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Introduction
Persimmon Homes North east has had a continued involvement as a key member interested in the
emerging Newcastle City Core Strategy and are glad to have the opportunity to review this next stage
of the plan. The development industry should be heavily involved in the preparation process of the
emerging plan. This response covers the Development Allocations Plan and the Inspector’s Schedule of
Matters, Issues and Questions response. Each response has been provided in relation to the questions
raised by the Inspector.

District and Local Centres – Policy DM3
2.11 Would policy DM3 be positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy and
the CSUCP?
Please refer to the previously submitted Persimmon Homes representations (November 2018) in
relation to policy DM3. Persimmon Homes have an interest in the allocation of the District Centre at
NGP as one of the Consortium Members. We are concerned that Policy DM3 is overly restrictive by
only allowing non-retail use at ground floor level (outside Use Class A1 – shops) within district local
centres, in line with the criteria set out within the policy. It is considered that this restrictive nature of
the policy is contrary to NPPF para 85a which allows for town centres to diversify and grow in a way
which can respond to rapid changes in the retail and leisure industries, allows for a mixed uses and
reflects their distinctive characters. NPPF para 85 allows for residential uses to be integrated so as to
diversify local centres and recognises that residential development can play an important role in the
vitality of local centres. It is important that Policy DM3 allows for sufficient flexibility to align with NPPF
and ensure that non-retail uses are not restricted in order to deliver vibrant and sustainable centre.
2.13 Is Policy DM3 sufficiently clear to be effective?
Please refer to the previously submitted Persimmon Homes representations in relation (November
2018) to this aspect of Policy DM3.
2.14 is policy DM3 sufficiently flexible to allow centres to grow and diversify in a way that responds to
rapid changes in retail and leisure industries?
Please refer again to the response provided at 2.11.

Housing Sites – Policy DM5
3.12 With
With regard to Site 15 Land to the South of Brunton Lane (Cell D) Newcastle Great Park, what is the
capacity of the site, bearing in mind the permissions for 504 units?
As part of the Persimmon Homes representations to the CSUCP, Persimmon demonstrated that the
Cell D site had the capacity to accommodate in the region of 800 new dwellings. Since adoption of the
CSUCP, the Cell D development site is currently under construction and has consent for 525 dwellings.
It is considered that the site can accommodate a greater number of units than the current consent to
provide a range and choice of housing to meet market demand. It is anticipated that the site will
accommodate at least 600 dwellings with further scope to increase capacity following appropriate
technical assessment. As such, it is not considered that a capped capacity should be provided for this
site, in order to provide a continued response to market need and demand which has been
fundamental to Persimmon increasing output across Newcastle Great Park over recent years.
Persimmon Homes question why the Cell D site is included for within Policy DM5, on the basis that this
is a committed site and not a new allocation.
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3.15 Should a greater mix of uses be accommodated on housing site allocations?
Persimmon Homes are currently developing on Cell D Newcastle Great Park which benefits from
planning permission for residential development across the site as a whole. The Cell D site is an
approved development cell for residential development as part of the Newcastle Great Park
masterplan and is located within close proximity to the town centre. The development cell has always
been envisaged for the purpose of residential development as part of the masterplan and this is now
being delivered on site.

Accessible
Accessible and Adaptable Housing – Policy DM6
3.16 Is DM6 positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy and guidance and
with the CSUCP?
Persimmon Homes do not consider that policy DM6 is positively prepared, justified and consistent with
national policy/guidance and with the CSUCP for the reasons as set out within the previously submitted
Persimmon Homes representations (November 2018) in relation to policy DM6.
3.17 Is there a clear identified need for 25% of all new homes on developments
developments of 11 or more housing
evidence?
units to be built to accessible and adaptable standard and is this supported by viability evidence
Please refer to the previously submitted Persimmon Homes representations (November 2018) in
relation to this aspect of policy DM6. Persimmon Homes do not consider there is a clear identified
need for the threshold set out in Policy DM6.
All new homes will be built to part M4(1). According to Part M of building regulations meeting M4(1)
will ensure reasonable provision for most people, including wheelchair users, to approach and enter
dwellings and to access habitable rooms, and sanitary facilities on the entry floor. As such these
standards are likely to be suitable for the majority of people.
The Addressing Housing Needs and Standards document (September 2018) highlights an ageing
population within Newcastle. We do not dispute this aspect however it is unclear how this ageing
population and potential future needs reflects the need for 25% of all new homes to be provided at
M4(2) standards. Furthermore, this document does not appear to provide an evidence in relation to
the size, location, type and quality of dwellings needed based on future demand.
It is expected that the evidence base would have provided information in relation to how the need is
consistent across the Newcastle rather than in particular locations and the need for all types and sizes
of homes to be accessible. For example, is it appropriate to identify an ageing population and then
suggest that all family homes need to be accessible. It may be appropriate to include information in
relation to the sizes or types of homes that were of particular need, for example will this be single
people, older couples or family homes with facilities for older or disabled members.
The optional higher M4(2) standard should only be introduced on a “need to have” rather than a “nice
to have” basis and the Council have not presented a clear evidence base in support of this need.
While we do not dispute the foreseeable increase in the ageing population in Newcastle, it is not clear
within the Council’s evidence base how it is assumed that those aged 65+ would automatically require
a household built to M4(2) standards and that the ageing population would seek to acquire a new build
property built to these standards.
It is noted that viability assessment work has been undertaken to understand the viability implications
of this policy. As part of the viability work a sum of £4,000 per dwelling has been assumed for S106
contributions as part of a development. We consider that a greater allowance should be given as part
of S106 assumptions at a sum of £6,000 per dwelling, to reflect previous experience of secured
contributions following adoption of the CIL, and to ensure that this sum accounts for full policy burden.
We would also highlight that within the viability report and with reference to the Council’s S106
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assumptions, the Council indicate that they do not expect all sites to be fully policy compliant. We do
not consider that this is the correct starting point in deriving the viability assumptions and this is
contrary to NPPG which advocates factoring in all costs and fully accounting for full policy burden.
It is also noted that there are viability issues in relation to the application of this policy, in relation to
low and low – mid value sites as part of the 25% requirement. In addition to the concerns already
raised, we have concerns that this policy requirement is not viable and particularly so in combination
with other requirements for developments coming forward.
3.18 Should there be any flexibility in Policy DM6?
If Policy DM6 is to be retained, flexibility should be provided within the policy wording. This should seek
to clearly reference exemptions to the policy in accordance with PPG such as site specific factors which
would render M4(2) and M4(3) standards unsuitable for the development, and should seek to include
as a minimum, reference to viability.
3.19 If requiring off site contributions towards accessible and adaptable
adaptable homes if they would not be
deliverable on site, should this be addressed with in Policy DM6? Is this a reasonable approach?
As summarised in the former Persimmon Homes representations (November 2018) it is considered
that the Council have not appropriately demonstrated the need for accessible and adaptable homes
nor have they considered the viability implications. Should this policy requirement be found sound and
an alternative contribution found appropriate, the Council should consider that any contribution sum
should be proportionate to on site provision and supported by an appropriate evidence base to
support how the contribution sum has been derived. The Council must also ensure that any alternative
contribution does not have viability implications for developments.
Reference to an off site contribution has been floated within the supporting policy text however a
contribution tariff has not been included for within the policy text or supporting documents. This
should be provided in order to factor in any viability implications of the contribution sum. It is also not
wholly clear from the evidence base how any contribution sum will be utilised and what the Council will
be doing within the existing dwelling stock.
The reasons why a site cannot provide accessible and adaptable homes on site could vary from the
context and gradient of the site down to viability implications. Any contribution would fund appropriate
initiatives off site however the Council’s basis for requiring the policy suggests that the Council will
make savings against the ongoing cost of adapting the existing dwelling stock within the City. On the
basis of the information provided by the Council to support the need for Policy DM6, it is assumed that
any alternative contribution would fund the adaptation of the existing housing stock and it is assumed
this will be secured within the s106 agreement for a development. It is questionable whether this
appropriately underpins the requirement for Policy DM6 as well as whether an off site contribution to
adapt the existing housing stock would accord with CIL regulations and NPPF para 56. For example, if
the gradient of a development site exempt the site from Policy DM6, an off site contribution to adapt
the existing dwelling stock elsewhere within the City would not be directly related to the development
or necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms.
3.20 Is there a need for a transitional period in applying Policy DM6?
Should the requirement for Policy DM6 be found sound, a transitional period should be applied. It is
considered that at a minimum, a transitional period of two years should be applied to allow developers
to factor in the new standards within site acquisitions, site viability and site design.
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Space Standards – Policy DM7
3.21 Does Policy DM7 reflect all elements of the Nationally Described Space Standards?
Persimmon Homes consider that this policy should be deleted. Should this policy be considered sound,
the policy wording should be improved to appropriately reflect all elements of Nationally Described
Space Standards and provide full clarity on how developments will be assessed against this policy.
3.22 Has the need to use the NDSS and the effect of Policy DM7 on viability been adequately
demonstrated?
demonstrated?
Please refer to the previously submitted Persimmon Homes November 2018) representations in
relation to this aspect of policy DM7.
The Council have sought to demonstrate that the requirement for space standard compliant house
types will not have implications on the viability of developments. We do not wholly dispute this fact
however the viability assumption is made on the basis that the additional cost can be captured in the
market value of new properties by increasing the sales price of new dwellings. The Council’s evidence
base fails to recognise the implications this will have on the affordability of new homes and people
accessing the housing market. Please refer to the worked example in former Persimmon Homes
representations (November 2018) and the attached example included for within Appendix 1 of this
document. In addition to this, this change in the affordability of new housing will effectively increase
the Council’s housing requirement and will subsequently generate the need for more affordable homes
within Newcastle. Overall the implications of the Council’s assumptions have not been considered in
terms of the impact on purchasers as well as developers. Affordability pressures will result in fewer
new build sales thus impacting on the build out of new residential sites.
It is considered that the use of NDSS has not been adequately demonstrated. The evidence base to
support this policy is relatively limited. It is not evident what ‘need’ there is for properties built to NDSS
standard, no evidence that the smaller properties are not selling, there is no evidence provided that
potential purchasers are not satisfied with these properties or that properties are not comparable to
others in the market area. It is considered that if the Government had expected all properties to be
built to NDSS that they would have made these standards mandatory not optional. There is also no
background within the evidence base which supports the transitional period included for as part of the
supporting text of this policy.
We encourage the Council to consider the implications of NDSS on the density of the development and
subsequently the land required to meet the housing requirement.
3.23 Is the proposed transitional period appropriate?
Should the requirement for Policy DM7 be found sound it is considered that any transitional period
should be flexible to allow developers to factor in the new standards within site acquisitions, site
design and account for the time it takes for a site to go from land purchase to planning permission.
Sites identified within the CSUCP which have already secured planning consent should not be expected
to carry out the requirements of this policy as developers will already have carried out viability and
design work in order to bring forward these sites and this will have been carried out based on adopted
policy at the time.
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Pedestrian and Cycle Movement – Policy DM10
4.1 Would Policy DM10 require developers to undertake work on land outside their control? How would
this be secured?
secured?
Policy DM10 Part 1 and 2 should include for more flexible wording, to include for “where appropriate”
within each part of the policy. It is important that the context of individual sites and achievability of the
policy is considered in the wording and subsequent application of this policy.

Public Transport – Policy DM11
4.2 Are Policy DM11 and the proposed modification in paragraph 5.2.3 of the supporting text consistent?
It is not considered that the wording of Policy DM11 and paragraph 5.2.3 are consistent. The policy
wording of DM11 is flexible in that it seeks to ‘promote and facilitate’ the use of public transport.
Conversely paragraph 5.2.3 is more restrictive stating that major developments should be served by
bus or metro services within a specified proximity. Paragraph 5.2.3 goes on to state that the frequency
of bus services must be commensurate with scale, nature and location of the development and routes
should be as direct as possible. The wording of this paragraph should be more flexible and should align
with Policy DM11. The Council should also recognise that the frequency and route of bus services can
in some events be restricted by the willingness of service providers and the up take of services as well
as the ability for the local road network to accommodate buses. The policy wording should be reviewed
to ensure greater flexibility.

Design – Policy DM20
5.10 Would the inclusion of climate change measures in Policy DM20 affect development viability?
Policy DM20 Part 10 states that development will be required to deliver high quality and sustainable
design by:
“Incorporating measures to address the impacts of climate change and adverse microclimatic
conditions”
It is unclear what is meant by the policy wording and what the Council will require as part of the
application of this policy going forward. The policy wording and supporting text should provide clarity
to ensure that it reflects how applications will be assessed against this policy. It is important that the
requirements of the policy are made clear in order to assess viability implications of it’s requirements.
The Council should also consider flexibility of the policy wording to ensure it can be applied to
developments where appropriate to the context and location of application sites. This should provide
clarity on what forms of development this policy requirement will be applied to and how this will be
applied.
5.11 Is it necessary to meet all criteria of DM20 or only those which are relevant, and, if not, how would
it be established
established which criteria are relevant?
The current wording of Policy DM20 suggests that all criteria within the policy should be applied to all
developments. It is unclear what is meant by a number of the criteria identified within the policy and it
is evident that not all criteria can be applied to all forms of development. For example, the current
wording of the policy and Part 11 of the policy would expect residential developments to integrate
“mechanical plant, refuse and cycle storage into the design of a building”. The wording of the policy and
how it shall be applied to all developments should be reviewed and the policy should further clarify
how applications will be assessed against its requirements, provide clarity on what forms of
development the policy requirements will be applied to and how this will be applied.
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Residential Amenity – Policy DM23
5.15 Paragraph 6.9.3 of the supporting text refers to separation distances between residential buildings.
Has the Planning/Design Guidance in separation distances been produced?
The Design Guidance document referenced within the supporting text has not been published for
review and consideration at this stage. Publication of the draft guidance document alongside the
Development Allocations Plan would have allowed consultees to review Policy DM23 holistically,
factoring in any viability implications of both the policy and Design Guidance, and provide a
comprehensive response. At this stage, any additional viability burden is unknown as well as any
impacts on layouts and the efficiency of site masterplans. It should be acknowledged by the Council
that it is unacceptable to place additional burden on developers retrospectively.

Environmental and Health Impacts of Development – Policy DM24
5.16 Would all criteria
criteria of Policy DM24 be applied at every development?
We do not consider that all criteria of Policy DM24 be applied to every development for the reasons set
out in the former Persimmon Homes representations (November 2018). It is considered that the policy
should include for more flexible wording to, as a minimum, ensure that it will be applied against
developments where relevant to the location and context of the site.

Flood Risk and Water Management – Policy DM26
5.18 Is Policy DM26 justified, effective
effective and consistent with national policy and the CSUCP?
Part 1(ii) of Policy DM28 states that developments will be required to manage and reduce flood risk by
“maximising permeable surfaces and incorporate green infrastructure to reduce surface water run off
within Critical Drainage Areas”. We encourage the Council to include for more flexibility in the wording
of this policy by seeking to ‘encourage’ or ‘promote’ the basis of Part 1(ii) of the policy to ensure that
the policy requirement is sufficiently flexible to respond to the context of individual sites.

Protecting and Enhancing Green Infrastructure – Policy DM27
5.19 is Policy DM27 justified, effective and consistent with national policy and the CSUCP?
Policy CS18 of the CSUCP sets the framework for Green Infrastructure and the Natural Environment
which sets out the Council’s aspirations in this respect. Policy DM27 of the Development Allocations
Plan builds on the Green Infrastructure framework set out under CSUCP CS18 however the onus is now
pushed on developers to deliver the aspirations of this framework. Policy DM27 Part 2 states that
developers are expected to address “gaps in the Strategic Green Infrastructure Network corridors,
providing improvements within the Opportunity Areas, and enhancing the function of the Green Belt as
a Green Infrastructure resource”.
The current wording of the policy suggests that all developments must provide for all aspects of this
part of the policy. The Council have not set a threshold for triggering this requirement nor have they
provided clarity on how this is expected to be achieved. The policy wording suggests that in addition to
on site green infrastructure provision, developers must also meet the requirements of Part 2 of the
policy. The wording of the policy should therefore be revisited to provide appropriate flexibility which
assists with the delivery of the green infrastructure framework where practical. We urge the Council to
consider when the policy requirement is appropriately triggered and the implications of providing all
aspects of the policy on project viability.

-7-

-7-

We would also like to make reference to the Strategic Green Infrastructure Network (SGIN) designation
on the Policies Map which is shown to run across the southern part of Cell D at Newcastle Great Park.
Cell D is allocated for residential uses under Policy DM5 (site 15) and a committed development site.
The green infrastructure provision and open space standards for Cell D have already been agreed and
approved by the council when planning permission was granted for the developments on this cell. As
such, it is not considered reasonable or necessary for the southern part of Cell D to be subject to this
designation.
To ensure that that the most appropriate strategy is provided on the Policies Map for Cell D,
Persimmon Homes respectfully request that the SGIN designation is amended to run around the
southern boundary of this cell, instead of travelling through this cell. This will ensure a sound plan
which is justified through providing the most appropriate strategy, in accordance with the NPPF (para.
35).
5.20 Is the mapping of the Strategic Green Infrastructure Network justified?
Persimmon Homes do not consider that the SGIN is justified for the reasons highlighted in 5.19.

Trees and Landscaping
Landscaping Policy DM28
5.21 Is Policy DM28 justified, effective and consistent with national policy and the CSCUP?
We note that the wording of this policy has been amended from previous iterations of the plan
however the amendments do not fully address our concerns when considering the policy as a whole.
Persimmon Homes do not consider that the current wording of policy DM28 is consistent with national
policy. Policy DM28 Part 1 states that development which harms or results in the loss of trees or
landscape features will not be permitted unless three criteria can be demonstrated. The policy pays no
recognition to high and low value trees and other landscape features and it is considered that there is
no justification for the need for developers to retain low value species within a development. Low
value species could be unhealthy or dying and in such circumstances their removal would be preferred.
The current policy wording provides a blanket policy for the retention of trees and landscape features
on site which is contrary to NPPF para 175(c) which states that:
“Development resulting in the loss of irreplaceable habitat (such as ancient woodland and ancient or
veteran trees) should be refused, unless there are wholly exceptional reasons and a suitable
compensation strategy exists.”
There is no requirement as set by NPPF to find other appropriate locations for development within the
site, before development can result in the loss of any trees or landscape features.
Further flexibility should be provided within Policy DM28 at 6.14.4 which states that “trees and
landscaping should also be used to mitigate and enhance sites affected by local environmental
conditions including air quality, heat islands and wind tunnel effects”. The policy should recognise this
may not always be achievable on site and the policy wording should include for flexible wording to
ensure this policy requirement is met where practical.

-8-

-8-

Protecting
Protecting and Enhancing Biodiversity and Habitats – Policy DM29
5.23 Is Policy DM29 justified, effective and consistent with national policy?
We welcome some of the amendments to this policy however we still have concerns regarding the
current policy and supporting text.
Persimmon Homes do not consider that Policy DM29 is consistent with national policy.
Para 175(b) of the NPPF states:
“Development on land within our outside a Site of Special Scientific Interest, and which is likely to have
an adverse effect on it (either individually or in combination with other developments), should not
normally be permitted. The only exception is where the benefits of the development in the location
proposed clearly outweigh both its likely impact on the features of the site that make it of special
scientific interest, and any broader impacts on the national network of Sites of Scientific Interest”.
Part 2 of Policy DM29 states that “development which has a direct or indirect effect on a Site of Special
Scientific Interest (SSSI) should not normally be permitted”. This is contrary to NPPF as identified above
which states that development should not normally be permitted where there is an adverse effect on a
SSSI.
The supporting text of Policy DM29 at part 6.15.6 states that:
“Development should aim to avoid adversely affecting national and local designated nature
conservation sites, protected species and priority habitats and specie, by using alternative sites or layout
designs. Where avoidance is not possible and the need for and benefit derived from development
outweighs the nature conservation value of the site, habitat or species, the impact upon the wildlife
sites, habitats or species must be adequately mitigated”. This is contrary to NPPF para 175(a) which
advocates an approach of avoidance, mitigation, or, as a last resort, compensation. The policy
therefore conflicts with NPPF by applying a hierarchical approach where alternatives are first sought,
then mitigation.
Paragraph 6.15.2 of the supporting text references that biodiversity standards will be included in an
SPD. The SPD referenced within the supporting text has not been published for review and
consideration at this stage. Publication of the draft SPD alongside the Development Allocations Plan
would have allowed consultees to review Policy DM29 holistically, factoring in any viability implications
of both the policy and SPD and provide a comprehensive response. At this stage, any additional viability
burden is unknown as well as any impacts on site masterplans.

Protecting Open Space – Policy DM30
5.30 If requiring off site contributions if open
open space, sports and recreational buildings could not be
delivered on site, should this be addressed in Policy DM30? Is this a reasonable approach?
Should an off site contribution sum be found appropriate for this policy, this would need to be
supported by the correct evidence base including for, an up to date Open Space Assessment to
establish a detailed assessment of current provision across the City. The contribution formula should
be underpinned by an appropriate evidence base to evidence how the financial sum has been derived
as well as robust viability testing, ensuring this will not have implications for the viability of
developments.
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Provision of Open Space, Sports and Recreational Buildings – Policy DM31
5.33 Is policy DM31 sufficiently flexible
flexible to address different sitesite-specific circumstances?
We consider that the policy wording should be sufficiently flexible to allow for site specific
circumstances. The current wording applies a more rigid approach which does not recognise
exceptions or site specific circumstances such as ecological constraints.
5.35 If requiring off site contributions if open space, sports and recreational buildings could not be
delivered on site
Please refer to representations made in relation to 5.30.
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Appendix 1

IMPACT OF NDSS ON AFFORDABILITY

The table below shows all the current range of house types from one of the major housebuilders,
which are representative of the housebuilding industry.
The worked example contained within the Persimmon Homes representations (November 2018) shows
the impact on affordability of NDSS. The worked example focuses on:
2 bedroom housetypes;
Value band £2550psm
Net average household incomes

•
•
•

The table below demonstrates the difference in cost associated with developing current standard
range of 2 bedroom house types and the cost associated with the same property built to NDSS. What
this example illustrates is that the imposition of NDSS in this value band, increases the average price
per house by £34,050 (£167,400 to £201,450). The consequential impact of this is that an average
family’s net income is not enough to even secure a 2 bedroom property on reasonable and affordable
repayment terms. This will subsequently have implications on buyers accessing the housing ladder and
the ability to afford new properties.
The key concerns is that the Council have not fully investigated and taken account of this impact on
affordability of new homes in their work on NDSS.

Bellway
Housetype

GIA
Sqft Sqm

1

2 bed 4

643

60

2

2 bed 4

719

67

3

2 bed 4

643

60

4

2 bed 4

681

63

5

2 bed 4

729

68

6

2 bed 4

760

71

7

2 bed 4

771

72

Average

Value at
£2550psm

£
152,341
£
170,347
£
152,341
£
161,344
£
172,717
£
180,061
£
182,667
£
167,400

Min GIFA
for NDSS
property
type

79
79
79
79
79
79
79

Value of
NDSS
compliant
property at
£2550psm

£
201,450
£
201,450
£
201,450
£
201,450
£
201,450
£
201,450
£
201,450
£
201,450
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