draft
Local Plan, the Council’s preferred scenario for employment land was the ‘Baseline
Labour Demand Scenario’. This was in recognition of the constraints imposed by
Green Belt and the high value placed on this by the local community. However, this
has now switched in this Regulation 19 Draft Publication Plan, and now the Council’s
preferred scenario for employment land requirements over the Plan period is the
‘Policy-on Labour Demand Scenario’. This is based on seeking to capture the
impacts of the IAMP, which are expected to create significant employment
opportunities in the wider supply chain and therefore the ability to offer good
quality employment sites, with good access to the strategic road network and in
close proximity to the IAMP.

49.51 hectares of land for economic development is to be delivered as result of
this preferred growth option.

Persimmon Homes are pleased to see a positive approach being taken here to take
advantage of significant employment opportunities and reflect a revised approach
to Employment Land which is more sustainable than the previous strategy.

However, it is Persimmon Homes' view that a positive approach to employment
land also needs to be reflected in housing growth, to reflect housing opportunities
for new workers and reduce the need for inward commuting.

Persimmon Homes strongly disagrees with paragraph 4.12 of the SA in that 90% of
the workers for IAMP will already be living in the North East. The IAMP project will
be delivered over the course of many years to come and a lot of the potential
future workers at the area will not be of working age yet, instead they will be
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undertaking engineering courses in college / university, and therefore will require
housing at a later stage in the plan period, which this plan is overlooking.

Furthermore, as stated in the SA, it is expected that the supply chain for IAMP will
likely provide a significant boost to employment in existing a future businesses in
the Borough, therefore, these businesses themselves will likely grow. To rely on a
report from almost a decade ago, which does not reflect new large scale
employment growth in the North East, is not in Persimmon’s view evidence to
overlook the additional housing requirement above OAN. It should be strongly
taken into consideration considering the current under delivery the Council is
facing and the 20% buffer they are having to apply to their 5 year housing land

supply.

Housing Growth

2.8

2.9

210
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As identified in paragraph 28 of the non-technical summary, National Planning
Policy in 2019 resulted in an overall housing requirement of 321 dwellings per
annum (5,778 in total), however, work on the Regulation 19 Draft Local Plan updated
the Plan Period and updated the annual housing need figure to 309 dwellings per
annum (5,253 houses in total). As identified in paragraph 29 South Tyneside
Council (STC) considers that there are no exceptional circumstances which could
justify the selection of an alternative growth option.

As stated in paragraph 35, the Council progressed with 4 options for the
distribution of housing growth

1) Option 1: Urban Area Only

2) Option 2: Sustainable Urban Area Growth and Large-scale Green belt (Single
land) release

3) Option 4: Sustainable Urban Area Growth and Increased number of Green Belt
releases of varying sizes

4) Option 5: Sustainable Urban Area Growth + large scale Green Belt (single land
release + additional Green Belt site releases of varying sizes.

Option 2 (Neighbouring authorities taking our need) was dropped due to no
support.

As stated in paragraph 39 the preferred option is still Spatial option 5 which has
been carried on from the Regulation 18 Draft version of the plan. The Council
acknowledges the potential negative effects identified of this spatial strategy and
has informed the preparation of the local plan and its policies.

It is Persimmon Homes' view that the growth options have been artificially
constrained from the outset. Persimmon Homes agree and echo the comments of
the HBF in that the spatial distribution of housing should follow a logical hierarchy,
which provides an appropriate development pattern and sustainable development
in all market areas, it is not demonstrated in the SA that this was an option
explored, or that a hierarchy of settlements has been established. This is a key



principle of bullet point a) of paragraph 90 of the NPPF, which shows how housing
(inter alia) can be used to help grow and diversify town centres. But a hierarchy of
settlements must be established first.

213  Furthermore, there is no option which explores the possibility of a new settlement.
As stated in NPPF paragraph 74, this is often one of the best ways to achieve the
supply of large-scale housing numbers. However, this option was never explored.
A large-scale urban extension has been proposed, however, there is no complete
way of understanding that this is the most sustainable form of development in the
borough when it hasn't been compared against the option of a new settlement.

3.0 POLICY MAP

3.1 The main point of concern in relation to the policy map is that it is not clear, and
the significant amount of green hatching and different shades of green make it
difficult to understand which protective designation is which, particularly where
this could be layered on top of one another. This is something which needs to be
addressed to make the policy map more legible.

4.0 SHLAA 2023

4.

—_

As highlighted in the SHLAA, the housing delivery test shows that the Borough has
consistently failed to meet their requirement by a total of 332 dwellings in the 3
years between 2018/2019 and 2020/2021. As a result, a 20% buffer is appropriate.

4.2 As a result of the additional 20% buffer, the housing requirement is 1,854 dwellings.
4.3 The 5 years supply total is only 1197 dwellings (a shortfall of 657 dwellings — 35%).

And represents a supply of 3.2 years. The housing trajectory below, taken from the
SHLAA highlights this under delivery.

SHLAA Housing Trajectory
2021-2039

e | | =

4.4 A new SHLAA is expected in early 2024, but this has yet to be published. However,
as stated in the 2023 SHLAA Delivery in 22/23 is 175 net dwellings, which is the
lowest delivery in the monitoring years.
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5.1

5.2

5.3
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5.5

5.6

5.7

This demonstrates the issues facing housing delivery in the Borough and the
challenges facing the emerging local plan. Housing delivery is going to have to
improve quickly if this plan is to avoid a plan review in the early stages of its
adoption.

LOCAL PLAN VIABILITY UPDATE 2023

Persimmon Homes have significant experience in bringing forward residential
development sites in all markets across the country. We have significant
experience of the local market and the costs of development.

The housing industry has faced significant additional challenges in the last few
years, there has been a steady decline in house building across the country to what
is required and coupled with rising inflation and interest rates it paints a not so
pretty picture for the industry in the coming years.

On top of all of this, the industry has also faced an increasing policy burden from
national government, with climate and environmental targets leading to changes
to legal requirements for Biodiversity Net Gain, updated Building Regulations and
Nutrient Neutrality.

Gross Development Value

Persimmon Homes prides itself on delivering the right homes at the right prices for
the everyday person on the street. Our aim is that anyone can walk into our show
home and be able to purchase a house on that day, and this requires sensible
pricing as well as a logical mix of housing on each development site we have to be
available throughout the build stage. However, in an ever-competitive market this
is becoming more difficult to achieve.

The notion that the landowner will take the hit on land value when taking into
consideration all of the factors such as build costs, abnormal costs, policy
requirements etc is simply false. What we are seeing instead is, particularly in areas
where allocated housing land supply is at a minimum, is bidding wars which actually
result in a higher land value achieved for the land owner, and instead of them taking
a hit on on-site constraints, the developer is attempting to re-coup this money
back through pricing strategies which do not reflect the local housing market, but
due to constrained demand are selling at a rate which is making the development
work.

The HBF also recently demonstrated this through the examination of the Durham
County Plan, where development was only coming forward in the highest value
areas because developers could re-coup the expense of the development through
higher sales values.

Persimmon Homes appreciate that, as stated in paragraph 2.7.6, this is a ‘snapshot’
of the current market conditions and there may be fluctuations of better and
worse times for the market throughout the plan period. However, this is a
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5.9

5.10
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5.12

513

precarious position to take for an LPA which currently cannot demonstrate a 5-
year housing land supply and one which out of 65 sites in its SHLAA 42 are
brownfield and another 2 are mixed brownfield and green field, representing 67%
of its current housing land supply, traditionally sites which will have far greater cost
in coming forward.

House prices have seen a rise in the last few years which has slightly offset the
additional costs seen by developers, however, this was largely down to the COVID-
19 pandemic which seen various lifestyle changes, such as desire for outdoor
space, increased personal savings for deposits, new house formation from
relationships forming and breaking up, and low housing stock levels. The market
has certainly peaked from this and the higher prices which papered over the
cracks of higher costs is starting to unravel. This is demonstrated in the Housing
price index for South Tyneside which saw average house prices rise from £126,997
at April 2020 to £169,380 in Oct 2023 (an increase of over £40k). However, since
October 2023 to December 2023, we have already seen a reduction of nearly £10k.

Plot Construction Costs

Plot construction costs have seen a steady rise in the last few years, and the
Government estimates from 2019 indicate that the additional cost to build a home
to the 2022 Part L standard is £2,986 whilst the cost to deliver to Future Homes
Standard is £5,280. If these prices are brought up to today’s prices using the BCIS
index, they are increased by nearly 15%.

Therefore, it is Persimmon Homes' view that the ‘cautious approach’ considered in
paragraph 2.8.10 is actually not that cautious and indeed could realistically be
increased.

Abnormal Costs

This is Persimmon Homes’ greatest area of concern in the viability appraisal and it
is something we have seen LPA’s consistently undervalue in their viability
appraisals.

As stated in paragraph 2.11.1, a figure of £200,000 per net Ha has been allowed for
greenfield sites and £300,000 per net Ha for brownfield sites. As demonstrated in
our recent representations through the HBF to the Durham Viability Assessment,
our evidence of 14 sites to that consultation demonstrated that the average
abnormal costs are some £459k per net Ha on Greenfield sites (10 sites) and £711k
per net Ha for Brownfield sites (4 sites). What was demonstrated was a significant
lack of deliverability in the lower value areas, which was down to developments
simply not generating a return sufficient to cover costs or incentivising a willing
landowner to sell in these areas.

What is particularly concerning for Persimmon Homes is the number of Brownfield
sites in the housing delivery for South Tyneside and given how far we are away on
valuing abnormal costs, it is Persimmon Homes view that these sites will struggle
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to come forward. What we have continually highlighted throughout this
representation is that there is not enough flexibility in the plan which caters for
this, and it is our view that the current lack of delivery will persist.

What is concerning is that when you look deeper into the tests in the Viability
Update 2023, the majority of sites, particularly those outside of the higher value
areas, only start becoming viable once there are reductions in developer
contributions. Persimmon consider this highlights how constrained budgets are in
these areas and these figures are based on an abnormal figure that we consider to
be artificially low.

6.0 PLANNING POLICY REVIEW

6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

Policy SP1: Presumption in favour of Sustainable Development

is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the
following reasons:

Persimmon Homes echo the comments of the HBF in that it is not necessary to
repeat the requirements of the NPPF.

Policy SP2: Strategy for Sustainable Development to meet identified needs

is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the
following reasons:

As stated throughout this document, Persimmon Homes are minded that the Local
Plan is not positively prepared. The housing requirement has been reduced from the
previous iteration of the plan by circa 500 dwellings. However, on the other hand
the LPA are expecting significant employment opportunities as a result of IAMP.
There has been no evidence provided to demonstrate the balance of employment
needs and housing requirements. Instead, this is swept aside in the SA.

As we will come onto later, the plan requires a significant proportion of its housing
requirement through new allocations with 3,443 new dwellings required to be
allocated out of an overall requirement of 5,253 dwellings in the plan period (65% of
the supply), with commitments in November 2023 of 1,475 (28% of the required
supply). As mentioned previously, the LPA can currently only demonstrate 3.2-year
housing land supply. However, the plan has only sought to allocate 34 sites with the
ability to deliver 3,498 (55 dwellings over their required shortfall made up from new
allocations).

Therefore, there are significant pressures on the allocations to come forward, with
no flexibility for slippage or non-delivery. Furthermore, nearly half of this delivery is
coming from one site (SP6). Therefore, even if we assume all of the other sites
deliver, and are delivered to their expected timescales, which in Persimmon Homes’
experience is extremely unlikely, if this one site falters, then the whole plan is
impacted.
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Policy SP3: Spatial Strategy for sustainable development

is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the
following reasons:

Persimmon Homes consider that the spatial strategy for sustainable development
should reflect a logical settlement hierarchy, with the needs of each market area
assessed and reflected in the housing provision. From the back of this the Green
Belt review should be undertaken depending on the need for each settlement. This
does not appear to have been undertaken.

Furthermore, the lack of safeguarded land is in direct contradiction to paragraph 148
of the NPPF. As demonstrated in our discussion point to Policy SP2, it is clear that
the LPA’s current plan requires everything to come forward without fail. There are
two issues with this:

1) If, as is expected, delivery doesn't come forward as planned then there is
nowhere else for South Tyneside to look and it will inevitably lead to a review of
Green Belt within this plan period.

2) If the plan does all come forward as is forecast, then there will have to be further
Green Belt release in the next plan period.

There is therefore an evident need for safeguarded land to prevent conflict with
paragraph 148.

Housing allocations:

Paragraph 67 of the NPPF states: Strategic policy-making authorities should
establish a housing requirement figure for their whole area, which shows the extent
to which their identified housing need (and any needs that cannot be met within
neighbouring areas) can be met over the plan period. The requirement may be
higher than the identified housing need if, for example, it includes provision for
neighbouring areas, or reflects growth ambitions linked to economic development
or infrastructure investment.

As discussed in SA, this hasn’t been an option which was progressed, with it stating
that although the LPA see significant employment opportunities coming forward as
a result of IAMP, it doesn’t think that this will reflect in housing need. Persimmon
fundamentally disagrees with this stance.

As Persimmon Homes have also stated earlier, we do not consider full growth
options were considered from the outset in the SA, such as the option for a new
settlement, and we therefore do not consider the plan to accord with Paragraph 16
of the NPPF.
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Policy SP4: Housing Allocations in the Main Urban Area

is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the
following reasons:

The table shows 25 sites bringing forward 841 dwellings, 20 of these sites are under
Tha in size, with 5 sites representing 403 dwellings, approximately half of the delivery.
Again, this puts pressure on a limited number of sites in the local plan and failure of
any has significant impacts on the housing delivery against the OAN.

Persimmon don't wish to integrate every site within this table, but a standout is H.8,
which in the 2023 SHLAA has delivery this year and next, however according to the
SHLAA the site sits undeveloped with a lapsed planning consent. Which although
only for 30 dwellings, shows the slippage that can happen and highlights our point
under Policy SP2 on a lack of flexibility in the plan period.

Policy SP7: Urban and Village Sustainable Growth Areas

is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the
following reasons:

It is not fully understood what is required by the second sentence in the policy. The
land proposed for development will be removed from the Green Belt by the Local
Plan, following the recommendations of the SA. Therefore, it is not known why
compensatory improvements should be required to offset the removal of land from
the Green Belt in any forthcoming application. Any application should mitigation for
its own impacts.

Again Persimmon don't wish to comment on all of the allocations within this table,
but would like further evidence on the indicative capacity of the sites, has this taken
into consideration factors such as Biodiversity Net Gain at 10% for example. Also, we
would like further clarity on the delivery rates achieved from the proposals.

The 6 allocations account for 1108 dwellings. None of them have an active planning
application, assuming that they all have to be allocated for development chances
due to current policy burden.

Apart from GAl, within the 2023 SHLAA, they are all due to deliver housing from
2028. That's means that from expected adoption of the plan in 2025, the LPA are
expecting 6 applications for over 1,000 dwellings (around 20% of the entire OAN) to
be prepared, submitted, approved, pre commencement conditions discharged, any
required facilitating infrastructure in and delivering housing numbers in 3 years.

In Persimmon Homes’ experience, this is simply not realistic and therefore contrary
to Part d) of paragraph 74 of the NPPF.

The problem with this, is that the Authority already identify a shortfall in their five-
year housing land supply, and must be realistic with longer term delivery, which is
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simply not going to come forward in the timescales which they are stating.
Therefore, the delivery rates will likely continue to fall below their need.

Policy SP8: Fellgate Sustainability Growth Area

is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the
following reasons:

Persimmon are pleased to see a positive large allocation being brought forward by
the local plan, however, we have some concerns over delivery rates and expected
start dates in the plan period and potential restrictive policy specific requirements
of the proposed allocation.

On Part 3, it is considered that the wording “will only approve a planning application
that adheres to the Fellgate Sustainability Growth Area SPD” is too vague. The Site
Capacity and Opportunities Paper (2024) is a very high-level density document,
which hasn't been tested against factors such as viability, on site constraints,
Biodiversity Net Gain and detailed drainage design. These all have factors which
impact developable areas, density and design; therefore, the policy will be strictly
controlled by an SPD which we have no sight of at this moment in time.

Furthermore, as identified in Part 5, including the percentage of affordable housing
and requirement for self/ custom built housing in the policy wording is considered
greatly restrictive and contradictory to policy 18 ‘Affordable Housing'. As required
by policy 18, the affordable housing can be subject to viability appraisals and even
off-site contributions, where appropriate, however, this policy wording bypasses
that ability and removes the necessary flexibility. It is also considered that the
opportunities for self-build housing has not been viability tested but there is no
flexibility within the wording of the policy at present to remove this if it can't be
delivered.

It is also not sure if Part 5 iv a) can be delivered. The red line of the allocation appears
to disregard land ownership at this roundabout and although an access probably
can be formed, it is more convoluted than a direct access onto this roundabout to
which this wording suggests is required.

This is further stated in paragraph 5.32 of the Local Plan, which indicates that access
can be achieved from the A194 / Mill Lane junction, as demonstrated in ‘The
Sustainable Accessibility Review (2021)', however, the design for the junction (found
on page 112 of the document) does not appear to take into account land ownership,
and in Persimmon’s view it is still not clear if a satisfactory access can be achieved
on controlled land.

It is not sure why Part 5v. is included within the policy wording. This is something
which would have to be tested through detailed transport assessment work, which
would support any planning application. It seems overly unnecessary to also include
this within the policy wording.
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It is not sure what is meant by “creating a new defensible Green Belt Boundary” in
Part 5vi. The Green Belt Boundaries have already been assessed and redefined to
form the allocations within the local plan.

Again, Part 5x. places a large emphasis on a document which there has been no sight
of yet. A lot of technical and design factors should have been taken into
consideration before the land is allocated, which at present appears to be unknown.

Lastly, this site is expected to deliver the majority of South Tyneside housing
requirements at 1,200 dwellings in the plan period. However, Persimmon question
the delivery rate of 150dpa during the majority of the delivery period. This would
likely have to be achieved by a number of developers / outlets open on the
development site at once, but we have seen no evidence of which developer is
brining forward the site.

Policy 1: Promoting Healthy Communities

is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the
following reasons:

Persimmon Homes would echo the comments made by the HBF in that policies in
the Local Plan should be reflective of health issues in the area and where
development is in accordance with these policies and HIA should not be required.

This is reflected in the Public Health England Document (Oct 2022) Health Impact
Assessment in Spatial planning which states:

An HIA is most effective when it is undertaken prospectively and concurrently to
inform and shape a plan, policy or development project during options appraisal
and design (that is before decisions are made and submitted as part of a planning
application) (8). The intention to use an HIA should be determined early in the
planning process. Depending on the scale of the plan or project, it may be
appropriate to integrate or align an HIA with a sustainability appraisal (SA) /
strategic environmental assessment (SEA) for plan-making or EIA and other
assessments required as part of local information requirements for planning
applications. (Persimmon emphasis added).

Policy SP15: Climate Change

is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the
following reasons:

Persimmon Homes echo the comments made by the HBF in their representations
to this consultation, in that the policy should reflect the December 2023 Written
Ministerial Statement which states that ‘a further change to energy efficiency
building regulations is planned for 2025 meaning that homes built to that standard
will be net zero ready and should need no significant work to ensure that they have
zero carbon emissions as the grid continue to decarbonise. The reason for this is
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that Building Regulation changes set a national precedent for building design and
construction and as stated in the Statement:

The Government does not expect plan-makers to set local energy efficiency
standards for buildings that go beyond current or planned buildings regulations.

Persimmon Homes therefore consider it would be important to make reference to
the Future Homes Standard and the Building Regulations as the appropriate
standards for development.

Policy 5: Reducing energy consumption and carbon emissions

is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the
following reasons:

Persimmon Homes considers that there needs to be justifiable evidence to request
new development meets the highest national standard, it should also be reflected
in the viability assessment work produced by the LPA.

Policy 6: Renewables and Low Carbon Energy

is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the
following reasons:

Although Persimmon Homes support a move to low carbon energy solutions, this
can only happen where practical.

Part 4 of this Policy 4 of this policy places strong support on District Heating
Systems. However, flexibility needs to be included in this policy and this is not seen
as a requirement for planning applications. At present, the upfront capital costs of
District Heating Systems are often simply not viable for residential development
schemes. This may mean that it is more sustainable and more appropriate for
developments to utilise other forms of energy provision, and this may need to be
considered.

Currently, there are no sector specific protections for heat network consumers,
unlike for people on other utilities such as gas, electricity or water. A consumer living
in a building serviced by a heat network does not have the same opportunities to
switch supplier as they would for most gas and electricity supplies.

Persimmon Homes also consider that this needs to be reflected in the Viability
Assessment, which at this present time doesn’t appear to do so.

Policy 8: Flood Risk Assessment (FRA and Drainage Strategy)

is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the
following reasons:
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Part 2 of the policy wording needs to make clear where the sequential test is
necessary. At present the wording could be read to suggest a sequential test is
always necessary and the exceptions test is optional.

Policy 22: Protecting Employment Uses

is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the
following reasons:

It is considered that Part 2 does not accord with the NPPF. Each application would
be determined on its own merits and can mitigate for its impact; however, this
paragraph suggests a betterment would be required.

It is considered that Part 4 requires re-wording to better reflect paragraph 193 of
the NPPF. Its current wording is vague and instead should be worded to reflect the
need for existing businesses to not have unreasonable restrictions placed on them
as a result of new development.

Policy SP16: Housing Supply and Delivery

is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the
following reasons:

Persimmon Homes have already made our comments in regard to housing delivery
and the lack of flexibility in the plan and unlikely delivery rates. As shown in table 2
in the Local Plan, the residual housing requirement is 3,443 dwellings. Yet the Local
Plan between policies SP4-SP8 allocates just 3,498 dwellings with 120 of them being
extra-care units.

The table highlights further issues in that windfalls accounts for 8.5% of the entire
housing requirement. However, as stated in the SHLAA 2023 due to the call of sites
to progress the Local Plan, the number of windfall sites has decreased dramatically,
and therefore they are reliant on 27 dwellings per year from year 6 of the plan.
However, in Persimmon’s view by including these sites within the housing delivery is
further removing flexibility from the plan. It is our view that these should be excluded
from the housing delivery to increase flexibility of the plan and the shortfall made
up from allocations. Persimmon appreciate that South Tyneside could previously
justify a larger number of windfall developments, however, due to the plan now
allocating sites, would like to see evidence to justify the 27 dwellings per annum they
are expecting during the plan period, as required by paragraph 72 of the NPPF.
Especially with these sites now having to factor in additional constraints such as
Biodiversity Net Gain.

Persimmon Homes have already raised concerns of the proposed housing
trajectory. Persimmon do not consider it achievable that within 4 years of the
adoption of the local plan, several major allocations will have submitted and
achieved planning permission, be transferred to a house builder, have pre
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commencement conditions discharged and have sufficient infrastructure built to
double the Council’s housing delivery. As well as the delivery of the Fellgate Growth
Area, which is yet to have a design SPD produced. This all has to be delivered in the
plan period for the LPA to meet its housing needs.

However, what is further concerning and has been raised earlier in this rep, is the
lack of safeguarded land now included in the plan which could provide a release
valve to assist in any delay in delivery in the allocations. This concern is further
elevated when it is recognised by the LPA in paragraph 8.16 of the Local Plan that
further consideration of Green Belt release may be required, should exceptional
circumstances be met. As identified earlier in this rep, this is not in accordance with
Part E of Paragraph 148 of the NPPF. Persimmon Homes don’t believe this can
actually be proven even if all of the housing is delivered in the plan period that it
intends to. As certainly the next plan period will again be looking to Green Belt land
for housing land.

Policy 14: Housing Density

is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the
following reasons:

Persimmon Homes acknowledge the need for increased densities and the efficient
use of land, certainly in sustainable locations and this is supported by paragraph 146
of the NPPF. The evidence to underpin this is the Densities Report 2024, which
assess existing densities in the relevant areas. However, the document, and thus
Polic 14 makes no mention to the newly introduced legal requirement of 10%
Biodiversity Net Gain. This will have a significant impact on densities on new
development and will certainly reduce it from densities achieved previously. This
therefore needs to be projected forward into the densities expected from
development coming forward.

Further to this, other policy requirements, such as tree lined streets, M4(2) and
M4(3) dwellings, the required mix of dwellings, parking requirements and Increased
Building Regulations will all impact densities from what has been achieved
previously. Therefore, it is important that an element of flexibility is added within the
policy to allow for developments in sustainable locations to come forward and aren’t
hampered by unachievable policy restrictions.

Policy 18: Affordable Housing

is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the
following reasons:

Persimmon have concerns in regard to the percentage of affordable housing
required in part 3 of the policy, notably in the south and southeast areas of the
Borough, as highlighted on Map 22.
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What stands out as a major concern for Persimmon Homes is the amount of
affordable housing required, as identified in paragraph 8.49 of the Local Plan, which
states a need for an additional 361 affordable units per year. This is around 50 units
per year more than the full housing delivery target. Therefore, even if South Tyneside
Council deliver their annual delivery target of 309 dwellings every year, and it was
all delivered at the highest affordable housing percentage on site of 30%, this would
only deliver 93 dwellings per annum. A shortfall of 270 dwellings even in the unlikely
maximum scenario of affordable delivery in the plan. Therefore, if the plan is adopted
in 2025 and runs to 2040, that is 15 years of under delivery, totalling approximately
4,000 dwellings, even in the maximum percentage delivery scenario.

In paragraph 8.50 the Council state that they do not consider an uplift necessary
due to them taking positive steps to deliver affordable housing through South
Tyneside Homes. However, there is no evidence provided to demonstrate sufficient
affordable delivery through this channel to make up this significant shortfall.

This is going to become particularly significant in the higher value areas of the
southeast, in Boldon, Cleadon and Whitburn, where the allocations of GA2, GA4, GAS
and GA6 equate to 593 dwellings, which if all delivered at 30%, will deliver a total of
178 affordable dwellings across the whole plan period.

This is clearly not addressing the housing needs of those areas in the SHMA and
assisting in working age population getting on the property ladder or staying in these
areas, which is highlighted by Map 2.3 of the SHMA which shows the
geodemographic of this area to be for the majority Older Families & Couples and
Elders in Retirement. And as further highlighted by map 3.2 of the SHMA this area
already has some of the highest median price properties in the Borough.

Persimmon believe that instead of trying to deliver affordable in these areas through
artificially increasing the percentage of affordable housing on a limited number of
allocations, which could impact the overall developability of the developments
themselves. The more positive approach and therefore in accordance with NPPF is
to have more housing allocations in these areas to address the housing market need.

Policy 19: Housing Mix

is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the
following reasons:

Persimmon Homes have no real issues with the housing mix policy, other than clarity
is sought over the definition of “accessible to all” in part 2iv of the policy. It is
Persimmon Homes’ view that this could be interpreted as M4(3) dwelling, when it is
assumed not due to the policy wording in policy 20.

Policy 20: Technical Design Standards for New Homes

is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the
following reasons:
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Persimmon consider that flexibility is added into Part 1 of the policy to allow for site
specific factors such as vulnerability to flooding, site topography, and other
circumstances.

Furthermore, M4(3) (Category 3: Wheelchair user dwellings) need would need to be
evidenced.

Policy 35: Delivering Biodiversity Net Gain

is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the
following reasons:

Persimmon Homes consider that in order to be positively planned the policy on
needs to state that Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) shall be secured and delivered in
accordance with the statutory framework.

Policy 47: Design Principles

is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the
following reasons:

Persimmon Homes understand the need to be reflective of local character. However,
flexibility needs to be built into this policy which allows for dwellings which bring
alternative design to an area.

In part 6 of the policy, it is not fully understood what is meant by good quality
internal environments, and what this entails. Furthermore, there is no detail as to
what would quantify as harm to amenity in terms of overlooking.

Policy SP26: Delivering Sustainable Transport

is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the
following reasons:

Part 4 requires all new residential development to be within 400m from a bus stop,
however, this distance has only ever been considered a guidance from the CIHT
Planning for Walking document March 2015, and should be given flexibility. There are
often cases where new residential developments fall outside of these areas, or the
whole development site is not wholly within 400m, however, through improvements
to pedestrian infrastructure and incentives can be made just as sustainable.

Given the uncertainty of bus services at this present time and the ability to divert
existing routes or expense of creating a new one, it is not considered the plan would
be positively prepared by restricting new development to an artificial walking limit
and flexibility should be added.



6.61

6.62

6.63

Furthermore, there are some housing allocations which are not located in areas
served by Metro Stations, it is therefore not understood how they can demonstrate
opportunities to improve accessibility to Metro Stations. Again flexibility needs
adding to this to state where appropriate.

Policy 52: Safeguarded Land for Metro and Rail

is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the
following reasons:

Again, this comes down to an issue over the policy map legibility, it is very difficult
to identify the proposed locations of the safeguarded metro and rail land.

Policy 58: Implementation and Monitoring

is not considered to be sound as it is not consistent with national policy for the
following reasons:

Persimmon Homes echo the comments raised by the HBF in that the action points
are not positive prepared. As highlighted earlier in this document, Persimmon
Homes consider there to be little flexibility in the housing numbers coming forward
in this plan, so it is not understood how a review of allocations would resolve under
delivery in a timely manner. This will require a plan review. A far more positive
approach is to have a policy which allows unallocated sites in sustainable locations
to come forward to provide a quicker response to under delivery. The LPA already
has problems with a lack of housing delivery to meet a 5-year housing land supply
and requires on all allocations to come forward in a timely manner to get back into
a positive position, however, as seen in Persimmon Homes' experience there are
regular delays to planning permissions and seeing development on site. Therefore,
it is likely that persistent under delivery will continue.

7.0 Summary

7.0

7.

7.2

It is Persimmon Homes’ view that the Sustainability Appraisal lacks ambition in the
growth options discussed. There is no consideration for the potential a new
settlement which is a key consideration in paragraph 74 of the NPPF.

The housing requirement relies largely on allocations; however, the allocations only
just cover the required need. There is no flexibility for under delivery or failure to,
which will almost certainly happen. This therefore conflicts with paragraph 16 of the
NPPF in that it is not positively prepared. It is also contradictory to paragraph 86 of
the NPPF in that the plan lacks flexibility to accommodate needs not anticipated
and enable rapid responses to changes in economic circumstances.

Persimmon are pleased to see a large allocation being promoted, however, there are
questions over its estimated start date for deliverability and build out rates,
including:
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e Potential issues over access;

e Large scale junction improvements on the strategic road network;

e Biodiversity Net Gain;

e Number of developers required for estimated delivery rates in SHLAA.

This all adds uncertainty over the deliverability timeframe of the plan, and due to
the lack of flexibility, could put serious question marks over the housing trajectory
and housing land supply within the plan period, potentially leading to a plan review
being required at an early stage

It is well acknowledged that the Borough has a significant portion of Green Belt land,
which potentially limits growth opportunities. However, the lack of safeguarded land,
as specified by paragraph 148 of the NPPF when defining Green Belt boundaries,
means that the LPA will be restricted in where they can address any shortfall and
likely require a further review of Green Belt Boundaries in any event upon the next
plan review. Therefore, the Local Plan at present does not accord with paragraph
148 of the NPPF in that they cannot guarantee the permanence of the Green Belt
boundaries or demonstrate that they will need to be altered at the end of the plan
period.

It is acknowledged by South Tyneside Council that neighbouring LPAs are unable
accommodate housing numbers from the borough, both Gateshead and Sunderland
have green belt constraints themselves, so this is understandable.

Gateshead has had persistent issues with housing delivery during their plan period,
due to Green Belt constraints which in Persimmons view have not been properly
addressed, consistently relying on smaller brownfield sites which have had either
technical constraints or viability issues, or in many cases both. However, Sunderland
undertook a large Green Belt release strategy and are successfully delivering their
housing requirement. Furthermore, they allocated a large area of Safeguarded land,
which gives them flexibility in the forthcoming plan review which they are
undertaking shortly. It is Persimmon’s view that South Tyneside should follow the
example set by Sunderland Council in their plan preparation as this also accords
with the requirements of the NPPF.

8.0 FUTURE ENGAGEMENT

8.0 Persimmon Homes trust that the Council finds this representation useful in its

8.1

preparation to the Local Plan, we would be happy to discuss anything within this
document in further detail or assist in further discussions later down the line.

Persimmon Homes would like to be kept informed of all forthcoming consultations
upon the Local Plan and Associated Documents.



(™ Persimmon

Together, we make your home




LP1965 - William Leech Investments Limited

RE: Local Plan Representations - Land at Durham Drive, Fellgate

Sat 3/2/2024 10:35 AM

To:Local Plan <

Cc:Andrew Inct

U 1 attachments (447 KB)

Planning Reps - 02.03.24 - FINAL.pdf;

*** WARNING - This message has originated from outside the Council. Do not provide any login or
password details if requested. Do not click on any links or attachments unless you are sure that the
content is safe. If you are unsure about this email or its content forward it to:
email.quarantine@southtyneside.gov.uk, clearly stating your concerns in the email ***

Dear Sirs

Please find attached representation in relation to my client’s land. We would welcome a meeting to discuss the site
further.

We look forward to hearing from you in due course.

Kind Regards

Helen Russell MRICS

Development Director
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Introduction

William Leech Investments Limited are pleased to submit representations in respect of Policy SP8: Fellgate
Sustainable Growth Area relative to the consultation of the South Tyneside Publication Draft Local Plan 2023 —
2040.

We (William Leech Investments) are a landowner with holdings at Fellgate (see Appendix A for ownership plan).
Our representations reflect our interest in the land and its surrounding area to ensure the future development
intended to come forward under ‘Policy SP8: Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area’ is appropriately planned. Despite
owning a significant and important part of the site we have not been invited to take part in discussions with the
Council regarding the use of this land. Going forward, we would like to be informed and engage in such discussions
to ensure that the interests of all parties are accounted for.

We would like to understand the evidence base behind the distribution of uses within the site and the role that
our land can play as part of the development. The comments here relate primarily to Policy SP8: Fellgate
Sustainable Growth Area and its accompanying evidence base including the Site Capacity and Opportunities Paper
(2024) and include additional policies related to Fellgate and housing delivery. These representations are provided
in order to assist South Tyneside Council with ensuring that the emerging Local Plan meets the tests of soundness
as set out in the NPPF.

Set out below is our commentary on the Local Plan and its relevant policies.
Vision

Objective 5 is supported. Encouraging a supply and choice of new high-quality homes throughout South Tyneside
which meets the needs of existing residents and those wishing to move to the area whilst incorporating different
housing types and tenures (including affordable housing) is a vision we would like to emulate through the
development of our land.

Policy SP2 — Strategy for Sustainable Development to meet identified needs
Do you support Policy SP2?
¥Yes/No

Comments

Although generally supportive of Policy SP2, we consider that changes are required to ensure its wording remains
consistent with National Planning Policy as set out within the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF,
September 2023%).

I National Planning Policy Framework, September 2023

PROPERTY | RURAL | DEVELOPMENT | ENVIRONMENT

HEH Land & Estates Limited HesH

Blackmoor Court, Durham Moor, Durham DH1 5ER An H&H Company

hhlandestates.co.uk

e, rics PR

Regulated by RICS. Registered in England No: 3780434. Registered Office: Borderway Mart, Rosehill, Carlisle, Cumbria CAL 2RS. VAT No: 256
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The housing requirement has been reduced from the Regulation 18 stage to the current consultation: previously
at 5,778 dwellings (321 per annum) it is now at 5,253 dwellings (309 per annum). The loss in housing numbers is
considered significant particularly given the context of the amended Plan period which is now 2023 — 2040
(previously 2021 — 2039) decreasing the length of the plan from 18 to 17 years and thereby an effective loss of 1
years’ worth of housing.

The current consultation figure of 309 dwellings per annum is a result of the Local Housing Needs Assessment
(LHNA) undertaken by the Council which utilises the Standard Method. The PPG sets out the method for
calculating the minimum local housing need figure (ID:2a-004-20201216): here, the Standard Method identifies a
minimum local housing figure of 305 dwellings per annum, lower than the consultation figure (the use of 2014
data for the 2022-23 period in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) is to account for this).

The PPG (ID: 2a-010-20201216) identifies a number of circumstances where it might be appropriate to plan for a
housing need figure that is higher than the SM. These circumstances include, (1) where there are growth strategies
for the area, (2) where there are strategic infrastructure improvements, (3) where an authority is taking unmet
need from a neighbouring authority, and (4) where previous levels of housing delivery, or previous assessments
of need, are significantly greater than the outcome from the standard method.

Whilst the standard method figure is higher than housing need, this is marginal; propagated over the 17-year
period of the local plan, delivery equates to a surplus of 68. The PPG identifies circumstances in which it is
appropriate for housing need to be greater than standard method including where this has been identified by
assessments and previous levels of delivery (criterion 4). Paragraphs 2.6 — 2.8 of the plan set out the changing
demographic difficulties faced by South Tyneside, supporting our argument that it should deliver a number homes
greater than the minimum requirements. Those difficulties include a declining working age population, increasing
aging population (65+), and greater pressure on the local economy for its delivery of services. In order for the plan
to achieve its objectives, an appropriate amount of housing delivery is required.

Having regard to the broader issue of releasing land from the Green Belt to meet identified needs, it is
acknowledged that a wider trend in housing delivery exists across South Tyneside. The 2022 Housing Delivery Test
(HDT) demonstrates that over the last three years (2019 — 2022 period) a total shortfall of 243 dwellings is
accounted for when comparing housing delivery to requirement. Given this, the need to bring forward a sufficient
supply of housing is paramount with the release of land from the Green Belt serving as the key mechanism to
achieve this.

On this basis, it is considered that the plan fails to demonstrate a supply that would be wholly robust to ensure
sufficient delivery across the duration of its period and further evidence to ensure an uplift over and above the
number identified through the Standard Method is required. Notably, greater emphasis will be put on the delivery
of housing allocations including the release of Green Belt land which will have to be effectively developed to
maximise housing delivery.

Policy SP3 — Spatial Strategy for Sustainable Development

Do you support the Policy?

Yes/Ne

Comments

We encourage and support criteria 4 and 5 of Policy SP3 regarding the amendments to the Green Belt boundary
to allocate Sustainable Growth Areas and the creation of a new sustainable community within the Fellgate
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Sustainable Growth Area. Notwithstanding this however, we consider under Paragraph 35 of the NPPF Policy SP3
is not sound on the basis it is not positively prepared, justified, or effective for the reasons set out below.

The Plan has recognised the land south of Fellgate as an opportunity for sustainable development to deliver
approximately 1,200 new dwellings. The South Tyneside Green Belt Study (2023) has determined the most
appropriate boundary to accommodate a new sustainable community and explores opportunities for mitigation
and compensatory improvements. Whilst we agree with the principle of releasing our land from the Green Belt
through the Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area, we hold concerns regarding inconsistencies between the study and
subsequent supporting documents for its release set out in further detail below.

The study acknowledges that a Local Wildlife Site exists immediately west of our land which does not fall within
our boundary. Subsequent documents? prepared for Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area indicatively present this
Local Wildlife Site as a wider area of open space which includes our land. As identified in the Green Belt Study, we
consider our land sits independently from this local wildlife area and thereby should not be classified within the
same blanket coverage of open space. As aforementioned, there is an obligation to ensure the efficient delivery
of Green Belt land to meet housing delivery which includes maximising its utilisation for residential development
where possible.

Policy SP8: Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area

Do you support the Policy?

Yes/Ne

Comments

We are generally supportive of Policy SP8 and its ambition to release land from the Green Belt to bring forward
residential development. We do however hold concerns regarding the scope of the development across the
allocation and the indicative layouts which have been prepared. Given this, under Paragraph 35 of the NPPF,
Policy SP8 is not justified or effective for the reasons set out below.

A Site Capacity and Opportunities Paper (2024) forms part of the evidence base for the allocation. Whilst largely
in support of this document and its ambitions to see Fellgate developed, we hold reservations regarding the extent
of the developable area proposed which currently indicate our land is to come forward as open space; in the
context of the above and as set out below, we do not consider this to be appropriate.

The land is suitable for residential development and is a logical extension of the existing residential built form of
Fellgate east. It maintains strong transport links with an existing bus stop directly adjacent and the A194 north
which is part of the strategic road network for the area. As identified within the Paper, the most appropriate area
for higher densities will be “close to local services, public transport stops and existing development” - a trio our
land achieves.

The land currently forms part of an indicative blanket area of open space/natural green space which includes a
proposed cycle network that retains the existing ponds on site. The layouts however do not take account of the
merit of our land (and its opportunities for development) and instead associate it as part of an existing local
wildlife site (as identified within the Green Belt Study (2023)) where in fact the land sits independently to this and
is associated only by way of its boundary relationship. The layout also differs and fails to take account of the

2 SP8 Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area Site Capacity and Opportunities Paper (2024)



constraints identified in the Site Frameworks Document (2022)3 with the Wildlife Corridor and noise from the
A194 not wholly considered.

1.22 The land does not hold any features (such as ponds) which would immediately prohibit an opportunity for its
development. The proposed cycle connection along the northern boundary could be incorporated into a scheme
together with a pedestrian network providing access to the open space to the west and areas beyond. Green
infrastructure could also be incorporated through a buffer to the north which would mitigate noise from the A194.

1.23 The open space corridor which follows the form of the existing powerline and pylons as shown on the Indicative
Layout Plan differs from the Net Developable Area Plan. Here, an easement (serving as a buffer) is shown
alongside the pylons but does not show this area as open space on the Developable Area Plan. Furthermore, the
plan identifies a large area of protected open space within the Green Belt which is not incorporated into the
indicative layout; the Opportunities Plan identifies ‘views over the green space’ from this southern boundary but
does not incorporate any green space in this area. There is an opportunity to incorporate green space here (or
low-density housing amongst green space) which would align with the constraints and opportunities of the wider
site and compensate for developing our land for housing. Here, there would also be an opportunity to provide a
pathway/corridor which connects to the proposed corridor along the pylons.

1.24 There are several high-density parcels identified on the layout which do not serve their purpose as defined in the
Paper (quoted above) including, amongst those, being well related to existing development. Our land would serve
as a logical form of development and be well related to the existing form of Fellgate; given this, it should be
utilised effectively to serve the purposes of the allocation. Going forward, we welcome discussions with the
Council and the development of our land for housing to achieve effective delivery of the strategic allocation and
address issues of housing need.

3 South Tyneside Site Frameworks 2022



Ownership Plan

=Y

Ordnance Survey © Croun Copyright 2023, Al Rights Rererved
1:3000, Paper Sizs - A4

Licence mumber 100022432

Promap

oL



LP1966 - NHS Property Services Ltd

South Tyneside LP Publication Draft - NHSPS Response March 2024

Fri 3/1/2024 12:34 PM

To:Local Plan <Local.Plan@southtyneside.gov.uk>
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South Tyneside LP - NHSPS Response March 2024.pdf;

*** WARNING - This message has originated from outside the Council. Do not provide any login or
password details if requested. Do not click on any links or attachments unless you are sure that the
content is safe. If you are unsure about this email or its content forward it to:
email.quarantine@southtyneside.gov.uk, clearly stating your concerns in the email ***

Good afternoon,
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the South Tyneside Local Plan — Publication draft consultation.
Attached are the comments submitted by NHS Property Services (NHSPS).

If you could kindly provide confirmation these comments have been received, that would be greatly
appreciated.

Should you have any questions, please do let me know.
Kind regards

Hyacynth

Hyacynth Cabiles | Graduate Town Planner

NHS Property Services Ltd

vaw.pmpﬁty.nhs.uk | @NHSProperty

Customer Service Centre: T: [N = I

connect.property.nhs.uk

NHS Property Services Ltd, Regent House, Heaton Lane, Stockport, Cheshire, SK4 1BS. Registered in
England, No: 07888110 Disclaimer This e-mail is not intended nor shall it be taken to create any legal
relations, contractual or otherwise. This e-mail and any accompanying documents are communicated in
confidence. It is intended for the recipient only and may not be disclosed further without the express
consent of the sender. Please be aware that all e-mails and attachments received and sent by NHS
Property Services Ltd are subject to the Freedom of Information Act (2000) and may be legally required for
disclosure to the public domain. NHS Property services Ltd is registered with the Information
Commissioners Office and will hold and process all personal data fairly, transparently and in accordance



with the law. Further information can be found on the website at https://www.property.nhs.uk/privacy-
policy/
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South Tyneside Council

Economic Regeneration — Development Services

Town Hall & Civic Offices

Westoe Road, South Shields

Tyne & Wear, NE33 2RL town.
Local.Plan@southtyneside.gov.uk

1st March 2024

BY EMAIL ONLY

RE: Consultation on the South Tyneside Publication draft Local Plan

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above document. The following representations
are submitted by NHS Property Services (NHSPS).

NHS Property Services

NHS Property Services (NHSPS) manages, maintains and improves NHS properties and facilities,
working in partnership with NHS organisations to create safe, efficient, sustainable and modern
healthcare environments. We partner with local NHS Integrated Care Boards (ICBs) and wider NHS
organisations to help them plan and manage their estates to unlock greater value and ensure every
patient can get the care they need in the right place and space for them. NHSPS is part of the NHS
and is wholly owned by the Department of Health and Social Care (DHSC) — all surplus funds are
reinvested directly into the NHS to tackle the biggest estates challenges including space utilisation,
guality, and access with the core objective to enable excellent patient care.

General Comments on Health Infrastructure to Support Housing Growth

The delivery of new and improved healthcare infrastructure is significantly resource intensive. The
NHS as a whole is facing significant constraints in terms of the funding needed to deliver healthcare
services, and population growth from new housing development adds further pressure to the system.
New development should make a proportionate contribution to funding the healthcare needs arising
from new development. Health provision is an integral component of sustainable development —
access to essential healthcare services promotes good health outcomes and supports the overall
social and economic wellbeing of an area.

Residential developments often have very significant impacts in terms of the need for additional
primary healthcare provision for future residents. Given health infrastructure’s strategic importance
to supporting housing growth and sustainable development, it should be considered at the forefront
of priorities for infrastructure delivery. The ability to continually review the healthcare estate, optimise
land use, and deliver health services from modern facilities is crucial. The health estate must be
supported to develop, modernise, or be protected in line with integrated NHS strategies. Planning
policies should enable the delivery of essential healthcare infrastructure and be prepared in
consultation with the NHS to ensure they help deliver estate transformation.
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Detailed Comments on Draft Local Plan Policies

Our detailed comments set out below are focused on ensuring that the needs of the health service
are embedded into the Local Plan in a way that supports sustainable growth. When developing any
additional guidance to support implementation of Local Plan policies relevant to health, for example
in relation to developer contributions or health impact assessments, we would request the Council
engage the NHS in the process as early as possible.

Policy 1 Promoting Healthy Communities

Policy 1: Promoting Healthy Communities looks to improve the health, wellbeing and quality of life
for residents in South Tyneside, which includes requiring the submission of a Health Impact
Assessment (HIA) for certain developments. Identifying and addressing the health requirements of
existing and new development is a critical way of ensuring the delivery of healthy, safe, and inclusive
communities. NHSPS welcomes and supports the requirements for an HIA on significant residential
developments of 100 dwellings or more.

Policy 5 Reducing energy consumption and carbon emissions

Policy 5: Reducing energy consumption and carbon emissions seeks to ensure carbon reduction
measures are incorporated in all developments and supports developments which achieves zero
carbon. The NHS requires all new development projects to be net zero carbon, and NHSPS fully
support policies that promote carbon neutral development. In considering the implementation of
policies related to net zero, we would highlight that NHS property could benefit from carbon offset
funds collected where on-site carbon mitigation requirements cannot be met. This would support the
NHS to reach the goal of becoming the world’s first net zero healthcare provider.

Policy 18 Affordable Housing

In support of the principle of affordable housing provision, we further recommend that as part of
implementing Policy 18: Affordable Housing, the Council consider the need for affordable housing
for NHS staff and those employed by other health and care providers in the local authority area. The
sustainability of the NHS is largely dependent on the recruitment and retention of its workforce. Most
NHS staff need to be anchored at a specific workplace or within a specific geography to carry out
their role. When staff cannot afford to rent or purchase suitable accommodation within reasonable
proximity to their workplace, this has an impact on the ability of the NHS to recruit and retain staff.

Housing affordability and availability can play a significant role in determining people’s choices about
where they work, and even the career paths they choose to follow. As the population grows in areas
of new housing development, additional health services are required, meaning the NHS must grow
its workforce to adequately serve population growth. Ensuring that NHS staff have access to suitable
housing at an affordable price within reasonable commuting distance of the communities they serve
is an important factor in supporting the delivery of high-quality local healthcare services. We
recommend that the Council:

e Engage with local NHS partners such as the local Integrated Care Board (ICB), NHS Trusts
and other relevant Integrated Care System (ICS) partners.

e Ensure that the local need for affordable housing for NHS staff is factored into housing needs
assessments, and any other relevant evidence base studies that inform the local plan (for
example employment or other economic policies).



NHS

Property Services

e Consider site selection and site allocation policies in relation to any identified need for
affordable housing for NHS staff, particularly where sites are near large healthcare
employers.

Policy 47 Design Principles

Policy 47: Design Principles sets out the Council's commitment to making sure that new
developments are well-designed to foster healthy communities. NHSPS welcomes and supports the
inclusion of policies that support healthy lifestyles. There is a well-established connection between
planning and health, and the planning system has an important role in creating healthy communities.
The planning system is critical not only to the provision of improved health services and infrastructure
by enabling health providers to meet changing healthcare needs, but also to addressing the wider
determinants of health.

Policy 50 Social and Community Infrastructure

Points (1.) and (2.) of Policy 50: Social and Community Infrastructure focuses on the provision of
new community facilities and will support proposals which seek to ensure identified needs for
community infrastructure are being met. Point (3.) of Policy 50 seeks to protect existing community
infrastructure and sets out the criteria required to be satisfied for the loss of a community facility or
service to be supported.

NHSPS supports the provision of sufficient, quality community facilities but does not consider the
proposed policy approach to be positively prepared or effective in its current form where it pertains
to the loss of community facilities or services under point (3.). Where healthcare facilities are included
within the Local’'s Plan definition of community facilities, policies aimed at preventing the loss or
change of use of community facilities and assets can potentially have a harmful impact on the NHS’s
ability to ensure the delivery of essential facilities and services for the community.

The NHS requires flexibility with regards to the use of its estate to deliver its core objective of
enabling excellent patient care and support key healthcare strategies such as the NHS Long Term
Plan. In particular, the disposal of redundant or no longer healthcare suitable sites and properties for
best value (open market value) is a critical component in helping to fund new or improved services
within a local area. Requiring NHS disposal sites to explore the potential for alternative community
uses and/or to retain a substantial proportion of community facility provision adds unjustified delay
to vital reinvestment in facilities and services for the community.

All NHS land disposals must follow a rigorous process to ensure that levels of healthcare service
provision in the locality of disposals are maintained or enhanced, and proceeds from land sales are
re-invested in the provision of healthcare services locally and nationally. The decision about whether
a property is surplus to NHS requirements is made by local health commissioners and NHS England.
Sites can only be disposed of once the operational health requirement has ceased. This does not
mean that the healthcare services are no longer needed in the area, rather it means that there are
alternative provisions that are being invested in to modernise services.

Where it can be demonstrated that health facilities are surplus to requirements or will be changed
as part of wider NHS estate reorganisation and service transformation programmes, it should be
accepted that a facility is neither needed nor viable for its current use, and policies within the Local
Plan should support the principle of alternative uses for NHS sites with no requirement for retention
of a community facility use on the land. To ensure the Plan is positively prepared and effective,
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NHSPS are seeking the following modification (shown in italics) to Policy 50 to make specific
reference to healthcare facilities.

Proposed Modification to Point (.3) of Policy 50:

“3. Development which would lead to the loss of community facilities and community services,
including public houses, will not be supported unless proposals demonstrate that:

i Through a robust viability statement, that retention of the existing use would not be economically
viable; and

ii. The proposal would provide an alternative use which is demonstrably of equivalent value to the
local community.

4. Where healthcare facilities are formally declared surplus to the operational healthcare
requirements of the NHS or identified as surplus as part of a published estates strategy or service
transformation plan, the requirements listed under Part 3 of the Policy will not apply.”

Policy 59 Delivery Infrastructure and Policy 60 Developer Contributions, Infrastructure
Funding and Viability

Together, Policy 59 and Policy 60 set out the approach to ensuring that new development provides
or contributes towards provision of measures that mitigate the impacts of the development and
contribute towards the delivery of essential infrastructure identified in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan
(IDP). We note that health is included in the IDP as essential infrastructure and welcome the
recognition in the IDP that Section 106 contributions should be linked to the Primary Care Network
(PCN) geography rather than individual practice buildings as this will ensure that the ICB has
flexibility in determining the most appropriate means of meeting the relevant healthcare needs arising
from a new development.

Supporting paragraph 16.10 to Policy 60 states that where there are evidenced viability challenges
that the council will need to consider its priorities in selecting the infrastructure for which contributions
should be sought. The provision of adequate healthcare infrastructure is in our view critical to the
delivery of sustainable development. In areas of significant housing growth, appropriate funding must
be consistently leveraged through developer contributions for health and care services to mitigate
the direct impact of growing demand from new housing. Given health infrastructure’s strategic
importance to supporting housing growth and sustainable development, it should be given a
significant amount of weight in decision-making and identified as high priority infrastructure in the
supporting text.

Implementation of the policy is to be supported by the Planning Obligations SPD. To support effective
implementation of Policies 59 and 60, we recommend the council update the SPD to set out the
process to determine the appropriate form of developer contributions to healthcare. This would
ensure that the assessment of existing healthcare infrastructure is robust, and that mitigation options
secured align with NHS requirements. Additionally, the supporting text to Policy 59 (or alternatively
Policy 50: Social and community infrastructure) should emphasise that the NHS and its partners will
need to work with the Council in the formulation of appropriate mitigation measures.
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NHSPS recommends that the Council continue its engagement with the Integrated Care Board (ICB)
to add further detail within the IDP and Planning Obligations SPD regarding the process for
determining the appropriate form of contribution towards the provision of healthcare infrastructure
where this is justified. As a starting point, we suggest the following process:

e Assess the level and type of demand generated by the proposal.

o Work with the ICB to understand the capacity of existing healthcare infrastructure and the
likely impact of the proposals on healthcare infrastructure capacity in the locality.

o |dentify appropriate options to increase capacity to accommodate the additional service
requirements and the associated capital costs of delivery.

¢ Identify the appropriate form of developer contributions.

Where new developments create a demand for health services that cannot be supported by
incremental extension or internal modification of existing facilities, this means the provision of new
purpose-built healthcare infrastructure will be required to provide sustainable health services.
Options should enable financial contributions, new-on-site healthcare infrastructure, free land/
infrastructure /property, or a combination of these. It should be clarified that the NHS and its partners
will need to work with the council in the formulation of appropriate mitigation measures.

Site Allocations

NHSPS currently own the freehold to Monkton Hall Hospital, Monkton Lane, Monkton, Jarrow NE32
5NN (the “Site”) (below). Under the adopted Local Plan Site Specific Allocations (2012) document,
Monkton Hall Hospital (site ‘a’) is allocated under Policy SA9 (Cxii) for the delivery of 10 dwellings.
This allocation has not been built out, nor carried forward within the Draft Local Plan.

TY495593
(0.041 Ha)

—

L TY295699
< ¢ |_(1.2Ha)




NHS

Property Services

The Site is due to become surplus to requirements, and we confirm redevelopment for residential
use on the Site is going to be pursued. We therefore request re-allocation of the Site within the
emerging Local Plan.

We request the Council to include both Monkton Hall (site ‘a’) and the occupational therapy building
(site ‘b’) in an allocation within the emerging Local Plan as these buildings will become surplus to
NHS requirements and can therefore contribute towards the Council’'s housing delivery targets. In
terms of anticipated development quantum, the current allocation on only the Monkton Hall building
proposes 10 dwellings. Noting that architectural feasibility work has not yet been undertaken, at this
stage we would suggest an indicative capacity of 20 dwellings would be reasonable for an allocation
that covers both site ‘a’ and ‘b’ shown above. Noting that the emerging Draft Local Plan includes
policies on design, density, and housing mix, we consider it suitable that the draft Strategic
Allocations section sets out that capacity is indicative. This will ensure that development comes
forward which makes best use of land through a design led approach, with the ability to address
other emerging policies and balance any relevant site-specific considerations.

As Monkton Hall and the occupational therapy building are due to become surplus to requirements,
there is a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered within five years, meeting the NPPF
definition of ‘deliverable’ for the purposes of inclusion within a five-year housing supply. We consider
residential redevelopment of Monkton Hall and the occupational therapy building will assist the
Council in increasing its 5-year housing supply position, which we currently understand to be 3.2
years, and it's Housing Delivery Test position, which was 72% in 2023. NHSPS would therefore
welcome the inclusion of an allocation for the Sites for residential development and we would be
happy to discuss wording of the allocation should the Council be minded to include this in the Draft
Local Plan.

Conclusion

NHSPS thank South Tyneside Council for the opportunity to comment on the Publication draft Local
Plan. We trust our comments will be taken into consideration, and we look forwarding to reviewing
future iterations of the plan. Should you have any queries or require any further information, please
do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours faithfully,

Hyacynth Cabiles

Tnwn Plannar

For and on benalt of NHS Property Services Ltd
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Good morning,

Please see attached our written representations on behalf of the Port of Tyne, in response to the consultation on the Regulation 19
publication draft Local Plan.

| would be grateful if you could confirm receipt of this email and the attached letter.

Kind regards,

Joe Kirtley - Assistant Planner

Cardiff « Leeds e« London « Manchester « Newcastle upon Tyne

LR : This email (and any attachments) is confidential and may be privileged. It is intended solely for the addressee. If you have received it in error,
CERTIFIED please contact us immediately. Any disclosure, copying, distribution or action taken as a result of this email is prohibited and may be unlawful.
IS0 9001 CERTIFIED

PLUS

Warning: Whilst we believe this email and any attachment are free of any virus or other defect which might affect yoursystem it is your

responsibility to ensure that this is so. We accept no liability for any loss or damage cause in any way by its receipt or use.

If you do not wish to receive emails from DPP One Ltd please unsubscribe by emailing: unsubscribe@dppukltd.com
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Ref: LF/JK/LO01/4771NE

Date: 1% March 2024

Dear Sir/Madam,

South Tyneside Draft Local Plan 2023 to 2040

These representations are submitted on behalf of the Port of Tyne (the ‘Port’), to South Tyneside Council (the ‘Council’)
in response to the consultation on the South Tyneside Draft Local Plan (STDLP).

The Port owns large areas of land along the north and south banks of the River Tyne, and as such is a key stakeholder
and has a warranted interest in the outcome of the Local Plan and the future of South Tyneside. The Port of Tyne is one
of the UK’s major deep seaports, and consequently is a vital trading gateway between six continents. In recent times,
the Port have diversified, and currently operate five core business areas (car exports, conventional and bulk cargo,
cruise/ferry, estates and logistics) into the offshore and renewables sector. This includes the delivery of a ‘Clean Energy
Park’ at Tyne Dock, South Shields Equinor and SSE Renewables, the two companies behind the world’s biggest offshore
wind farm Dogger Bank, building a new Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Base at the Park.

The Port is committed to engaging in consultation at every stage of the Local Plan’s preparation in view of its interests in
the Borough, and principally supports the Councils vision, however, has the following comments to make.

The Soundness of the Plan

Paragraph 35 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF December 2023) states that Local plans and spatial
development strategies are examined to assess whether they have been prepared in accordance with legal and
procedural requirements, and whether they are sound. Plans are ‘sound’ if they are:

a) 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;

b) Justified — an appropriate strategy, considering the reasonable alternatives, and based on proportionate
evidence;

DPP One Limited

. Company number 08129507
Cardiff Leeds London Manchester Newcastle upon Tyne  yar number 138284595
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c) 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; and

d) Consistent with national policy — enabling the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the
policies in this Framework and other statements of national planning policy, where relevant.

Our client considers the STDLP to be sound, on the basis that the Council has taken a generally positive approach to
economic development and addressing key employment issues that relate to the Port of Tyne’s activities and
requirements. However, the Port does consider that the role of the Port could be further advocated within the Spatial
Vision and Strategic Objectives.

Introduction

The support for the contribution of Port of Tyne to the economic strength of the Borough as identified within the
introductory pages to the STCDLP and with reference to the work of the Local Economic Assessment (2022) (LEA) that
found evidence of clear strengths in both the advanced manufacturing and energy/offshore wind sectors (para 2.40) is
very much welcomed by the Port.

Likewise, reference to the Port of Tyne at paragraph 2.42 is welcomed and the recognition of its role within the offshore
wind supply chain, including as the operations base for Dogger Bank wind farm.

It is noted that Map 1, Key Diagram, identifies the Port of Tyne and former McNulty’s Yard for ‘Port and River Related
Employment’ and sets the context for the Spatial Vision, Objectives and policies within the Plan. This allocation is not,
however, fully reflected on the Draft Local Plan Policies Map, which excludes a small area to the north east from the area
identified for ‘Port and River Related Development’ (draft policies SP17, SP19 and Policy 22). The Port, therefore,
requests that the Draft Policies Map is revised to reflect the Key Diagram on pages 14 and 15 of the Draft Plan and Map
24 (Port of Tyne Available Sites).

Spatial Vision and Strategic Objectives
In view of the introductory section to the draft Plan the Port requests acknowledgement of its role and contribution
within the Spatial Vision at pages 25 to 27, reflecting the paragraphs referred to above.

Furthermore, Strategic Objective 6 is understood to generally relate to the promotion of economic growth within South
Tyneside during the Plan period. The Port, however, request that a new sub header is created, called ‘Port and River
related activity’ to more appropriately reflect the provisions of SP3: Spatial Strategy for sustainable development.

Policy SP2: Strategy for Sustainable Development to meet identified needs

Whilst the Port supports the criteria within Policy SP2 as drafted, including enhancing existing economic strengths by
delivering 49.41 ha of land for economic development, it is keen to understand the implications of the Employment Land
Review 2023 on the Draft Local Plan and how the 49.41 ha figure under Policy SP2 has been informed.

The ELR, as acknowledged in the Draft Plan, recognises the Port of Tyne’s intrinsic value as an employment land asset,
with it being selected as the Operations and Maintenance Base for Dogger Bank (the world’s largest offshore wind farm).
The importance of sites at the Port of Tyne and along the riverside was identified by stakeholders, including the difficulty
in re-providing such sites once the supply has been exhausted.

The ELR 2023 provides the number of years’ supply of available employment land, assessing 14 general employment
sites and 12 specialist employment sites. 4 were excluded from further analysis, leaving 22 available employment sies
providing an estimated net developable area of 101.32 ha. Nine of the 12 specialist employment sites were identified at
the Port of Tyne, providing a total net area of 25.38 ha specialist employment land, approximately a quarter of the total
101.32 ha developable sites.

A full list of the sites identified is provided at page 55 of the ELR 2023, and a screenshot from the Employment Sites 1
Map (2023) is shown below, with the specialist employment sites highlighted in red:

Ref: LF/JK/LO01/4771NE 2
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Employment Sites 1 Map from Employment Land Review 2023

In the ELR 2023, using Council data (supplemented and verified by their own research), LSH has identified take-up of
employment land on a site-by-site basis for the period 2000-2021. Take up for specialist uses is stated separately and
over the period 2000-2021, all take up for specialist uses has occurred within the Port of Tyne estate.

The conclusions of the ELR 2023 find that within the Port of Tyne, an implied supply of 16 years is broadly appropriate
for the proposed plan period, and highlights that ‘as a trust port that is required to reinvest its income, the Port has a
proactive approach to site preparation and infrastructure provision which has enabled a remodelling of its landholdings
to meet occupier requirements. The fact that much of the land is required for external storage means that development
viability is less of a constraint’ under paragraph 6.74.

The Port is investing heavily in converting quayside and landside infrastructure to support the off shore wind market
including investment at Tyne Renewables Quay. Demand from these uses is high for large areas of land, the result being
that land availability is at a premium and this is expected to remain the case going forward.

Given the scale and weight of the off shore infrastructure stored and constructed the Port of Tyne has and continues to
invest in its existing land holdings to support and attract operators. Rationalisation of existing uses on site is also taking
place to make further space available for off shore infrastructure. The point made at paragraph 6.74 of the ELR is not,
therefore, accurate as it relates to general storage and is not reflective of the Port’s diversification into the off shore
market.

Policy SP3: Spatial Strategy for sustainable development

This policy extends on the overall employment aims set out in policy SP2, with criteria 7 setting out economic
development will be prioritised in designated Employment Areas, including the Port of Tyne, recognising the strategic
sites accessibility through a range of transport modes. The priority given to the Employment Areas is supported by the
Port.

Policy SP10: South Shields Riverside Regeneration Area

The policy extends to Holborn Middle Dock, and Windmill Hill with criteria 1 setting out support for the development of
Holborn Middle Dock and Windmill Hill.

Ref: LF/JK/LO01/4771NE 3
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‘Holborn Middle Dock and Windmill Hill will deliver a mixed use residential (approximately 299 homes) and office
development. Development proposals shall include the creation of a new promenade that allows public access to the
riverside area.’

gy

e gt et et &

Map 10 fi om Draft Local Plan: South Shields Riverside Regeneration Area

The Port has been consistent in its opposition to the introduction of residential development to Windmill Hill and wrote
in objection to planning application reference ST/0245/21/FUL that was subsequently granted at Planning Committee
on the 22nd November 2021 for circa 350 homes, including detailed consent for 48 dwellings. The Draft Local Plan is still
proposing an allocation of 299 homes at Holborn Middle Dock and Windmill Hill, in line with the extant hybrid planning
permission, and to which the Port of Tyne continues to have significant concerns given the relationship to its landholdings
and operations.

The Port’s principle concern is the impact that residential development will have on its operations at Tyne Dock
Enterprise Park. The Port again requests that South Tyneside Council gives due consideration to the interrelationship
between the two land uses and that this is acknowledged within the supporting text to Policy SP10.

The Port acknowledges the removal of reference to the approximate 200,000 sq. ft of office development at Middle Dock
and Windmill Hill in the previous Draft Plan given the restoration works that have now taken place at the former docks.
The inclusion of reference to office or commercial space on land immediately north of the TDEP was previously intended
to act as a buffer between TDEP and the regeneration of the Regeneration Area. The Port is aware that the hybrid
consent does not extend to the full land allocation to include the former docks. It is, however, requested that reference
is made within the draft plan at policy SP10 to the regeneration around the former docks to secure it in perpetuity and
provide the buffer to the TDEP previously intended by the employment land.

Policy SP19: Provision of Land for Port and River-Related Development

Ref: LF/JK/LO01/4771NE 4
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The inclusion of a Port specific policy is very much welcomed by the Port of Tyne that has been lobbying South Tyneside
Council for the inclusion of such a policy within the Local Plan for a number of years, so reflecting the approach of other
authorities, including Sunderland. The inclusion of ‘green technologies’ within the definition of uses that will be
supported as part of Policy SP19 is also welcomed. The Port also welcomes the acknowledgement of its Permitted
Development rights with regards port related development for land within its ownership at paragraph 9.17.

The information contained at the table that supports the policy is endorsed by the Port in that a total of 141.3 hectares
of land is currently within use within the Tyne Dock estate with a total of 25.38 hectares available. The Port’s current
position is slightly revised with 24.2 hectares currently considered to be available. Further information on this point can
be provided if required.

Policy 22: Protecting Employment Uses

This draft policy sets out that development within allocated Employment Areas (Policy SP19) for alternative uses will be
supported in some instances where the relevant criteria is met. The Port does welcome the inclusion of the Policy and
its overall aim in protecting established employment uses, but is concerned at the scope this provides for alternative
uses in the Port area. The Port would therefore welcome more specific reference of the Port of Tyne within Policy 22,
and the protection that should be offered to established employment uses.

Policy SP17: Strategic Economic Development

Consistent with draft policy SP19, the support for the Port of Tyne is welcomed within general economic development
policy SP17, including maintenance of the 141.3 ha of land within the Borough for specialist port and river related
development and the support for the Port of Tyne as an economic asset to the Borough and region, reinforced by
paragraph 9.9. The Port does however question why reference to the Tyne Dock Enterprise Park is not included as part
of Policy SP17 or in the supporting text and would request that reference is added.

Draft Policies Map
The port previously requested revisions to the Draft Local Plan Policies Map to include Tyne Dock Enterprise Park (former
McNulty’s Yard) within the area identified for ‘Port and River Related Development’. It is encouraging to see the wider
Port of Tyne has been identified as land for Port and River Related Development, whilst it is noted the Tyne Dock
Enterprise Park allocations have been picked up in the Employment Land Review Sites 1 document, as Specialist
Employment Sites.

Therefore, whilst the Port considers the STCDLP to be sound it requests that South Tyneside Council has regard to its
representations when preparing further drafts of the Plan to include.

Ref: LF/JK/LO01/4771NE 5



Development Services

PLANNING

e Reference to the role of the Port of Tyne within the Spatial Vision;

e Within Strategic Objectives 6, include reference to specific employment sectors such as Port and river related
activity and advanced manufacturing.

e Within the supporting text to Policy SP7, acknowledge the relationship between Holborn Middle Docks and
Windmill Hill and the Port of Tyne’s existing operations;

e Include Tyne Dock Enterprise Park within the Port and River Related Development” as shown on the Draft Policies
Map

We hope that the Council take into account the Port of Tyne’s representations as set out above when reviewing the
content of the STCDLP, and recognise the issues and opportunities identified in this representation. We request an
invitation to participate in any further consultations, including at examination and are more than happy to meet with
representatives in the interim to discuss the Port’s concerns if this would be considered beneficial.

Yours faithfully,

Helen Marks
Director
DPP

Ref: LF/JK/LO01/4771NE 6



LP1968- Network Rail

South Tyneside Publication Draft Local Plan (Regulation 19) public consultation

Sat 3/2/2024 12:03 PM

To:Local Plan <Local.Plan@southtyneside.gov.uk>

*** WARNING - This message has originated from outside the Council. Do not provide any login or
password details if requested. Do not click on any links or attachments unless you are sure that the
content is safe. If you are unsure about this email or its content forward it to:
email.quarantine@southtyneside.gov.uk, clearly stating your concerns in the email ***

OFFICIAL

Dear Sir or Madam,
Thank you for your recent correspondence inviting us to comment on the South Tyneside Publication Draft Local Plan.

Network Rail owns, operates and develops Britain’s railway infrastructure. Our role is to deliver and maintain a safe
and reliable railway. All consultations are assessed with the safety of the operational railway in mind and responded to
on this basis. We have reviewed the documentation and supporting plans provided and would make the following
comments and observations.

Railway Level Crossings

We do have some concerns relating to housing allocations throughout the area and the potential impact of these
schemes upon operational railway safety should the sites come forward for development, particularly where they are
in proximity to railway level crossings. The safety of railway level crossings and all crossing users is of paramount
importance to us, and we would have concerns over any proposals that may impact on the operational safety and risk
of a railway crossing.

In this instance, the South Tyneside administrative area includes several level crossings; the road crossings at Boldon
Lane, Tileshed Lane and East Boldon Station, as well as Blue House Farm and Monkton footpath level crossings. It
should be noted that Boldon and Tileshed level crossings are in the top three highest risk crossings on the Eastern
Route, and amongst the highest risk crossings in the country due to traffic volume and crossing misuse.

It should be noted that where development comes forward in proximity to these crossings, we will be seeking funding
for mitigation measures to address the safety impacts of such development. As an example of the sort of mitigation
measures that may be sought, the provision of red light traffic cameras installed at the crossings would be likely to
cost in the region of £300,000 (at 2024 prices).

Housing Allocations

SP6 Land at former Chuter Ede Education Centre

We have concerns over this allocation for a mix of extra-care residential units and residential dwellings, due to its
proximity to Boldon and Tileshed Level Crossings. We note that section 5 of the policy states that the proposals must
be supported by a site-specific transport assessment. Whilst this wording includes the Boldon Level Crossing, due to
its proximity this should be expanded to include Tileshed Level Crossing. We assume that East Boldon Station will be
included in this assessment as a ‘public transport connection’ referenced in the policy. Based on the outcome of this
transport assessment it is highly likely that Network Rail would be seeking funding for measures to mitigate against



the increase in risk imported by this scheme. We would ask that wording to reflect this is included in the policy so that
it is captured in the local plan.

SP7 Urban and Village Sustainable Growth Areas

We have particular concerns in relation to allocations GA2 (Land at North Farm) and GA4 (Land at West Hall Farm).
Allocation GA2 is in very close proximity to both Boldon and Tileshed level crossings (approximately 200m away) and
as stated above these are already extremely high-risk crossings and we would anticipate that further development in
the area will import additional risk. Should this site come forward for development, it must be supported by a robust
Transport Assessment that details the impact of this scheme upon number and type of users (for example, vehicular,
pedestrian, cycle) at the crossing. Additionally, it should consider the impact on passenger numbers at East Boldon
Station. Again, based on the outcome of this assessment, it should be noted that Network Rail will be seeking funding
from the development for measures to mitigate the additional risk imported by the development.

Similarly with allocation GA4 this is likely to generate additional traffic over the level crossings, and in addition has the
potential to generate pedestrian traffic over Blue House Farm footpath crossing. As with GA2, a robust Transport
Assessment must be provided in support of the application so that Network Rail can assess the impacts of the scheme
upon railway safety and where appropriate identify mitigation measures that must be funded by the scheme. It should
be noted that we would be happy to explore options for the closure of Blue House Farm in connection with
surrounding development if such opportunity arises. We would ask that wording to reflect the above is included in the
policy relating to these allocations so that it is captured in the local plan.

SP8 Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area

We note that the proposed Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area includes a housing allocation of approximately 1,200
homes. The development is in proximity to Monkton footpath crossing. We would anticipate that this would facilitate
a desire line to the nature reserve to the north of the railway and increase pedestrian use at the crossing. As with the
above schemes, this proposal must be supported by a robust Transport Assessment that includes an assessment of
the impact upon Monkton footpath crossing and the broader rail network in this area. Again, it is likely that Network
Rail would seek funding from the developer to mitigate the impacts of the scheme upon the safety of the crossing,
which would include the potential closure of the crossing should the opportunity arise to do so. We would ask that
wording to reflect this is included in the policy so that it is captured in the local plan.

Policy

Policy SP26 Delivering sustainable transport

We note that in Section 2 it is stated that new development will be supported by a Transport Statement or Transport
Assessment and a Travel Plan which is also reiterated in paragraph 14.14 which we are supportive of. We would state
that any such documentation should also include consideration of the impact of the scheme upon operational railway
level crossings and railway stations so that these impacts can be fully considered and mitigated against where
appropriate.

In section 4(v) of policy SP26 we would ask that this section is amended to ‘Demonstrate how they have sought to
maximise opportunities to improve accessibility to Metro and National Rail stations’

It should be noted that Network Rail supports in principle any proposal to improve or extend Metro services. Where
this impacts Network Rail infrastructure, this is subject to detailed capacity and engineering analysis and the relevant
agreements being reached/entered in to.

Policy 51 Improving capacity on the road network

We note that the policy includes section 2(vii) in respect of working with Network Rail to assess the implications of full
barrier operation at Tileshed and Boldon Level Crossings and we welcome the opportunity to work closely with the
Council in respect of these sites.

Policy 52 Safeguarding land for Metro and Rail development

We are supportive of this policy and welcome the inclusion and consideration of heavy rail as outlined in section 1,
and safeguarded land being protected through the planning process. However, we note that the policy makes no
reference to the potential for rail freight to be included when considering the reinstatement of the Leamside Line or
any other rail route. Given the economic benefits of rail freight and its sustainability in terms of removing lorries from



the road network, this should be a consideration when looking at the reinstatement of railway lines, especially when
considering connections to the broader railway network.

We note and support the content of paragraph 14.27 relating to the delivery of new stations and the reopening of the
Leamside Line and are willing to work closely with the Council in delivery of these objectives.

We note the content of paragraph 14.28 relating to pan-regional network rail upgrades, and again we welcome the
opportunity to work closely with the Council in the development of rail services. However, we do not feel that this
section is particularly clear and would be grateful for further clarity in respect of the pan-regional network rail
upgrades being referred to in this section.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this consultation. We trust that the above is useful and will be
considered for inclusion in the local plan as it moves forward. If you need any further information in respect of the

above, please let us know.

Kind regards

Matt Leighton

S

NetworikRail

B
L 0

Please note | am on study leave on Thursdays for the foreseeable future and will be
unavailable on these days

The content of this email (and any attachment) is confidential. It may also be legally privileged or otherwise
protected from disclosure.

This email should not be used by anyone who is not an original intended recipient, nor may it be copied or
disclosed to anyone who is not an original intended recipient.

If you have received this email by mistake, please notify us by emailing the sender, and then delete the email and
any copies from your system.

Liability cannot be accepted for statements made which are clearly the sender's own and not made on behalf of
Network Rail.

Network Rail Infrastructure Limited registered in England and Wales No. 2904587, registered office Network Rail,
Waterloo General Office, London, SE1 8SW.
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[ﬂJ 1 attachments (358 KB)
1036593-RPT-PGO1-REPS-RevB.pdf;

*** WARNING - This message has originated from outside the Council. Do not provide any login or
password details if requested. Do not click on any links or attachments unless you are sure that the
content is safe. If you are unsure about this email or its content forward it to:
email.quarantine@southtyneside.gov.uk, clearly stating your concerns in the email ***

Dear Sir / Madam,

Please see attached a copy of representations that have been made on behalf of my client, Sunderland Association
Football Club in response to the Regulation 19 public consultation on the Draft South Tyneside Local Plan.

If possible, please could you confirm receipt of these representations.
Kind regards,

Andrew
Andrew Hird

Cundall

www.cundall.com | People | Ideas | Projects | Twitter | Linkedin | Join

leuhttps://bit.ly/3SKIYYm

Cundall Johnston & Partners LLP is a limited liability partnership registered in England and Wales. Registered number OC300389. Registered office: Partnership House, Regent
Farm Road, Regent Centre, Gosforth, Newcastle upon Tyne, NE3 3AF

All information contained in this email is private and confidential, may also be privileged, and it is sent for and on behalf of Cundall. This email and its attachments are
intended solely for the use of the addressee only and if any third party whatsoever comes into possession of this email, they rely on it at their own risk and Cundall accepts
no duty or responsibility (including in negligence) to any such third party. If you have received this email in error, please immediately notify the sender and delete all copies
from your system.

Privacy Policy: Use of this email and any attachments is subject to the terms on our Website at https://www.cundall.com/legal/privacy-policy

If you cannot access these terms, please email terms@cundall.com with SEND TERMS in the subject heading or telephone +44 (0191) 213 1515 and we will send you a copy.



All of our business is conducted in accordance with Cundall’s Ethical Business Policy https://www.cundall.com/ideas/publications/ethical-business-hr-policy,

This email message has been scanned for viruses by Mimecast. For more information please visit http://www.mimecast.com
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1.0 Introduction

The following representations have been prepared on behalf of Sunderland Association Football Club (SAFC) to the

South Tyneside Local plan Pre-Publication Draft (Regulation 19).

b NS

T '

"

Figure 1: SAFC Land ownership surrounding the Academy of Light (AoL)

These representations are being made having regard to the documents contained within the supporting evidence library
and having assessed the compliance of the Draft Local Plan against paragraph 35 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF). Paragraph 35 states that for a plan to be found “sound” it should be:

e Positively prepared;

e Justified;

e Effective; and

e Consistent with national policy

Cundall are making the following representations to the Draft Plan, addressing a number of the proposed policies
considered relevant to the interests of SAFC. Each relevant section of the draft plan will be considered in turn with all
paragraph numbers referred to, relating to paragraphs of the plan unless otherwise stated.

Document Ref. 1036593-RPT-PGO01-REPS-RevA 2
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2.0 Representations

2.1 Spatial Vision and Strategic Objectives

We support the overall spatial vision for South Tyneside Local Plan which clearly sets out the aspirations of South
Tyneside over the plan period. The Local Plan details how and why South Tyneside Council have declared a climate
change emergency (‘Sustainable South Tyneside 2020 — 2025: Climate change strategy and action plan’), which details
the Council's climate change strategy and five-year action plan, with the goal of bringing about carbon neutrality for the
Council.

We strongly support this strategy, and specifically the utilisation of renewable energy which is recognised within the Draft
Local Plan as pivotal to the reduction of carbon emissions. However, we feel that the role of solar energy, especially
within the Green Belt is an area that requires further detail, clarity, and greater support for its potential in contributing to
this climate change action plan, and the Borough’s goal of carbon neutrality by 2030.

Whilst we understand (and are supportive of) demonstrating that there will be no adverse impacts on the receiving
and/or further surrounding environment, we do consider that the policies could be more positively worded and set out the
circumstances in which schemes could be approved. This would still be in alignment with NPPF paragraph 156, which
details the need to demonstrate ‘very special circumstances’ if renewable energy projects are to proceed. (check
please)

211 Current Paragraph 4.3 Wording

“4.3 When considering development proposals, the Council will take a positive approach that reflects the presumption in
favour of sustainable development as set out in the NPPF. The Council will work proactively with applicants to find
solutions which mean that proposals can be approved wherever possible, and to secure development that improves the
economic, social, and environmental conditions in the borough.”

2.1.1.1 Suggested Paragraph 4.3 Wording

“When considering development proposals, South Tyneside will seek a positive approach to maximise opportunities
for renewable energy technologies, such as solar energy, taking a proactive approach to utilising land,
including Green Belt land for the development and operation of renewable energy technologies, but only where
very special circumstances can be demonstrated, and further, where there are no adverse impacts on the
receiving and/or further surrounding environment.”

2.2 Chapter 4: Delivering the Strategy

221 Policy SP1: Presumption in favour of Sustainable Development

Policy SP1: Strategy for Sustainable Development sets out policies for the overall strategy for sustainable development
in South Tyneside by 2040. It identifies how and where the development needs of the borough will be met over the plan
period. This policy is generally supported however, where reference is made to protecting the openness and
permanence of the Green Belt, due regard should also be given to paragraph 150 of the NPPF which states the
following:

“Once Green Belts have been defined, local planning authorities should plan positively to enhance their
beneficial use (emphasis added) , such as looking for opportunities to provide access; to provide
opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, to retain and enhance landscapes, visual amenity and
biodiversity; or to improve damaged and derelict land (emphasis added).”

It is acknowledged that the supporting text (para 4.3) of policy SP1 makes specific reference to taking a:

“positive approach that reflects the presumption in favour of sustainable development”that will “work proactively
with applicants to find solutions which mean that proposals can be approved wherever possible, and to secure
development that improves the economic, social, and environmental conditions in the borough’.

Document Ref. 1036593-RPT-PG01-REPS-RevA 3
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However, it is believed that further emphasis and clarity should be placed upon defining what an improvement in
environmental conditions means for the Borough. Given the Council’s climate change strategy and action plan, it is
considered essential that further emphasis upon renewable energy projects, specifically solar energy would be
beneficial, particularly if the Council are serious about meeting their own targets and aspirations for the borough.

Furthermore, it is considered that further clarity must be provided within the Policy regarding what would and would not
be classified as sustainable development, especially in reference to development within the Green Belt. Here, it is
considered that there are opportunities to utilise Green Belt land in a sustainable manner, especially where there are no
demonstrable adverse impacts on the receiving and/or surrounding environment as a result of a proposed development.

2.2.2 Current Policy SP1 Wording

“2. The Council will work proactively with applicants to try to find solutions which mean that development can be
approved, where possible, and will seek to secure development that improves the economic, social, and environmental
conditions in the borough.:

2.2.2.1 Suggested Policy SP1 Wording

“The Council will work proactively with applicants to try to find solutions which mean that development can be approved,
where possible, and will seek to secure development that improves the economic, social, and environmental conditions
in the borough. South Tyneside Council will also seek to maximise, where applicable and appropriate,
opportunities for renewable energy projects within the Borough, utilising a range of renewable energy
technologies, such as solar energy. Here, South Tyneside Council will take a proactive approach to utilising
land, including Green Belt land for the development and operation of renewable energy technologies, but only
where very special circumstances can be demonstrated, and further, where there are no adverse impacts on
the receiving and/or further surrounding environment.”

223 Policy SP2: Strategy for Sustainable Development to Meet Identified Needs

Policy SP2: Strategy for Sustainable Development to meet identified needs sets out how the Borough will deliver
sustainable development to meet the needs of South Tyneside by 2040. Within this Policy, specific reference is made to
the need to:

“Ensure that sufficient physical, social and environmental infrastructure is delivered to support identified
needs (emphasis added)”.

This policy is generally supported, however, where reference is made to Minerals and Waste within the supporting text of
the Policy, specifically the “strategic objective to manage the prudent use of the borough’s natural resources” (para 4.14),
due regard should also be given to paragraph 156 of the NPPF which states:

“When located in the Green Belt, elements of many renewable energy projects will comprise inappropriate
development. In such cases developers will need to demonstrate very special circumstances if projects
are to proceed. Such very special circumstances may include the wider environmental benefits
associated with increased production of energy from renewable sources (emphasis added)”

Therefore, given para 156 of the NPPF above, and South Tyneside Council's commitment to the ‘Sustainable South
Tyneside 2020 — 2025: Climate change strategy and action plan’, it is considered that specific reference should be made
within Policy SP2 for the role of the Green Belt in providing opportunities to utilise renewable energy technologies,
specifically solar energy in contributing to the management, use and production of the borough’s resources.

However, reference to this should also highlight that this will only be considered where it can be demonstrated that there
are no adverse impacts on the receiving and/or further surrounding environment.

224 Current Policy SP2 Wording

“To deliver sustainable development and to meet the needs of South Tyneside by 2040, the Plan will: 3. Ensure that
sufficient physical, social and environmental infrastructure is delivered to support identified needs”.
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2.2.4.1 Suggested Policy SP2 Wording

“To deliver sustainable development and to meet the needs of South Tyneside by 2040, the Plan will ensure that
sufficient physical, social, and environmental infrastructure is delivered to support identified needs. In light of this, when
located in the Green Belt, proposals for environmental infrastructure, such as renewable energy projects, will
need to demonstrate very special circumstances if projects are to proceed. Such very special circumstances
may include the wider environmental benefits associated with increased production of energy from renewable
sources. Furthermore, proposals within the Green Belt will also need to demonstrate that there are no adverse
impacts on the receiving and/or further surrounding environment.”

2.2.5 Policy SP15: Climate Change

Policy SP15: Climate Change sets out how South Tyneside Council aim to meet the challenge of mitigating and adapting
to the effects of climate change, through a comprehensive approach to delivering sustainable development and reducing
carbon emissions. We strongly support Policy SP15 and acknowledge the need to mitigate and adapt to the effects of
climate change.

Of particular note here, is that Policy SP15 acknowledges the need to meet the significant rise in electricity demand that
will arise from the move away from using fossil fuels to supply power for homes and vehicles. However, it is considered
that the failure to mention the importance of utilising Green Belt land to meet this significant rise in electricity demand
within the Policy requires addressing and represents a missed opportunity.

Regarding this, Policy SP15 currently states:

“To meet the challenge of mitigating and adapting to the effects of climate change, a comprehensive approach to
delivering sustainable development and reducing carbon emissions is required. This will be achieved by: 3. Reducing
greenhouse gas emissions through the delivery of low carbon heating networks and renewable energy generation,
where appropriate” (emphasis added).

2.2.6 Current Policy SP15 Wording

“To meet the challenge of mitigating and adapting to the effects of climate change, a comprehensive approach to
delivering sustainable development and reducing carbon emissions is required. This will be achieved by: 3. Reducing
greenhouse gas emissions through the delivery of low carbon heating networks and renewable energy generation,
where appropriate.”

2.2.6.1 Suggested Policy SP15 Wording

“To meet the challenge of mitigating and adapting to the effects of climate change, a comprehensive approach to
delivering sustainable development and reducing carbon emissions is required. This will be achieved by: 3. Reducing
greenhouse gas emissions through the delivery of low carbon heating networks and renewable energy generation,
where appropriate. Here, proposals relating to the provision of environmental infrastructure will need to
demonstrate very special circumstances if projects are to proceed. Such very special circumstances may
include the wider environmental benefits associated with increased production of energy from renewable
sources.”

2.2.7 Policy 6: Renewables and Low Carbon Energy Generation

We also strongly support Policy 6: Renewables and low carbon energy generation, as it is considered that a good level
of detail is provided within this policy regarding measures of appropriateness for development of renewable and low
carbon energy schemes within varying land uses, allocations, buildings, and locations. A sufficient level of details is also
provided here regarding the Green Belt.

However, it is considered that more emphasis within the Policy should be given to the significant impact and potential of
solar energy projects. Here solar energy development appears to be overlooked in terms of the impact and contribution it
can make in mitigating and adapting to the effects of climate change, as the only reference to forms of solar renewable
energy comes in para 7.25, stating:
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“This policy applies to all development proposals for renewable and low carbon technologies as stated in the
policy, and proposals for schemes which may include photovoltaics, solar thermal systems and/or air/ground
source heat pumps”.

Paragraph 164 of the NPPF specifically addresses the importance of utilising renewable solar energy technologies,
stating:

“In determining planning applications, local planning authorities should give significant weight to the need to
support energy efficiency and low carbon heating improvements to existing buildings, both domestic and non-
domestic (including through installation of heat pumps and solar panels where these do not already benefit from
permitted development rights). Where the proposals would affect conservation areas, listed buildings or other relevant
designated heritage assets, local planning authorities should also apply the policies set out in chapter 16 of this
Framework.(emphasis added)”.

This lack of detail likewise also extends to the level of detail provided regarding measures of appropriateness for the
development of renewable and low carbon energy schemes within varying land uses, allocations, buildings, and
locations. Here, para 7.28 states:

“The Local Plan does not explicitly identify locations that may be suitable for large scale solar schemes.
Applications will be assessed on a case-by-case basis.”

It is considered that greater emphasis and clarity should be placed upon measures of appropriateness for the
development of renewable solar energy schemes It is also considered that there is a lack of detail regarding the nature
of the developers involved within renewable energy development, specifically the scale of commercial operations within
renewable energy development. Here, there should be a greater recognition of the increasing commercial scale within
the renewable energy sector, and the contribution it can make to the Borough'’s goals for reducing carbon emissions

228 Suggested Text Addition for Policy 6

“Solar Energy Development: New solar energy developments will be supported where the proposal conforms
with the following criteria:

L The location, scale and design of the proposal is considered acceptable;

ll.  Any unacceptable significant adverse impacts, such as noise nuisance, glint and glare, overbearing,
and interference with telecommunications, air traffic operations and MOD safeguarding areas are
satisfactorily mitigated;

lll.  Any proposed development is subject to Habitats Regulations Assessment and where likely significant
effects are identified, permission would be dependent on the assessment ruling out adverse effects on
integrity, alone or in combination.

IV.  Any proposals which come forward in the Green Bell, it is demonstrated that the proposals represent a
very special circumstance, which may include the wider environmental benefits associated with
increased production of energy from renewable sources

V.  And there are no adverse impacts on the receiving and/or further surrounding environment.”

229 Policy 41: Green Belt

Policy 41: Green belt sets out how development proposals within the Green Belt will be determined in accordance with
national planning policy. It is considered that more detail and clarity should be provided within Policy 41 with regards to
appropriate development within the Green Belt. The policy simply states the purpose of the Green Belt, which is already
well established within National Policy, as the supporting text within the Policy largely just reiterates paragraph 154 and
155 of the NPPF.

Given the Borough’s ‘Sustainable South Tyneside 2020 — 2025: Climate change strategy and action plan’, which details
the Council's climate change strategy and five-year action plan, with the goal of bringing about carbon neutrality for the
Council, it is considered that further detail regarding the development of renewable energy schemes within the Green
Belt would beneficial.

Therefore, it is considered that Policy 41 could provide further clarity regarding measures of what comprises ‘very special
circumstances’, and further, how specific forms of development, such as renewable energy projects are assessed. This
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would align the Policy with how paragraph 156 of the NPPF defines renewable energy projects and the parameters of
very special circumstances.

2.2.9.1 Current Paragraph 11.76 Wording

“There is a presumption against inappropriate development in the Green Belt unless very special circumstances can be
demonstrated. The NPPF sets out several exceptions:

e Buildings for agriculture and forestry

e Appropriate facilities for outdoor sport, outdoor recreation, and cemeteries

e Proportionate extensions or alterations of a building « Replacement buildings which are not materially larger

e Limited infilling

e Limited affordable housing for community needs

e Partial or complete redevelopment of previously developed land which does not have a greater impact on
openness.”

2.2.10 Suggested Text Addition for Policy 41

“There is also a presumption against inappropriate development in the Green Belt, unless very special circumstances
can be demonstrated. Here, proposals relating to the provision of environmental infrastructure will need to
demonstrate very special circumstances if projects are to proceed. Such very special circumstances may
include the wider environmental benefits associated with increased production of energy from renewable
sources. However, reference to this should also highlight that this will only be considered where it can be
considered that there are no adverse impacts on the receiving and/or further surrounding environment.”

Document Ref. 1036593-RPT-PG01-REPS-RevA 7
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Dear/ Sir/ Madam,

On behalf of our client, Nelson Petcare Ltd trading as ‘mypetstop’, please find attached our representations to the
above consultation document.

I would be grateful if you could confirm receipt of the attached statement.
Kind regards

James

Ol james Cullingford BA MA MRTPI
Smith

Associate Director - Planning Consultancy
Hampton Planning, Regeneration + Infrastructure
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1.2

1.3

Introduction

This Statement sets out our response to the South Tyneside Draft (Regulation 19) Local Plan
and the following evidence base documents:

e Employment Land Review (2023);

e Employment Land Technical Paper (2024);

e South Tyneside Green Belt Study (2023); and
e Site Selection Topic Paper (2024).

Having reviewed the above documents, we believe that the Council’s approach to allocating
new employment sites (as set out in the Employment Land Technical Paper) is flawed in its
interpretation of the findings of the Employment Land Review (‘ELR’). In this respect, we
believe that our client’s site, land at ‘mypetstop’, Follingsby Lane (ELR Site Ref: P13), should
be allocated for employment use to ensure the Council has a robust supply of employment
land in appropriate locations (as required by Strategic Objective 6 and Policy SP17 of the
Draft Local Plan).

In line with guidance set out in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2023), our
concluding comments relate to the four tests of soundness, namely whether the Draft Local
Plan is:

e Positively prepared;

e Justified;

e Effective; and

e Consistent with national policy.
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Land at mypetstop - Background and Context

Land at mypetstop is identified in the Council’s Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (‘SHLAA’) (2023) and Employment Land Review (‘ELR’) (2023). A full description
of the site and its context has been provided in our previous representations to the Local
Plan so is not repeated here. The salient points are summarised below:

o the site is approximately 2.5ha in size;

e itis currently located within the designated Green Belt;

e itis previously developed land with existing buildings covering a large proportion of the
site and a man-made bund around the east and south of the site;

e it is accessed via Follingsby Lane, which connects the site to the surrounding strategic
road network;

e itis adjacent to the western boundary of IAMP Two.

The extract of the Draft Local Plan Policies Map below shows the location of our client’s site
(edged in red) within the Green Belt, adjacent to the IAMP (shaded grey) and east of land at
Wardley Colliery identified for employment uses (shaded purple).

L

......

W

Extract of the Draft Local Plan Policies Map

Our client has owned and operated mypetstop for over twenty years. The existing business
provides pet care facilities and currently employs between 25 and 30 members of staff.
However, due to ongoing economic challenges including rises in overheads, minimum wages
and business rates, as well as potential future disruption from the IAMP Two development,
the existing business is no longer considered viable. As such, our client intends to cease
operations and sell the site at the earliest opportunity.

The site has been promoted for alternative uses through the Draft Local Plan since 2019.
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Comments on the Council’s approach to identifying employment sites as set out in the
Employment Land Technical Paper (2024)

The ELR states that there is 41.70 ha of existing allocated employment land available in
South Tyneside. Whilst this equates to a quantitative surplus of 1ha, the ELR concludes that
this is modest as the supply of employment land does not align spatially with market
demand. In this regard, the existing supply of sites is predominantly in the north of the
borough where supply is tight and there are sites of poor quality that would require
considerable investment to make them attractive to occupiers. Given the location and
quality of the existing employment sites, the ELR notes that some businesses have relocated
outside of the borough and there are indications that this trend may continue.

With regards to IAMP, the ELR notes that the development is expected to create significant
employment opportunities in the wider supply chain. However, it cautions (at paragraph
7.45) that the ability to fully take advantage of these opportunities will depend on the
‘ability to offer good quality employment sites, with good access to the strategic road
network and in close proximity to the IAMP’. It also states (at paragraph 6.70) that whilst the
IAMP can accommodate large manufacturing uses, it is unlikely to meet the demand for
warehousing and logistics premises, nor will it cater for the demand for small industrial
premises where vacancy rates are particularly low in South Tyneside.

The ELR identifies a demand ‘hotspot’ in the south west of the borough and recommends
that the Council identifies new employment allocations (totalling 25 — 35 ha) in this location
where there is good access to the strategic road network. These recommendations have
informed the Council’s Employment Land Technical Paper (2024) which includes a map
showing the areas of the borough that are suitable for new employment sites (shaded red).
An extract of the map is provided below:
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Map showing site search area for new employment sites (Employment Land Technical Paper, 2024)
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Based on the findings of the ELR, the Council’'s Employment Land Technical Paper
acknowledges that Green Belt boundaries would need to be altered in order to identify new
employment land in the south west area. It goes on to state (at paragraph 9.10):

“From a purely economic development perspective therefore, the logical next step would be
to identify a location suitable for a new business park. However, this would necessitate the
release of approximately 25 ha of greenfield land from the Green Belt. Pending consideration
of whether this is acceptable and deliverable therefore, the search identified a variety of sites
of different sizes for assessment”.

Whilst the above states that “the search identified a variety of sites of different sizes for
assessment”, we note that site assessments (Table 15 of the Employment Land Technical
Paper) discounted several potential employment sites for falling “below the minimum 20 ha
site size threshold for a new business/industrial park”. In short, the Council have only sought
to identify potential employment sites of over 20 ha and have unnecessarily discounted
several sites that fell below this threshold.

It is our view that the Council’s approach to identifying new employment sites (as set out
above) is a misguided interpretation of the ELR recommendations and is, therefore,
fundamentally flawed. The ELR does not specify that the Council should identify a new single
25 ha business / industrial park. It simply recommends that the Council should plan to meet
future employment needs of between 25 and 35 ha. The Council’s Employment Land
Technical Paper provides no reason why this should only be provided on a new single site (as
opposed several smaller sites) other than it is a “logical next step”.

In taking such an inflexible approach to the employment site search, the Council have
unnecessarily ruled out appropriate previously developed sites in suitable locations (such as
land at mypetstop). Such sites, collectively, would assist in providing the additional
employment land required in the right locations.

The Employment Land Technical Paper identifies sites at Wardley Colliery as the only
suitable location for economic development but acknowledges that this is not a ready fit for
a business/industrial park. As such, the Paper concludes that it is not feasible to take
forward a strategic 25 ha site due lack of suitable and available sites and the Green Belt
impact.

The conclusions of the Employment Technical Paper make the Council’s approach even more
perplexing. In particular, if the Council has concluded that it is not feasible to take forward a
strategic 25 ha site, why have they discounted suitable alternative options, such as meeting
employment land needs through other smaller sites that are previously developed, in
proximity to IAMP and that would have limited impact on the Green Belt?
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Comments on the Council’s assessment of land at mypetstop as a potential employment
site

The ELR identifies potential employment sites throughout the borough, including land at
mypetstop. An extract of the map showing the potential employment sites is provided below
(Land at mypetstop shaded green, Ref: P13):
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ELR Map of Employment Sites showing Land at mypetstop as a Potential Employment Site (Map 3)

The ELR provides analysis of all employment sites in the borough according to a range of
market and sustainability criteria. With regards to land at mypetstop, the ELR (Appendix 3 —
Site Assessment Matrix) makes the following recommendation:

“As previously developed land within but on the edge of the Green Belt and adjoining
allocated employment land the Council should consider allocating for employment or other
compatible use”.

Despite the recommendations of the ELR, the Employment Land Technical Paper states that
the Council discounted land at mypetstop as a potential employment allocation for the
following reasons:

(i) it falls below the minimum 20 ha site size threshold for a new business/industrial park to
be viable; and

(i) it falls within land that has been assessed as scoring highly against the Green Belt
purposes in the Council’s Green Belt Study (November 2023).

As set out above, we consider that the Council’s approach to identifying a single 25 ha site
for business/ industrial park (and discounting sites below 20 ha) is fundamentally flawed.
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With regards to conclusions derived from the Green Belt Study, we consider that these are
not robust for the reasons set out below:

The Green Belt Study identifies and assesses various parcels of land within the Green Belt.
Within these parcels, the Study identifies specific SHLAA sites which are also subject to
assessment. Land at mypetstop is identified as a SHLAA site (Ref: SFG071) falling within a
wider parcel of land (Ref: IAMP1), alongside a second SHLAA site (SFG064). The map below
shows the extent of the parcel IAMP1 (outlined in red) and the two SHLAA sites within it
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Extract Map of Green Belt Study (2023)

The above map shows that IAMP1 is a large parcel of land mainly comprised of open fields.
SHLAA site SFG064 also comprises open fields. However, land at mypetstop (SFG071) is
distinct from the wider land parcel in the following ways:

(i) it is previously developed land;

(i) it has man made bund along the south and eastern boundaries;
(iii) it is adjacent to the IAMP Two development site;

(iv) it is adjacent to / accessible via Follingsby Lane.

Despite the clear distinction with the open fields of the wider IAMP1 parcel, the Green Belt
Study concludes that the development of land at mypetstop would have the same level of
harm as it would in the wider the IAMP1 parcel.
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For the reasons set out above, we strongly disagree with the findings of the Green Belt Study
in respect of its assessment of land at mypetstop. Moreover, it is clear that the site has not
been subject to a thorough and robust assessment. In this respect, with regards to land at
mypetstop (SFG071), the Green Belt Study (Appendix B — Green Belt Parcel Assessment Pro
Forma) merely states:

“The harm ratings for the parcel [IAMP1] as a whole also apply to the above promoted sites
[SFGO71 and SFG064] that fall within or partially within this parcel”.

The findings of the Green Belt Study, therefore, cannot be considered robust in respect of
land at mypetstop and cannot be relied upon to inform the assessment of the site in the
Employment Land Technical Paper.

We also highlight that the Council’s assessment of land at mypetstop is inconsistent with
their own assessment of the allocated Wardley Colliery site, as summarised at paragraph
12.9 of the Employment Land Technical Paper:

“Although the proposed removal of the Wardley Colliery site from the Green Belt would
involve a Green Belt deletion, the site is previously developed and very well screened and
parts of the site already have commercial activity following the implementation of planning
consents”.

The exact same conclusion could also be made in respect of land at mypetstop.
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Land at mypetstop — Site Assessments

Given our concerns regarding the robustness of the Council’s evidence documents, we set
out below our own assessments of land at mypetstop. These comprise:

(i) an assessment of the site for employment use based on the site assessment criteria of the
ELR (Appendix 4); and

(ii) an assessment of the site against the five purposes of the Green Belt using a scale of the

four harm ratings used in the Green Belt Study (2023).

Employment Land Site Assessment

Criteria

Access to Strategic
Highway Network

Commentary

The site is located midway between the A19, A184 and A194
and is accessed via Follingsby Lane, an unconstrained road
that connects the site to the surrounding strategic road
network.

Site Characteristics
and Physical
Constraints

There are no significant constraints to development. The site
is level and is not identified as an area that has landscape
value or historical or archaeological significance.

Whilst a small part of the site is subject to surface water
flood risk, we highlight that any flooding issues can be
suitably addressed and mitigated as part of a future
development scheme. It is also protected from any river
flooding by an existing bund

Infrastructure The site is well served by good quality site infrastructure,
including roads, lighting, landscaping and mains utilities.
Market The site is within an area of strong demand (within the south

Attractiveness

west ‘hotspot’) and would suit a broad range of businesses.
As such, it is a viable development location.

Barriers to
Development

There are no contamination issues affecting the site. The site
is a serviced plot with existing utilities / infrastructure in
place.

Ownership Factor

The site is in single ownership and therefore provides
certainty in terms of availability.

Local Road Access

The site is accessible via Follingsby Lane, a free moving road
which avoids housing areas and bad junctions. Follingsby
Lane and the surrounding network will be subject to highway
improvements as a result of the IAMP Two development
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which will include improved public transport, cycle and
pedestrian links.

Proximity to Urban | The site is outside of the urban area but is within 2km of | 3
Areas existing bus stop. However, a new bus route along Follingsby
Lane is proposed as part of the IAMP Two proposals.
Compatibility of | The site is adjacent to IAMP Two, a large employment | 5
Adjoining Uses allocation subject to a planning consent for initial works.
Planning The site is previously developed land and, therefore, | 5
Sustainability compliant with wider Local Plan and NPPF objectives.
Sequential Status The site is in an out of town location. 1

Green Belt Assessment

Assessment
Criteria

Assessment

Check unrestricted
sprawl

The site is previously developed land that is contiguous with

the urban boundary (IAMP Two). The site is bound to the
south by Follingsby Lane and the southern boundary
benefits from an existing bund that screens views into the
site from the south.

The site will be enclosed by existing and proposed
development on two sides and boundary screening on the
others. Furthermore, any future development would be
required to provide a strong, permanent and ‘defensible’
boundary thus limiting the potential for future unrestricted
sprawl.

As the site is previously developed, any harm to the strategic
function of the Green Belt would be significantly reduced.

Low

Prevent
Neighbouring
towns
merging

from

The site is adjacent to the IAMP Two boundary. It is
separated from other urban area boundaries by existing
Green Belt land. Moreover, the development of IAMP Two
will substantially change the character of the Green Belt in
this location.

The Policies Map shows that the closest allocated
development site to the west of our client’s site is approx.
1km away with Green Belt land in between, which would
reduce any prospect of the two urban areas merging.

Low
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In any case, the site is previously developed land so any
harm would be significantly reduced.

Assist in | The site is previously developed land and is not subject to | Low
safeguarding the | any designations relating to ecological conservation or
countryside from | landscape protection. As such, the site is not as sensitive to
encroachment encroachment as other Green Belt sites in the wider area.

The character of the surrounding area will continue to
change substantially as the IAMP Two development comes
forward and provides an urban edge character to the site.

The open areas within the site would be maintained and
potentially enhanced to allow the opening up of land to the
public and ecological enhancements that could be linked to
those proposed as part of the IAMP Two development.

To preserve the | The fourth purpose of the Green Belt relates to very few | N/A
setting and special | settlements in reality. The site and surrounding area is not
character of | subject to any designated Conservation Areas and there are
historic towns no statutory listed building in the immediate vicinity. As
such, this area of the Green Belt is not considered to
contribute in any way to the setting and special character of
a historic town.

To assist in urban | The site is not located within an urban area, there are | N/A
regeneration limited opportunities within the urban areas of South
Tyneside for additional development. Moreover, the NPPF
prioritises the redevelopment of existing brownfield sites.

The above assessments demonstrate that land at mypetstop is in a suitable and sustainable
location for employment development. It is previously developed land adjacent to IAMP
Two, so would be well related to the emerging built environment of the area. It is also within
single ownership and falls within an area of the borough where there is strong market
demand.

The development of the site would only have a limited impact on the Green Belt. As a
previously developed site, in proximity to IAMP, it is clearly more suitable for development
than other sites identified for development within the Local Plan.
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Tests of Soundness

We do not consider the Draft Local Plan to be sound for the following reasons;

Not justified - The plan is not justified as potential employment sites in a strong market
area have been discounted due to the Council’s inflexible and flawed approach to site
selection. This approach has not considered potential alternatives and does not make
best use of existing previously developed sites. Moreover, the findings of the Green Belt
Study are not robust in its assessment of individual SHLAA sites.

Not consistent with national planning policy: national planning policy within the NPPF
regarding Green Belt boundaries is clear that land which is unnecessary to be kept
permanently open should not be included within the Green Belt. It also states that the
use of previously developed land, and sites that are physically well-related to existing
settlements, should be encouraged where suitable opportunities exist. The evidence
base of the Draft Local Plan is not consistent with national planning policy in respect of
its assessment of land at mypetstop.
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*** WARNING - This message has originated from outside the Council. Do not provide any login or
password details if requested. Do not click on any links or attachments unless you are sure that the
content is safe. If you are unsure about this email or its content forward it to:
email.quarantine@southtyneside.gov.uk, clearly stating your concerns in the email ***

Dear Sir/Madam

STMBC Local Plan - Reg 19 Consultation Submissions

With reference to the ongoing consultation on the Reg 19 plan, please find attached our submission on
behalf of our client Thomas Armstrong Ltd. We look forward to acknowledgment of receipt in due course
and thank you for your help in this matter.

Kind regards

Robin Wood

R & K Wood Planning LLP




ZXN South Tyneside Council

Regulation 19 Local Plan Consultation
Representation Form

Data Protection and Freedom of Information

All personal information that you provide will be used solely for the purpose of the consultation
on the documents listed in this form. Please note that each comment and the name of the person
who made the comment will be featured on our website - comments will not be confidential. Full
comments will also be available to view on request. By submitting this response you are agreeing
to these conditions.

This form has two parts:
« Part A - Personal details (need only be completed once)

- Part B — Your representation(s).
Please fill in a separate sheet for each representation you wish to make.

This form can also be completed online at haveyoursay.southtyneside.gov.uk

If you are having difficulty submitting representations, please contact
local.plan@southtyneside.gov.uk or call 0191 424 7692

Part A: Your Details

Personal Details* Agent’s Details (if applicable)
Title MR
First Name ROBIN
Last Name WOOD
Job Title (where relevant) PARTNER
Organisation (where relevant) [THOMAS ARMSTRONG LTD R & KWOOD PLANNING LLP

Address

Postcode

Telephone

Email

*If an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation (if applicable) but
complete the full details of the agent.

D&P_1155



PartB

Please fill in a separate form for each representation

Client (if relevant . |

Section 1: To which section of the Local Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph 6.62-5.71
Policy SP14
Policies Map

Section 2: Legal Compliance & Duty to Cooperate

Do you consider the Local Plan is (tick as appropriate) Yes No
1. Legally compliant v
2.Sound v
3. In Compliance with the Duty to Cooperate v

Section 3: Details of Representation

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan, please
use this box to set out and explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide,
we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.

Please see Accompanying Letter




Section 4: Proposed Modifications

Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally
compliant and sound, in respect of any legal compliance or soundness matters you have
identified at 3 above. (Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is incapable
of modification at examination). You will need to say why each modification will make the Local
Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Policy SP14: Wardley Colliery

16.4 hectares of land, as defined on
the Policies Map, is allocated

at Wardley Colliery for general
economic development and

will be removed from the

Green Belt.

1.In taking forward the economic
development component,
development proposals must:

i. Ensure they do not prejudice
the implementation of the

full 16.4 hectare allocation for
employment development

ii. Ensure that adverse ecological
impacts are dealt with through
the mitigation hierarchy and are
delivered within Wardley Colliery
Local Wildlife Site

iii. Include compensatory
improvements to the
environmental quality of
remaining Green Belt land to
offset the impact of the removal
of the land from the Green Belt.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based
on the original representation at publication stage.

After the Regulation 19 consultation has closed, further submissions will only be at the request
/invitation of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues debated at the examination.



Section 5: Participation at the Examination

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination? (Please select one answer with a tick)

Yes v No

Please note: the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate in hearing session(s). You may be asked to confirm
your wish to participate when the Inspector has identified the matters and issues for examination.

Section 6:

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary:

To allow proper consideration and discussion regarding the evidence base and associated policy

Section 7: Being Kept Informed

Would you like to be kept informed of the progress of the Local Plan through to adoption?
(Please select one answer with a tick)

Yes v No

By submitting a representation, you will also automatically be added to our database and kept
informed of the next stage in the Local Plan process. You can opt out any time.
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Dear Sir/Madam

South Tyneside Local Plan - Regulation 19 Local Plan Consultation
Details of representation pursuant to policy SP14 paragraph 5.62 - 5.71
Submission on behalf of Thomas Armstrong (Holdings) Ltd

This letter sets out our details of representation pursuant to Part B of the representation
form, the text of which could not be accommodated within the space available. This
letter should therefore be read as section 3 of the submitted form.

Overall, we welcome and support the allocation of 12.7ha of land at the former Wardley
Colliery, for the purposes of general economic development. The principle of this
allocation under SP14 and its corresponding removal from the Green Belt is considered
to be appropriate and consistent with the evidence base, as demonstrated within the
Employment Land Review 2023 and the South Tyneside Green Belt Study 2023. Both
of these documents form part of the evidence base and have appropriately led to the
proposed allocation of the site and its removal from the Green Belt.

In reviewing this evidence base for the local plan, it is clear that there is a significant
demand for employment land in the correct geographic locations within the borough.
The Employment Land Review identifies a requirement for employment land in the
southwest of the local plan area in order to capitalise on the identified demand in this
location and the current undersupply. The location is identified to be appropriate based
on its sustainability and accessibility. In this context, it is considered that every
opportunity should therefore be taken for the provision of employment land to be
brought forward.

It is not considered at present however that policy SP14 does capitalise on all of the
land that is available and suitable for allocation for employment use. This matter has
been previously raised in earlier consultation on the local plan (Regl18) and it is
considered necessary again to repeat this point. It is clear that the employment related
evidence base identifies a need for further employment land in this area. The

Robin Wood BA Hons MTP MRTPI mob: _ Katie Wood BSc Hons MTP MRTPI mob _

Company Registration 0C365226 VAT Reg. No. 116677890



corresponding Green Belt evidence does not however, it is considered, accurately
assess the appropriateness of the potential to release all available Green Belt land for
this purpose. Within the Green Belt Study, the land at Wardley is assessed as two
separate land parcels, these being titled FO1 and FO2 (FO denoting Follingsby). FO1
consists of the 12.7 hectares of land proposed to be allocated for employment purposes
and removed from the Green Belt. This is on the basis of its limited contribution to the
objectives of the Green Belt and the low levels of harm which can be mitigated in
relation to any residual impact on the Green Belt. For the avoidance of doubt, we fully
support this assessment and conclusion. In contrast however, parcel FO2 which
includes the rest of the Wardley site to the east and north is identified to result in very
high levels of harm to the purpose of including land within the Green Belt, and, in this
context, is not considered suitable for deletion from the green belt.

It is considered that the Green Belt assessment, as was the case with previous
iterations, has failed to accurately and correctly consider land parcel FO2 and the
opportunities this provides for the provision of employment land in this location. Land
Parcel FO2 is not uniform in character, most notably in relation to its topography and
appearance. These differing characteristics demand that the land within FO2 should
more appropriately be considered as two separate land parcels for the purpose of green
belt assessment. These separate land parcel arise from the lower-level flat land at the
north edge of FO2 and the remaining elevated land to the south.

In addition to the land already proposed to be allocated, we again would submit that
further opportunity exists for additional employment land to the brought forward at the
north end of the Wardley Colliery site. A present level area of land at the north edge of
the colliery site forming part of FO2 has been discounted from the allocation. It is
considered that this is a significant omission, which if included could substantially
further contribute to the employment land available. The land in question totals 3.7
hectares in area and is broadly rectangular in shape and is located to the north of the
raised Wardley Colliery landform. The land is shown on the attached submitted map.

The site occupies the same topography and land level as the land within FO1 and
directly abuts the existing developed site at the north edge of FO1. Notwithstanding
that this level parcel of land exists and is contiguous with existing development and
FOL1, the land has continued to be assessed as part of a larger land parcel, as denoted
as FO2 within the Green Belt assessment. This is notwithstanding the matter being
raised in previous consultation responses, including at Regulation 18 stage. Within the
evidence base at Regulation 18 stage, it was highlighted that the Green Belt
assessment had incorrectly incorporated this land with the elevated landforms within
Wardley Colliery and had in effect assessed the land as raised above the surrounding
landscape. In the context of the current 2023 green belt evidence base, this same
approach appears to have been adopted. As can be noted on page 125 of the latest
Green Belt Assessment document, when considering the impact of releasing the FO2
land on the remaining Green Belt, one of the determining factors is stated to be that the
release of high ground within the parcel would exert a significant urbanising influence
on the wider Green Belt to the north, east and south. It is however the case that the
land we refer to and shown on the accompanying map is not elevated and an
assessment on site clearly demonstrates that greater refinement is required in the
assessment of the Green Belt and the impact that the development of this level of parcel
of land to the north would actually have. The site is clearly of a very different topography
to the land to the south, which rises steeply from the land parcels southern boundary.



This elevated land is quite rightly considered to not be suitable for Green Belt release
for the reasons detailed. The land to the north, as shown on the map, however, does
have strong and distinctly different characteristics, including defined boundaries which
would allow it to be developed as part of the wider FO1 allocation. It is considered that
the site could be developed as part of FO1 without markedly impacting upon the
purpose of the Green Belt and its retention. It is therefore considered that the evidence
base has not accurately or correctly assessed the Green Belt in this location and that
an opportunity for the inclusion of a further 3.7 hectares within the SP14 allocation of
land should be considered. It is not considered that the current omission of these 3.7ha
from the proposed allocation is evidentially supported. In this respect SP14 and the
wider plan is not considered to be sound. We would therefore submit that the current
allocation under Policy SP14 should be increased in order to deliver 16.4 hectares of
land with associated release from the Green Belt.

We trust that the detail of this representation is helpful and clear and can be read as
part of Part B of the submitted form.

Yours faithfully

Robin Wood
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Part B

Please fill in a separate form for each representation

Name or organisation R & KWOOD PLANNING LLP

client (fretevarnt) |

Section 1: To which section of the Local Plan does this representation relate?

Paragraph ED.9
Policy SP18
Policies Map

Section 2: Legal Compliance & Duty to Cooperate

Do you consider the Local Plan is (tick as appropriate) Yes No
1. Legally compliant 0
2.Sound O
3. In Compliance with the Duty to Cooperate 0

Section 3: Details of Representation

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan, please
use this box to set out and explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide,
we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.

Please see Accompanying Letter




Section 4: Proposed Modifications

Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally
compliant and sound, in respect of any legal compliance or soundness matters you have
identified at 3 above. (Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is incapable
of modification at examination). You will need to say why each modification will make the Local
Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

FELLGATE
ED.9 Wardley Colliery B2/B8 164  10.41**

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based
on the original representation at publication stage.

After the Regulation 19 consultation has closed, further submissions will only be at the request
/invitation of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues debated at the examination.



Section 5: Participation at the Examination

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination? (Please select one answer with a tick)

Yes O No

Please note: the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate in hearing session(s). You may be asked to confirm
your wish to participate when the Inspector has identified the matters and issues for examination.

Section 6:

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary:

To allow proper consideration and discussion regarding the evidence base and associated policy

Section 7: Being Kept Informed

Would you like to be kept informed of the progress of the Local Plan through to adoption?
(Please select one answer with a tick)

Yes [l No

By submitting a representation, you will also automatically be added to our database and kept
informed of the next stage in the Local Plan process. You can opt out any time.



Our ref: RW/JF R & KWood Planning LLP

Date: 29" February 2024

Spatial Planning

Development Services
Regeneration and Environment
South Tyneside Councll

Town Hall and Civic Offices
Westoe Road

South Shields

Tyne and Wear

NE33 2RL

By Email Only

Dear Sir/Madam

South Tyneside Local Plan - Regulation 19 Local Plan Consultation
Details of representation pursuant to policy SP18 ED.9
Submission on behalf of Thomas Armstrong (Holdings) Ltd

This letter sets out our details of representation pursuant to Part B of the representation
form, the text of which could not be accommodated within the space available. This
letter should therefore be read as section 3 of the submitted form.

Overall, we welcome and support the allocation of 12.7ha of land at the former Wardley
Colliery, for the purposes of general economic development. The principle of this
allocation under policy SP18 ED.9 is considered to be appropriate and consistent with
the evidence base, as demonstrated within the Employment Land Review 2023.

In reviewing this evidence base for the local plan, it is clear that there is a significant
demand for employment land in the correct geographic locations within the borough.
The Employment Land Review identifies a requirement for employment land in the
southwest of the local plan area in order to capitalise on the identified demand in this
location and the current undersupply. The location is identified to be appropriate based
on its sustainability and accessibility. In this context, it is considered that every
opportunity should therefore be taken for the provision of employment land to be
brought forward.

It is not considered at present however that policy SP18 does capitalise on all of the
land that is available and suitable for allocation for employment use. This matter has
been previously raised in earlier consultation on the local plan (Regl8) and it is
considered necessary again to repeat this point. It is clear that the employment related
evidence base identifies a need for further employment land in this area. The
corresponding Green Belt evidence does not however, it is considered, accurately
assess the appropriateness of the potential to release all available Green Belt land for
this purpose. This manes that the allocation under SP18 ED.9 is not as large as it can

Robin Wood BA Hons MTP MRTPI mob:_ Katie Wood BSc Hons MTP MRTPI mob_

Company Registration 0C365226 VAT Reg. No. 116677890



be. Within the Green Belt Study, the land at Wardley is assessed as two separate land
parcels, these being titled FO1 and FO2 (FO denoting Follingsby). FO1 consists of the
12.7 hectares of land proposed to be allocated for employment purposes and removed
from the Green Belt. This is on the basis of its limited contribution to the objectives of
the Green Belt and the low levels of harm which can be mitigated in relation to any
residual impact on the Green Belt. For the avoidance of doubt, we fully support this
assessment and conclusion. In contrast however, parcel FO2 which includes the rest
of the Wardley site to the east and north is identified to result in very high levels of harm
to the purpose of including land within the Green Belt, and, in this context, is not
considered suitable for deletion from the green belt.

It is considered that the Green Belt assessment, as was the case with previous
iterations, has failed to accurately and correctly consider land parcel FO2 and the
opportunities this provides for the provision of employment land in this location. Land
Parcel FO2 is not uniform in character, most notably in relation to its topography and
appearance. These differing characteristics demand that the land within FO2 should
more appropriately be considered as two separate land parcels for the purpose of green
belt assessment. These separate land parcel arise from the lower-level flat land at the
north edge of FO2 and the remaining elevated land to the south.

In addition to the land already proposed to be allocated, we again would submit that
further opportunity exists for additional employment land to the brought forward at the
north end of the Wardley Colliery site. A present level area of land at the north edge of
the colliery site forming part of FO2 has been discounted from the allocation. It is
considered that this is a significant omission, which if included could substantially
further contribute to the employment land available. The land in question totals 3.7
hectares in area and is broadly rectangular in shape and is located to the north of the
raised Wardley Colliery landform. The land is shown on the attached submitted map.

The site occupies the same topography and land level as the land within FO1 and
directly abuts the existing developed site at the north edge of FO1. Notwithstanding
that this level parcel of land exists and is contiguous with existing development and
FOL1, the land has continued to be assessed as part of a larger land parcel, as denoted
as FO2 within the Green Belt assessment. This is notwithstanding the matter being
raised in previous consultation responses, including at Regulation 18 stage. Within the
evidence base at Regulation 18 stage, it was highlighted that the Green Belt
assessment had incorrectly incorporated this land with the elevated landforms within
Wardley Colliery and had in effect assessed the land as raised above the surrounding
landscape. In the context of the current 2023 green belt evidence base, this same
approach appears to have been adopted. As can be noted on page 125 of the latest
Green Belt Assessment document, when considering the impact of releasing the FO2
land on the remaining Green Belt, one of the determining factors is stated to be that the
release of high ground within the parcel would exert a significant urbanising influence
on the wider Green Belt to the north, east and south. It is however the case that the
land we refer to and shown on the accompanying map is not elevated and an
assessment on site clearly demonstrates that greater refinement is required in the
assessment of the Green Belt and the impact that the development of this level of parcel
of land to the north would actually have. The site is clearly of a very different topography
to the land to the south, which rises steeply from the land parcels southern boundary.
This elevated land is quite rightly considered to not be suitable for Green Belt release
for the reasons detailed. The land to the north, as shown on the map, however, does



have strong and distinctly different characteristics, including defined boundaries which
would allow it to be developed as part of the wider FO1 allocation. It is considered that
the site could be developed as part of FO1 without markedly impacting upon the
purpose of the Green Belt and its retention. It is therefore considered that the evidence
base has not accurately or correctly assessed the Green Belt in this location and that
an opportunity for the inclusion of a further 3.7 hectares within the SP18 ED.9 allocation
of land should be considered. It is not considered that the current omission of these
3.7ha from the proposed allocation is evidentially supported. In this respect SP18 ED.9
and the wider plan is not considered to be sound. We would therefore submit that the
current allocation under Policy SP18 should be increased in order to deliver 16.4
hectares of land with an available net area 10.41 ha.

We trust that the detail of this representation is helpful and clear and can be read as
part of Part B of the submitted form.

Yours faithfully

Robin Wood
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7/23/24, 11:44 AM

LP1972 - Dave Tunstall
Local Plan

Sun 3/3/2024 10:33 PM

To:Local Plan <Local.Plan@southtyneside.gov.uk>

<div style="color: black; background-color: #ffff99; background-clip: padding-box; border: 2px solid
black; margin: 5px; padding: 5px; font-family: Arial; font-size: 11pt;">*** <span style="color: red; font-
weight: bold;">WARNING</span> - This message has originated from outside the Council. Do not
provide any login or password details if requested. Do not click on any links or attachments unless
you are sure that the content is safe. If you are unsure about this email or its content forward it to: <a
href="mailto:email.quarantine@southtyneside.gov.uk" >email.quarantine@southtyneside.gov.uk,
</a>&nbsp;<strong>clearly stating your concerns in the email</strong>&nbsp;***</div>

| would like to oppose the local plan that has been released by the council for the following reasons;

There should be no building on any green field site until all brown field sites in the borough have
been exhausted.

As the council declared a climate emergency priority must be given to the preservation of trees and
hedgerows which science tells us are beneficial to combating climate change.

Wildlife and and their habitat must be protected.

We must plant more crops to increase food security.

We must make more use of existing buildings and convert empty retail units, offices etc into
residential use.

Dave Tunstall.

Sent from my iPad

m7m



7/23/24, 11:42 AM

LP1973- Julie Tunstall
Fwd: Local Plan

Julie Tunstall
Sun 3/3/2024 10:39 PM

To:Local Plan <Local.Plan@southtyneside.gov.uk>

<div style="color: black; background-color: #ffff99; background-clip: padding-box; border: 2px solid
black; margin: 5px; padding: 5px; font-family: Arial; font-size: 11pt;">*** <span style="color: red; font-
weight: bold;">WARNING</span> - This message has originated from outside the Council. Do not
provide any login or password details if requested. Do not click on any links or attachments unless
you are sure that the content is safe. If you are unsure about this email or its content forward it to: <a
href="mailto:email.quarantine@southtyneside.gov.uk" >email.quarantine@southtyneside.gov.uk,
</a>&nbsp;<strong>clearly stating your concerns in the email</strong>&nbsp;***</div>

>> Dear Sir/Madam,

>> | would like to oppose the local plan that has been released by the council for the following
reasons;

>>

>> There should be no building on any green field site until all brown field sites in the borough have
been exhausted.

>> As the council declared a climate emergency priority must be given to the preservation of trees
and hedgerows which science tells us are beneficial to combating climate change.

>> Wildlife and their habitat must be protected.
>> We must plant more crops to increase food security.

>> We must make more use of existing buildings and convert empty retail units, offices etc into
residential use.

> >

>> Mrs J Tunstall.

>>

> >

>>

>> Sent from my iPad

m7m



LP1974 - Tim Duffy
Response ID ANON-TJBH-TDY1-A

Submitted to South Tyneside Publication Draft Local Plan 2023-2040
Submitted on 2024-03-03 23:49:50

Chapter 1: Introduction

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:
No

Support or Object - Sound:
No

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:
No

If youwish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this boxto set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?:
Chapter 2: Context

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:
No

Support or Object - Sound:
No

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:
No

If youwish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this boxto set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

| attach a number of representationsin connection with site generally referred to as GA4

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

A site comprising Field 14, 15 & 60 would provide for a better site in respect of meeting ALL the needs of the local plan.
If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?:

Yes please
Chapter 3: Spatial Vision and Strategic Objectives

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:
No

Support or Object - Sound:
No



Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:
No

If youwish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this boxto set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty o Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?:
Policy SP1: Presumption in favour of Sustainable Development

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory fests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:
No

Support or Object - Sound:
No

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:
No

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this boxto set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?:
Policy SP2: Strategy for Sustainable Development to meet identified needs

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:
No

Support or Object - Sound:
No

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:
No

If youwish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this boxto set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty o Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?:
Policy SP3: Spatial Strategy for Sustainable Development

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:
No



Support or Object - Sound:
No

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:
No

If youwish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this boxto set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty o Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?:
Policy SP4: Housing Allocations in the Main Urban Area

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:
No

Support or Object - Sound:
No

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:
No

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this boxto set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?:
Policy SP5: Former Brinkburn Comprehensive School

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:
No

Support or Object - Sound:
No

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:
No

If youwish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this boxto set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty o Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?:
Policy SPé: Land at former Chuter Ede Education Centre

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?



Support or Object - Legally Compliant:
No

Support or Object - Sound:
No

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:
No

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this boxto set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty o Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?:
Policy SP7: Urban and Village Sustainable Growth Areas

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:
No

Support or Object - Sound:
No

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:
No

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this boxto set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?:
Policy SP8: Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:
No

Support or Object - Sound:
No

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:
No

If youwish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this boxto set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty o Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?:

Policy SP9: Strategic Vision for South Shields Town Centre Regeneration



Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:
No

Support or Object - Sound:
Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:

If youwish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this boxto set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty o Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?:
Policy SP10: South Shields Riverside Regeneration Area

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:
Support or Object - Sound:

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:
No

If youwish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this boxto set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty o Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?:
Policy SP11: South Shields Town Centre College Regeneration Site

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:

Support or Object - Sound:
No

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:

If youwish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this boxto set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty o Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?:
Policy SP12: Fowler Street Improvement Area

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:



Support or Object - Sound:
No

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this boxto set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?:
Policy SP13: Foreshore Improvement Area

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:

Support or Object - Sound:
No

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this boxto set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?:
Policy SP14: Wardley Colliery

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:

Support or Object - Sound:
No

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:

If youwish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this boxto set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).

You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?:
Your personal details

What is your name?

Name:
Mr T P Duffy

What is your email address?

Email address:




Who are you responding as@

Resident or Member of the General Public
Organisation:

What is your postal address?

Address:



7/23/24, 11:03 AM

Local Plan Representation ANON-TJBH-TDY1-A
!un !/!/!II!4 154 PM
To:Local Plan <Local.Plan@southtyneside.gov.uk>

[ﬂJ 1 attachments (3 MB)
Mr T Duffy Submissionv v1.pdf;

*** WARNING - This message has originated from outside the Council. Do not provide any login
or password details if requested. Do not click on any links or attachments unless you are sure
that the content is safe. If you are unsure about this email or its content forward it to:
email.quarantine@southtyneside.gov.uk, clearly stating your concerns in the email ***

Good day

| attach my attachment in connection with the subject.
Tim Duffy

m7m



Evidence:

The site subject to these representations is variously designated: GA4; sbc051; Action Plan 5; Field 78; Area 25; West Hall Farm and sometimes erroneously and misleadingly
Land at North Farm.

Ref.

Document

Extract 1

Extract 2

Representation

01

Cleadon Conservation Area
Chamacter Approsal

e b Mt A i Tl o et o B s et g o, e

Surnmary

Special Chactoistics

» Bkl and commsesa bt of th allage

» Claadon House and its boundary wals.

» Nursery Lane Victorian tamace and boundary walls
» War Memorial, the Pond and the Church Hall

Aggainst The Grain
» A018 nerthisouth traffic comidar

» Grmunel surficns - particuary Bmsc
» Mo shop urits with Nt roafs and clacding
v Lack of greenery in the shopping street

[y —

» Huduchon of dommance of trathe snd the wsual
recennection of the east and west parts of the
conservation area

= Upgradng of shops

» Groenng of edges o spaces, bolh publc and prvabe
R piressLne on properies in lange

grounds.

Enhancement Potential
+ Heconhgurition of rads vath mor Brdscapng o

dinnish doninance of traffic and road surfaces.

Clecsn Comsrson Ases Charactee Apgrsiel 48

BB Tprrwsde St

Map Iz Cleadon Contervatan Area - Boundary

Soundness:

The Summary on Page 48 of
this STC document identifies
the A1018 North South corridor
as something being ‘Against the
Grain’.

Development in the area will
add to this this divider. This has
not been addressed within the
evidence.




Ref

Document

02

ko)
Sunderland
City Council

Green Belt Assessment
Stage 1 Updated and
Stage 2

Sunderland Local Plan Part 1

Extract 1

Representation

Redhouse and Fulwell Green Belt (Aerial 2)

e Lkt 1
football pitches at Redhouse; parts
of Fulwell Quarries greenspace;
Monkwearmouth Secondary
School playing fields; Mere Knolls

. Cemetery, and; Seabum Camp.

The Green Belt in Sunderland
forms an urban fringe landscape

i typified by sports pitches,

allotments, amenity and natural
greenspace. Immediately to the
north of the city boundary,
however, the Green Belt has a
more rural feel and is dominated
by agricultural land.

There has been very little change
to the Green Belt since the last
boundary medifications in the
1998 UDP, other than the
redevelopment of the former

abattoir site into housing on Shields Road. Some changes have taken place within the
sports areas of Fulwell Quarries and Downhill Sports Complex, in terms of the types of
sports pitches on offer. There has been limited development or change to land adjacent to

55

Extract 2 Extract 3

e Chrwan Belt apart from 2 meor reew housing devsiopment besde W bcturch Aoad

i | Tasesmert

%wwh i W”mwlmw“:ﬂmf;;w% "The marcry ot Fophcasas arel Fudwl Coresin Bl Borrn wran Roeeps

Aa 2 whabe, By hat

Provants ha b ram g Sl Ty ....u..umm-w
e e

e b G

nmors wecikc e, hewere. the premiiek shes doted sorg e cA's nerbern

cnanary Bow o Guaeions whither the st agropeiale G Bl 4 e

i b ol Tl o s g kg

%0me greenapaces.

ﬂF\ﬂF nanch’!nﬁR.snsanimm—n eie BTy AR e RETE
REM RET RE

Gowen But Pusposes.
1 Chech b wertiched speond of it bl o i of o by
g KT maerigg kD e ancifer [ B cine, Sundedand
a0 Senth Tyruice)

4 Preserve e et and specal characer of Sprmgeed Viage and Newbottie
ks

and olhwr
wrban Gnd
AAE0E AB00B0E
2 |m|n|m|n AlB|C|n|D|n|®
3 |lelelefw alo|c|cjeclc|o
A |alafals Afaja|alafals
. |ejelefe Alclc)lecleclc|c

Parcels F£6, RES and RE10 provde open counirysde, detanced from the

shariarsa. Parosls RES and RET prvide reemapmce bt o Wibwraech

Parcel RE17 o
e

i the Lan =
| comstiutes st e, s e uan anga, & oo HE 12 1 13000

The
Suredirtand Gries Bk a7 sr mpcirsm
coemscderabon pequired al Stage 2 REG. REY, REMD

rerced o ull retersbin, m.cu..-,m-.

AN 3 Parels forms cpen
uwwmommmmwnwm T eropas, 4wocsd
gt ared crvatn 3 mape

ko the Groen ek

The lolowng parcels wil be assossed at stage - FE1. RED, BEY, RE4, RES, RET, RES,
RET, RETT, nsn REN, RETS, RE16, REIT, RETE

Legal compliance - duty to coperate:

In 140+ documents and nearly 10,000 pages there is no evidence of any
meaningful consultation by STC with Sunderland City Council [SCC]. No
meeting agendas, no minutes of meetings, no correspondence.

This portion of Green Belt is
located on the north side of
Sunderland, and forms part of a
wider swathe of Green Belt that
extends northwards into South
Tyneside. It helps to physically
separate Sunderland from South
Tyneside. The Green Belt helps
to create a strategic Green
Infrastructure cormidor from the
Morth Sea inland to the River Don
floodplain and edge of the
Magnesian Limestone
Escarpment.

For the most part, the Green Belt between Sunderland and South Tyneside is between
900m and 1500m wide, except between South Bents and Whitburn where the gap is less
than 250m.

As a whole, this section provides an important contribution to the wider Green Belt area that
prevents the city from merging with South Tyneside, as well as safeguarding against
countryside encroachment and checking urban sprawl. In landscape terms, Sunderland's
namrow portion of Green Belt incorporates a low limestone ridge that further helps to
separate the two districts.

SCC in there local plan have relied on this as described. STC have not fully
addressed this peripheral interface in the documentation provided.

https://www.sunderland.gov.uk/media/19037/Green-Belt-Assessment-

Stage-1-Updated-and-Stage-2-

2017/pdf/9 Green Belt Assessment Stage 1 Updated and Stage 2 201

71.pdf?m=1501584723037



https://www.sunderland.gov.uk/media/19037/Green-Belt-Assessment-Stage-1-Updated-and-Stage-2-2017/pdf/9_Green_Belt_Assessment_Stage_1_Updated_and_Stage_2_20171.pdf?m=1501584723037
https://www.sunderland.gov.uk/media/19037/Green-Belt-Assessment-Stage-1-Updated-and-Stage-2-2017/pdf/9_Green_Belt_Assessment_Stage_1_Updated_and_Stage_2_20171.pdf?m=1501584723037
https://www.sunderland.gov.uk/media/19037/Green-Belt-Assessment-Stage-1-Updated-and-Stage-2-2017/pdf/9_Green_Belt_Assessment_Stage_1_Updated_and_Stage_2_20171.pdf?m=1501584723037
https://www.sunderland.gov.uk/media/19037/Green-Belt-Assessment-Stage-1-Updated-and-Stage-2-2017/pdf/9_Green_Belt_Assessment_Stage_1_Updated_and_Stage_2_20171.pdf?m=1501584723037

Ref

Document

Extract 1

Extract 2
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South Tyneside Council

South Tyneside Local Plan:
Publication Draft
Sustainability Appraisal
Report

Final report
Frepared by LUC
January 2024

Chapter 8
Sustainabiity Appraisal Findings for the Publication Draft Local Plan
{Reguiation 12)

South Tynesice Local Pian: Sustainability Appraisal

effect. The policy could result in

of opan space at the site which could have some residual
imglications for its value as & green infrastructure asset but
the policy requirement for anhancement is likely to mean that
residents at the site shoukd have good access to open space
with substantial benefits for health and wellbeing

§,30 It is expected that the requirement of the palicy for the.
undertaking of a site-specific transport assassment with a
focus on active travel links and public transport connections
‘could help to the minar positis 2
recorded for the site opfion in relaticn to SA objective 7:
Sustainable transport. Howsver, given that the policy
requirement would not directly result in the delivery of new
infrastructure to suppart sustainable transport, there is no
‘change to the minor pasitive affact.

.31 The requirement of the policy for new community facilities
1o be provided at the site means that the negligible sffect
previcusly recorded for the site in relation to SA objective 11:
Equality is updated to a significant positive effect. This type of
provision is likely to support increased community cohesion in
the area.

$P6: Land at former Chuter Ede Education Centre

.32 The likely effacts of this site are as largely described in
Chapter 5 for the site option (SOS040).

6.33 The loss of playing field land at the site is required by the
policy to be mitigated. The policy also sets out that
enhancement of this open space is required. This is likely to
result in the significant negative effect previously recorded for
the site in relation to SA objective 5: Green infrastructure
being updated to a mixed effect. In addition to this, the mixed
effect recorded in relation to SA objective 13: Health is

10 a significant positive effect. While the policy
includes mitigati i fion of open
space at the site could still result which could have residual
implications forits value as a green infrastructure asset. The
policy requirement for anhancement of the playing pitches will
support residents’ access to open space with substantial
benefits for health and wellbeing.
.34 The requirement of the policy for the undertaking of a
site-specific transport assessment with a focus on active travel
links and public transpart connections is likely to help
strengthen the minar positive effect previously recarded for the
site in relation to SA objective 7: Sustainable transport. The
policy requirement would not, however. dirsctly resuit in the
delivery of new to support transport
and so thers is no change to the minor positive effect.
5,35 It is expected that the provision of new community
facilities at the site will support improved benefits in relation to

it inthe area. F the
development of the site is also to incorporate extra care units
which will help meet the reguirements of those in the
‘community with additional nesds. As such, the negiigible
effect previously recorded for the site in relation to SA
objective 11- Equality is updated to a significant positive
effect.

SPT7: Urban and Village Sustainable Growth Areas

6,36 Overall, the sites allocated in this palicy were found at the
options stage (see Chapter 5) to have more negative effects
on the envi A objecth 1o the sites
allocated in policy SP4 above, which raflects their mare rursl
locations. An averall minor negative sffect on SA objective 1:
Climate change is likely 35 the majority of the sites were
found to be eitherin Flood Zone 2 or to score amber in the
separate carbon audit. It is noted. however. that the site-
specific requirements for some of the sites include
i relating to ing i

from the areas in question which is likely to help address the
poor performance of some of the sites in the carbon audit.

6,37 Minar negative effects are considered likely in relation to
SA objectives 2: Bi amd 0

assets. While a number of the sites now proposad for
aliocation in the policy were found to have significant negative
‘effects on th ject the site-speacific i set
outin the Local Plan include relevant mitigation which should
reduce the negative effects, induding the protection of existing
mature trees and meonitoring species close to the site.

6.38 A si in relation io SA
j 4: Effici use. half of the sites

in the policy and two of these
and Gag, ie on high

quality agricutural soils. As the loss of this land cannot be
‘mitigated. a significant negative effect remains.

§,39 Minor negative effects are fikely in relation to SA
objective 5: Green infrastructure. Most of the sites allocated
in the policy were found at the aptions stage to have mixed or
negative effects on this objectve. It is noted that the palicy
includes requirements for some of the sites to be developed to
enhance nearby green infrastructure and deliver landscaging
as an integral part of the proposals which will help mitigate
adverse effects.

£.40 A negligible effect is expectad in relation to SA objective
6: Cultural heritage. The sites were assessed as part of the
heritage impact assessment work s likely to have no effect
on the historic environment.

641 The effects of the sites allocated in this policy are similar
to those in the urban areas in relation to SA objectives 7:

LucC 1100

6.38 A significant negative effect is expected in relation to SA
objective 4: Efficient land use. More than half of the sites
allocated in the policy are on greenfield land and two of these
sites (allocated as GA2 and GA4, respectively) lie on high
quality agricultural soils. As the loss of this land cannot be
mitigated, a significant negative effect remains.
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Representation:

Soundness: not positively prepared; no
evidential justification, ineffective.

6.38 speaks highly about the use value of
Agricultural land lost in GA4..




Ref

04

Document

South Tyneside Site Frameworks 2022

[13
% South Tyneside Council

Extract 3

Extract 2
. .
List of Sites
b Estimated
Total Site
Reference Site Name A (ha) Developable Capacity
Area (ha)
GAI South Tyneside College, Hebburn Campus 570 427 i"ns
GA2 Land at North Farm (West). New Road 952 714 263
GA3 Land to North of Town End Farm 2240 16.80 400
GA4 Land at West Hall Farm 1027 770 259
GAS Land at Whitburn Lodge 1.00 030 0
GAG Land to North of Shearwater 1.65 120 41
P8 Land South of Fellgate 563 312 1200
Extract 6

Land at We all Farm

Location
Tha 6t i o et it th e of Clisin T e

| Land at West Hall Farm: Indicative Layout

Representation: Soundness — justification — negatively prepared - ineffective

LULIIUTU U 1 SIUTHILE U TSI IS aitig LT I U Al TRSI0SE 1 L il s,

The site would be a logical rounding off of the southern corner of the village.

o O VY TIPSR | PRSPPI PRPIY [ TP SIS [ ST I . Y, ¥, SR

This is statement without any justification so and contradicts other stronger more relevant
statements such as:

Y Maximise views over the surrounding green space.

The development would block the open aspect views of odd numbers 5-45 West Meadows
Road enjoyed for 122 years since 1902.

Representation: Legally non-complant

The area was meadow-land with numerous ponds and protected
species amphibians are present and cannot be mitigated.
Representation: Soundness — justification, negatively prepared,
ineffective. Pluvial flooding: the levels of the land and the heavy clay
make the site unsuiable for SUDs and will concentrate the runoff and
create the frequency and severity of flooding beyond what the flood

maps predict. £
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Extract 1
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Regulation 18 Consultation
Statement

THIS IS
Spread the wovd! m

LETTERS/ EMAILS

sre wa have 3n p

Turudary 19 by

= WELL LAR

and G Ofice

cad, Ceaden, SHE

Weaneiday 207 Juy

Extract 2 Extract 3

| Thursday 217 sty | Hedwortrtueid Communsgy Associaton, Corml,

ity 227 by mmunty Avsocition, New Read, Boidon Coliery. | J0am - L |

™
WE35.908

Presentations will dho be grven at your ocal Commenity Area Forum

4 Moadiey 307 bune 1o Suusclry 1™ gt 2801

elciet mad properiah el oy other e pou thark the

firesicte by i oe aRrenatheely by post
‘South Tysutside Corseusl, Town Hal and

Table 1, Regulation- 18 Statul Consultees (2022)

» Argna ®_ Matural Englasd
' Arnibne o NECA
» Beiskana 1= Metwork Rail
* LG 1 *_ Newcastle Cay Council
« City Fiti |
» Coal Authority @ Morth Tyneside Council
CiiL |~ = Woithern G Metwork
® Durham Cownty Counci wWerthern Powergrid
oEL |« Worthumberiand County Council
# Envaronment Agency *_Northumbrian Water
* Gatrihead Counal I * _ NTW Solutioen [NHS Foundation Trat)

» National Highways = Dpeneach
» Histaric England | = South Tyneside and Sunderiand
Healthcare Group

= Hormes England

Sundierland City Counc

+ Howie Bulders' Federaton |

» Maring Management Orgaessation

Wildeard netwerks

* National Grid 1

Representation:

Legal compliance - duty to coperate

The contact with Sunderland City Council needs to be more meaningful than
sending out two generic letters. The expectation would be for a formal meeting
with agenda and formal minutes.
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Document
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Regulation 18 draft Local Plan: Chapter 7 — Meeting the Challenges of Climate Change, Flooding and Coastal

Representation:
Soundness: The evidence provided supports the continued use

Change of land for agriculture.. not for development.
Chapter 17: Climate Changs Legally non-compliant & unsound: Graham Johnson’s
LP Ref no. Name 5P17 Comments Summa Council Response . . . . .
oo W ety eamerion e | CoTert rearing AL Loz of esdan Regulation 18 representation; STC incorrectly identify Land at
3 GAZ2: Land west of Sunniside Farm have been taken into . .
f_ﬁ:}zi:r:tfi";r:gra‘lv;;szo:gfiﬁ::;;;ltr:ﬂi‘i:::ed att{ouhnt anbd following agefviewfolf’tt:e analrdFIanr?vidrentc:the North Fa rm as belng GA4... GA4 IS West Ha” Fa rm.
_ 2PProaches and adds sk to bodversty Local Pian. _ _ _ Pluvial flooding see ref.: 04 above. Greenfield run-off rate: the
LP0OO29 Neil Parker Disagrees with Policy SP17 The draft Local Plan public consultation was undertaken in
nformation overload on consultation & registration accordance with Regulation 18 of the Town and Coun il i 1
Lage. O:‘nsidersthatconsuhaﬁchli\t\‘s nDto:;anStant:i fair, P\anmng[LUcatl PI:niingt;tEnl;andt] RE;U'E“UHS ;:012::\1 the heavy C|ay SOII IS unSUItEd to SUDS'
thinks this method of consultation alienates those from | councils adopted Statement of Community involvement (SCI).
lower socio economic backgrounds. Considers that The council engaged in an 8-week consultation which
consultation is in breach of eguality act as members included face to face events and extensive use of publicity
protected by the act are more likely to fall in lower socio | materials and online information. Details on how the council
Economic groups. consulted is set out in the Regulation 19 Consultation
Statement. The council strives to make sure the document is
LPO740 Graham Disagrees with SP17. Replacing agricultural land with Objection to 5P17 noted. GA4: Land at North Farm has been
lohnson housing at GA4 is not supported. considered through the Site Selection Topic Paper,
Employment Land Technical Paper, Green Belt papers and the
Sustainability Appraisal and is considered to be a suitable and
sustainable site.
LPO743 John Abernethy Comments regarding GAZ2: Land west of Sunniside Farm have
Disagrees with Policy 5P17. Disturbance of the land at been taken into account and following a review of the Local
LPO737 Mr R H Smith Agrees with Policy 7 Support for palicy 7 welcomed
LPO740 Graham Dizagrees with Policy 7. New Homes will Overwhelm Through the planning process, we would look to ensure that
lohnson sewage system and increase flooding. Gad Flood every any development in these areas would incorporate
winter. appropriately managed and maintained sustainable drainage
systems and would retain greenfield run-off rates. Flood risk
will be managed both within and outside development
boundaries.
LPO743 lohn Abernethy | Disagrees with Policy 7. GAZ has a flood problem which | Comments regarding GA2: Land west of Sunniside Farm have




Ref Document & Extracts
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Regulation 18 Local Plan: Chapter 11 — Conserving and enhancing the Natural Environment

Policy 5P21: Natural Environment

LP Ref no. | Name Comments Summary Council Response
LPOOOZ Quintin Smith Disagress with Policy P21, Concerns over development | Objection to 5P21 and to Green Belt development are
on Green Belt land. noted. Local authorities have a statutory duty to prepare a

Local Plan which addresses the housing needs of the area
and the authority’s priorities for development. Policies
should not be viewed in isolation, rather the Local Plan,

-

this allocation.
LPO749 Peter Youll Disagrees with Policy 33: development on GA4, GAS and | Objection to Policy 33 and development of Green Belt land
A6 will have a negative impact on habitats, species and | noted. GA4: Land at North Farm has been considered
ecological networks; and therefore in conflict with this through the Site Selection Topic Paper, Employment Land
policy. Technical Paper, Green Belt papers and the Sustainability
Appraisal and is considerad to be a suitable and sustainable
site. Comments regarding GAS: Former MOD Bunkers and
GAG: Land South of 5t Johns Terrace and Natley Avenue
have been taken into account and following a review of the
Local Plan evidence this site has removed from further
consideration in this Local Plan. Any development brought
forward on sites allocated for removal from the Green Belt
will be required to provide compensatory improvements to
the environmental quality and accessibility of remaining
Green Belt land, to contribute to offsetting the impact of

removal of this site from the Green Belt and accord with
national planning policy and guidance.
LPO756 Kirstin Lisa Disagrees with Policy 33 as it is not ambitious enough to | Objection to Policy 33 noted. The Local Plan includes a

Representation:
Legally non-compliant & unsound: Peter Youll’s Regulation 18 representation; STC incorrectly identify Land at North Farm as being GA4... GA4 is West Hall Farm.
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Ref no,

Mame

Comments Summary

Council Response

Policy 5P4: Housing Allocations in the Main Urban Area

LPO56S | Rachasl Milne Warding on trees should be strengthened The palicy wording on trees has been strengthened (Policy
36).
LPODOL | Lynsey lefferson | Disagree Policy SP4. Site Ref H.37
e ppen s e ammmnmoe e o s el moe ] Meeseondo vecosnies ) B caelod liln: tln o soeis sons
- Road infrastructure is inadequate
LPOGTE | Mark Lambert Disagree Policy SP4. Object to sites in Boldon and Cleadon. Local authorities have a statutory duty to prepare a Local
- Contradicts neighbourhood plan Plan which addresses the housing needs of the area and
- Impact on villages infrastructure the authority's priorities for development. Following
- site is adjacent to an established cricket club, with bar and review of the Local Plan evidence, several sites have been
function room removed from further consideration in the Local Plan,
- negatively impact green infrastructure. _ including H38: The Disco Field, H:39 Land at Dipe
- increased flood risk- northeast of the site the land is low
lying LanefAvondale Gardens: l_EAl: Land South of Cleadon Park,
o GAZ: Land west of Sunniside Farm, GAS: Former MOD
- value of greenbelt allocation ignored bunkers and GAS: Land at 5t John's Terrace.
- significant heritage loss- 2nd World War Anti-Aircraft Supply | gas- Land at North Farm has been considered through the
ng_':'ﬁF Bu::[:_-: ng_shl:un t::j;tef:d listed on the ST Locally Site Selection Topic Paper, Employment Land Technical
- Iiir;:a;tar:lctuer; aﬁ':ad\r insuil‘;Eient — schools oversubscribed e e T B
be a suitable and sustainable site. The Local Plan, once
adopted, will set out the strategic priorities for the
borough. However, the East Boldon Meighbourhood Plan
will continue to be a part of the Development Plan for the
Borough and the policies within the Neighbourhood Plan
will be used in determining planning applications in the
Forurm Area.
Representation:

Legally non-compliant & unsound: Mark Lambert’s Regulation 18 representation; STC incorrectly identify Land at North Farm as being GA4... GA4
is West Hall Farm.
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Ref no. | Mame

| Comments Summary

| Council response

Policy 5P5: Urban and Village Sustainable Growth Areas

LPO0OZ | Quintin Smith

Disagree Policy 5P5, specifically in relation to GAZ.
Objections raised:

Comments regarding GAZ: Land west of Sunniside Farm
have been taken into account and following a review of the

consideration.

LPO5T9

Katharine
Berbuto

Disagree Policy 5P5: GA4, GAS and GAG. Objector expresses
concern over the removal of green belt land around East
Boldon Village without consultation with residents. They
argue that this undemocratic action by the council devalues
the term green belt and makes restrictions in the Local Plan
meaningless. They propose that the land be considered for
alternative uses such as allotment land for residents, as
there is currently no coundil provision in the village. The
objector argues that this would provide important leisure,

The draft Local Plan public consultation was undertaken in
accordance with Regulation 18 of the Town and Country
Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 and
the councils adopted Statement of Community involvement
{5C1). The council engaged in an 8-week consultation which
included face to face events and extensive use of publicity
materials and online information. Details on how the
council consulted is set out in the Regulation 19
Consultation Statement. The council strives to make sure

well-being, and preservation of green space and wildlife
habitat, and alleviate the waiting list for allotment plots in
the area.

the document is accessible to all; however, there are
elements of the Local Plan and its supporting evidence base
which are unavoidably technical.

GA4, Land at North Farm has been considered through the
Site Selection Topic Paper, Employment Land Technical
Paper, Green Belt papers and the Sustainability Appraisal
and is considered to be a suitable and sustainable site. Any
development brought forward on sites allocated for
removal from the Green Belt will be required to provide
compensatory improvements to the environmental quality
and accessibility of remaining Green Belt land, to contribute
to offsetting the impact of removal of this site from the
Green Belt and accord with national planning policy and
guidance.

Comments regarding GAS: Former MOD bunkers and GAB:
Land South of 5t John's Terrace and MNatley Avenue have
been taken into account and following a review of the Local
Plan evidence these sites have been removed from further
consideration in this Local Plan.

Representation:

Legally non-compliant & unsound: Katharine Berbuto’s Regulation 18 representation; STC incorrectly identify Land at North Farm as being GA4... GA4 is West Hall

Farm.




Ref

Document & Extracts

10

FOOTPRINT

t} ECOLOGY

]

Initial report to inform the Habitats
Regulations Assessment of the
South Tyneside Publication Draft
Local Plan (Regulation 19)

S5outh

Land at Kirkstone Avenue

Hebburn New Town

Land south-west of Prince Consort Road

PS5 Formar Brinkburn Comprehensive School
5P6: Land at former Chuter Ede Education Centre

SP7: Urban and Village Sustainable Growth Areas:

Land at South Tyneside Callege, Hebburn Campus
Land at North Farm

Land to North of Town End Farm

Land at West Hall Farm

Land at Whitburn Lodge

Land to North of Shearwater

SPE: Fellgate Sustainable Growth Area

SP10: South Shislds Riverside Regensration Area
SP1Z Fowler Street Improvement Area™

= aiready permitted and included in commitments.

1 The distances here reflect the distance fram the improvement area to the relevant European sites. Sites H4 and H5 are within the impreverment

ares (and allocated under Policy SP4).

115

77
80
24
40

8BS
46
539

0
04
69
23
1.7

Representation:

Legally non-compliant & unsound:
This document has little value as it is
too generalised and cannot be relied
upon in support of the Local Plan.
The information required at this
stage is not provided.

There are protected species such as
amphibians.. this is the stage at
which protection needs to be
identified.
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Assessment Report 20/12/203 page 70/ 53




Representation:
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1. INTRODUCTION
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Chapter 5 Green Belt Harm Site Allocation Assessment Findings

Chapter 5
Green Belt Harm Site Allocation
Assessment Findings

5.1 The parcel assessments of harm to the Green Belt purposes set out above
have been used as part of the evidence base to inform the Council's site
allocation proposals. The Council has identified eight sites to release from the

Green Belt for development:
B SP8 - South of Fellgate;
B SP14 — Wardley Colliery;
B GA1— Hebbum College Campus;
B GA2 — Land at West Hall Farm;
B GA3 - Land at Town End Farm;
B GA4 —Land at North Farm;
B GAS - Land at Whitburn Lodge; and,

B GAG6 — Land to north of Shearwater.

Representation:

These assessments are subjective and in the
light of additional findings the harm could
escalate. GA4 is such a site.

Table 5.1: Harm ratings by site allocation

SP8 — South of Fellgate
SP14 — Wardley Colliery

GA1 - Hebburn College Campus
GA2 - Land at North Farm
GA3 — Land to north of Town End Farm  [io0eratenl IModeraen

————
GAS — Land at Whitburn Lodge
Ohe Lt Seanetr e R

LchNo

Mitigation measures

& which could be
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Compensatory improvements

5.7 Paragraph 134 of the NPPF states hal where il 5 conduded i s necessary
Prarnng Authortes




5.8 Paragraph 141 of the NPPF also states "Once Green Belts have been
defined, local planning authorities should plan positively to enhance their
beneficial use, such as locking for opportunities to provide access; to provide
'opportunities for outdeor sport and recreation; to retain and enhance
landscapes, visual amenity and biodiversity; or to improve damaged and

@ E & @& |““|| E
a

5.10 There are two main ways that the Council could demonstrate that they
have identified suitable opr ities to c for the loss:

1. Opportunities for strategic green and blue infrastructure initiatives suitable
for developers fo contribute to via pooled Section 106 or Community
Infrastructure Levey (CIL) contributions.

2. Opportunities for site-based improvements within or in close proximity
(roughly 1km) to the site allocations. Such improvements must be on Green

Chapter 5 Green Belt Harm Site Allocation Assessment Findings

Bet land and not potential open space provision within the area proposed for
release.

Opportunities for strategic compensatory
improvements

B Action Plan 1: Coastal Edge
= Project 1.1: South Tyneside Seascapes.

= Project 1.2: Stronger Shores.

Chapter 5 Green Belt Harm Site Allocation Assessment Findings

Other sites like SP8 (South of Fellgate) and GA3 (Land to north of Town End
Farm) have a stronger relationship with the surrounding countryside and,
therefore represent more notable sprawl of the large built-up area.

5.18 Whilst the remaining sites (SP14 - Wardley Colliery, GA4 - Land at West
Hall Farm, GAS5 - Land at Whitbum Lodge and GA6 - Land to north of
Shearwater) are not directly adjacent to the Tyne and Wear conurbation, their
relatively close proximity to the large buili-up area means that their release still
constitute sprawl, albeit o a lesser extent.




1 site GAS
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GA4 - Land at North Farm

+ Enhancements to surrounding PROW network to enable easy access into wider
countryside from urban areas. This could include enabling easy access for
pedestrians across Moor Lane (via a crossing) and into open countryside to the:
south. Enhancements might include wayfinding/signage/upgrades to
footpaths/creation of nature-rich comidors. Interpretation regarding the importance of
species-rich hedgerows and other features would also be valuable.

« Enhance linear GBI along major roads through the Green Elell, notably the
A1018. Ennam:emems oould |nc|ude enhanced native tree cov
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Soundness of the plan

South Tyneside Local Plan 2023-2040 is not ‘sound’ as it has failed to establish
‘Exceptional Circumstances’ for the deletion of 6 sites from the Green Belt. It
has relied on the statements that there is not enough Brownfield land or
suitable land ( excluding the Green Belt) in the borough therefore it is
‘exceptional’ to de allocate Green Belt.

Policy SP1 is not based on robust evidence
Policy SP1: Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development

It states:

4.9 “To determine the minimum number of homes needed, a local housing need
assessment has been conducted using the standard method detailed in the
national planning guidance. The standard method uses a formula to identify
the minimum number of homes expected to be planned for in a way which
addresses projected household growth and any historic under-supply. Using
this approach the local housing needs assessment has concluded that for the
plan period (1st April 2023 to 31st March 2040) 309 dwellings are required
every year. This produces an overall minimum housing requirement of 5,253
new homes over the Plan period. The household projections that inform the
housing baseline are the 2014-based household projections. This figure could
change upwards or downwards based on new data. South Tyneside’s housing
requirement will not be ‘locked in’ until the Plan is submitted to the
independent Planning Inspectorate.”

The minimum housing requirement indicated here is allowed to be changed.
The reality is that the Local Plan is not giving a clear indication of the number
of houses needed. It is also based on 2014 data even though there is more up
to date data available for the area. Analysis of current population and housing
data from the 2021 Census demonstrates that the policy is proposing an
unsustainable level of growth.

Population

o The population of South Tyneside in 2021 was 147,800 a decrease of 327
from 148,127

o The estimate in the Local Plan for 2021 is 151,936 an overestimate of
4,136.

o The number of dwellings in the borough at 2021 is 68,300 so the average
people per house is 2.16

o The overestimate of population is then equivalent to 1,915 houses

o The council is releasing Green Belt to build 1,862 houses.



« 1,501 of those houses are in Whitburn, East Boldon and Cleadon
o The population of South Tyneside has not increased in 60 years

1961 187,123

1971 181,584

1981 160,369

1991 155,881

2001 152,770

2011 148,127

2021 147,800

Yet the projected figure for 2039 = 158,526 a figure not seen since the 1980's

Houses
o Current number of houses in South Tyneside 2021 Census = 68,300
o Local Plan wants to build an extra 5,182 houses 2021-2039
« Thatis more than has been built in the last 30 years (3,837)
« The average built per decade over the last 60 years = 1,435 houses
2021 68,300

2011 67,167
2001 66,097
1991 64,463
1981 59,867
1971 61,529
1961 59,690

The inaccurate population projections within the Local Plan presumes that the
population will be increasing over the Local Plan’s time period. However, this
will not be the case. Census data shows a consistently falling population in
South Tyneside, from 157,200 in 1991, to 152,785 in 2001, to 148,127 in 2011,
to 147,800 in 2021. Yet the Local Plan assumes a population of 151,936 for
2021, an overestimate of 4,136, and that it would continue to increase over
the next 20 years. This Policy does not reflect the housing need in this borough
and is not based on reliable evidence or the objectively assessed needs of the
community.

Is the real reason for these inaccurate figures because more built housing will
bring in more money to the council?

For this Plan to be positively prepared Policy SP2 must be revised to decrease
the number of homes being planned for, in order to meet the requirement to



be sound on the basis of being positively prepared, so that it meets the area’s
objectively assessed needs and is consistent with achieving sustainable
development. This Plan cannot be sound with Policy SP2 included for the
following reasons:

The plan has not secured the sustainability of the villages as the infrastructure
to support the proposed developments does not exist and there are no viable
plans to improve the lack of them including.

. Lack of school places.

. Lack of medical facilities. The area south and East of South Tyneside has
been identified in the plan as having insufficient access to medical services.
Colliery Court Medical Group has already stopped taking new patients, to
safeguard existing patients on its list.

. Lack of road capacity which already results in congestion with the
associated air pollution and greenhouse gases.

J Lack of wastewater capacity that already results in regular sewage
discharges into the environment

J Risks from flooding. North Farm is in a flood risk zone 2 and 3 and West
Hall Farm is a very low lying area where farmland is permanently flooded for
long periods and road surface flooding occurs.

The additional developments will have a detrimental impact on the character
of the villages and is counter to the purpose of the Green Belt as set out in the
NPPF to;

. Prevent urban sprawl

J Keep land permanently open

. Essential characteristics are openness and permanence

J Restrict urban sprawl

. Prevent neighbouring towns merging

. Safeguard the countryside from encroachment

J Assist urban regeneration, encouraging recycling derelict & urban land

The car dependent developments will have a detrimental effect on the
environment and climate change so must be taken into account to be deemed
‘positively prepared’.

Policy SP1 is also not positively prepared as it is not compatible with Policy 2:
Air Quality, it ignores the fact that air quality and the reduction of air pollution
are significant material planning considerations.



Policy 2: Air Quality

1. Development will be supported where it contributes to the
improvement of air quality.

2. Where significant air quality impacts are likely to be generated
by the development, an appropriate air quality assessment will
be required.

3. Development that would result in exposure to air pollution that
exceeds national air quality objectives will only be approved
where satisfactory mitigation measures can be implemented.

“6.18 Where relevant, development that may result in a detrimental effect on
air quality in the borough will need to be supported by an air quality
assessment that demonstrates appropriate mitigation or promotes sustainable
options such as electric charging points. Development proposals must consider
the cumulative impacts from other permitted developments on air quality. The
Validation Checklist outlines what an Air Quality Assessment must include.”

Air pollution cannot be mitigated by installing some options such as electric
charging points. In this statement it is clear this is an option. New residents are
under no obligation to drive electric cars because they have a charging point. It
is already recorded by South Tyneside in the Air Quality Annual Status Reports
2018-2023 that the highest levels of NO 2 (Nitrogen Dioxide) in the monitored
areas for East Boldon and surrounding areas DT1-DT10 can be found at Boker
Lane/Front Street ( DT6) in East Boldon.( An exception to this was the year
2020 when it was thought that Covid policies effected the decrease in NO 2).

In the SAR site ref: SBC004 was named Land at North Farm Boker Lane East (
West Boldon). This now appears in this Local Plan as GA2 Land at North Farm.
Policy SP7: Urban and Village Sustainable Growth Areas where GA2 is
deallocated is not compatible to the Air Quality Policy 2. During the
development of 263 houses and after will lead to increase of traffic to the A184
which is the main road in East Boldon also known as Front Street in the village.
263 houses each with at least one car will increase the NO 2 on the A184 Front
Street Boker Lane junction. Therefore, this development will not contribute to
the improvement of air quality. Policy SP7 is also a contradiction of Policy 1:
Promoting Healthy Communities as it states: Ensure that pollutants, including
noise and air pollution, and hazards detrimental to public health and residential



amenity are addressed prior to development. The residents of East Boldon and
West Boldon will be exposed to higher levels of NO2 ( Nitrogen Dioxide). It is
not sustainable growth and it is not promoting healthy communities. Levels of
Nitrogen Dioxide at this monitoring point (DT6) are returning to pre Covid
years. Whilst South Tyneside look at an annual mean bias adjusted amount of
Nitrogen Dioxide pg/m3 the amount collected per month show levels near the
dangerous 40 pug/m3 of the national air quality objectives.

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
2018 | 34.82 | 42,53 |44.24 |39.12 |32.39 |30.15 |34.98 |28.80 | 32.40 | 38.94 | 43.10 | 41.06
2022 | 32.6 31.1 34.9 25.6 16.6 24.5 26.0 27.8 |31.0 |289 |395 38.9

Data from Air Quality Annual Status Report 2019 and 2023 for DT6 Front St/Boker Lane Diffusion
Tube results

Policy SP1 is not effective as there is no evidence that the housing requirement
for the Plan period is at a level requiring development on the Green Belt. The
strategic need has not been proven, for example there has been no
cooperation with neighbouring local authorities which have Local Plans that
intend to cumulatively build in excess of 19,000 houses above their respective
ONS 2018 housing projections:

Sunderland Local Plan — 10,755 excess houses by 2033
Gateshead Local Plan — 6,337 excess houses by 2030
North Tyneside Local Plan - 2,238 excess houses by 2032

This is not effective as the three neighbouring Local Planning Authorities have
used either IAMP, Follingsby or both to justify more housing than their
objectively assessed housing need.

For this Plan to be positively prepared Policy SP2 must be revised to decrease
the number of homes being planned for, in order to meet the requirement to
be sound on the basis of being positively prepared, so that it meets the area’s
objectively assessed needs and is consistent with achieving sustainable
development. This Plan cannot be sound with Policy SP2 included for the
following reasons:




The plan has not secured the sustainability of the villages as the infrastructure
to support the proposed developments does not exist and there are no viable
plans to improve the lack of them including.

. Lack of school places.

J Lack of medical facilities. The area south and East of South Tyneside has
been identified in the plan as having insufficient access to medical services.
Colliery Court Medical Group has already stopped taking new patients, to
safeguard existing patients on its list.

. Lack of road capacity which already results in congestion with the
associated air pollution and greenhouse gases.

J Lack of wastewater capacity that already results in regular sewage
discharges into the environment

. Risks from flooding. North Farm is in a flood risk zone 2 and 3 and West
Hall Farm is a very low lying area where farmland is permanently flooded for
long periods and road surface flooding occurs.

The additional developments will have a detrimental impact on the character
of the villages and is counter to the purpose of the Green Belt as set out in the
NPPF to;

J Prevent urban sprawl

J Keep land permanently open

. Essential characteristics are openness and permanence

J Restrict urban sprawl

. Prevent neighbouring towns merging

J Safeguard the countryside from encroachment

J Assist urban regeneration, encouraging recycling derelict & urban land

The car dependent developments will have a detrimental effect on the
environment and climate change so must be taken into account to be deemed
‘positively prepared’.

Part of the Plan to regenerate South Shields Town Centre is to relocate South
Tyneside College. These 160 mature trees will be felled on the existing College
site. Policy 36: Protecting Trees, Woodland and Hedgerows states:

(i) Trees, woodland and hedges shall be protected and suitably retained as an
integral part of the design of the development.



(ii) Proposals for new development which would result in unacceptable harm
due to the loss of trees, woodland and/or hedgerows will not be permitted,
unless it can be demonstrated that:

i. An overriding need for development and public benefit clearly outweighs
harm to the landscape, ecological value, or the historical importance of the
location, or

ii. Development cannot be relocated elsewhere within the development site, or

iii. Suitable mitigation and enhancement measures are provided and agreed
with the council.

Paragraph 11:27 of the section Conserving and enhancing the Natural
Environment in this Plan states:

“Trees and hedges play an important role in supporting the natural
environment and wildlife habitats. They make a significant contribution to
mitigating climate change, provide key ecosystem services that protect and
enhance the local environment and provide essential green corridors which
allow wildlife to travel between key sites. Trees and hedges also add to the
character, appearance and distinctiveness of the local area, and their presence
can have a significant and positive effect on the local landscape. The
significance of trees and hedges may relate to their size, form, and maturity, or
because they are rare or unusual.”

These considerations have been ignored in implementing Policy SP3, so this
Plan cannot be positively prepared when Policy statements are ignored in
Planning decisions.

Delivering Strategic Objective 4 and conserving and protecting the existing
green infrastructure within the borough would be more conducive for Policy
SP3. “To ensure that development, infrastructure, and communities are
resilient to the effects of climate change and are designed to adapt to and
reduce the effects of climate change”

Within the Local Plan,Policy SP3 is not sound or justified as it states an intent
to amend the Green Belt Boundary to meet unrealistic housing targets. Most
of the proposed Green Belt sites are in the villages of West Boldon, East
Boldon, Cleadon and Whitburn and do not satisfy stated criteria as their
deletion from the Green Belt Register. Amending the Green Belt Boundary,
particularly in these villages is in direct conflict with each of the five purposes
of the Green Belt. So the case for exceptional/special circumstances cannot



be proven. Green Belt deletion should not be about releasing individual sites,
even major strategic sites, for development. Rather, it needs to be to meet
expected long term need for development land beyond the life of the Plan.
Designation of ‘safeguarded land’ between existing settlement boundaries. In
order to be consistent with national policy Campaign to Protect Rural England
(CPRE) nationally has also produced a Policy Guidance Note (PGN) for housing
which states at paragraph 4.8

‘Green Belt boundaries should only be modified where there is compelling
evidence of exceptional circumstances to justify a change to boundaries. The
defining feature of formally designated Green Belts is their permanence. Any
boundary review should be based upon the five purposes of the Green Belt
outlined in paragraph 80 of the NPPF as well as a locally agreed set of criteria,
arrived at by engagement with the local community. Any resultant changes
should be kept to a minimum. The designation of additional Green Belt areas
will be supported where it can be demonstrated that they meet one or more of
the Green Belt purposes but not where they merely provide a substitute for
deleted areas.’

Greenbelt cannot be replaced or mitigated against.

It is up to the local authority, in this case South Tyneside Council, to determine
its housing requirement, and this includes taking local circumstances and
restraints such as Green Belt into account, and working with neighbouring
authorities if it would be more appropriate for needs to be met elsewhere. It is
recognised that not every community will be able to meet its housing needs in
full. Census figures show that this is not necessary.

Furthermore, to release land from the Green Belt to build 1,108 houses of
which 993, of those houses are in the villages of Whitburn, East Boldon and
Cleadon, will not “Secure the sustainability and vitality of the Villages of
Cleadon, Whitburn and the Boldons by supporting growth which respects the
distinctive character of each Village” as set out in Policy SP2. This shows no
‘respect’ for “the distinctive character of each Village”. In fac,t it is using the
Green Belt in the Villages of South Tyneside as an asset to raise money for a
cash strapped Council, which is not only unacceptable but also unsustainable.
More housing will cause these villages to merge into one urban sprawl, thus



defeating the purpose of the Green Belt, to prevent urban sprawl. This is in
direct conflict with National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

The proposals to build in the villages will lead to growth which does not
respect the distinctive character of the villages of East Boldon, West Boldon,
Cleadon and Whitburn. Land for new homes proposed will not lead to the
acceptable plan-led development of these villages. The impact the proposals
will have on the community will be considerable — increased traffic congestion,
pressure on local facilities, school places and health services. Infrastructure for
the proposed growth of these villages will potentially take up more land, which
is already in short supply.

Increased traffic in these areas will cause pollution and a reduction in air
quality. Pollution and air quality in these areas are currently ameliorated by
the green infrastructure, hedges, trees and soil. This means Policy SP7 is in
direct conflict with Policy 2 ‘Air Quality’ and Policy 3 ‘Pollution.’

Policy SP7 is not sound or justified. This policy implies that development on
Green Belt land can be justified in “very special circumstances” and reference
is made to“limited infilling sites”. Most of the proposed Green Belt sites are in
the villages of West Boldon, East Boldon, Cleadon and Whitburn and do not
satisfy stated criteria as their deletion from the Green Belt Register is in direct
conflict with each of the five purposes of the Green Belt. So the case for
exceptional circumstances has not been proven. Green Belt deletion should
not be about releasing individual sites, even major strategic sites, for
development. Rather, it needs to be to meet expected long term need for
development land beyond the life of the Plan. Designation of ‘safeguarded
land’ between existing settlement boundaries. In order to be consistent with
national policy Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE) nationally has also
produced a Policy Guidance Note (PGN) for housing which states at paragraph
4.8

‘Green Belt boundaries should only be modified where there is compelling
evidence of exceptional circumstances to justify a change to boundaries. The
defining feature of formally designated Green Belts is their permanence. Any
boundary review should be based upon the five purposes of the Green Belt
outlined in paragraph 80 of the NPPF as well as a locally agreed set of criteria,



arrived at by engagement with the local community. Any resultant changes
should be kept to a minimum. The designation of additional Green Belt areas
will be supported where it can be demonstrated that they meet one or more of
the Green Belt purposes but not where they merely provide a substitute for
deleted areas.’

Policy 10 Disposal of Foul Water and Policy 11 Protecting Water Quality are not
positively prepared as both fail to address the fact that Northumbrian Water
Limited (NWL) remains subject to a Compliance Assessment Report (CAR) with
respect to the Whitburn sewage system which demonstrates a lack of capacity
in the system. The proposed development in East Boldon, Cleadon and
Whitburn feeds into the Whitburn sewage system and will exacerbate the
detrimental environmental impact of sewage pollution currently experienced
locally due to lack of sewage collection and treatment capacity.

Until the CAR is addressed by NWL then objections to developments that feed
into the Whitburn sewage system are appropriate and must be addressed,
particularly in this Plan to safeguard the community and environment. From a
legal perspective we note that any evidence submitted to the Council that
contradicts NWL’s assertions regarding sewerage capacity is likely to be a
material consideration that cannot be disregarded by the Council for the
purposes of deciding whether to grant planning permission (although the
weight to be given to that evidence is of course a matter of the LPA’s planning
judgment).

Policy 10 is not positively prepared as data provided to the LPA demonstrates
the lack of capacity of sewage treatment and presents a robust and credible
evidence base which requires further research/act finding by the LPA.

In comparison, NWL gave the LPA an uncorroborated verbal assurance that the
Hendon Sewage Works has headroom for another 25,000 homes. This is
hearsay.

In the Drainage and Wastewater Management Plans of NWL there is no
evidence of sound sewage infrastructure delivery planning to reduce the spills
of sewage in the borough or increase capacity at Hendon Sewage Works to
accommodate more housing.



Therefore, this Local Plan is not sound. Many of the policies have not been
positively prepared and do not deliver the objectives of the plan. There are
many missed opportunities for the local community to be at the heart of this
plan. Instead, this plan is a clear attempt to fool the community into releasing

the green boundaries and compromise on planning, without any thought to
infrastructure and sustainability.

Sonia Ali 3/3/24



LP1977 - Robert Latimer

FW: FW: FW: Leaving Ofwat CMS:0187338

Deborah Lamb I

Wed 2/21/2024 2:13 PM

To:Local Plan <Local.Plan@southtyneside.gov.uk>

mJ 12 attachments (11 MB)

Image_20240220_0005.pdf; Image_20240220_0006.pdf; Image_20240220_0003.pdf; Image_20240220_0007.pdf;
Image_20240220_0008.pdf; Image_20240221_0001.pdf; Image_20240220_0001.pdf; Image_20240221_0002.pdf;
Image_20240221_0003.pdf; Image_20240221_0004.pdf; Image_20240221_0005.pdf; Image_20240221_0006.pdf;

from: Andrew Inch [ NN REREE
Sent: Wednesday, F :

To: Deborah Lamb

Subject: FW: FW: FW: Leaving Ofwat CMS:0187338

Hi,

See below/attached LP consultation response from Mr Latimer.

Thanks,

Andrew

From: Robert Latimer | NEEEEEEE

Sent: Wednesda
To: Andrew Inch
Tracey Dixon
Clir Joyce Welsh
Subject: FW: FW: FW: Leaving Ofwat CMS:0187338

et orsmon |
i ane Carer

7

*** WARNING - This message has originated from outside the Council. Do not provide any login or
password details if requested. Do not click on any links or attachments unless you are sure that the
content is safe. If you are unsure about this email or its content forward it to:
email.quarantine@southtyneside.gov.uk, clearly stating your concerns in the email ***

Dear Mr Inch
Local Plan — East Boldon, Cleadon and Whitburn.

Thank you for the reply and | am sorry | cannot make either of those dates, also | am led to
believe that the last day to respond to the Local Plan is the 25 February so | will just provide
evidence by this email to show that the sewage policy contained in the Local Plan is not fit
for purpose.
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Over 30 years ago | was approached by Northumbrian Water who told me that they needed
to build a pumping station next to our premises. They explained in detail how it would work,
only storm water, water from the roads, it would work at most 20 times/20 hours a year,
only work in extreme rainfall the list went on. | was given such assurances about how the
system would work by both the Environment Agency and Northumbrian Water and
reassured by the fact that South Tyneside Council was a Statutory Consultee, | did not
object. After 27 years of problems with the system | can see that such reliance was totally
misplaced. Now is the time to ensure that the system is corrected and that this is an
essential part of the housing development requirement in the new Local Plan.

The system was commissioned in 1996 and it immediately ran into problems, sewage debris
on the tide line and the beach but most of all we had a commercial fishing boat fishing for
crab and lobster and we started picking up sewage debris in the pots, Northumbrian Water
with the Councils and the Environment Agency’s help denied this.

Things came to a head when the Council Officers were invited to visit the pumping station
when a discharge to sea was taking place on the 6 February 1998. The Council Officers
wrote: - “Most recently an incident at NWL’s Seaburn pumping station resulted in its
temporary closure at approximately 00.30 on 6 February 1998. Sewage was diverted t the
pumping station at Whitburn until about 17.30 on the same day. This station was therefore
utilised to collect and pump raw sewage out to sea with the automatic pumping system
operating during the following times 08.47 to 8.59, 11.52 to 1207 and 15.29 to 15.42” little
did they know they were letting the cat out of the bag because the calculations the permit
was based on stated: - “In the event of complete failure at Seaburn and/or Roker P.S. flow
would initially be diverted to this sewer offering the following storage under dry weather
flow conditions from empty — Seaburn P.S. failure 69 hours” The Council’'s own notes show
without question that the system has not only been wrongly designed, the interceptor
tunnel can barely hold the flows for 3 hours, a loss of 66 hours of capacity. (Scan 0005)

The importance of referring to this loss of capacity is that the flows of foul sewage from East
Boldon, Cleadon and Whitburn all flow to the Seaburn P.S. meaning that any additional
housing developments in these areas will be added to the already under capacity overloaded
sewage system.

This also indicates how assurances from the EA and NWL cannot be believed = they have a
financial interest, and no regard for our safety, installing a system which was inadequate
from the start and defending their actions ever since.

| enclose a letter from the Environment Agency dated 29 July 1998 showing how they
misunderstood how the system worked — this letter along with the Council’s Officers
explanation of what happened on the 6 February 1998, led to a Public Inquiry. The Secretary
of State accepted the Inspector’s recommendations directing the Environment Agency not to
amend the permit but to issue a new one with conditions — the EA have failed to police the
permit conditions and are fully aware they are not being complied with (0006).

Desperate measures to try and get capacity in the South Bents sewerage system



Before the boundary changes in the sixties South Bents was part of Whitburn, the sewers
from South Bents run North towards Whitburn to a pumping station at Pebble Beach. Within
the last 5 years a new 62 housing development was built at South Bents, because of the lack
of capacity in the sewerage network Northumbrian Water connected the foul sewer via
manhole 5609 directly to the interceptor tunnel without permission. This is illegal. This
connection is still in place although it is not part of the permit as page 88 paragraph 15.4.3.5
shows. To any good engineer to connect the foul sewer to the storm system is a total error,
this shows just how desperate Northumbrian Water are, and shows the Environment Agency
are not a competent regulator. | also enclose page 95 from the Inspectors report: — “...the
model should be changed before being used for design purposes, otherwise it was likely to
significantly underestimate CSO spillage and storage requirements. However, construction of
the tunnel had already started and NWL rejected the recommendations” This statement says
it all, did they really think the Whitburn system would correct itself — this is what is wrong
today - CSO spillage and lack of storage yet the Environment Agency stood back and allowed
Northumbrian Water to construct a sewerage system knowing it would never work — the
system was doomed to failure before it even began. (Scan 221 0001)

Further desperate measures so even more new houses can be added to the Whitburn
sewage system at Seaburn

| refer again to Scan 220 0001 and explain that in 2012 the European Court of Justice had
taken up the Whitburn case, the outcome was that the only possible solution was to
increase the capacity of the interceptor tunnel to 10,800 m3. The problem with this
calculation was that the interceptor tunnel already had a capacity of over 15,000 m3.
Northumbrian Water again thought they would save money so they installed a separate
tank behind Morrisons connected to the main sewer coming from East Boldon and Cleadon
(page from NWL email 4/7/2022) this meant that they had connected the foul sewer again to
the interceptor tunnel via this time by shaft 5. | enclose the Environment Agency responses
Scan 221 0002 in response to where Policy 10 states: - “The Council works closely with the
Environment Agency and Northumbrian Water to collaborate with these agencies...” this
statement has to be struck out of the Policy 10.

Local Plan — Rest of South Tyneside including Hebburn and South Shields

The sewage system in South Tyneside is in one hell of a mess, the Lead Local Flood Authority
is failing the people, relying on what they call ‘partners’ to tell the truth when in reality they
are taking them for mugs. | am just an old engineer who worked for Nissan for over 32 years
installing and maintaining the equipment with my own team until my son took over 8 years
ago. | say this because nowhere in my business life, have | ever come across where there was
no procedure to check that what was required and more importantly delivered, has been
supplied. | enclose a small sample of CSO discharge reports to show just how bad the
situation is with flows spilling into the River Don and the River Tyne: - Scan 221 0003



1.2022 — South Shields Interceptor (0170) sewer overflow spilled 91 times for a total of
584 hours — River Don

2.2022 — Tyneside CSO Newland Drive sewer overflow spilled 96 times for a total of 605
hours — River Don

3.2022 — Tyneside CSO (0168) sewer overflowed spilled 75 times for a total of 455 hours
— River Don,

4.2022 — Don Valley P.S. this sewer overflow spilled 25 times for a total of 93 hours —
River Don

5.2022 — Springwell Park CSO this sewer spilled 26 times for a total of 65 hours —
Monkton Burn.

6.2022 — Roman Road CSO this sewer overflow spilled 31 times for a total of 108 hours —
River Don.

7.2022 - West of Headworth Lane CSO — this sewer overflow spilled 31 times for a total of
15 hours — River Don.

8.2022 — Wagonway Road P.S — this sewer overflow spilled 132 times for a total of 1401
hours — River Tyne.

9.2022 — Tudor Road CSO — this sewer overflow spilled 47 times for a total of 86 hours —

River Tyne

10. 2022 — Coronation St CSO — this sewer overflow spilled 25 times for a total of 86 hours
— River Tyne.

11. 2022 — Smith Street this sewer overflow spilled 7 times for a total of 33 hours — River
Tyne

12. 2022 — Tenple Street CSo this sewer overflow spilled 55 times for a total of 122 hours —
River Tyne.

13. 2022 - Eldon Street CSO this sewer overflow spilled 62 times for a total of 223 hours —
River Tyne

South Tyneside sewage treated at Howden (Scan 221 0004)

14. 2022 Howdon STW CSO (North Bank) this sewer overflow spilled 61 times for a total of
424 hours — River Tyne.

15. 2022 Howdon CSO Primary this sewer overflow spilled 149 times for a total of 1425
hours — River Tyne.

16. 2022 Howdon CSO (south Bank) this sewer overflow spilled 128 times for a total of
1,000 hours — River Tyne,

Policy 10 Disposal of Foul Water (Draft Local Plan 221 0005)

Paragraph 7.59 “The LPA must have regard to whether there is sufficient capacity within the
existing sewer network before granting planning permission to a development that will
impact on that capacity. However, it is the responsibility of Northumbrian Water (NWL) as
sewage undertaker, to ensure that there is sufficient capacity. In assessing whether there is
sufficient capacity, the LPA will have regard to the professional advice provide by NWL”



Paragraph 7.60 “The Environment Agency is the regulator for licensing abstractions, pollution
control and the quality of the water environment, whilst Northumbrian Water is responsible
for water services and sewerage. The Council works closely with the Environment Agency and
Northumbrian Water and will continue to collaborate with these agencies and other
infrastructure providers to inform future decision making”

Paragraph 7.61 “For further information regarding the mains drainage hierarchy of
preference and for recommendations regarding connection points on the NWL network
advice should be sought from NWL via its Pre-Planning Enquiry service”

Scan 0008 shows beyond doubt that the Environment Agency is not a competent regulator,
now claiming that they need 10 years to see if the upgrade has worked. The Ofwat Price
Determination stated that delivery had to be by the end of 2017, the European Commission
letter dated 3 February 2023 tells you that the judgement ‘has still not been met.” This is 12
years after the judgement was made, 7 years past the deadline and the Local Plan Policy 10
says the Council should ‘work closely with the Environment Agency’ - | would say have they
not already done that, and this is why the sewage network is such a disaster?

St Peters — all East Boldon, Cleadon and Whitburn sewage is forward to St Peters from
Seaburn

| enclose Scan 0001 the content of this Scan calls into question the statement in Policy 10
“The Council works closely with the Environment Agency and Northumbrian Water and will
collaborate with these agencies and other infrastructure providers” Working with these so-
called agencies has to stop - the information contained in the scans is just a small sample of
the horrendous errors being made, the new Local Plan must contain a policy on disposal of
foul water that protects the public. The Council have to do their own assessment of the
sewerage network or employ a competent person who will accept the responsibility for their
actions.

Look at Scan 0003 information just received from Ofwat - the question has to be - why has
Ofwat not fined Northumbrian Water 4 million pounds and more for non-delivery by
December 20177

It is expected that the new Office for Environmental Protection will find that the EA and
OFWAT have failed in their duties, the new Local Plan must take notice of this, preferably
waiting until the process is completed or making provisions for far less reliance on these
bodies.

Hendon takes the flows from Est Boldon, Cleadon and Whitburn
Scan 0007 Showing another error made by the Environment Agency, they recorded Hendon

in 2019/20 as spilling 27 times amounting to 15 hours 52 minutes, when the real figure was
178 discharge - 646 hours, over 3 million tonnes of sewage by-passing treatment.



| ask that the Local Plan does not go forward without a sewage policy that is fit for purpose
and ask when the Inspector assesses the plan | would like to speak to him/her.

| enclose Scan 221 0006 which makes the comment that were 50 small boats moored in the
bay, crabs and lobsters were caught, there are now no boats moored in the bay and there is
no crab and lobster fishing from Whitburn. The safety and health of our precious coast
should be paramount, with the Local Authority taking full responsibility.

Please acknowledge receipt of the email.
Regards

Bob Latimer

Sent: 19 February 2 :

To: Robert Latimer_
Subject: RE: FW: FW: Leaving Ofwat CMS:0187338
Dear Mr Latimer,

Thank you for your email.
Would either 3pm on 28 or 10am on 29t suit?
Regards,

Andrew

From: Robert Latimer
Sent: Friday, February 16, 2024 11:20 AM

Subject: RE: FW: : Leaving Ofwa :

*** WARNING - This message has originated from outside the Council. Do not provide any login or
password details if requested. Do not click on any links or attachments unless you are sure that the
content is safe. If you are unsure about this email or its content forward it to:
email.quarantine@southtyneside.gov.uk, clearly stating your concerns in the email ***

Dear Mr Inch

Thank you for the email below but | would still like have a meeting with you before the deadline day for the Local Plan.
Regards

Bob Latimer

From: Ancirew Inch |
Sent: 09 February 2024 16:33

To: Robert Latimer [ C''" Tracey Dixon [  C'' /2"
ot ——— - " I, o
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vorsman N - < t<h (')

Subject: RE: FW: FW: Leaving Ofwat CMS:0187338
Dear Mr Latimer,

Thank you for your email regarding the current planning application for the Whitburn Lodge site (Application Ref:
ST/0712/23/FUL).

Turning firstly to the matter of Planning Committee, the Whitburn Lodge application is on the published agenda for
the 12 February committee.

We have reviewed correspondence on this application received from yourself and note your correspondence dated 27
October 2023 in which you do request to speak at Planning Committee. Unfortunately, your request to speak was not
logged on our database system and, therefore, correspondence was not sent to you informing you of the Planning

Committee date on which this application would be considered. Please accept my apologies for this.

In light of the above, it has been decided that the application will not now be considered at the 12 February Planning
Committee, with a decision on the application being deferred until a later date.

I will ensure that your request to speak is logged on our database system and we will notify you in due course of the
revised committee date when the application will be considered.

In terms of the other matters raised in your email and the various attachments provided, these will be considered
alongside your previous comments in our assessment of this planning application.

Regards,

Andrew

From: Robert Latimer
Sent: Friday, February 9, 2024 1:22 PM

To: CllIr Tracey Dixon .
; Cllr Joyce Welsh ; Andrew Inch

off Horsman [ ' ='=" L/ ch
(Planning)

Subject: FW: FW: FW: Leaving Ofwat CMS:0187338

*** WARNING - This message has originated from outside the Council. Do not provide any login or
password details if requested. Do not click on any links or attachments unless you are sure that the
content is safe. If you are unsure about this email or its content forward it to:
email.quarantine@southtyneside.gov.uk, clearly stating your concerns in the email ***

Dear Councillors

| have just been contacted by a Whitburn resident who tells me that the Whitburn Lodge planning application is going
before the Planning Committee on Monday, please could you tell me if this is true?

| requested to speak at the Planning Committee Meeting but have not been informed, | am away on Monday and
would be most disappointed if is true that the meeting goes ahead on Monday.

| also requested information regarding the increase of flows into the existing sewage system, nothing has been
provided.

At a recent meeting with Mr Inch he claimed that it was right that they wait 10 years to see if the upgrade of the
Whitburn system has worked, | dispute this totally and as you can see below Ofwat has not confirmed that the
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Whitburn system is compliant.

| also enclose the Ofwat Final Price determination which states delivery of the scheme was by the end of December
2017, not 10 years later.

| also enclose emails from Defra the EA and Ofwat which state ‘completion of the scheme was by the end of
December 2017/

| have enclosed the Whitburn permit and the EA letter showing that the dry weather flow from Whitburn is 19 I/s this
means that to include a further 3 I/s will have a horrendous effect on the system spilling at Whitburn.

It would be wrong for this application to go ahead without this information..

Regards

Bob Latimer

From: mailbox <_>

Sent: 06 February 2024 12:47

To: Rob Latimer

Subject: RE: FW: rvv: Leaving uiwdt Civio.ul87338

Dear Mr Latimer,

Thank you for your email. [ apologise if you felt | was avoiding your question, that was not my intention. My
understanding is that this information has been communicated previously and that as per our previous advice our live
enforcement investigation is considering Whitburn's overall compliance.

I can see from your previous correspondence with Mr Atwal, that we have advised previously that Ofwat, has not
concluded that the system at Whitburn is fully compliant with regulation 4(4)(a). We are still assessing the available
evidence (including the evidence you have submitted) to reach our own view on this matter as part of our on-going
enforcement case against Northumbrian Water.

As we confirmed in our correspondence to you of June 2023 as part of our ongoing assessment, we are looking into
whether Northumbrian Water has delivered and is operating the scheme it has been funded for through price limits,
following on from the European Court of Justice judgement in October 2012. This includes looking at whether the
company has met the requirements of the performance commitment we set in relation to this scheme in PR14 and
whether that scheme is delivering the required improvement.

Therefore as advised previously whilst the Environment Agency did advise us this scheme had been completed, this is
part of our ongoing investigations of which I am unable to provide a further update at this time.

As you are aware subject to due process, we are expecting to publish our proposed decisions in the first quarter of
2024. We will take public consultation responses into account as part of our final decisions on each of the cases.

Yours sincerely,

Casework, Enforcement & Customers Directorate

Ofwat, Centre City Tower, 7 Hill Street, Birmingham. B5 4UA
11 Westferry House, Westferry Circus, London. E14 8RH

ofwat.gov.uk

Follow us at: twitter.com/ofwat

Original Message
From: Rob Latimer
Received: Tue Feb 06 2024 10:19:54 GMT+0000 (Greenwich Mean Time)




To: CED Queue <| ;
Subject: FW: FW: Leaving Ofwat CMS: 0187338

Dear Ms Duffey
| think you are playing word games.

You state that the EA told you in 2018 that the ‘Scheme (s?) had been completed’ and yet
the EA have stated (quoted below) that they need ten years to find out if the improvements
have been effective. So my question to you is — what does completion of a scheme, funded
in order to make improvement, actually mean? Can | assume that when work finishes then
you, OFWAT, are satisfied that the money is well spent regardless of whether it fulfils its
purpose or not?

May 2023 - The Environment Agency stated: -

“Improvements were made to the Whitburn Sewage System in 2017 to improve compliance
with UWWTD requirements. We had previous explained that we must receive 10 years of
data before we can definitively determine whether or not those improvements have been
effective”

The ECJ were told: -

“The study found that, in order to maintain the number of discharges at below 20 per
annum, the only possible solution would be to upgrade the interceptor tunnel whose capacity
would have to be increased to 10,800 m3”

The work that has been done is to the foul sewage system coming from East Boldon and
Cleadon not the Whitburn storm interceptor system.

European Commission 3 February 2023: -

“Furthermore, the United Kingdom authorities explained that the improvement had assisted
in ensuring that bathing waters in Roker and Seaburn achieved an ‘excellent’ classification in
this latter period” — “We have assessed this response and remain of the opinion that the
overall volumes being spilled are significant. They are comparable to the quantities being
spilled at the time this case was brought before the Court of justice”

| provide overwhelming evidence to show that the Whitburn system scheme was not
delivered by the end of 2017 and has still not been delivered today.

Ofwat’s email dated 11 February 2019 shows beyond doubt that Ofwat is not up to the task,
| quote: - “I have found that Mr Latimer was told that his contact with Ofwat was vexatious
and harassing 24/8/09 and that he has been told this again 2/03/12, 04/08/14, 12/10/16”



Never once did anyone in Ofwat have the gumption to consider there might be a problem,
like your email today please goa way we are not interested, shameful.

Please answer my questions, which are not specific to any case against NWL.
We are hope to discuss this issue this evening so please reply by return.
Regards

Bob Latimer

From: mailbox - NS -

Sent: 06 February 2024 08:42

To: Rob Latime:

Subject: RE: FW: Leaving Ofwat CMS:0187338

Dear Mr Latimer,
Thank you for your email.

As per previous correspondence the Environment Agency confirmed to us in a spreadsheet in December 2018 that the
schemes had been completed. Given this my understanding is that at that time no penalty was imposed.

As we have previously advised Whitburn is being considered as part of our ongoing investigation into Northumbrian
Water, however we can not provide any further updates or information in relation to that case at the current time.

Kind regards,

Casework, Enforcement & Customers Directorate

Ofwat, Centre City Tower, 7 Hill Street, Birmingham. B5 4UA

11 Westferry House, Westferry Circus, London. E14 8RH

ofwat. gov.uk

Follow us at: twitter.com/ofwat

Original Message -------------------
From: Rob Latimer
Received: Mon Feb 05 2024 15:40:36 GMT+0000 (Greenwich Mean Time)

To: - ; CcD Queue -
I

Supject: FW: Leaving Ofwat CMS:0187338
Dear Ms Duffey

Thank you for your reply, however you have not answered the question | asked — see below —
so | ask again — have you imposed penalties for non- delivery of the scheme by 20177 |
enclose information from the EA - Note from your internal Review para 3 ‘UK were given 6
years to comply.......the UK is likely to fail’ and a letter from the EA to myself which states
that they require ‘ten years of data to verify that the upgrade has worked’ although there is
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no such provision in the UWWTD. Data for discharges for the years since 2017 are said by
the EUCJ to be ‘comparable to the quantities being spilled at the time this case was ... before
the CoJ (2012)’ (European commission —to Robert Latimer 03.02.23) It is obvious that the
system has not improved since 2017 — so | repeat my question - have you imposed penalties
and if not, why not?

| have delayed my meeting until tomorrow evening to await your reply.

I now refer back to Ofwat’s determination notice page 191 which states: -

“Penalty for late delivery (per year from 2018-10) - incentive rate £0.2m”
“Penalty for non-delivery £4m”

Please could you provide confirmation of imposition of such penalties or confirmation that
no such penalties have been applied? If there have been no such penalties please explain
why not?

Please could you please provide this information before the evening of 6 February 2023?

Regards

Bob Latimer

From: mailbox
Sent: 05 Februarv 2024 14:03
To: Rob Latimer
Subject: RE: Leaving Ofwat CMS:0187338
Dear Mr Latimer,

Thank you for your email.

I have reviewed the request below.

We have confirmed previously that there was typo in the Ofwat document that refers to Whitburn as a Wastewater
Treatment Works. We are aware of this error and that Whitburn is not a Wastewater Treatment Works.

With regards to your other queries I understand that these were previously addressed in an EIR request. | have attached
our response again to this email.

As advised by Mr Atwal previously, we appreciate that you would like more information and details, however at this
stage Ofwat is not in a position to say anything further about our process and our findings at this point for risk of

prejudicing the investigation.

Kind regards,

This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service.
For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com

DISCLAIMER



Every reasonable effort is made to make the information and any commentary on the law contained in this email accurate and up to date, but no
responsibility for its accuracy and correctness, or for any consequences of relying on it, is assumed by the sender or Ofwat. The information and
commentary does not, and is not intended to, amount to legal advice to any person on a specific case or matter. You are strongly advised to obtain
specific, personal advice from a lawyer or other appropriate adviser on any relevant issues.

Please read our privacy statement (here), for details on the personal data collected and used by Ofwat. This includes users of Ofwat's website and
communications with Ofwat whether in electronic format, paper format or by telephone. If you have any concerns about how we manage your
personal data, please contact the Data Protection Officer at FOl@ofwat.gov.uk. If you wish to make a request for information under data protection
legislation, the Environmental Information Regulations or Freedom of Information Act, please direct your request to FOl@ofwat.gov.uk.

This email and any attachments may contain confidential or privileged information. If you receive this email in error, please inform the sender and
delete this message from your systems immediately.

This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service.
For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com

This e-mail and any attachments may be confidential and are intended solely for the individual to whom it is addressed. Unless
explicitly stated any beliefs, opinions or views expressed are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of
South Tyneside Council.

If you are not the intended recipient of this email please notify the sender immediately and delete this message. It may be
unlawful for you to share, use or copy the content of this email if you are not the intended recipient. Use of council email may be
monitored for security, management, maintenance and compliance and acceptable use purposes, and privacy cannot be
assumed.

South Tyneside Council, Town Hall & Civic Offices, Westoe Road, South Shields, Tyne & Wear, NE33 2RL, Tel: 0191 427 7000,
Website: www.southtyneside.gov.uk

This e-mail and any attachments may be confidential and are intended solely for the individual to whom it is addressed. Unless
explicitly stated any beliefs, opinions or views expressed are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of
South Tyneside Council.

If you are not the intended recipient of this email please notify the sender immediately and delete this message. It may be
unlawful for you to share, use or copy the content of this email if you are not the intended recipient. Use of council email may be
monitored for security, management, maintenance and compliance and acceptable use purposes, and privacy cannot be
assumed.

South Tyneside Council, Town Hall & Civic Offices, Westoe Road, South Shields, Tyne & Wear, NE33 2RL, Tel: 0191 427 7000,
Website: www.southtyneside.gov.uk




Bl rer. Aresi20231800824 - 03/02/2023

EUROPEAN COMMISSION

DIRECTORATE-GENERAL

ENVIRONMENT -
Directorate E — Compliance, Govemance & Support to Member States
ENV.E.3 - Environmental Compliance — Enforcement

Brussels
ENV.E.3/SG

Mr Robert Latimer

Subject: Complaint file (2000) 4225 concerning Whitburn waste water spills

Dear Mr Latimer

Further to my letter of 26 November 2019, I would like tqprovigtc you with an update on
the file in answer to your e-mails concerning the situation in Whitburn.

With regard to the follow up of the judgment in case C-301/10, the United ngdom
authorities provided two further updates since 2019. On the 20 July 2020, they explained

that since improvement works to the Whitburn system had been completed on I_4

4 "l December 2017, spills of untreated waste water into the cnvironme{lt had rcdu&_:ed both in
" terms of frequency and quantity. The data provided for St Peter’s (_jlscharge point showed

\ ,g“;k‘}is’ that annually there had only been 3 spills in 2018 and again 3 spl_lls in 2019 (data up to
Aty 31 October of that year). This was a significant reduction on previous years where there

had been 52 spills recorded in 2017 and 59 in 2016.

With regard to the long sea outfall at Whitburn, the United Kingdom authorities
explained that in 2019 (until 31 October of that year) 653,727 m3 had been discharged in
21 spills. The United Kingdom authorities emphasised that 2019 had been a wet year and
S0 was not comparable with 2018 when the volumes discharged were much lower. They
referred us to data for 2008 where there had been 729,450 m3 of waste waters discharged
in 41 spill events and 2012 where 832,389 m3 had been discharged in 31 spill events.
They explained that both 2008 and 2012 were more comparable than the results of 2018
as these were both years where there had been unusual weather conditions.

On 18 May 2021, the United Kingdom authoritics provided a further update with regard
to the situation at the Whitburn long sea outfall. They explained that the final data for
2019 showed that 760,993 m3 of waste water had been discharged through 26 spills and
that in 2020, 460,399 m3 had been discharged through 23 spills. The United Kingdom
authorities explained that this represented a 19% reduction in spill events and in volume
discharged for the 3 year period since the improvements had been completed compared
to the previous 10 year average. In summary for the period 2008 to 2017, they explained
that an average of 657,993 m3 had been discharged annually through an average of 27
spills compared to 532,662 m3 discharged through 22 spills as an annual average for the

Commission européenne/Europese Commissie, 1049 Bruxelles/Brussel, HELGIQIIE:‘BELGH?_



3 year period 2018 to 2020. Furthermore, the United Kingdom authorities explained that
the improvements had assisted in ensuring that bathing waters in Roker and Seaburn
achieved an “excellent” classification in this latter period.

We have assessed this response and remain of the opinion that the overall volumes being
spilled are significant. They are comparable to the quantities being spilled at the time this
case was being brought before the Court of Justice. Whilst there have been significant
improvements with regard to the situation monitored at the St Peter’s discharge point, we
are not of the opinion that the situation in Whitburn with regard to ongoing spills at the
long sea outfall has been sufficiently improved to bring the United Kingdom into full
compliance with the judgment of the Court.

You will of course be aware that since we last wrote to you in 2019, the United Kingdom
formally left the European Union. Although our case remains open under the Withdrawal
Agreement for a limited period of time, we can no longer follow up your concerns
regarding increased development putting additional pressures on the waste water system
in Whitburn. I would therefore suggest that you raise these concerns with the new body
created for environmental oversight in England, the Office of Environmental Protection.

Yours sincerely,

Head of Unit

2

I lectronically signed on 03/02/2023 10:32 (UTC+01) in ac cordance with Article 11 of Commission Decision (EU) 2021/2171
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NORTHUMBRIAN I

WATER NWI.CO.UK g:::“‘;\::&’(hl
8 Durham

DH1 5FJ

By email only to:
Carbon copy tos

7 December 2020

Dear WIS

Request for environmental information

Thank you for your request for information which we received on 5 November, and apologies for
the delay in our response to you. As we indicated in our response dated 24 November, we have
considered your request under the Environmental Information Regulations 2004.

Please find our response to your questions below.

1. Ongoing issues at European Parliament around sewage outflows Whitburn and Sunderland;
_European Parliament Notice to the Petitions Committee on the 2™ page 3" paragraph..says:
- “The results of monitoring for the first half of 2018 were recently made available to the
Commission. These show that overflows from St Peters Pumping Station discharge point
have significantly decreased w:th_cﬂy three spills having been recorded in the first 7 months
of 2018. This compares with over 50 for each of the previous years” - | have obtained the
récords Tor St Peters in 2018 and nave noted from your records there were 51 spills for a

total of 102 hours. Could I ask would it be possible that you could send on the spill

data for St Peters for 20197

Following an investment scheme the network around St Peters has been changed
significantly and this CSO is now abandoned. A storage tank was constructed at Manor
Quay to rgduce discharges to the river. When St Peters sewage pumping station (SPS)
is overloaded due to a storm event the tank will fill before any discharge occurs, and
only when the tank is full and the storm event continues will the overflow from the tank
operate. When the storm event abates, the contents of the tank are returned to the
system for treatment at Hendon Sewage Treatment Works.

Please note that the statement that the St Peter's system discharged storm flows 51
times to the environment in 2018 is incorrect. The investment scheme to INtroduce
storm storage was completed in late 2017, and as part of this the former overflow to the
environment was converted into an in-system overflow into the storage tank. This was
wrongly reeorted as discharging to the environment for 2018. We have discussed this
ironment Agency and E‘.E.?l?ﬁﬁﬁs Tor this rewm‘g«"rror The actual
number of spills was significantly lower, demonstrating the success of the scheme.

Northumbrian Water Limited

Registered in England and Wales No 2366703
d office: Northumbria House

Abbey Read, Pity Me, Durham, DH1 5FJ

f54-r:1|-,‘p__



NORTHUMBRIAN

St Peters/Manor Quay had 4 x 12/24 discharges for 2019, with a total duration of 12
minutes 37 seconds.

2. | also noted the records of flows flowing from the Gill Cemetery Outfall in 2018. Could | ask,
could you send on to me the records for this overflow for 20197 It is my
understanding that this is the overflow to the system that the new Sunderland City
Hall will be connected to, could you please confirm this?

As the new City Hall is part of the VAUX redevelopment, the drainage forms part of the
overall drainage master plan. Neither the surface water nor the foul connects upstream
of the Gill Cemetery CSO (NZ39571104).

Instead, the surface water connects direct to a‘surface water sewer Which outfalls to the
river and the foul water goes to the combined sewer in Cumberland Street.

Gill Cemetery CSO had 86 x 12/24 discharges in 2019 totalling 254 hours.

Please note that we make no guarantees as to the accuracy of this information and it should not
be relied upon for any purpose.

If you are unhappy with the handling of your request, you have the right to ask for an internal
review. Internal review requests should be submitted within 40 working days of the date of this
response, so by 4 February 2021, and should be addressed to the Information Access Team at
eir@nwl.co.uk.

If you are dissatisfied with the outcome of the internal review, you can apply, without charge, to
the Information Commissioner, who will consider whether we have complied with our obligations
under the Regulations, and can require Northumbrian Water to remedy any problems. You can
find out more about how to do this, and the Regulations in general, on the Information
Commissioner’'s website at www.ico.org.uk. Complaints to the Information Commissioner can
be made via the "report a concern” section of the Information Commissioner's website.

If you have any queries, please contact us using the details above.

Yours sincerely

Information Access Team



B rer. Aresi202411263290 - 1910212024

EUROPEAN COMMISSION

DIRECTORATE-GENERAL
- ENVIRONMENT
Directorate E — Compliance, Governance & Support to Member States

Brussels
ENV.E.3/SG

Mr Robert Latimer

Subject: File (2000)4225 concerning Whitburn waste collecting system

Dear Mr Latimer,

Further to my letter of 3 February 2023, we have not formally requested nor received any additional
updates from the United Kingdom authorities on the urban wastewater collecting system in
Whitburn. As explained in my previous letter, the frequency and quantities of wastewater being
spilled from the Whitburn long sea outfall up to the end of 2020 remain too elevated for the
Commission to be satisfied that the judgment of the Court of Justice of the European Union in case
C-301/10 has been complied with.

The United Kingdom left the European Union and ceased to be a Member State on 31 January
2020. In accordance with the provisions of the Agreement on the withdrawal of the United
Kingdom from the European Union and the European Atomic Energy Community (“the
Withdrawal Agreement™), EU law continued to apply to the United Kingdom for a transition period
ending on 31 December 2020. Given the United Kingdom’s departure from the Furopean Union,
the Commission uses its discretionary power to pursue only complaints that point to a serious
breach of EU law by the United Kingdom that could jeopardise specific EU interests, notably in
connection with the interpretation and application of the Withdrawal Agreement. We have
reassessed this file in the light of this new legal reality. As guardian of the Treaties, the Commission
sees no specific interest for the EU to continue pursuing this investigation further. This is without
prejudice to any rights you may have to seek redress before the competent UK authorities or courts.
I am aware from your latest correspondence that you have raised your concerns with the Office of
Environmental Protection.

In the light of the above, we intend to propose that the complaint be closed. Should you have new
information that might be relevant for the re-assessment of your case, pointing to a serious breach
of EU law that jeopardises specific EU interests in the context of the United Kingdom’s departure
from the EU, please contact us within 4 weeks of the date of this letter. After this date. the casc
may be closed.

Yours faithfully,

Cammission européenne/Europese Commissie, 1049 Bruxelles/Brussel, BELGIQUI/BELGIE — Tel
Office: BRE2 08/DCS ~ Tel. direct Lin |



AMP?2 requirement that modifications to Formula A should only be used on separate
sewerage systems. [6.5.4,10.2.2.2, 102.2.5,10.2.2.7,10.2.8.3,10.8.13, 11.7.13]

1.7. Since commissioning the LSO has discharged up to 487 times a year. In 2000 the
.~ pumps operated for some 224 hours, discharging about 1,207,000 m’ to sea. This is far
in excess of model based predictions made at the time of the application. Those
. predictions failed to account for large volumes entering the tunnel from infiltration
. and/or runoff. These inputs have proved to be significant. Infiltration alone may
account for up to half of the tunnel’s contents. [11.3.2.5, 11.7.5, 123.18, 12.3.1.9,
12.3.1.11] ,

$5 5 1.8. The model’s shortcomings were identified in a 1993 technical audit report which
recommended that the model should be changed before being used for design purposes;
otherwise it was likely to significantly underestimate CSO spillage and storage
requirements. However construction of the tunnel had already started and NWL rejected

the recommendation. [11.3.2.2]

.5 1.9. Conditions attached to the 1993 consent do not limit the occurrence of discharges
from the LSO. This reflects the National Rivers Authority’s acceptance of the model
predictions and the fact that there was no scope, at the time, to pump the contents of the
tunnel back to the sewer for onward transmission to Hendon. [10.2.3.3, 10.2.3.4,
102.6.1,102.6.2,11.7.2, 12.3.1.8,123.2.1]

16.5.1.10. At times, since 1996, flows of up to 50 /s have been returned to sewer using the
screenings return pumps at Whitburn SSPS. The quantities returned cannot be
established, because the pumps are not monitored. However the opportunity to return
flows is evidently constrained by the limited capacity of the sewerage system
downstream. [10.2.3.4, 10.8.10, 11.7.10, 11.7.11, 11.7.13, 12.33.1, 12.3.3.2]

" 1652, Current predictions of flows arriving at Whitburn SSPS

§  1652.1 The most recent predictions of inputs to the tunnel rely on a more sophisticated
i sewer model, but one that still does not adequately simulate infiltration and long term
runoff. A very high level of infiltration, into the tunnel, has been assumed in an attempt

to match the observations. Nevertheless the model’s ability to predict significant inputs

b from CSOs has not been fully verified and, while the predictions of discharges from the
LSO correlate well with pump records from the SSPS, this is only to be expected as these
- same records were used to recalibrate the model. Confidence in the model’s predictions
is therefore limited. [6.5.6, 11.3.1.2, 11.3.2.4, 11.3.2.5, 11.3.2.6, 11.3.2.7, 11.3.29
113211, 12.3.2.3, 14.1.2.4] ;

16.5.3. Handling of storm flows at Whitburn SSPS

16.53.1. Storm flows must be handled to protect properties from flooding and to avoid
discharges, from anything less severe than a 1 in 5 year summer storm, going directly
onto beaches. This has been achieved under the operating arrangements that have been
in place at Whitburn SSPS since early in 1998, although it would appear that the tunnel’s
ability to accommodate more severe storms is less than has been publicly claimed even
as recently as 1999.[6.5.8,10.2.3.2,11.3.2.8, 11.7.9]

16.5.3.2. Under these operating arrangements, the amount that is predicted to discharge
through the LSO during the bathing season varies between some 46 and 106 hours of
pumping at 1500 I/s. This is on the basis that the discharge commences when the stored
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variation if there were found to be difficulties operating it. The EA would not be
comfortable issuing a consent for the new regime, given its unproven efficacy, until the
revised arrangements had been modelled for a year’s typical rainfall. '

15.4.3.3. As drafted, condition 4a) requires the discharge to sea to continue until the tunnel is
empty, although the pumps cut out when 704 m> remain stored. The EA would prefer
more to be left in the tunnel. This might be 1550 m’, in wet conditions, or 7,000 m’ if
the weather is dry. NWL would not want to leave large volumes stored in the tunnel, for
any length of time, and points out that the pumps need to operate for a few minutes
anyway. Pumping at 1,500 I/s would drain the tunnel down from 7,000 m® to 2,500 m’
in 50 minutes.

15.4.3.4. Condition 4b) deals with purging the outfall, after a storm discharge. No time limit
is suggested because the purging would be with potable water.

5.4.3.5. Conditions 4c) to €) seek to limit the circumstances in which flows could enter the
tunnel from numbered CSOs. These CSOs would need to be defined, by reference to the
flow verification reports. The flow figures suggested reflect existing CSO settings.

NWL would want 4c) to be redrafted in the same way as 4d) and ¢), to cater for first
spills and the possibility of flows backing up in the sewer.

15.4.3.6. Condition 4f) limits the rate of discharge from the LSO, in line with the existing
consent.

15.4.3.7. Condition 5 indicates the minimum capacity that is required in the tunnel. The
figure has been revised, from that stipulated in the existing consent, to include
the 1661 m’ volume of the SSPS wet well.

15.4.3.8. Condition 9 addresses the use of the in-system pumping facility to return contents,
held in the tunnel, to sewer. Condition 9¢) seeks to ensure that maximum use is made of
this 50 I/s pumping facility, bearing in mind the need to avoid overloading the
downstream sewerage system. The EA also needs to know what can be achieved, by
way of reducing spills to sea, given the AMP3 objective of achieving G standard
compliance in local bathing waters. For this reason the EA must be able to audit the use
of this facility. This would require the digital control data, held by NWL, to be
converted into a readily understandable form. NWL and,the EA therefore propose
replacing condition 9c), as drafted, by conditions worded along the following lines.

9c) Subject to condition 4a) of this Schedule, the in-system pumping facility shall be
fully utilised, at rates up to 50 Us, to return the contents of the interceptor tunnel to the
foul sewerage system for onward transmission to Hendon STW when and as soon as
there is any combined sewer capacity available to convey the flow, or part of the flow,
to the Hendon STW and to the maximum extent practicable with a view to preventing
or minimising discharges to sea from the interceptor tunnel.

9d) Records of the period of the in-system pump(s) operation shall be maintained by
the Consent Holder and shall be provided to the Agency when requested, in a format
specified by the Agency. The Consent Holder shall in any event submit, by the end of
October, an annual report of records for the preceding period October to September
inclusive.

9¢) The Consent Holder shall establish and maintain a system that controls the return
of the interceptor tunnel’s contents to the foul sewerage system, for onward
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Robert Latimer

Subject: FW: | am toid the Environment Agency are to retract CAR report.

From: | - o nt-agency.gov.uk>
Sent: 18 August 2022 11:30
To: Robert Latimer

Subject: RE: | am to CHVITUNMeEnt Agency are to retract CAR report.

Mr Latimer,

On receipt of information that a new connection to the interceptor tunnel had been
installed at a location in Seaburn, the Environment Agency investigated and found
that a new connection had been installed from the combined sewer serving
Whitburn Bents Road at manhole 6702, which subsequently enters the Whitburn
Steel interceptor tunnel at manhole 5609 On 5 May 2021 the Environment Agency
issued a Compliance Assessment Report (CAR) form to Northumbrian Water Ltd
(NWL) reference 0/0743939. This form was used to record permit breaches and
outline the action required to remedy the breaches identified. Permit breaches are
categorised as “Major”, “Significant” or “Minor” depending on the risk that the permit
breach poses to the environment. In this instance the Environment Agency recorded
that a minor non-compliance had occurred, the reason for the breach was that a
new connection had been made to the Whitburn Steel interceptor tunnel and that
new connection was not listed in conditions 4c, 4d or 4e of the permit. The action
required of NWL was to either apply for a permit variation or remove the new
connection in line with the Environment Agency’s enforcement and prosecution
guidelines, the Environment Agency sent NWL a Warning Letter on 10 May 2021.
(Due to clarification required in the CAR form CAR form reference 0/0743939 was
re-issued and superseded by CAR form 0/0744090 — the breaches remained).

On 14 February 2022, following a query from NWL regarding the wording of the
permit, an Environment Agency Officer with his Team Leader decided, in principle
that the CAR form should be retracted and re-issued. They made this decision to
retract and re-issue the CAR form because, in their view, the wording in condition
4c) of the permit, allowed for the new connection (therefore, there had bggn no
permit breach of conditions 4¢, 4d or 4e). However, this in-principle decision was
not implemented and the CAR form remains on the Public Register.

Shortly afterwards, the Environment Agency received a Pre-Action Protocol letter
which challenged the decision to retract and re-issue the CAR form. The
Environment Agency responded to the Pre-Action protocol letter on 11 April 2022
explaining, amongst other things, that the CAR form had not in fact been retracted.

The Environment Agency has reviewed its position and has decided that in future a
change to the system such as this would be better dealt with if there were a N
condition, which contains a mechanism for making such changes. Such a condition

1



would be inserted into the permit by way of a variation. The Environment Agency
are working with NWL to ensure a good quality application is received. A permit
variation will provide a mechanism to add additional connections of surface storm
water where it is appropriate to do so, but will also require the operator to submit
any proposed changes for approval prior to installation. This would allow the system
to be adapted to reflect the changing pressures associated with population growth
and development, but in a way that would ensure that the environment continues to

be protected. It is therefore proposed that a variation to the permit will be
undertaken in due course.

NWL has informed the Environment Agency that the new connection was installed
to prevent properties and roads from flooding in severe storm events. It is only
expected to be used when the storm is so severe that incoming flows overwhelm
the sewerage system causing it to back up and flood properties. This new
connection simply re-routes storm sewage within a system to another part of the
same system and has no bearing on the discharge to the environment.

Once received, NWL's application to vary the permit will be assessed by the
Environment Agency to ensure it contains all the information required.

Minor variations to a discharge permit do not usually require public advertisement
and consultation.

An assessment of the level of public interest, including the local petition, will be
made when determining the need to publicise and consult on this application. The
Environment Agency is required to make this decision once they have all relevant
information regarding the change and the assessed effect on the environment. An
application has not yet been submitted by NWL.

Regards,

Document Protective Marking - Protectively Marked (GPMS

Part of the Environment Agency's North East Area
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The scheme is designed to pass Farmula A flow forward via St. Peters Pumping Station
to Hendon as existing. Flow between Formula A and an average 1 in 5 year storm will
E‘sstoanewstormwatarintereeptortobepumpedtosmﬁanﬁtbmnSmSewage

mping Station. Flows in excess of an average ! in 5 year storm will discharge at
Roker, Seaburn and Whitburn.

At all locations the present outfalls across the beach will be abandoned and removed.

Basis of Flows
————Whitheen-§:5-0--(NZ40976 14 1) e

Population served 15109

Water Usage 180 /h/d

Infiltration 0%

Trade Effluent Nil

@

DWF = 15109 0.18 X 1.3
= 3535.5 m”/day (278.7 I/s)

FormuaA =  3535.5 + 1.36 X 15109
= 24083.7 mday (278.7 U)

Seaburn P.S. (NZ40606019)
Population Served 10420

Water Usage 180 V/h/d
Infiltration 30 %
Trade Effluent 130 m3/day

DWF = (10420.X 0.18 + 130) X 1.3
= 2687.3 mgliday

FormulaA = 260‘7.3+5.36X10420+2X130

= 17038.5 m3/day (197.2/3)
Roker P.S. NZ 40735922
Population Served 1000
Water Usage 180 /h/d
Infiltration 0%,
Trade Effluent 390 m>/day

DWF = (10&(23;0.13 + 350 X 1.3

Formula A = 2847 K 1.36 X 10000 + 2 X 3%
= 17227 m~/day (199.4 I/s)
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Seaburn P.S. failyre 69 hrs
Roker 2.8, failurs 63 hrs
Failure of both 33 hrs
RW/JR
13.8.92
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.

Mr R Latimer Data: 12 Pebruary 1998
Our Bef: GW/AOOGR5084
= "Youir Ref*

Dear Mr Latimar

Environmental Protection Act 1880
Complaint of Odour Nuisance - Whitburn Pumping Station

Following on fiven your initinl comnplaint and recent communication with Officers in my Pollution Control
Bection relating to the operation of Northumbrian Water Limited’s (NWL) pumping station, I would Hke to
takothaoppartunityto‘_r__mwtheimmeanmd.

Firstly, to address the issua of odowr. A recard sheet was issued to you on 22 October of last year and a
request made that you note each incident of odour which in your opinion amcunted to nuisance. To date
this han not been returned snd you musi appreciste that the details are very usefuil in identifylng any
potential cause of odours. You were slec advised to contact officers of the Pallution- Control Seetion
whenever such en odour incident occurred during the warking day. To date you have not referred any
sewage odour to me at the time of occurrence, though I de acsept that you have contacted us on three
cceamions to relate earller incidents. ] hope you will mecept that without appropriate information the
investigation of your complaint is greatly hampered. You may however wish. to note that attempts have
been made to witness the odour st & variety of times during the day and early/late evening. To date a total
of twenty visits have besn made and on o corasion have offansive cdours been detected

You meke referance to an incldent which oocrered on 8 December 1887, Aa you are aware a fault had
developed at the station and effluent had been standing for some hours prior to pumping. NWL state that
& sewage odour was noticeable up to a distance of 10 metres from the station. I have no information with
which to contradiet this easessment.

MrmmMntM‘nSmmmmmthhmmmu
appm:hmtah@ﬂ.ﬂbmﬂhbmgrylsﬂa Sewage was diverted to the pumping station at Whithurn umtil
about-l‘?.&ﬂmmamedw.%msmimmthadmeuﬁﬂndheoﬂmtmdmpmwmmmm

ﬁ%ﬁ!ﬁi@mmmmmfoﬂmﬁm 08.47 to 8.50, 11.52 to 12.07 and

wﬁmmmgmmmwmmwmmmmmmmm%
time sewage was collecting in the wet well, this being activaly ventilated to the externsl air. Anather
@ummmaa.somwmmmmmmmm On neither cccosion was e
!pﬁﬂmtmodmdbt&&hedmtddethnwhnﬂuoﬂhapmmm

Mmymmmmmmmmmmmmmmum
station whila sewage was being pumped to sea between 11.52 and 12.07 oo the same . Agmin
informed that no offensive odotr was detected around the station, d tem

Please addres all communications wo HEAD OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
1f you have any queriss pleasa ring Mr G Wilson on extenaion 2533,



s muwmamwmwmmhm‘
mﬂ-mmmmmummmmmumwwmm
mnkwwmmwwmwwgmmmmmwz
mmmmxmmummmmmmw

bave pursued mettars with this crganiestion alsg, but would emphasise the relevance of this regulator in
relation to thy sompositinn and trestment of effivent handled by this pumping stetion. .

T mmmmmmvﬁwmmchmmwmwm
a;“m Mwummaeaumammqum-uwummm

hd@mmmmhwmhmm,mdmm;mﬂmdﬂnmwm
mummamgwmmpmmmmm

Firally, 1 acknowledge m@mmwmmmm&mu
external adr. Imﬁmuxulmmmmmmmmnwm
to formn a view. Imﬂm&:nmﬂ@@hh@ﬁhmm-m-nh
received.

In sumwmary, mmmwummhmmmmwmmm
umm Tweoty vistia by officers have frfied to identify sny significant , AV

whan the siation has been opereting, Furthermors, & search of my records has fdiad to highlight any
mmmmmmsmdmmmmmmumlm
afraid that 1 oaninot avoid forming the opinion that at the current tine no evidence exiats to justify setion

. by the Looal Authority for statutory mrissnce, Should matters recur or worsan then it may be wesful for
you or any othar parson affectsd to record the relevant detsfls and forward them to ma, anui I have

ancloned a firther record sheet for your asslstance. I ahall then be more than happy to lnvestigate on your

Yours stcerely .

TP om haos anve rasias nlsass sine UM 75 BiTtaam M.-'ﬁ-n-lnnm
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ENVIRONMENT
Our ref: MH1/AIG/124 /A AGENCY

Your ref:
Date: 29 July 1998 i N

Director of Cornmunity Services - 2\

o ~;‘ W ‘\\3 (( - LmM &;’ l |
2\ '-3\ RN

South Tyneside MBC - i
Central Library Building Y 03 aus 1998

Prince Georg Square -\}\ o (/ “/

South Shields G I
Tyne and Wear e iy :/
NE33 2PE S e

Dear Sir
WHITBURN STEEL STORM SEWAGE PUMPING STATION

1 refer to the previous correspondence regarding the Whitburn Steel Storm Sewage Pumping
Station. It has come to my attention that the Agency may have inadvertently provided some
misleading information to the Community Services and Planning Departments of the Council
regarding the operation of this storm sewage pumping station since it was commissioned.

The information related to the operation of the Pumping Station and the related storm interceptor
tunnel. The Agency has on occasions made statements to the effect that this system has
functioned fully satisfactorily. The statements were based primarily on the impact of the
digcharges of storm sewage on the designated bathing beaches at both Whitburn North and
South. Since the station has become operational the bathing water quality at the two beaches has
improved and the bathing waters have achieved the standards of quality required by the EC
Bathing Waters Directive, It was therefore assumed that there were no significant problems with
the operation of this station. However, further investigation of specific aspects of the operation
of the system have highlighted three issues that I would like to clarify:-

. The operation of the combined sewer overflow (CSO) on the Whitburn branch of
the foul sewerage system.

Any overflow from this CSO whether due to a storm discharge or because of a sewer
blockage is discharged to the Whitburn Storm Sewage Pumping Station,

The Agency has previously advised the Council that the system was operating corrcctly
at the time of an Agency inspection of the inside of the pumping station on 18 March and
8 June 1998. However, it would have been more accurate to say that no problem was
detected during this inspection and for the Agency to explain that such an inspection
was not a conclusive method of ascertaining whether the whole system was operating
correctly. In particular, the internal inspection of the pumping station would not have
revealed any discharge from the Whitburn CSO since it is necessary to lift manholes
outside the pumping station to confirm this, The relevant manholes were not lifted
during these two visits and hence the Agency cannot confirm what was happening in
respect of Whitburn CSO on those occasions. It has subsequently become apparent that
the Whitburn CSO was discharging due to a blockage on one or both of these occasions.

Cont/d ....

The Environment Agency
punatie Doee Cliooo s Bl rmmws Park, Newcastle upon Tyne NE4 7AR

t
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2. Emergency Diséharges of Foul Sewage

Whilst the Whitburn Steel Storm Pumping Station was designed predominantly to deal
with intermittent storm flows (i.e. foul sewage with at least six times dilution) , it was
always envisaged by the Agency that it would take potentially undiluted foul sewage in
emergency situations such as a blockage of the foul sewer and breakdown of the
Seaburn/Roker foul pumping stations. There have been two emergency situations (6
February and 21 April 1998) during which it was necessary to close the Seaburn foul
sewage pumping station. On each occasion the Seaburn foul sewage was diverted to the
Whitburn Station (via the interceptor tunnel) for under 24 hours and pumped to sea
following screening. This action was outside the terms of the current consent but was,
in the Agency's opinion, the best option at the time to reduce the environmental impact.

3. Frequency and Duration of Discharges to Sea

Discharges to sea are currently of a much greaier frequency (approximately 465
occasions of short duration from May 1997 to May 1998) and duration than predicied in
the initial Environmental Impact Assessment, It is believed that this is largely because
of the current operating procedures  at the pumping station and excessive infiltration
after periods of wet weather. However, Northumbrian Water Limited (NWL) are
currently investigating the reasons for this and are due to report their initial findings by

October 1998,

I should like to apologise if you or your staff have been inadvertently misinformed by the
Agency over the current operation of the pumping station and trust that this information clarifies

the situation.

If you need any further clarification please let me know.

Yours sincerely

M HELM
Water Quality Consenting Team Leader

cc:  MrR Latimer
Director of Planning, South Tyneside MBC

The Environment Agency
Tyneside House, Skinnerburn Road, Newcastle Business Park, Newcastle upon Tyne NE4 TAR



1. The North East has moved from being a heavily polluted area to one of
cutstanding natural beauty. This is particularly pertinent to our coastline and is
largely a result of the environmental protections which were brought in by the
EU. However, we must never take this for granted and vigilance will always
have to continue to make sure our natural environment remains beautiful.

2. Despite regulation being brought in it has often taken the persistence of
individuals and communities to ensure that protections are being enforced. It
can take years to find a resolution and often pecple have to be extremely
determined to continue with campaigns to stop environmental damage. Mr
Latimer first took up the issue of sewage pollution on his local beach when the
Whitburn Interceptor tunnel was installed as he could see an impact every day.
He did not want his grandchildren to play on the beach and in water that was
polluted.

3. Ittook many years for Mr Latimer to be heard resulting in the Commission taking
the UK to the ECJ. In that instance the ECJ ruled against the UK. None of that
would have happened without the determination and doggedness of Mr
Latimer's campaign work. Together with former North East MEP Stephen
Hughes he brought the various agencies involved to the point where they would
carry out remedial works to address the spill problems. The works were not
finished until December 2017 — some 5 years after the judgment. Although this
was right on the deadline, for a community it is a long time to wait to see if the
solution actually addresses the original problem. Having felt that the data at the
court hearing was flawed Mr Latimer continues with his campaign as he is still
seeing pollution on the beach and he does not feel the remedial works will solve
this.

4. The length of time the process takes in dealing with EU institutions can be a
great source of frustration to campaigners and their persistence in the face of
this can sometimes mean that trust can break down. | have not been able to
help to establish this trust in my term in order to bring about a resolution. If
progress is to be made parties need to meet and | would ask the Commission
to facilitate this.

5. The UK continues to argue that in spite of the amount and number of spills there
is no environmental impact from the discharges into the sea, However, the UK
did still lose the case in the ECJ even in light of this information and they were
found to be in breach of the Urban Waste Water Directive. Given that there is
stil a dispute it would be a sensible way forward to agree that some
independent testing of the water quality and independent monitoring of the
beach is put in place to help establish whether the pollution has really been
tackled.

Jude Kirton-Darling MEP
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1 impacts-on-Human Activity
Fisheries
1.01 Concerns of the local fishing industry are likely to be:

the outiali pipe dissects an important fishing ground where crab/lobster pots, gill nets for cod,
salmon drift net fishery and trawling all take place,

dredging and pipe putling operations will necessitate an exclusion zone being designated
around the working area which will prevent fishing activities in that area;

trench digging operations will greatly disturb the sea bed which is a prime sheliishing area. Silt
produced by the operation will temporarily clog crevices in the rocks reducing its vaiue as a
feeding/nursing area for important species such as edible crabs and lobsters;

a buoy fixed to the diffuser would be a nuisance to salmoen fishing drift nets. Nets may calch on
the ditfuser and become damaged,

~ effient produced by the long sea outlall could cause unacceptable contamination of coastal
. waters and beaches, and could foul nets;

relocation of displaced fishermen couid cause congestion in areas occupied by other static gear
fishermen, resulting in poor calch rates for all.

1.02 Up to 50 small fishing boats have been counted moored in the lee of the southern rocks of
Whitburn Steel and on the beach. Sensitive times for disruption of fishing activities are:

)] Salmon fishing season from the end of March to the end of August.

i) Cod fighing takes place all year round using fixed gill nets and although bylaws exciude
fishing from less than 7m depth ol waler, depths above this are encountered inshore of
the proposed dilfuser point and a large exclusion zone would exclude grounds currently

used for cod fishing.

i) The lobster season is from mid July to the end of November, Lobsters are around
before this time but are in moull and stay hidden in rock crevices.

1.03 Concerns over a large exclusion zone and dredging activities would be valid for lobsier and crab
fishing as these will render the sile temporarily inaccessibie to fishing activities and will, during
this time, render useless the fishing polential of the area ot seabed being dredged and used for
storing spoil. However, once the exclusion zone is semoved, the area of temporarily damaged
seabed will be small compared to the undamaged areas oll Whitburn Steel. An exciusion 2one

NWL: Sesbum SSS: E.A, 18 Section D



I was born and raised in I | now live in I

As a child in I in the 1960s, | was often taken to Seaburn and
Whitburn by my . He worked for 50 years on the coal face at

I it

Because he worked in the mine’s dark, suffocating environment, he took
every opportunity to ‘get in to the light and breathe fresh air’. He would
always want to be in his allotment, to fish, and to take me, his littl<|
down to Whitburn and Seaburn to dig for bait for his fishing.

In the rock pools there we would turn over stones to find crabs, we would
collect winkles, and we would even find edible prawns. (Because | had little
hands, my dad would get me to run my little fingers through the sand to
catch them ~ we would then cook and eat them!) If we were lucky, and dad
was able to get in to the deeper waters, we might find a lobster. The area
was teeming with sea life - in all its forms.

When | went to my secondary school we studied ‘The Ecology of The
Seashore’ for ‘O Level’. Where best to study this but, Seaburn and Whitburn
(it’s on our doorstep)! | am certain | got my top grade in Biology because of
my dad’s teaching during the time | spent with him there.

Later, as a teacher myself in the 1980s, | taught primary school children in
many of our L.A. schools. | loved taking them to Seaburn and Whitburn -
again to experience its beauty and learn about what lived there.

Roll on to now......My ¢ I aged Jlin iy live in BIEEEEand |
often take them to ‘the beach’ — just as my dad took me. But ......... now |
can’t show them what | used to see, or experience. The rock pools, instead of
having crabs and prawns in them, have used condoms and other used
sanitary products floating there. The dirty, brown scum that we often see on
the water smells, not of clean seaweed, but of drains! Something is going
wrong on our beautiful coastline and it is getting worse.

Please.....for the sake of our Sundertand children, for our future visitors, | beg
you to put right the things that have caused this awful decline of our
wonderful coastline over recent years, and make sure that it can’t happen
again.

Seaburn and Whitburn belong to ALL Sunderiand people, not just the
residents who live there.
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As a result of the internal review that has been carried out it was identified that it may
useful to provide additional information regarding a statement you made in your
complaint. You stated the following;

Mr Latimer

“The Environment Agency presented discharge records that showed in 2019/20
there were 27 spills amounting to 15 hours 52 minutes from the Hendon 310m
overflow. On being challenged the Environment Agency changed the discharge data
to 178 spills amounting to 646 hours, yes 646 hours, this is over 3,220,000 million
tonnes of untreated sewage, Ms Saxon-Wilkinson makes no reference to this.
Likewise the Environment Agency provided the 2019 discharge data for Whitburn
recording that 683,676 tonnes of untreated sewage had been discharged from
Whitburn SSPS, only for my colleague to challenge this data also, and for the
Environment Agency having to admit the figure was over 760,000 tonnes of
untreated sewage. Adding these figures together shows that almost 4 million tonnes
of untreated sewage was discharged in this area”.

I'd like to explain how these discrepancies came about and what has been done to
rectify them.

Northumbrian Water Ltd (NWL) use spill monitoring points to measure and report
discharges. Prior to 2019 the measured storm duration was the start and stopping of
the screen system. There was evidence that using this method of calculating the
duration of spills was an over-estimation in storm situations. A review of the Hendon
return in 2019, identified a new spill monitoring point, which was believed to more
accurately reflect the weir lip and therefore the duration of spills, removing the over-
estimation. This monitoring point was used to complete the 2019 return. This
monitoring point has since been found to be inaccurate due to its location and NWL
have subsequently undertaken a controlled assessment of the relationship between
monitoring signals and measured level in the incoming sewer when levels reach the
overflow lip and storm flows can pass down the 310m outfall. A more appropriate
spill monitoring point has been identified and is now used to reassess storm spills
rectifying this issue. It should be noted that storm spills are highly variable and
influenced by differing rainfall patterns. For clarification, because this is a combined
sewerage system, the majority of any discharge consists of surface water from roads
and drains with only a very small fraction of the contents consisting of sewage.

This information addresses the point raised in your complaint and we now consider
the matter closed.

Any future requests that we receive will be assessed and unless it pertains to a
subject that is substantially new, we will not take it any further and it will be filed
without acknowledgement.

Regards



Robert Latimer

To: Robert Latimer
Subject: RE: Our reference: 30364 1- Whitburn Sewage system and the UWWT Directive
From: N © cnvironment-agency.gov.uk>

Sent: 03 May 2023 08:49
To: Robert Latimer «
Subject: Our reference: 30364 1- Whitburn Sewage system and the UWWT Directive

Our reference: 303641

Mr Latimer,

Thank you for your email dated the 22" March 2023 and please accept our sincere
apologies for the delay in our response.

Question 6 -

After further clarification with the technical team we wish to apologise for any confusion
we have caused in regards to the Urban Waste Water Treatment Directive (UWWTD).
When we contacted you on 24/02/2023, we stated that there was no requirement for the
Whitburn Sewage System to meet UWWT Directive requirements; this is incorrect and
inconsistent with our previous position and correspondence in relation to this matter. We
apologise for this mistake and would like to confirm that the EA continues to regulate the
Whitburn Sewage System in accordance with the UWWTD.

We can confirm that the UWWTD does require collecting systems to be operated in
compliance with the UWWTD requirements. This means that collecting systems should
collect the waste waters, retain them and pass them forward to the treatment plant for
treatment. As you are aware, improvements were made to the Whitburn Sewage System in
2017 to improve compliance with UWWTD requirements. We have previously explained

» that we must receive 10 years of data before we can definitively determine whether or not
those improvements have been effective. There has been no evidence to indicate that any
spills have occurred outside of the permit requirements and monitoring confirms that spills
have only occurred as a result of significant rainfall events.

Please find attached the data which shows that Hendon Sewage Treatment Works is
compliant with the UWWTD in 2022.

Please also find attached Whitburn, Hendon, Fulwell data from 2021.

Question 7-
There are currently no plans to require the identified sites (Roker SPS, Seaburn SPS,
Whitburn Bents SPS and North Whitburn) to be fitted with Event Duration Monitoring

(EDM). EDM is currently a requirement for assets with the potential to discharge to the
1



environment. Roker SPS, Seaburn SPS, Whitburn Bents SPS and North Whitburn do not
discharge to the environment, they discharge into the Interceptor Tunnel, so EDM
monitoring is not a requirement for these assets.

Those assets with the potential to discharge to the environment all have EDM, with the
information available on the Gov.UK website:

Event Duration Monitoring - Storm Overflows - Annual Retur

-
—

The sites with potential to discharge to the environment are listed below, which can all be
found via the link about:
e Seaburn North 245/1107
Seaburn South 245/1108
Roker 245/1109
Whitburn Storm 245/1106
Whitburn Steel PS 245/1207

Sites contained within Whitburn Steel PS:
e Seaburn SPS
e Roker SPS
e Whitburn Bents SPS

Regards,

e I
NE4 7AR |

Document Protective Marking - Protectively Marked (GPMS

Part of the Environment Agency's North East Area

Creating a better place

for people and wildlife

A Y

Please consider this a “thanks in advance”. Every e-mail has a carbon footprint. So if you don't hear back from me,
it's because of the planet. #WhatWeCanDo

Information in this message may be confidential and may be legally privileged. If you have received this message by
mistake, please notify the sender immediately, delete it and do not copy it to anyone else. We have checked this
email and its attachments for viruses. But you should still check any attachment before opening it. We may have to
make this message and any reply to it public if asked to under the Freedom of Information Act, Data Protection Act
or for litigation. Email messages and attachments sent to or from any Environment Agency address may also be
accessed by someone other than the sender or recipient, for business purposes.



Robert Latimer
m

From: | > - i onment-agency.gov.uk>

Sent: 31 July 2023 15:00
Te: Robert Latimer
Subject: Our Reference; 315627~ Whitburn

Qur reference: 315627
Mr Latimer,
Please accept our apologies for the delay in our response.

Under the EIR’s please provide a copy of the UWWT requirements that states, after being allowed 5 years to
upgrade the Whitburn system you have to wait a further 10 years to verify that the upgrade had worked?

There is no specific UWWT requirement that stiputates that we must wait 10 years to verify that the upgrade has
worked. This is not specifically a UWWT requirement but rather a statistical requirement to determine the
effectiveness of the system. We need a minimum of 10 years of data because in any given year there may be
fluctuations in the amount of rainfall in the sewerage system’s catchment area. The design of sewerage systems in
the UK are such that spills are allowed under specific circumstances to prevent the systems from becoming
overwhelmed and causing sewage to back up and flood homes and businesses etc. except for spills caused by
blockages, all permitted spills are linked to rainfall levels.

The improvements to the system were installed to ensure an annual reduction in the number of spilis. The smallest
sample size we can use to be confident that the number of spills is a statistically sound indication of whether the
system is working, is 10. We therefore need ten years of data to determine whether the improvements that were
installed have been effective. If a decision is made too early, there is a risk that additional improvements are made
unnecessarily simply because there have been a number of particularly “wet” years within the shortened
assessment period or conversely, the improvements made are considered successful when in fact there was sim ply a
higher number of “dryer” years within the assessment period. Whilst we recognise that it is frustrating to have to
wait, additional improvements will be very costly and potentially very disruptive, so it is important we base our
decision on sound evidence.

Could you provide all information that led to the change where it was stated 13,520 m3 additionol capacity was
required and only 3,000 m3 was provided?

This was covered at the 2001 public inquiry and has therefore been previously answered. Please refer to the
inspector’s report that was issued at the time.
Under the EIRs would you provide all the information using the formula suggested, explaining how the flow rates

were calculated?

This was covered at the 2001 public inquiry and has therefore been previously answered, Please refer to the
inspector’s report that was issued at the time.

Regards,



Robert Latimer

Subject: FW: Petition No. 0207/2018 (reference to be quoted in all correspondence) Thanks

From: N - - 002 europa. U]
Sent: 24 January 2019 11:15

To: 'Robert Latimer'; 'Al | EGTTGIN
Cc: I
Subject: RE: Petition No. 0207/2018 (reference to be quoted in all correspondence) Thanks

Dear Bob,

Thanks for your email. The Commission has just released this press statement
on infringement cases: http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release MEMO-19-

462 en.htm

Urban waste water treatment: Commission urges the UNITED KINGDOM to
comply in full with a judgment of the Court of Justice of the EU

The European Commission calls on the United Kingdom to fully comply with a
2012 ruling by the Court of Justice of the EU (case No C-301/10). The Court
found that the UK had breached its obligations under EU law on adequate
collection and treatment systems for urban waste water (Urban Waste Water
Treatment Directive, Council Directive 91/271/EEC) by failing to control
excessive storm water overflows from the collecting system and treatment
plants serving London and Whitburn in Sunderland. Despite significant progress
in London with the upgrading of three treatment plants and construction of the
Lee Tunnel, storm water overflows along the River Thames are not under
control yet. Upgrades to the Whitburn collecting system have been completed,
but spills have still not been sufficiently reduced. As six years have passed since
the ruling, the Commission is sending a last reminder before referring the case
back to Court and requesting for financial sanctions. The UK has two months to

reply.

—
Jude Kirton-Darling.

Labour MEP North East England
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Once this tank is full with storm flows, the excess flow enters the Whitburn system via
SuU51 amw The tank was constructed to reduce storm flows
entering the tunnel from this area, not stop them. If its capacity is not exceeded it will
drain down via the local network.
#m:;wm.'»w—.x.:.,.ﬁq, SR I e B

As with your question 1, we have also applied Regulatign J2(4)(b) to this part of your
request. -

E— ST T

E—————
. Does the holding tank behind Morrisons take the flow from East Boldon?

All of the foul/combined sewer flow from East Boldon passes through the Ocean Park
storage tank. e ——

In the case of the answer to the above question being yes, could you provide us
with a plan of the sewer layout?

You can view maps showing the current location of our wastewater assets free of charge
at our office at Northumbria House, Abbey Road, Pity Me, Durham, DH1 5FJ. Please
visit the following website to make an appointment:

https://bookwhen.com/nwesviewingpoini ?tags=northhouse#focus=ev-s7hé-
20210730103000

Alternatively, copies of Northumbrian Water's asset plans are available upon request;
more details may be found on our website at:

https /Aww nwl.co uk/services/developers/imaps-of-our-assets/

We are not required to provide copies of information when that information is already
publicly available and easily accessible; this is in line with Regulation 6(1)(b), that is,
“where an applicant requests that the information be made available in a particular form
or format, a public authority shall make it so available, unless... the information is already
publicly available and easily accessible to the applicant in another form or format.”

Does this tank overflow?

This tank does not have an overflow to the environment. The tank attenuates volumes
into the downstream sewer in order to limit flows into the Whitburn Storm system. When
its capacity is exceeded the excess flow continues into the combined system with the
excess storm flows entering the Whitburn Tunnel via the in-system overflows as
described above in response to your question 3.



Robert Latimer

Subject: FW: Whitburn query

From: Northeast Correspondence <[
Date: 17 August 2022 at 15:21:39 BST
To: ian

Subject: RE: Whitburn query

Dear-

Apologies for the delay in answering your query below, thank you for your
patience. We can confirm that there is no discharge into shaft 5 from

anywhere and that there is nothing discharged from shaft 5 to the interceptor
tunnel.

Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have any further queries.

Kind regards,

North £ast Area

From: lan
Sent: 16 August 2022 07:51

Cc: environment-agency.gov.uk>

Subject: Re: Whitburn query

Hello

Thankyou for your last e mail as one of the ward councillor's for Cleadon and
East Boldon | need this information urgently and I’'m concerned about the
length of time to answer a fairly simple question does the Whitburn permit
cover shaft 5.

As | explained on my original e mail many concerns have been raised for my
attention but at this time I’'m only asking one question . Regardless of what
Northumbria water say surly you agency will know if the permit covers shaft 5
or not, that’s all I'm asking .

Much appreciated and if possible would like a response today .

Kind regards lan



Robert Latimer

Subject: FW: Discharges into Shaft 5 and Shaft 7 are not permitted.

From: [ ¢ v ronment-agency gov.uk>
Sent: 18 August 2022 12:19

To: Robert Latimer
Subject: RE: Discharges into Shaft 5 and Shaft 7 are not permitted.

Mr Latimer,
We can confirm that there is no discharge into shaft 5 from anywhere and that

there is nothing discharged from shaft 5 to the interceptor tunnel. Therefore a
permit is not required and we do not possess this at Tyneside House.

Regards,

vocument Frotective Marking

Part of the Environment Agency's North East Area

Creating a better place

for people and wildlife

Flease consider this a “thanks in advancs Every e-mail has a carbon footprint  So if you don't hear back from me

ts because of the plane! #WhatWeCanDo



Robert Latimer

Subject; FW: | am told the Environment Agency are to retract CAR report.

From _@environment-agency.gov.ub
Sent: 18 August 2022 13:33
To: Robert Latimer

Subject: RE: | am told the Environment Agency are to retract CAR report.

Mr Latimer,

There is no permit that includes Shaft 5. As you are already in possession of the
Whitburn permit and there is no public register at Tyneside House, please do
not come to Tyneside House tomorrow as there is no information there for you
to review.

Historically it was agreed that you would submit requests via email for any new
information that has not been previously covered, once a month. | can

appreciate that the focus on shaft 5 is new, however, | wish to remind you to
adhere to the agreement.

Regards,

Document Protective Marking

Part of the Environment Agency's North East Area

Creating a better place

for people and wildlife

Please consider this a thanks in advan Every e-ma 3¢ arbon footprint. So if vou don't hear back from m

ts because of the planet #WhatWeCanDo



Robert Latimer

Subject: FW: I am told the Environment Agency are to retract CAR report.
Attachments: 2003.03.14 Whitburn Steele PS permit.pdf

Frorn:_r@environment-agencv.gov.ub

Sent: s uiuer Zies 10 14

To: Robert Latimer

Subject: RE: | am toia the tnvironment Agency are to retract CAR report.

Mr Latimer,

I have since had further clarification around this with our technical team. Please

find enclosed the Whitburn permit that allows discharge into the tunnel via
Shaft 5 as requested.

Before the Whitburn interceptor tunnel was constructed as part of a scheme to
improve the Whitburn sewerage system, several short sea outfalls discharged
storm water into bathing waters in the Seaburn area. The improvement scheme
was designed to prevent discharges from these short sea outfalls by
intercepting them and directing storm water into the interceptor tunnel. The
overflows listed in the attached permit were previously the short sea outfalls,
now intercepted by the tunnel and integrated into the improved sewerage
system. These overflows control all the flows arriving at Seaburn Pumping
station, the resultant storm water from these overflows combine at one point
and enter the Whitburn interceptor tunnel at Shaft 5.

Kind regards,

_’

Document Protective Markin

Part of the Environment Agency’s North East Area

Creating a better place

for people and wildlife

Please consider this a "“thanks advance  Every e-mail has a carbo footprint So if you don't hear back from m

s because of the plane! #WhatWeCanDo



Robert Latimer

Subject: FW: Response from Northumbrian Water
Attachments: RE: | am told the Environment Agency are to retract CAR report. (627 KB)

From: _Denvironment~agency.gov.uk>

Sent: 12 December 2022 17:07
To: Robert Latimer
Subject: RE: Response trom Northumbrian Water

Mr Latimer,

The Environment Agency has provided an explanation about Shaft 5 which has
been supplied in previous correspondence with a copy of the Whitburn permit
(See attached email). We have also explained our position on your question
below regarding the interceptor tunnel and we will not be commenting on it
any further.

Please can you confirm what you are specifically requesting an internal review
on? You have taken your case to the OEP who will consider in due course an
investigation into our regulation the Whitburn permit.

Regards,

Creating a better place
for people and wildlife

Please consider this a “thanks in advance  FEvery e-mail has a carbon footprint So if vol don't hear back from me

s because of the planet #WhatWeCanDo



LP1978 - Ruth Rees
Response ID ANON-TJBH-TD78-F

Submitted to South Tyneside Publication Draft Local Plan 2023-2040
Submitted on 2024-03-03 17:11:40

Policy SP2: Strategy for Sustainable Development to meet identified needs

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:
No

Support or Object - Sound:
No

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:

If youwish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this boxto set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

The basis for the calculation of the number of new homes proposed is not sound or credible.
It uses out of date statistics to calculate the number of homes needed and this results in an overestimate. The number of homes proposed is based on
the 2014 household projections, which have been shown to be an overestimate by the 2021 Census.

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty o Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

The calcuation for the number of new homes should be based on 2021 census information.

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?:
Policy SP3: Spatial Strategy for Sustainable Development

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:

Support or Object - Sound:
No

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this boxto set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

Objection to 3.2:

The policy has not been positively prepared to deliversustainable developmentin the East Boldon Neighbourhood Plan area.

There are currently 1,860 homesin the EBNP area and the addition of 474 new homes will bring an unsustainable level of growth which will have a
detfrimental impact on the local infrastructure of the area and on the distinctive character of the village.

Objection to 3.4:

The policy is noft justified, uses out of date evidence and exceptional circumstances case to amend the Green Belt boundary has not been made.

The issue was considered by the Independent Examiner for the East Boldon Neighbourhood Plan, who considered that it was appropriate to retain the
Green Belt around the village in order to meet housing need in the plan area.

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

The number of new homes proposed should be limited by the capacity of existing infrastructure.
The judgement of the Independent Examiner for the East Boldon Neighbourhood Plan should be adhered to in decisions regarding GReen BEIt land
around the village.

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?:



Policy SP7: Urban and Village Sustainable Growth Areas

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:
No

Support or Object - Sound:
No

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:

If you wish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this boxto set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

Objection fo GA2:

Land at North Farm This proposal is not justified and is not effective in delivering sustainable development.

It is in conflict with the adopted East Boldon Neighbourhood Plan as it is outside the settlement boundary approvedin the plan. The Green Belt Review
Site Assessment for this site is not correct as it says development will only have a moderate impact. 263 new homes on the site will have a considerable
impact as evidenced by the Traffic Assessment and Infrastructure development Plan.

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty o Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

This proposal should be removed from the local plan because it is contrary to the settlement boundary agreed in the adopted East Boldon
Neighbourhood Plan.

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?:
Policy SP16: Housing Supply and Delivery

Do you consider that the element of the Local Plan you are responding to meets the statutory tests of Legal Compliance, Soundness or Duty to
Cooperate?

Support or Object - Legally Compliant:
No

Support or Object - Sound:
No

Support or Object - Complies with the Duty to Cooperate:

If youwish to support or object to the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or with the Duty to Cooperate, please use this boxto set out and
explain your comments. Please be as precise as possible. As a guide, we would recommend no more than a 100 word summary of each point.:

Objection to 16.2:

Provision of af least 263 homesin the EBNP area -the policy is not sound or justified.

This figure does not include 202 homes given conditional approval at Cleadon Lane or  homes with permission at Mayflower Glass. It is not based on
housing need but on an arbitrary allocation of land. The total number of new homes planned will result in 26% increase in the size of the village and as
result the distinctiveness of the village will be lost. The infrastructure of the village is inappropriate for this increase in size.

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) you have
identified where this relates to soundness. (Please note that any non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your
suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.:

The proposed developments already 'in the system' should be included in the overall number of new houses proposed to avoid an inappropriate increase
in the size of the village.

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?:
Your personal details

What is your name?

Name:
Ruth Rees



What is your email address?

Email address:

Who are you responding as?

Resident or Member of the General Public
Organisation:

What is your postal address?

Address:
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