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LPR reference (starti Topic

LPRO29]

Visions, Aims,
Objectives

David Phillips.

Organisation

Butterfly
Conservation North
East

Agent name and
address

Site / Policy / Se

Section

Policy Details

Section Details

2. Visions, aims and
objectives

Obiject /Support/ Ne Comments

Support

Alittle difficult to comment on this Draft Local Plan Review 2025-2042 when the Tees Valley
Local Nature Recovery Strategy has not yet been published and the Sustainability Appraisal
refers to the out-of-date Tees Valley Biodiversity Action Plan. the Strategic Environmental
Assessment is work in progress and the Habitats Regulations Assessment is still to be
developed. Further, the Land Use Framework (LUF) for England whilst published is

a 12-week ion period with This ion coincides
with your Draft Local Plan consultation. No doubt there will be opportunities later in the year
to comment further as the plan and the above policies evolve. Item 1.5.2. There is evidence
strongly supporting the positive impacts of green and blue space on people’s physical and
mental health so nature recovery should be at the heart of our economy and development
and not as an after-thought. Nature Recovery needs to be included as a key priority within
the Darlington Borough Draft Local Plan Review 2025-2042.

Comment Summary

[Timing of consultation
not ideal with numerous
linked work either in

or also out

Officer Response:

Section 1.5.2 relates to

the approved council plan
o whilst the benefits are
the cannot

for consultation.
Suggested atdditions to
Council Plan Key
Priorities.

be changed.

Change Required Ye Proposed Changes

LPRO52a

Visions, Aims,
Objectives

Louise Tait.

Environment
Agency

Section

2. Vision, Aims and
Objectives

Neutral

Aim 5

Part d of Aim 5 details the following objective:

“Mitigate flood risks through envi and ecological i of the River Skerne
and River Tees.’

We recommend including other main river tributaries of the Skerne and Tees in this
objective as the tributaries are intrinsically linked to the River Skerne and River Tees.

We also recommend including further objectives. One objective would be to protect and
enhance the water quality of all waterbodies. Another suggested objective would be to
protect and enhance groundwater and surface water quality and quantity. Some possible
wording for this objective is outlined below:

‘Development proposals should protect, and where possible enhance, groundwater and
surface water quality and quantity. Developments should not create a pollution pathway to
surface water or the underlying groundwater aquifers and there should be no detrimental
impacts to surface water or groundwater volumes or flow (e.g. impact to water dependent
features or increased flood risk).”

Aim 6

Part a of Aim 6 details the following objective:

“Manage flood risk from all sources’

We recommend that this objective is expanded upon to consider issues on designing new
houses and development to avoid, or be resilient to, future flood risk as this aim specifically
tackles climate change.

Refinement and
additions to Aim 5
recommended to reffer
to tributories of the
Skerne and Tees'.
Further objectives also
recommended.

Support the inclusion of
tributories'. We will look
at including the further
objectives although as
suggested they may be a
bit too detailed.

Yes

LPRO71b

Visions, Aims,
Objectives

Dale Morris

Homes by Esh

[Joe Ridgeon, Hedley
Planning Services,

| Tanners Burn
Business Park, Burn
Lane, Hexham,
NE46 3RU
ioe@hedleyplannin
g co.uk

Section

2. Visions, Aims and
Objectives

Support

Our client supports the updated version of the Local Plan Vision, with the joint venture
between Homes by Esh and Darlington Borough Council an exemplary example of public and
private sectors working together to deliver a better quality of life for residents of Darlington.

Support for vision.

Support noted.

LPR104c

Visions, Aims,
Objectives

Andrew Rose

[Taylor Wimpey

Andrew Rose,
Spawforths Planner
& Architects,
Junction 41
Business Court East
Ardsley, Leed, WF
2AB 01924873873
07841 621218

Section

2. Visions, Aims and
Objectives

Unknown

3.1 Taylor Wimpey consider that the Council's approach to the Local Plan needs to reflect
national policy and guidance and deliver the ambitions for housing and economic growth.
Justification

3.1 The Vision needs to reflect national and regional policy ambitions. Nationally, the
Government is seeking to deliver 1.5m new homes and the housing crisis s a key policy issue
to address over this parliamentary period. This flows through Written Ministerial Statements
and the new Framework, which includes updated guidance and minimum housing targets,
which the Vision should set out to achieve.

3.2 Furthermore, the Government seeks to increase economic growth, which is important to
address prosperity and living standards, consistently highlighting that “sustained growth is
the only route to improving prosperity of our country”.

3.3 The Vision therefore should enshrine raising living standards, improving economic
growth and linking housing targets to employment growth ambitions.

3.4 Furthermore, as mentioned in our General Comments, Taylor Wimpey considers that the
Plan should cover an iate period. In with the that s at least
15 years from adoption. Therefore, there is the possibility that the 2042 date should be
extended to at least 2045 and further if the large proposed urban extensions are included.
Proposed Approach

3.5 To address the comments, the following approach is proposed:

P4723-SPA-RP-TP-001-A

« Reflect national and regional policy ambitions.

« Reflect the evidence.

+ Update Vision and Objectives to be clear and concise.

Plan period should be for
more than 15 years.

[The plan period is
sufficent with the base
date being 2025 itis 17
Vears. Adoption is
anticipated in 2027 so that|
stil allows 15 years from
adoption with a review
necessary within 5 years.

No

LPR105¢

Visions, Aims,
Objectives

Andrew Rose

[Taylor Wimpey

Andrew Rose,
Spawforths Planner
& Architects,
Junction 41
Business Court East
Ardsley, Leed, WF
2AB 01924873873
07841 621220

Section

2. Visions, Aims and
Objectives

Unknown

[Taylor Wimpey consider that the Council's approach to the Local Plan needs to reflect
national policy and guidance and deliver the ambitions for housing and economic growth.
The Vision needs to reflect national and regional policy ambitions. Nationally, the

is seeking to deliver 1.5m new homes and the housing crisis is a key policy issue
to address over this parliamentary period. This flows through Written Ministerial Statements
and the new Framework, which includes updated guidance and minimum housing targets,
which the Vision should set out to achieve.

3.2 Furthermore, the Government seeks to increase economic growth, which is important to
address prosperity and living standards, consistently highlighting that “sustained growth is
the only route to improving prosperity of our country”.
The Vision therefore should enshrine raising living standards, improving economic growth
and linking housing targets to employment growth ambitions.

Furthermore, as mentioned in our General Comments, Taylor Wimpey considers that the
Plan should cover an iate period. In with the that s at least
15 years from adoption. Therefore, there is the possibility that the 2042 date should be
extended to at least 2045 and further if the large proposed urban extensions are included.To
address the comments, the following approach is proposed:

Reflect national and regional policy ambitions.

« Reflect the evidence.

* Update Vision and Objectives to be clear and concise.

See response to LPR104C
above.

See response to LPR104C
above.

No
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LPR120a Visions, Aims, Councillor Bryony Section 2. Visions, Aims and [Neutral 2.We believe the plan is unsustainable, and vastly over-provides for the housing needs of | Housing need figures are [Comments noted. After |No
Objectives Holroyd Objectives the town. [This is emphasised by the change in housing need to 446 homes per year, so that [too high. Disagreement ~ |further consideration the
with the shortfall in delivery from the previous 5 years, the amount required to be delivered |with government Council will apply an uplift
remains at 492 per year. This shows calculations are based on deliverability, and unrelated to |standard method. to the housing
local housing need. Over-supply results in wasted resources, unnecessary environmental requirement figure to
damage (land take, biodiversity destruction and transport).] Planning policy must plan for the account for jobs growth
numbers and types of homes needed in Darlington, not what s “deliverable”. We recognise over the plan period and
the housing need target is now set by government. We disagree strongly with the to better reflect the
government's method of calculating this high housing need target, and urge a return to local economic growth
target setting based on local needs. aspirations of the
b.Over-provision of housing allocations on green fields makes it harder to pressure authority (increase to 490
developers to build on brownfield sites & town centre margins (they'll choose what's net additional dwellings
“easiest”), leaving the council to deal with these more complex and expensive sites, or a per annum). Further
doughnut of deprivation around the town centre as people move outwards to “more evidence on this will be
desirable” areas. If greenfield allocations are not removed, outer sites must have phasing / a published in a Local
timetable set before which applications will not be considered. Housing Needs
.In combination with over-supply, large sites are also a risk for house-buyers, and Assessment prior to the
stagnation. Mortgage companies have “over-exposure limits” of c. 20% of any site, after next stage of plan
which they will not offer further mortgages on the same site. This means later buyers on a preparation (Reg 19).
site may struggle to obtain the most competitive mortgage rates, reducing their purchasing
power, so slowing sales and hence build-out on the site. Guidance should be included to
subdivide large sites to reduce this risk to delivery.
d.An estimate of the average number of windfall sites which come forward, not previously
planned for, each year (homes on small sites not allocated for housing, e.g. small infill or
redeveloped commercial sites) isn't accounted for - planned no. of new homes needed
should be reduced by this number to prevent more over-supply.
e.Housing types must also match the needs of the town, with an ageing population, more
desirable, accessible and highly insulated flats and bungalows will be required for retirees to
LPR127, 128 & 129b | Visions, Aims, Ros Kain Historic England Section 2. Visions, aims and |Support 2.1.2 Overarching aims. Protect and enhance the quality of Darlington’s built, naturaland | General support for Noted No
Objectives objectives historic environment, and to use it positively to create great places. overarching aims.
LPR127, 128 & 129¢ | Visions, Aims, Ros Kain Historic England Section 2. Vision, aims and |Neutral We support the Local Plan objective in 4a to protect, maintain and enhance Darlington’s _|Suggest inclusion of Importance of heritage | Yes
Objectives objectives historic environment and identity as a historic market town, set amongst countryside and Darlington's heritage as a |has been strengthed
surrounding villages with strong links to Railway, Quaker and Industrial heritage. driver to achieve other |within the objectives.
Darlington’s historic environment can contribute to other objectives. objectives.
Include Darlington’s heritage as a driver to achieve other objectives in the
LPROG1D Vision, Aimsand | Councillor Kate Man{ Hummersknott Section 2. Vision, aims and | Object Under Local Plan Vision on page 16, | contend that the first sentence ‘In 2042 Darlington | The local plan These comments are No
Objectives Ward objectives Borough will have maintained its identity as a cohesive, historic market town situated overprovides housing  [noted however the local

amongst countryside and villages,.....’is in doubt given the above cited factors. Under
Specific Aims and Objectives, point 5, especially a), b) and c), while this may well be an
objective, | query whether this is a realistic aim, given all the points | have raised in this Local
Plan Review submission. | consider the bias towards deliverability as opposed to a focus on
actual housing needs to be flawed. The Local Plan overprovides for housing need and is
skewed towards the purposes of the council rather than the real needs of the residents of
Darlington. Oversupply results in wasted resources and totally unnecessary environmental
damage. Moreover, the overallocation of greenfield sites reduces the capacity to force
developers to develop brownfield sites, which the NPPF categorically states should be
prioritised in site selection.

which would conflict with
the vision of the plan.
The allocation of
greenfield rather than
brownfield sites is a key
issue.

plan is looking to allocate
a defendable ammount of
housing to meet the
boroughs needs. This wil
need to be demonstarated
and tested through robust
evidence.
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LPR reference (starting Topic Organisation Agent name and address  Site / Policy / Se Site Details Policy Details  Section Details  Object /Su Comments. Comment Summary Officer Response Change Required Yes/N Proposed Changes

LPRO76e Sustainable Ruairi Feakes Durham Police and Section 3.Sustainable  |Neutral |1 Growth, Policing Demand and Infrastructure Capacity Comment on cumulative impact of increasing |At present we are not looking to seek developer contributions No
Development Crime Commissioners development population on police services and need to towards policing but this will be kept under review.
Office The scale of housing and employment development proposed within the Draft Local |consider contributions towards mitigation.

Plan has the potential to place significant additional demand on local policing and
wider criminal justice services,

The PCC strongly encourages the Council to ensure that the Local Plan explicitly
recognises:

« The cumulative policing impact of new residential and mixed-use developments.

« The need for appropriate mitigation and funding mechanisms to support increased
service demand arising from growth.

« Early and ongoing engagement with Durham Constabulary and the Office of the
Police and Crime Commissioner (OPCC) when planning significant developments.

(Without adequate mitigation, growth risks stretching already pressured policing
resources and negatively impacting public confidence and community safety.

LPROS9 & 601 Sustainable Dominic Crowley _|Lichfields Policy sD1- Object |Hallam Land Management Limited (herein referenced as Hallam Land) note the Duplication of wording in the NPPF is [We agree in principle that duplication should be avoided however in [No.
Development Presumption in [Council’s intention to update Policy SD1 to reflect the updated wording of the uneccessary and over complicates the plan.  [terms of clarity to the reader we think it makes sense to retain this
Favour of National Planning Policy Framework ('NPPF') (December 2024) in respect of the fundamental principle within the plan.
Sustainable ‘Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development’. We note that repeating text
Development from the NPPF is not necessary within a Local Plan as any planning application
(strategic) determination would need to be aligned with this (or any such subsequent version

noting that the Government has already consulted on a new version of the NPPF) in
any case. With this in mind, and in the context of a national drive to significantly
simplify Local Plans, including the removal of any duplication with national planning
policy, we do not consider reiteration of the presumption in favour of sustainable
development under revised Local Plan Policy SD1 to be necessary.

LPRO71c Sustainable Dale Moris Homes by Esh [1oe Ridgeon, Hedley Policy sD1- Neutral | This policy simply replicates the wording of the Presumption in Favour of Sustainable | Duplication of wording in the NPPF is [We agree in principle that duplication should be avoided however in [No.
Development Planning Services, Tanners Presumption in Development contained in paragraph 11 of the NPPF, with the wording being uneccessary and over complicates the plan.  [terms of clarity to the reader we think it makes sense to retain this
Burn Business Park, Burn Favour of updated to reflect the current December 2024 National Planning Policy Framework fundamental principle within the plan.
Lane, Hexham, NE46 3RU Sustainable (‘NPPF). Replicating the wording of the NPPF does not add anything to the plan, and [The new NPPF i likely to change the
lioe@hedleyplanning.co.uk Development indeed paragraph 16 of the NPPF actively instructs local planning authorities to  [presumption in favour if sustainable [This plan review will be asessed on the content of the current NPPF.

[avoid duplication of policies contained in the NPPF itself. It is therefore unnecessary. [development.
Furthermore, is expected that a new NPPF will be published later this year whi
likely to fundamentally change the Presumption in Favour of Sustainable
Development (as outlined in the recent consultation draft), then it islikely to be the
case that Policy SD1 would be rendered out of date upon adoption. This further
reinforces the view that the Council should delete Policy SD1 s it is unnecessary and
is likely to be ineffective at the point of the plan's adoption.

LPROG4 & 065 Sustainable |Nick Pleasant _[Stantec on behalf of Policy [so1- Support |Vistry welcomes the amendments to Policy SD1, aligning with the revised wording of [Support for updated wording. [support noted. No
Development Vistry Presumption in the NPPF update December 2024. The amended policy now appropriately reflects thel
Favour of revised test for refusing planning permission, requiring a “strong” reason for refusal
sustainable rather than the previous reference to a “clear” reason
Development
(strategic)
LPROB7X Sustainable [loe Smith [Savills for Miller [Joe Smith, Savills, The Policy Policy SD1 - Support | Draft Policy SD 1 now includes some additional text taken directly from paragraph | The new NPPF is likely to change the [This plan review will be asessed on the content of the current NPPF. [No
Development Homes and Durham |Lumen, St James Boulevard, Presumption in 11(d) of the December 2024 NPPF. This includes replacing “clear” with “strong” at  [presumption in favour f sustainable
Cathedral Newcastle Helix, Newcastle Favour of the first bullet point, as well as including reference to key policies for directing development.
upon Tyne NE4 582 Sustainable development at the second bullet point.
Development (Given Darlington Borough Council submit the Local Plan Review to the Planning

Inspectorate for examination by 315t December 2026, as expected, then the Council
will be aware that the Publication Plan will benefit from transitional arrangements as
set out under Annex 1 of the December 2024 NPPF. However, it is likely that any
planning application determined at the time of adoption will be subject to the poli
and guidance set out within a revised NPPF.

Following recent consultation, it is widely considered that a new NPPF will be
published prior to the end of 2026, or summer 2026 at the earliest. As such, the
principles underpinning the presumption in favour of sustainable development, as
set out in the December 2024 NPPF are anticipated to change, consistent with the
[approach outlined in the consultation draft. At this stage, the Council’s attention
should be drawn to Annex 1 of the consultation NPPF, which states that
development plan policies that are in any respect inconsistent with the national
decision-making policies contained within the NPPF should be afforded very limited
weight, except where they have been examined and adopted against the revised
NPPF.

Taken together, our Client believes that the Council should ensure the draft wording
of Policy SD 1 reflects the December 2024 NPPF, while having a policy mechanism

that is robust in light of i policy.
LPRO97b Sustainable irene Ord Resident Policy [so1- Support TNPPF Guidance & Civil/Heritage Law Comment on council's enforcemnt process. | This is a seperat process in planning not relevant to the Local Plan. [No.
Development Presumption in DBC's Enforcement Procedure should enforce all significant planning conditions put
Favour of in place to protect the town’s historic assets. The formal Complaints Procedure may
sustainable be followed but eventually Enforcement Officers and impacted parties may give up.
Development
(strategic)
private land that is now being held by Limited Companies with named
Directors/Investors (who may change at will).
Historic England may only intervene in Grade II* or Grade | cases where harming
takes place. If DBC is not prepared to defend its own historic assets who will?
LPRO95h Sustainable Karl Everitt [Allure Developments _|Lee Fulcher, DPP Planning, [Policy [so1- Support [Draft Policy SD1 retains largely the g as the previously adopted DLP, | General support for approach. [support noted. No
Development Studio 14, Haylofts, St Presumption in with added clarification that particular regard should be had for
[Thomas Street, Newcastle Favour of [development to sustainable locations and promoting the effective use of land. It is
upon Tyne, NE1 4LE, sustainable considered to be in accordance with the NPPF, and we welcome the inclusion that
lee.fulcher@dppukitd.com Development the effective land use will be promoted, and policies around housing allocations and
(strategic) the spatial strategy must be reflective of this.
(PRI13 & 1142 Sustainable Rachel Coates | Bellway Homes Rachel Coates, Stantec. _[Policy E Support _|Bellway welcomes the amendments to Policy SD1, aligning with the revised wording |General support for approach. [Support noted. No
Development Presumption in o the NPPF update December 2024. The amended policy now appropriately reflects
Favour of the revised test for refusing planning permission, requiring a “strong” reason for
Sustainable refusal rather than the previous reference to a “clear” reason.

(strategic)
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LPR104d Sustainable

Development

[Andrew Rose

[Taylor Wimpey

[Andrew Rose, Spawforths
Planner & Architects,
lJunction 41 Business Court
East Ardsley, Leed, WF 2AB
01924873873 07841
621219

Policy

Policy SD1.
Presumption in
favour of
sustainable
development

Object

4.1 Taylor Wimpey considers that the wording in Policy SD1 does not provide any

Duplication of wording in the NPPF is

further the p g in the F d that simply

replicating the wording of the Framework does not add anything to the plan and

therefore should not be included within the Plan.

Justification

4.2 The policy replicates the wording of the Presumption in Favour of Sustainable

Development contained in paragraph 11 of the Framework, with the wording being

updated to reflect the current December 2024 Framework.

4.3 By simply replicating the wording of the Framework it does not add anything to

the Plan. Paragraph 16d of the Framework actively instructs local planning

[authorities to avoid duplication of policies contained in the Framework itself.

4.4 Furthermore, although transitional arrangements may allow the Local Plan

Review to be examined against the December 2024 Framework, planning decisions

taken after adoption will be required to apply the Frameworkin force at that point.

[With a further revision to the Framework anticipated later this year, and likely to
alter the in favour of (as set

lout in the recent consultation draft), Policy SD1 risks being superseded at the point

of adoption. This further reinforces the view that the policy is superfluous and would

serve no meaningful purpose.

Proposed Approach

4.5 To address the comments, the following approach is proposed:

» Removal of the policy wording to avoid duplication of the Framework

ind over complicates the plan.

[The new NPPF is likely to change the
presumption in favour if sustainable
development.

[We agree in principle that duplication should be avoided however in
terms of clarity to the reader we think it makes sense to retain this
fundamental principle within the plan.

[This plan review will be asessed on the content of the current NPPF.

No

LPR105D Sustainable

[Andrew Rose

[Taylor Wimpey

[Andrew Rose, Spawforths
Planner & Architects,
lJunction 41 Business Court
East Ardsley, Leed, WF 2A8
01924873873 07841
621221

Policy

sD1-
Presumption in
favour of
sustainable
development

Neutral

Taylor Wimpey considers that the wording in Policy SD1 does not provide any further|

g in the Framework and that simply replicating the
[wording of the Framework does not add anything to the plan and therefore should
not be included within the Plan. The policy replicates the wording of the
Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development contained in paragraph 11 of the
Framework, with the wording being updated to reflect the current December 2024
Framework.

4.3 By simply replicating the wording of the Framework it does not add anything to
the Plan. Paragraph 16d of the Framework actively instructs local planning
authorities to avoid duplication of policies contained in the Framework itself.

4.4 Furthermore, although transitional arrangements may allow the Local Plan
Review to be examined against the December 2024 Framework, planning decisions
taken after adoption will be required to apply the Frameworkin force at that point.
[With a further revision to the Framework anticipated later this year, and likely to

alter th in favour of (as set
lout in the recent consultation draft), Policy SD1 risks being superseded at the point
of adoption. This further reinforces the view that the policy is superfluous and would
serve no meaningful purpose. To address the comments, the following approach is
proposed: Removal of the policy wording to avoid duplication of the Framework

Duplication of wording in the NPPF is
uneccessary and over complicates the plan.

[The new NPPF is likely to change the
presumption in favour if sustainable
development

[We agree in principle that duplication should be avoided however in
terms of clarity to the reader we think it makes sense to retain this
fundamental principle within the plan.

[This plan review will be asessed on the content of the current NPPF.

No

LPROST Sustainable
Development

[Chris Martin

HBF

Policy

sD1-
Presumption in
Favour of

(strategic)

Neutral

[tis noted that this policy simply replicates the wording of the Presumption in Favour
of Sustain-able Development contained in paragraph 11 of the NPPF, with the
wording being updated to reflect the current December 2024 NPPF.

The HBF considers that simply replicating the wording of the NPPF does not add
[anything to the plan, and indeed paragraph 16d of the NPPF actively instructs local
planning authorities to avoid duplication of policies contained in the NPPF itself.

The Council will also be aware that whilst the Local Plan Review may benefit from
transitional arrangements so that it will be examined against the December 2024
INPPF, in reality any plan-ning decisions that will be made after the plan is adopted
will need to take into account the NPPF which is in place at the time. Given that it is
lexpected that a new NPPF will be published later this year which is likely to
fundamentally change the Presumption in Favour of Sustainable De-velopment (as
[outlined in the recent consultation draft), then it s likely to be the case that Policy
SD1 would be rendered out of date upon adoption anyway (see paragraphs 4-6 of
this letter). This further reinforces the view that the Council should delete Policy SD1
as it is superfluous and is likely to be ineffective at the point of the plan’s adoption

Duplication of wording in the NPPF is
uneccessary and over complicates the plan.

[The new NPPF is likely to change the
presumption in favour if sustainable
development

[We agree in principle that duplication should be avoided however in
terms of clarity to the reader we think it makes sense to retain this
fundamental principle within the plan.

[This plan review will be asessed on the content of the current NPPF.

No

LPRO32i Sustainable

Development

Richard Cowen

[CPRE Durham

Policy

[5D2 - Settlement
Hierarchy
(strategic)

Support

"CPRE Durham accepts development within the main urban area of Darlington.
[Although we have been critical of the amount of housing proposed here, which we.
have considered to be excessive, we accept that the principle has been approved
following the Examination into the current Local Plan.

That said, we have also considered the development that has been permitted in
villages such as Middleton St George (and neighbouring development adjoining the
village but in fact in Neasham Parish) which has affected the character of such
villages. we therefore fully support the proposed wording of this Policy to say that
future development in such areas should support local needs. We will comment
further on Policy H1 as we fear this may not be fully consistent with this Policy."

Supportive of settlement heirachy to protect
rural villages and countryside.

Support noted.

LPR113 & 114D Sustainable

Development

Rachel Coates

Bellway Homes

Rachel Coates, Stantec.

Policy

Hierarchy
(strategic)

Neutral

Bellway are broadly supportive of the Settlement Hierarchy remaining as is secured
in the adopted local plan within the Draft Plan. The decision to direct the broad
distribution of development in the first instance to the Darlington Urban Area is the
most sustainable and viable option for the Borough given the relative lack of
significant settlements, and this is welcomed

3.6.2 DBC should consider that maintaining this hierarchy necessitates that they
incorporate a level of flexibility the Draft Plan. A rigid application of the
hierarchy risks constraining the delivery of sustainable development, particularly
where site limit for new to
come forward within the Darlington Urban Area.

Generally supportive of heirachy but
recommends a level of flexibilty.

[The plan as drafted s flexible and sets out in other policies where
development outside of the settlement heirachy may be permitted.

No

LPRO67 & 68 Sustainable

Development

(Georgina Cox

(Gladman

Policy.

D2 Settlement
Hierarchy
(strategic)

Neutral

See submitted attachment.

Darlington Borough Councilis not intending to make any changes to the settlement
hierarchy that is contained in the current adopted Local Plan. Gladman supports the
placement of settlements in the hierarchy, recognizing Middleton St George’s and its
level of sustainability as a tier 2 settlement in the adopted and draft Local Plan. We
[would still consider the plan needs to thoroughly examine whether the housing need
can be met through the distribution set out in the settlement hierarchy. Darlington is
increasingly becoming constrained and running out of opportunities for growth,
(Gladman would emphasise the increasing need for the council to meet its housing
need through lower tier settlements which have the available land needed and
established infrastructure to facilitate further grow.

y supportive but ion will
to be given to opportunities for growth in lower
tier' settlements.

support noted. At present we are confident housing needs
can be met within existing allocations in and around the main urban
area and service villages.

No
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LPROA1g.

Sustainable
Development

MrJ N & Mrs N Swinbank

[Andrew Moss, Ward
Hadaway LLP, Sandgate
House, 102 Quayside,
Newcastle upon Tyne, NE1
30X Tel: 07899878420
andrew.moss@wardadawa
ly.com

Policy

Hierarchy
(strategic)

Object

"Support the policy to the extent that Neasham is classified as a Rural Village. It
follows that the defined Rural Villages are acknowledged to be a more sustainable
location for development than smaller, non-classified villages, hamlets and groups of
dwellings which having regard to the policy are to be regarded as ‘countryside'.

Itis noted that in criterion 3, the policy states that development in the Rural Villages
will make efficient and sustainable use of existing buildings and infill opportunities.
Itis anticipated that there will be limited potential to make more use of existing
buildings in the Rural Villages. In relation to infill development, in the Glossary to the|
Plan, 'infill development'is defined as ‘the development of a small area of vacant
land between existing buildings'. It is anticipated acknowledging this definition that
there will be limited opportunities for such development in the Rural Villages. This is
i practice a perpetuation of a long existing policy approach which is unnecessarily
restrictive of in the Rural Vil her things
the need stated in reasoned justification paragraph 3.0.11 to safeguard and maintain
their vitality and viability. It is acknowledged that a balance is needed however at
this stage it is considered that the proposed approach is a further perpetuation of
the existing longstanding approach and is too restrictive.

A representation is submitted to the Glossary definition of infil, namely that the
definition should include the 'filling of gaps and rounding off’. There are locations
[where an additional dwelling or two could be be added to existing development in
the Rural Villages and would integrate acceptably. Indeed part of the character of
these Villages arises from small numbers of houses being added over the years.

Following on from the above, criterion 3 states that on the edges of Rural Villages,
housing development will meet clearly identified local needs recognising that an
element of open market housing may be required to deliver essential affordable

[The current policy approach is considered overly

Consideration s given to the broadening of the definition of ‘infill

restrictive on rural villages and greater flexibil
should be afforded for infill development in
these areas.

i the Glossary section.

No

LPROG4 & 065a

Sustainable

[Nick Pleasant

[Stantec on behalf of
Vistry

Policy.

502 Settlement
Hierarchy
(strategic)

Neutral

Vistry is broadly supportive of the Settlement Hierarchy remaining as is secured in
the adopted local plan within the Draft Plan, which identifies a range of settlements.
The hierarchy rightly notes that different settlements in the borough play a different
role. DBC should consider a level of flexibility within the Draft Plan. A rigid
application of the hierarchy risks constraining the delivery of sustainable
development, particularly where site availability and viability issues limit
lopportunities for new development to come forward.

Of greater to concern to Vistry s the lack of housing growth which is directed to the
settlements and villages outside of the main urban area or the proposed urban
expansions. Whilst the gnises the role of there s
little to no growth proposed through proactive allocation of sites. This presents two
immediate challenges:

1. Settlements without allocations stagnate, and lack the natural churn of
|development which is necessary to retain vibrancy and growth,

2. Future housing growth occurs on a piecemeal basis with no long term plan for how|
new be managed tolocal

Both outcomes can be avoided with a proactive approach to delivering development
i settlements outside the main urban area.The issue is exacerbated by overly
stringent Development Limits policies (e.g., SD3) which would seemingly take a
presumptive position against logical development adjacent to these settlements
where there is no scope for growth within the settlement boundary (Development
Limits).

Therefore, the plan should follow the spatial strategy and allocate land outside the
urban areas. Indeed, as set out in our comments against policy H1 there is a need to
identify additional land through the local plan in any case. As such, new sites should
be allocated to increase the housing supply, and in addition further sites should be
allocated to address the genuine likelihood that larger sites in the plan do not deliver
a5 expected. See submitted attachment.

Broadly supportive of Settlement Heirachy but
consider that more housing growth in the
surrounding villages should be considered.

In recent years the surrounding villages of Darlington have had
significant areas of growth. Including numerous commitments and
completions within the existing local plan. Some of this was to
ensure sufficient delivery while larger scale urban extensions were
planned.

LPROS1a

Sustainable
Development

Chris Martin

HBF

Policy

5D2 - Settlement
Hierarchy

Neutral

[The HBF notes that the Councilis not intending to make any changes to the
Borough's Settlement Hierarchy that is contained in the existing Local Plan. Whilst
we do not have any specific comments on individual settlements, the HBF considers
that the Council should be re-examining the adopted Settlement Hierarchy to
establish i it s still appropriate for the new plan period. This needs to focus on
[whether the plan can still sustainably meet its housing need within the right
locations in the Borough.

[The settlement heirachy should be re-examined
to establish this s still appropriate for the new
plan period

[This has been considered and will be presented in the sustainability
appraisal.

No

LPRO92C

Sustainable
Development

James Reid

Miller Homes

Steven Longstaff, ELG
Planning, Gateway House,
55 Conscliffe Road,
Darlington, DL3 7EH
07725970806

Policy

[5D2 - Settlement
Hierarchy
(strategic)

Object

Miller Homes acknowledge that the Darlington Urban Area will likely remain the
focus for development in the Borough. However, Miller Homes consider that the
position of Middleton St George in the settlement hierarchy should be higher than
the other service villages reflectingits role as more than a service village.

The population of Middleton St George is approximately 5,000 according to ONS data)
which is nearly twice as large as Hurworth (2,780) and substantially larger than
Heighington (7,000). In addition, it has significantly more services including:

« Three convenience stores (Sainsburys, Londis and Premier)

« Post Office

« Vets

« Doctors surgery

« Dentist

« Three pubs

« Cricket club

« Community centre

+ Wi hut and scouts hall

« Restaurants and takeaways

« Two cafes

« Pet shop and dog groomers

« Betting shop

« Barbers

« Primary school

« Nursery

« Train station

« Bus services

Middleton St George is the largest settlement in the Borough after Darlington and
offers a substantial range of services and sustainable transport links including a train
station with regular services to both Darlington and Middlesbrough as set out above.

Miller Homes consider that Middleton St George
should be ranked higher than the other service
villages due to it's range of services.

[We do not consider an additional tier is necessary at this time.
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LPR104e Sustainable [AndrewRose [Taylor Wimpey [Andrew Rose, Spawforths _[Policy Policy SD2: The Unknown [5.1 Taylor Wimpey considers that the settlement hierarchy should be capabl [The tobe by Further evidence will be presented and reasonable alternatives No
Development Planner & Architects, settlement delivering the much needed housing and economic growth and should reflect the  |updated evidence to demostrate it remains  [considered in the sustainabiltly appraisal of the plan.
llunction 41 Business Court Hierarchy role and function of the settlement. This should be based on robust and up to date  [sufficient. A more flexible approach may be
East Ardsley, Leed, WF 2A8 evidence base that supports the policy. needed to sustain growth.
01924873873 07841 Justification
621220 5.2 The C within Itation document that
hierarchy will comprise of three categories:
« The Darlington Urban Area;
« Service Villages (Heighington, Hurworth and Middleton St George)
« Rural Villages (Bishopton, Brafferton, High Coniscliffe, Low Coniscliffe, Merrybent,
Neasham, Piercebridge, Sadberge)
5.3 This hierarchy has been carried forward from the adopted Local Plan; however, it
is not underpinned by an updated assessment of settlement role and function or
updated assessment of housing and employment needs. As a result, there is concern
that the proposed hierarchy is not supported by a proportionate and up-to-date
levidence base, contrary to the requirements of the Framework
5.4 The location of development is a critical aspect of achieving sustainable
[development. In accordance with national policy, development should be directed to
locations that are, or can be made, sustainable, with regard to accessibility, the
availability of services and facilities, and the ability to support both existing and new
communities.
5.5 Given the scale of housing and employment growth required to meet identified
Ineeds, a more flexible and responsive approach to the settlement hierarchy is
necessary. This should enable growth to be distributed across a range of settlements
and site scales, informed by their functional role and, in the case of employment
[development, by the strategic suitability and accessibility of locations.
5.6 Berrymead Farm, for example, represents a sustainable settlement to the north
of Darlington, with strong functional relationships to the urban area and access to
LPR105e Sustainable [AndrewRose [Taylor Wimpey (Andrew Rose, Spawforths _[Policy [5D2-Settlement Neutral | Taylor Wimpey considers that the settlement hierarchy should be capable of [The heirachy needs to be underpinned by Further evidence will be presented and reasonable alternatives No
Planner & Architects, Hierarchy delivering the much needed housing and economic growth and should reflect the |updated evidence to demostrate it remains  [considered in the sustainabilty appraisal of the plan.
lnunction 41 Business Court role and function of the settlement. This should be based on robust and up to date  [sufficient. A more flexible approach may be
East Ardsley, Leed, WF 28 [evidence base that supports the policy. The Council suggests within the consultation [needed to sustain growth.
01924873873 07841 [document that the settlement hierarchy will comprise of three categories:
621222 « The Darlington Urban Area;
« Service Villages (Heighington, Hurworth and Middleton St George)
« Rural Villages (Bishopton, Brafferton, High Coniscliffe, Low Coniscliffe, Merrybent,
Neasham, Piercebridge, Sadberge)
5.3 This hierarchy has been carried forward from the adopted Local Plan; however, it
is not underpinned by an updated assessment of settlement role and function or
updated assessment of housing and employment needs. As a result, there is concern
that the proposed hierarchy is not supported by a proportionate and up-to-date
levidence base, contrary to the requirements of the Framework
5.4 The location of development is a critical aspect of achieving sustainable
[development. In accordance with national policy, development should be directed to
locations that are, or can be made, sustainable, with regard to accessibility, the
availability of services and facilities, and the ability to support both existing and new
communities.
5.5 Given the scale of housing and employment growth required to meet identified
Ineeds, a more flexible and responsive approach to the settlement hierarchy is
necessary. This should enable growth to be distributed across a range of settlements
[and site scales, informed by their functional role and, in the case of employment
[development, by the strategic suitability and accessibility of locations, Low.
Coniscliffe, for example, represents a sustainable settlement to the west of
Darlington, with strong functional relationships to the urban area and access to
associated services and facilities. Taylor Wimpey's site at Coniscliffe Road is
available, suitable and achievable, and is capable of contributing positively to the
LPR103d Sustainable Duncan Peake | Raby Estates Hanna Mawson, Pegasus _|Policy [5D2 - Settlement Unknown [Asillustrated in the Boundary Extent Plan, the Client’s landholdings in Piercebridge | Concerns raised in respect of policy SD2 Policies SD2, H6 and H7, outline the locational strategy for new No
Development Group, First Floor, Hierarchy are directly (Settlement Hierarchy), policy H6 (Rural development in the borough and restrict development beyond
Gainsborough House, 34-40 [adjacent to the village centre and the defined Development Limits, as shown on the ~|Exception Sites) and Policy H7 (Residential development limits. The approach was found sound for the current
Grey Street, Newcastle Draft Policies Development in the Countryside] in meeting the Local Plan and therefore has been carried forward into the reviewed
lupon Tyne, NE1 6AE Map (as well as the adopted Policies Map). As such, these landholdings are soundness tests as per para 36 of the NPPF. Itis ~draft. No changes are therefore considered necessary.
considered considered that these Policies are overly
‘countryside’, noting that these land parcels could deliver residential development  |restrictive to development in rural areas and do
where this would not recognise housing needs of rural
meet clearly identified local needs and the set of criteria, as per Policy SD 2, Policy H6|communities. The policies as drafted risk
[and Policy preventing opportunities for sustainable housing
H7. lgrowth outside of the Darlington Urban Area.
Itis considered evident that Policies SD 2, H6 and H7 in the Draft Local Plan are Further, whilst Piercebridge for example is
inherently restrictive with regards to enabling residential development opportunities [identified as a Rural Village, development
and growth across the Borough's countryside, particularly given the emphasis placed |opportunities on land adjacent to the settlement
lon delivering affordable units on the edge of Rural Village, with a small proportion of [and other rural villages are heavily constrained
market housing ‘in exceptional circumstances’ (Policies SD 2 and H6), and the limited |by these Policies due to the emphasis on
residential development types that could be permitted in the countryside (Policy H7).|delivering affordable units and the limited
residential development types. Sympathetic
development would support the sustainability of
these communities and accordingly a more
positive approach to development in rural areas
should be considered. Recommended that a
policy similar to policy 6 of the County Durham
Plan is included in the emerging Darlington Local
Plan which covers development of sites which
are not allocated within and outside built up
areas.
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LPR1032

Sustainable
Development

Duncan Peake

Raby Estates

[Hanna Mawson, Pegasus
Group, First Floor,
Gainsborough House, 34-40
Grey Street, Newcastle
lupon Tyne, NE1 6AE

Policy

[5D2 - Settlement
Hierarchy

Unknown

[The Draft Local Plan establishes the Settlement Hierarchy under Policy SD 2. The
broad distribution of development in the Local Plan area s outlined within the three
distinct tiers of the Settlement Hierarchy. The tiers of the Hierarchy include the
‘Darlington Urban Area’, whereby this area remains the focus of future development
within the Borough, followed by ‘Service Villages', and lastly ‘Rural Villages'. Itis to
be noted that the policy wording for the Settlement Hierarchy in Policy SD 2 remains
identical to the wording within Policy SH 1 (Settlement Hierarchy) of the adopted
Local Plan.

As detailed above, the Client’s landholdings are directly adjacent to the village of
Piercebridge, which is established as a Rural Village in the Hierarchy. Rural Villages
are defined in Policy SD 2 as
follows
“The character of the Rural Villages, including their relationship to and setting within
the surrounding countryside, will be protected and where possible enhanced

in these villages will and sustai existing

buildings and infill opportunities. On the edges of Rural Villages, housing
development will meet clearly identified local needs, recognising that an element of
lopen market housing may be required to deliver essential affordable units.”

Policy SD 2 then states that:

‘Only those places with defined Development Limits are classified as settlements for
the purposes of this Policy. All areas outside the Development Limits are to be
regarded as ‘countryside’ unless specifically identified for other uses in the plan
(including Policies € 1 and E 2). The Development Limits are defined on the Policies
Map.”

Limits bl
Local Plan, which outlines:
‘Development within the limits identified on the Policies Map will be acceptable in

d i Policy SD 3 Limits) of the Draft

Provides a summary of the policy position with
reguard to a clients site adjacent to a rural
settlement.

[No comment

LPRO67 & 68

Sustainable

(Georgina Cox

(Gladman

Policy.

|02 Settlement
Hierarchy
(strategic)

Neutral

See submitted attachment.
Darlington Borough Councilis not intending to make any changes to the settlement
hierarchy that is contained in the current adopted Local Plan. Gladman supports the
placement of settlements i the hierarchy, recognizing Middleton St George’s and its
level of sustainability as a tier 2 settlement in the adopted and draft Local Plan. We
[would still consider the plan needs to thoroughly examine whether the housing need
can be met through the distribution set out in the settlement hierarchy. Darlington is
increasingly becoming constrained and running out of opportunities for growth,
(Gladman would emphasise the increasing need for the council to meet its housing
need through lower tier settlements which have the available land needed and
established infrastructure to facilitate further grow.

Broadly supportive of settlement heirachy but
urges a flexible approach in order to meet
lerowth needs. This included the consideration of]
lower tier' settlements.

(General support noted. At present we are confident housing needs.
can be met within existing allocations in and around the main urban

area and service villages

No

LPRO67 & 68K

Sustainable
Development

(Georgina Cox

(Gladman

Policy.

[s3—
Development
Limits (strategic)

Neutral

See submitted attachment.
(Gladman would suggest the council differentiates the term on land beyond
(development limits as there is a difference to land next to settlement boundaries
[which may be appropriate for and potential bl

in rural areas which may support the economy but be more isolated in nature.

[Some differention should be provided between
land beyond development limits and land next
to settlement boundaries.

[The existing approach is considered sufficient.

LPROBSH

Sustainable
Development

Matthew Hewitt

Hamilton Willis

Policy

5D3: Settlement
Boundaries

Neutral

Policy SD3: Settlement Boundaries — what evidence informed the approach to this
updated policy? For example, what justification exists for allocating new
on the west side of the A1(M).

Further evidence is required to demonstrate
ustification for development ro the west of the
AL(M)

Further evidence will be presented and reasonable alternatives

considered in the sustainabiltiy appraisal of the plan.

LPRO67 & 68a

Sustainable
Development

Georgina Cox

(Gladman,

Policy

503 -
Development
Limits (strategic)

Neutral

See submitted attachment.
(Gladman would suggest the council differentiates the term on land beyond
development limits as there is a difference to land next to settlement boundaries
[which may be appropriate for and potential

i rural areas which may support the economy but be more isolated in nature.

Some differention should be provided between
land beyond development limints and land next
to settlement boundaries.

[The existing approach is considered sufficient.

LPROB7y

Sustainable
Development

oe Smith

[Savills for Miller
Homes and Durham
Cathedral

[Joe Smith, Savills, The
Lumen, St James Boulevard,
Newcastle Helix, Newcastle
upon Tyne NE4 582

Policy

Policy SD3 -
Development
Limits (strategic
policy)

Support

itis that draft Policy SD 3 duplicates adopted Policy H 3. This states
that development within the limits identified on the Policies Map will be acceptable
i principle, subject to compliance with other relevant national and local policies.
lOur Client broadly agrees with the content of Policy SD 3 as currently drafted;
however, they wish to make clear that they reserve the right to provide further
[comment on draft Policy SD 3 should the Council consider any amendments to be
necessary at later stages of consultation.

General support for the approach but may
revisit later in the process,

Noted.

LPRO92d

Sustainable
Development

James Reid

Miller Homes

Steven Longstaff, ELG
Planning, Gateway House,
55 Conscliffe Road,
Darlington, DL3 7EH
07725970806

Policy

[so3—
Development
Limits (strategic)

Object

[The Council do not appear to have undertaken an assessment of the existing
[development limits to inform the Local Plan review. As such, there is no supporting
evidence to justify why the development limits are set as they are particularly given
the changes to the housing requirement and jobs target

Miller Homes support the Home Builders Federation's (HBF) position on
(development limits as set out in their representations, in that, there i a significant
difference between land adjacent to settlements and settlement boundaries that
may be sustainable and suitable for appropriate development and sites which are in
isolated rural locations (which are sought to be protected by Policy H7).

[The Council do not appear to have undertaken
an assessment of the existing development
limits to inform the Local Plan review.

[This has been undertaken and will be published alongside the Reg 19

consultation.

No

LPR104

Sustainable
Development

[Andrew Rose

[Taylor Wimpey

[Andrew Rose, Spawforths
Planner & Architects,
lJunction 41 Business Court
East Ardsley, Leed, WF 28
01924873873 07841
621221

Policy

Policy SD3:
Development
Limits

Unknown

6.1 Taylor Wimpey considers that the proposed policy wording in Policy SD3 is overly
restrictive and does not provide the appropriate flexibility to ensure that housing
[and employment needs can be met

Justification

6.2 The proposed development limits are defined on the consultation policies map
and are drawn tightly to the existing urban extent, with the exception of sites already|
allocated in the adopted Local Plan. This approach significantly restricts development
lopportunities outside these boundaries and limits flexibility in the supply of housing.
6.3 Given that the Local Plan Review has not undertaken a comprehensive
reassessment of housing and employment needs beyond the standard method for
housing, it is concerning that such tightly drawn development boundaries are
proposed at this stage. The approach risks unnecessarily constraining the delivery of
dentified development needs and is not consistent with the Framework's
requirement to ensure plans are sufficiently flexible to respond to changing
circumstances over the plan period.

6.4 Should any of the existing allocations experience delays or delivery constraints,
the policy offers limited scope for alternative sites to come forward, particularly
those located at the edges of settlements. National policy supports the identification
of a range and choice of sites, and there should therefore be consideration of a
hierarchy of potential locations, including sustainable sites adjacent to defined
settlements.

6.5 Taylor Wimpey's site at Berrymead Farm represents one such opportunity.
Located at the edge of the existing Darlington urban area, the site is well related to
the urban boundary and provides a logical extension to the existing urban area. The
site is capable of making a positive contribution to housing supply and supporting
the vitality and sustainability of Darlington.

Proposed Approach

6.6 To address the comments, the following approach s proposed:

Development limits are considered overly
restrictive.

[The existing approach is considered sufficient.
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LPR105F Sustainable [AndrewRose [Taylor Wimpey [Andrew Rose, Spawforths _[Policy 5D3- Object [ Taylor Wimpey considers that the proposed policy wording in Policy SD3 is overly limits are considered overh [The exist ris considered sufficient. No
Development Planner & Architects, Development restrictive and does not provide the appropriate flexibility to ensure that housing  [restrictive.
llunction 41 Business Court Limits and employment needs can be met. The proposed development limits are defined on|
East Ardsley, Leed, WF 2A8 the consultation policies map and are drawn tightly to the existing urban extent, with)
01924873873 07841 the exception of sites already allocated in the adopted Local Plan. This approach
621223 significantly restricts outside these bound: d limits
flexibility in the supply of housing,

6.3 Given that the Local Plan Review has not undertaken a comprehensive
reassessment of housing and employment needs beyond the standard method for
housing, itis concerning that such tightly drawn development boundaries are
proposed at this stage. The approach risks unnecessarily constraining the delivery of
dentified development needs and is not consistent with the Framework's
requirement to ensure plans are sufficiently flexible to respond to changing
circumstances over the plan period.

6.4 Should any of the existing allocations experience delays or delivery constraints,
the policy offers limited scope for alternative sites to come forward, particularly
those located at the edges of settlements. National policy supports the identification
of a range and choice of sites, and there should therefore be consideration of a
hierarchy of potential locations, including sustainable sites adjacent to defined
settlements.

6.5 Taylor Wimpey's site at Low Coniscliffe represents one such opportunity. Located
at the edge of the existing settlement, the site is well related to the village boundary
[and provides a logical rounding-off of development between the A1(M) and the
village. The site is capable of making a positive contribution to housing supply and
supporting the vitality and sustainability of the settlement. To address the
[comments, the following approach is proposed:

« Reflect national policy and guidance.

« Undertake a of limit bound: for
LPRI13 & 114c Sustainable Rachel Coates | Bellway Homes Rachel Coates, Stantec. _[Policy [s3— Neutral [Bellway acknowledge that this policy is in essence a repurposing of the previous |General support for approach to development | Comment noted. No
Policy H3 with regards to implementing development limits within the Draft Plan via [limits and the fallback position should sufficient

Limits (strategic) the Policies Map. supply not be forthcoming.
Bellway note the provision in Policy H1 that where there is no longer a demonstrable
supply of sites to meet the five year housing land requirement, housing sites located
beyond development limits that would make a positive contribution to the five-year
housing land supply and are well related to the built form of the main urban area or
service villages will be support. As Development Plans are meant to be read as a
whole, Bellway are satisfied these builds in appropriate flexibility to the hierarchy.
The ongoing identification of new suitable residential sites will remain necessary
even after the Local Plan is adopted and flexibility within Policy SD3 will prevent the
Plan from constraining DBC’s ability to respond to emerging needs and opportunities.

LPR127,128 & 120d |Sustainable Ros Kain Historic England Policy sD3 - [Neutral |We note the development limits have been drawn to include areas identified for _|Further clarity is needed on the review of the A review has been undertken and documented. This will be No
Development Development future planned growth of housing and employment adjoining the urban area. The  [development limits undertaken. published in due course. The recommended updates to
Limits [amendments of the settlement limits are not easily identified in the Local Plan development limits are however minimal
Review.

The text refers to an exercise being undertaken for the Borough's villages. Some of
these are allocated Conservation Areas. Where s this within the Evidence Base. Only
lone village allocation is proposed. This is an existing allocation in Heighington. It is
not clear why and where the village boundaries have been altered if this is not
related to proposed allocations.

suggested change - Expand upon which village boundaries have been altered.

LPRO41 Sustainable MrJN&MrsNJ Andrew Moss, Ward Policy. [sp3— Object | The use of Development Limits and restricting the development of land is not fully  |Objection to use of development limits. | This is a tried and tested policy tool tested and found sound at our  |No.
Development  [Swinbank Hadaway LLP, Sandgate Development consistent with the NPPF as they are seen to stifle sustainable development, whereas| last examination.
House, 102 Quayside, Limits (strategic) the NPPF seeks a more flexible and positive approach. It is suggested that
Newcastle upon Tyne, NE1 Limits should not be used in this Plan. This would be consistent with
3DX Tel: 07899878420 the approach in local plans in neighbouring authorities, Durham County for example.
andrew.moss@wardadawa
y.com
LPROSTD Sustainable [Chris Martin I3 Policy [so3- [Neutral | This policy states that development will generally be acceptable within Timits are consid i [The existing approach is considered sufficient. No
[Development Development limits. However, beyond these limits development will be restricted (this is detailed |restrictive.
Limits in Policy H7).
17.

The HBF recommends that the Council differentiates in terms of ts land beyond
development limits, for example there s a significant difference between land
adjacent to settlements and settlement boundaries which may be sustainable and
appropriate for development; or sustainable development in rural areas where it will
lenhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities; and sites which are located in
isolated areas

LPROG4 & 65b Sustainable NickPleasant _|Stantec on behalf of Policy sD3— Support | Vistry acknowledges that this policy is in essence a repurposing of the previous Policy | General support for approach to development | Comment noted. No
Development Vistry Development H3 with regards to implementing development limits within the Draft Plan via the  [limits and the fallback position should sufficient
Limits (strategic) Policies Map. supply not be forthcoming.

Vistry notes the provision in Policy H1 that where there is no longer a demonstrable
supply of sites to meet the five-year housing land requirement, housing sites located
beyond development limits that would make a positive contribution to the five-year
housing land supply and are well related to the built form of the main urban area or
service villages will be supported. As Development Plans are meant to be read as a
whole, Vistry is satisfied these builds in appropriate flexibility to the hierarchy.

The ongoing identification of new suitable residential sites will remain necessary
leven after the Local Plan is adopted and flexibility within Policy SD3 will prevent the
Plan from constraining DBC’s ability to respond to emerging needs and opportunities.
See submitted attachment.

LPRO41C Housing Mr N & Mrs N [Andrew Moss, Ward Policy [s03= Object | The use of Development Limits and restricting the development of land is not fully | Development limits are considered overly [The existing approach s considered sufficient. No
swinbank Hadaway LLP, Sandgate Development consistent with the NPPF as they are seen to stifle sustainable development, whereas|restrictive.
House, 102 Quayside, Limits the NPPF seeks a more flexible and positive approach. Itis suggested that
Newcastle upon Tyne, NE1 Development Limits should not be used in this Plan. This would be consistent with
30X Tel: 07899878420 the approach in local plans in neighbouring authorities, Durham County for example.
andrew.moss@wardadawa
ly.com
LPRO59 & 60 Housing Dominic Crowley | Lichfields Policy 03— Object |Policy SD3 notes that development within the limits identified on the Policies Map limits are considered overh [The exist Tris considered sufficient. No
Development [will be acceptable in principle subject to compliance with other relevant national and [restrictive.
Limits (strategic) local policies. The supporting text at paragraph 3.1.2 goes on to note that the limits,

defined through Policy SD3 will provide more certainty as to where development will
lor will not generally be permitted, with Policy H7 clarifying that development in such
areas will be restricted.

The approach set out within this policy is too restrictive and not consistent with
national planning policy which supports development in sustainable locations. If
development limits are to be included within the revised Local Plan, the policy should|
be worded to reflect the opportunities that some edge of settlement sites (such as
Hallam Land's site west of Roundhill Road in Hurworth - SHLAA Site Ref: 449) hold
for suitable, sustainable and deliverabl
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LPR133

Sustainable
Development

Katherine Dobson,

NWL

[Section

Sustainable
Development

Neutral

[We support sustainable planned development in locations well served by our
wastewater and water networks and treatment centres. We seek to ensure that
proposed development does not encroach or impact on our assets and operational
areas. With regards to wastewater services, the vast majority of Darlington borough
is served by our Stressholme Sewage Treatment Works, with the exception of
Middleton St George and one or two very small rural villages which have their own
small Sewage Treatment Works.

[We have supplied Darlington Council with sewage treatment works capacity mapping]
which also demonstrates the boundary extent (by colour delineation) of our existing
drainage network areas. Where major strategic developments are planned such as
the garden villages we will work with the Local Planning Authority and developers to
consider our network capabilities and extend our boundary areas if required.

[With regards to water supply, Darlington borough is served by the Kielder Water
Resource Zone (Southern Zone) comprising of the River Tees and Teesdale resources
and two Water Treatment Works which supply Teesside. We will supply information
lon any planned investments in the Darlington area as part of our response to
Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

[No significant issues raised at this stage. Pointers|
o further information have been provided.

Information is noted and we will continue the dialogue between the
Council and NWL
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LPR reference
(starting at LPR021)

LPR 026 /0275 Sustainable
Design and

Climate Change

David Barton

Organisation

Community
[campaigner, Civic
Heritage, InYouArea
| Ambassador for
Southport

Site / Policy /

Section

[section

Policy Details

DC1-
Sustainable
Design Principles

Section Details

4. Sustainable
Design and
Climate Change

Object

/support/

Neutral

Neutral

Comments

See Section one of PDF response regarding design codes.

Comment Summary

A range of suggestions are made particular
i relation to historic buildings.

Officer Response

[Comment noted

Change Required
Yes/No

Proposed Changes

LPROS1c Sustainable
Design and

Climate Change

Chris Martin

Policy

DC1 -
Sustainable
Design Principles

Neutral

[The HBF recognises the importance of promoting high quality places and
considers good design an important component of what makes a
development sustainable. It is noted that Policy DC1 has been amended
with inter alia the following wording added:

“All major new residential development will be required to conduct a
Building for a Healthy Life Assessment (or successor document). Schemes.
should secure as many greens as possible, whilst minimising the number
of ambers. Schemes with one or more red will not be acceptable and wil
be refused planning permission unless significant overriding reasons can
be demonstrated.”

[Whilst the HBF considers that assessing development proposals against
the Building for a Healthy Life criteria can assist in creating high quality
schemes, this can only happen where the process of how such an
lassessment is undertaken and evaluated is clear. Currently the policy and
supporting text is not clear on this process and so as it stands, this
requirement creates uncertainty and unnecessary risk for developers. The
(Council should therefore clearly articulate who will be assessing schemes
(for instance an individual officer, several officers or an independent
panel), whether developers will be permitted to observe or take part in
the process, what takes place after the scheme is assessed (for instance,
will the developer be able to amend the scheme to address any.
comments) and how this fits in with a wider planning assessment of a
scheme.

In relation to the latter point, the Council is correct that developers should
seek to maximise the number of green scores and minimise the number of
[amber scores. However, the HBF notes that the Building for a Healthy Life

Policy not currently clear on the BFHL
assessment process. Approach to red
scores too restrictive and inflexible, red
scores should be weighed in the planning
balance.

Requirement to undertake
BFHL assessment removed due
to lack of resources to
|adequately implement a
thorough assessment process.

Ve

Remove BFHL

LPROS2b Sustainable
Design and

Climate Change

Louise Tait

Environment Agency

Policy.

DC1 -
Sustainable
Design Principles

Neutral

Policy DC 1 Sustainable Design Principles We suggest the addition of the
following text to criterion c) to address any impacts to watercourses:
‘Development likely to affect a watercourse should seek to conserve and
lenhance the ecological, landscape and recreational value of the
watercourse and its associated corridor.”

[Suggest additional wording for proposals
likely to affect a watercourse

Comment noted and
lamendment proposed.

Ves

Wording amended to state
retaining and enhancing the
ecological, landscape and
recreational value of existing
features of interest such as

LPROS9 & 602 Sustainable
Design and

Climate Change

Dominic Crowley

Lichfields

Policy

1loci—
Sustainable
Design Principles
(strategic)

Object

[Whilst the proposed to Policy DC1 are generally welcomed
by Hallam Land, concerns are raised with the introduction of the folloy
text:

=

“All major new residential development will be required to conduct a
Building for a Healthy Life Assessment (or successor document). Schemes.
should secure as many greens as possible, whilst minimising the number
[of ambers. Schemes with one or more red will not be acceptable and wil
be refused planning permission unless significant overriding reasons can
be demonstrated.”

Hallam Land acknowledge that assessment against Building for a Healthy
Life criteria can be a helpful tool in delivering high-quality residential
development, however the current wording raises concerns, particularly
given the policy presumption in favour of refusal of planning permission
[where one or more red is scored as:

« The procedure for undertaking the assessment is entirely unclear; there
s no detail provided on how this assessment will be undertaken or who
will be responsible for determining the final score. Given the complexity of
design considerations and implicit forj tobe
made, it is essential that an appropriate mechanism for assessment is
dentified;

« Clarity should be provided on how proposals will be assessed where
information on aspects of the development is not known at the time of the|
planning application (for example in scenarios where an outline planning
application with all matters reserved is submitted). Whilst we
lacknowledge that in such circumstances, typically an ‘amber’ is scored
lagainst the relevant criteria, the policy should be explicit in noting that this|

Policy not currently clear on the BFHL
assessment process. Approach to red
scores too restrictive and inflexible, red
scores should be weighed in the planning
balance.

Requirement to undertake
BFHL assessment removed due
to lack of resources to
[adequately implement a
thorough assessment process.

Yes

Remove BFHL

LPRO64 & 065¢ Sustainable
Design and

Climate Change

Nick Pleasant

Stantec on behalf of
Vistry

Policy

DC1—
Sustainable
Design Principles
(strategic)

Support

Vistry supports the need to achieve well designed places and supports a
clear policy approach on this topic. As a successful and experienced
developer across the UK, Vistry recognises the benefits that well thought
lout design policy can have on both the amenity and safety of residents
within developments. However, conversely, design policy which places
undeliverable aspirations upon developments can become a barrier to
(development rendering schemes unfeasible and undeliverable in most
extreme cases.
The amendments to Policy DC1 to remove requirements for schemes to
demonstrate energy efficiency measures and low carbon technologies is
the correct approach. The requirement for proposals to demonstrate how
they will reduce carbon emissions and improve energy performance is
more appropriately addressed through validation requirements than as a
policy requirement.
in a similar vein, Vistry notes the policy requirement for a Building for a
Healthy Life assessment to accompany future major residential
development proposals. While Vistry has no objection to this requirement
in principle and is already providing this assessment in neighbouring
authorities such as County Durham, requirements relating to the

ion of i ion with planning not policy
matters. As such, this paragraph should be removed from the policy, with
stead updated to reflect this requirement. See

submitted attachment.

[Support removal of energy efficiency
measures and low carbon technologes.
BFHLis not a policy matter and should be
removed and added to the validation
checklist.

Energy efficiency requirements|
moved to new policy.
Requirement to undertake
BFHL assessment removed due
to lack of resources to
adequately implement a
thorough assessment process.

Yes

Remove BFHL
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LPROG7 & 68b Sustainable Georgina Cox _ |Gladman Policy DC1- Neutral |Gladman would promote there be some more clarity on the Building for a [Further clarity required on BFHL process. |Requirement to undertake _|Yes Remove BFHL
Design and Sustainable Healthy Assessment and how it works. This is needed to provide certainty |Policy should acknowledge that in some  [BFHL assessment removed due
Climate Change Design Principles to developers and reduce future risk. This will involve articulating who will |circumstances amber scores cannot be  [to lack of resources to

(strategic) do the assessment, and what takes place after the scheme is assessed. |avoided and only 9 green scores are implement a
Itis important to note that the Building for a Healthy Life document required to achieve commendation. thorough assessment process.
recognises that sometimes amber scores will not be able to be avoided,
and only nine green scores is needed in order to achieve a commendation
land to use the Building for a Healthy Life logo. This needs to be recognised
land supported in the Draft Local Plan Review within the policy wording for
transparency.

LPRO67 & 681 Sustainable Georgina Cox _|Gladman Policy DC1- Neutral |Gladman would promote there be some more clarity on the Building for a_|Further clarity required on BFHL process. |Requirement to undertake _|Yes Remove BFHL
Design and Sustainable Healthy Assessment and how it works. This is needed to provide certainty |Policy should acknowledge that in some  [BFHL assessment removed due
Climate Change Design Principles o developers and reduce future risk. This will involve articulating who will |circumstances amber scores cannot be  [to lack of resources to

(strategic) do the assessment, and what takes place after the scheme is assessed. |avoided and only 9 green scores are ladequately implement a
Itis important to note that the Building for a Healthy Life document required to achieve commendation. thorough assessment process.
recognises that sometimes amber scores will not be able to be avoided,
and only nine green scores is needed in order to achieve a commendation
land to use the Building for a Healthy Life logo. This needs to be recognised
land supported in the Draft Local Plan Review within the policy wording for
transparency.

LPRO6ID Sustainable Jude Murray Resident Policy DC1— Object  |Policy DC1 (i) states ‘All major new residential development will be [The wording 'unless significant overriding |This wording has been Yes Remove BFHL
Design and Sustainable required to conduct a Building for a Healthy Life Assessment (or successor |reasons can be demonstrated should be  [removed along with the
Climate Change Design Principles document). Schemes should secure as many greens as possible, whilst |removed to avoid ambiguity and avoid  [requirement for all

(strategic) minimising the number of ambers. Schemes with one or more red will not|undermining community input developments to undertake a
be acceptable and will be refused planning permission unless significant Building for Healthy Life
loverriding reasons can be demonstrated". This should be re-worded to [Assessment. This will avoid any|
remove ‘unless significant overriding reasons can be demonstrated'. inconsistencies with the

(Garden Village Design Code
[There is no mention of an example of what a significant override would be sPDs,
[and what is significant to one, may not be to another. To remove any
[ambiguity at all this wording should be removed.
It should also be removed as it cannot be in the interests of residents to
allow schemes with red flags!
During the Skerningham Design Code consultation events, in which | took
part, we were told that schemes with one or more red flags would be
refused. The inclusion of the wording in policy DC1(i) therefore
undermines the community input and does nothing to encourage future
(community involvement.

LPRO71d Sustainable Dale Morris Homes by Esh Joe Ridgeon, Hedley Policy DC1- Neutral |The majority of the proposed amends and additions to Policy DC1are _[Policy not currently clear on the BFHL __|Requirement to undertake _|Yes Remove BFHL
Design and Planning Services, Tanners Sustainable supported. However, the following wording could result in an unnecessary [assessment process. Approach to red BFHL assessment removed due
Climate Change Burn Business Park, Burn Design Principles policy burden which could result in otherwise sustainable development  [scores too restrictive and inflexible, red  [to lack of resources to

Lane, Hexham, NE46 3RU (strategic) not coming forward: scores should be weighed in the planning |adequately implement a

oe@hedleyplanning.co.uk “All major new residential development will be required to conducta  |balance. thorough assessment process.
Building for a Healthy Life Assessment (or successor document). Schemes
should secure as many greens as possible, whilst minimising the number
[of ambers. Schemes with one or more red will not be acceptable and will
be refused planning permission unless significant overriding reasons can
be demonstrated.”
Every planning application should be considered on its own merits. Whilst
lour client considers that assessing development proposals against the
Building for a Healthy Life criteria can assist in creating high quality
schemes, this can only happen where the process of how such an
assessment is undertaken and evaluated is clear. Currently the policy and
supporting text is not clear on this process and this requirement may
result in uncertainty and unnecessary risk for developers. The Council
should therefore clearly articulate who will be assessing schemes (for
instance an individual officer, several officers or an independent panel),
whether developers will be permitted to observe or take part in the
process, what takes place after the scheme is assessed (for instance, will
the developer be able to amend the scheme to address any comments)
[and how this fits in with a wider planning assessment of a scheme.
[While the Councilis correct that developers should seek to maximise the
number of green scores and minimise the number of amber scores, the
Building for a Healthy Life document itself highlights that there may be

LPRO74f Sustainable Leanne Carroll _|Resident Policy DC1- Neutral |Policy DCL i says: “All major new residential development will be required |No reds should be allowed and the [This wording has been Yes Remove BFHL
Design and Sustainable to conduct a Building for a Healthy Life Assessment (o successor \wording 'significant overriding reasons'  |removed along with the
Climate Change Design Principles [document). Schemes should secure as many greens as possible, whilst  [should be removed requirement for all

(strategic) minimising the number of ambers. Schemes with one or more red will not developments to undertake a
be acceptable and will be refused planning permission unless significant Building for Healthy Life
loverriding reasons can be demonstrated.” It's always possible to find [Assessment. This will avoid any|

ignificant overriding reasons if you look hard enough. This is very sneaky inconsistencies with the
[and I strongly disagree with this. No reds should be allowed. (Garden Village Design Code
[SPDs.

LPRO77 Sarah Harris Resident Policy DC1- Object _|Object to the proposed amendment to Policy DCL{), which would allow | No reds should be allowed and the [This wording has been Yes Remove BFHL
Design and Sustainable major residential developments to receive planning permission despite  |wording 'significant over removed along with the
Climate Change Design Principles receiving a “red” score against the Design Code. This approach is should be removed requirement for all

(strategic) inconsistent with the principles of the Skerningham Design Code. Any [developments to undertake a
development that receives a “red” score should be refused planning Building for Healthy Life
permission to ensure adherence to design standards and policy integrity [Assessment. This will avoid any|

inconsistencies with the
(Garden Village Design Code
spDs,

LPROSTa Sustainable |} Murray Secretary - Whinfield Policy DC1- Neutral _|Policy DCL(i) introduces the concept that schemes with one or more reds |No reds should be allowed and the [This wording has been Yes Remove BFHL
Design and Residents Association Sustainable will be refused planning permission unless significant overriding reasons |wording 'significant overriding reasons'  |removed along with the
Climate Change inc Friends of Beech Design Principles can be demonstrated. This should be removed and replaced with should be removed requirement for all

Wood (strategic) schemes with one or more reds will be refused planning permission’. This developments to undertake a
is in the best interests of the residents of Darlington. Building for Healthy Life
[Assessment. This will avoid any|
The above should also be extended to the Design Code for Skerningham inconsistencies with the
(Garden Village whereby any red flags should mean that planning (Garden Village Design Code
permission is refused. No reds should be allowed! 5PDs.
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LPRO8GC Sustainable Roger Fitzpatrick- |Resident Policy 1 DC1- Object |As a resident who took part in the Skerningham Design Code consultation |No reds should be allowed and the [This wording has been Yes Remove BFHL
Design and (Odahamier Sustainable [where we were told that schemes with one or more red flags will be Iwording 'significant overriding reasons' |removed along with the
Climate Change Design Principles refused I strongly object to policy DC1 (i) which now states that red IS [should be removed. requirement for all
(strategic) allowed. to undertake a
Building for Healthy Life
The Design Code was developed with community input and must not be. [Assessment. This will avoid any|
degraded in its implementation. inconsistencies with the
(Garden Village Design Code
Reds should NOT be allowed in any circumstances. This will therefore 5PDs,

protect Darlington from any unsustainable schemes.

LPROS7D Sustainable [Joe Smith Savills for Miller [Joe Smith, Savills, The Policy 1 DC1- Object | The importance of achieving good design through sustainable design Policy not currently clear on the BFHL __|Requirement to undertake _|Yes Remove BFHL
Design and Homes and Durham  |Lumen, St James Sustainable principles is understood by our Client, and as such they do not principally |assessment process. Approach to red BFHL assessment removed due
Climate Change Cathedral Boulevard, Newcastle Helix, Design Principles disagree with the general requirements of draft Policy DC 1. That said, the [scores too restrictive and inflexible, red  [to lack of resources to
Newcastle upon Tyne NE4 (strategic) draft Policy has added some inter alia text following criteria a — scores should be weighed in the planning |adequately implement a
requiring: balance. thorough assessment process.

“All major new residential development will be required to conduct a
Building for a Healthy Life Assessment (or successor document). Schemes
should secure as many greens as possible, whilst minimising the number
lof ambers. Schemes with one or more red will not be acceptable and wil
be refused planning permission unless significant overriding reasons can
be demonstrated”.

[Whilst our Client generally supports an approach that has regard to the
Building for a Healthy Life criteria, and acknowledges the role that the
toolkit plays in delivering high-quality, sustainable residential
development, they consider that the wording of draft Policy DC 1 risks
being overly prescriptive and rigid

Firstly, having regard to the inter alia wording in its entirety, our Client is
concerned that the process for undertaking and evaluating the assessment
lacks clarity, with no information provided within the policy or supporting
text as to the Council's expectations. Our Client therefore requests that
the Council clearly sets out both its standards and expectations for the
assessment process, including how the assessment will be received,
levaluated and determined in the context of any wider planning
[application. Further information should also be provided regarding our
(Client's role in the assessment process following submission, as the draft
Policy currently offers no clarity in respect of any subsequent negotiation
stages.

(Our Client further considers that the current wording of draft Policy DC 1

LPROSAD Sustainable David Marjoram | Mandale Homes David Marjoram, LG Policy 1[Policy DC 1 Support/O|Policy DC T introduces a requirement to conduct a Building for a Healthy |Policy not currently clear on the BFHL _|Requirement to undertake | Ye: Remove BFHL
Design and Planning, Gateway House, Sustainable bject  [Life Assessment (or successor document), making clear that residential  [assessment process. Approach to red BFHL assessment removed due
Climate Change 55 Conscliffe Road, Design Principles schemes should seek to ‘secure as many greens as possible, whilst scores too restrictive and inflexible, red  [to lack of resources to
Darlington, DL3 7EH 01325 minimising the number of ambers’ and that ‘Schemes with one or more  [scores should be weighed in the planning ~[adequately implement a
469238 red will not be acceptable and will be refused planning permission unless ~|balance. thorough assessment process.
significant overriding reasons can be demonstrated.”

in theory, applying the Building for a Healthy Life criteria provides a
potentially useful way of assessing the quality of residential schemes.
However, the policy and supporting text are ambiguous on a number of
key matters, including:

-Who is expected to undertake the assessment (presumably the
applicant)?

At what stage should this be done (presumably to accompany the
submission)?

-Who  within the Council - will scrutinise it (wil it be a single Officer or
multiple Officers from various disciplines)?

-Will developers be allowed to engage in the scrutiny process (and how)
land make suitable amendments in response?

-How will the above align with the wider planning application process?

Mandale Homes are not only concerned with the significant ambiguity
highlighted above, but also with the rigidity of the Council's approach to
scoring, whereby a single ‘red” score would result in an automatic refusal
unless there were ‘significant overriding reasons’.

Whilst any scheme should of course seek to achieve as many ‘green’
scores as possible, it should be noted that obtaining nine green scores out

LPRO9SD Sustainable Karl Everitt Allure Developments |Lee Fulcher, DPP Planning, |Policy T DC1- Neutral | We largely agree with the changes proposed to the adopted wording of _[Policy not currently clear on the BFHL _|Requirement to undertake | Ve: Remove BFHL
Design and Studio 14, Haylofts, St Sustainable Policy DC1 within the DLP; however, the inclusion of a requirement for all [assessment process. Approach to red BFHL assessment removed due
Climate Change Thomas Street, Newcastle Design Principles new major new residential developments to conduct a Building for a scores too restrictive and inflexible, red  [to lack of resources to

upon Tyne, NE1 4LE, (strategic) Healthy Life Assessment s not considered justified. Furthermore, the  [scores should be weighed in the planning ~[adequately implement a

Iee fulcher@dppukltd.com proposed threshold of one or more reds as part of this Assessment, balance. thorough assessment process.
resulting in a refused planning permission unless there is a significant
loverriding reason, is not considered positively prepared.

There is no requirement within the latest revision of the NPPF requiring
such an assessment, and it is not a statutory legal requirement, but a
recommendation. Generally, the assessment encompasses issues which
should be promoted under local planning policy. We would suggest that
these issues are, therefore, assessed under the relevant policy rather than
2 binary test within the Building for a Health Life Assessment which could
require the refusal of applications based on the position advocated by
Draft Policy DC1 rather than an assessment of the planning balance,
[Additionally, the proposed wording lacks clarity on the threshold which
would result in a refusal, once the decision-making stage is reached. In
short, instead of a tool promoting positive development and meeting the
area’s needs, the tool could potentially be used to hinder and restrict
development.

Suggested Modification

We suggested the removal of the requirement for a Building for a Healthy
Life Assessment for all major residential development. Itis not justified
[and the strict criteria does not demonstrate a positive approach to
meeting the area’s needs.

Should the assessment be retained as part of draft Policy DC1, we suggest
that the policy be reframed as a recommendation for major residential
[development proposals so as not to jeopardise sustainable development
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LPR102g

Sustainable
Design and
Climate Change

[Andrew Rose

[Taylor Wimpey

[Andrew Rose, Spawforths
Planner & Architects,
Junction 41 Business Court
East Ardsley, Leed, WF 2AB
01924873873 07841
621222

Policy

Policy DC1
Sustainable
Design Principles
(strategic Policy)

Unknown

7.1 Taylor Wimpey understands the overarching objective of embedding
sustainable design principles within the Local Plan; however, it is essential
that the proposed approach to implementation is proportionate, clearly
articulated and consistent with national planning policy to ensure that the
Plan is justified and capable of effective delivery.

Justification

7.2 The Council's objective of embedding high-quality design to create
attractive and successful places where people want to live, work and
invest is supported and aligns with the aims of the Framework. However,
Taylor Wimpey has concerns regarding the wording and operation of
elements of Policy DC1.

7.3 As drafted, the policy requires all major residential development to
undertake a Building for a Healthy Life (BHL) assessment and states that
proposals achieving one or more red scores will be unacceptable and
refused planning permission unless significant overriding reasons are
[demonstrated.

7.4 While the use of the Building for a Healthy Life Framework can assist in
achieving well-designed development, this can only be effective where the
process for undertaking, assessing and applying the results of such
|assessments is clear and proportionate. At present, the policy and
supporting text do not provide sufficient clarity as to how assessments will
be carried out, who will be responsible for their evaluation, whether
developers will be able to engage in the assessment process, how any
dentified issues would be addressed through scheme amendments, or
how the BHL assessment would be weighed within the wider planning
balance. As currently expressed, the policy therefore introduces
unnecessary uncertainty and risk, contrary to the Framework's
requirement for policies to be clear, unambiguous and capable of

Policy not currently clear on the BFHL
assessment process. Approach to red
scores too restrictive and inflexible, red
scores should be weighed in the planning
balance.

Requirement to undertake
BFHL assessment removed due|
to lack of resources to

implement a
thorough assessment process.

Yes

Remove BFHL

LPR105¢

Sustainable
Design and
Climate Change

[Andrew Rose

Taylor Wimpey

[Andrew Rose, Spawforths
Planner & Architects,
Junction 41 Business Court
East Ardsley, Leed, WF 2AB
01924873873 07841
621224

Policy

DC1-
Sustainable
Design Principles
(strategic)

Unknown

Taylor Wimpey understands the overarching objective of embedding
sustainable design principles within the Local Plan; however, it is essential
that the proposed approach to implementation is proportionate, clearly
articulated and consistent with national planning policy to ensure that the
Plan is justified and capable of effective delivery. The Council's objective
lof embedding high-quality design to create attractive and successful
places where people want to live, work and invest is supported and aligns
with the aims of the Framework. However, Taylor Wimpey has concerns
regarding the wording and operation of elements of Policy DC1.

7.3 As drafted, the policy requires all major residential development to
undertake a Building for a Healthy Life (BHL) assessment and states that
proposals achieving one or more red scores wil be unacceptable and
refused planning permission unless significant overriding reasons are
demonstrated.

7.4 While the use of the Building for a Healthy Life Framework can assist in
[achieving well-designed development, this can only be effective where the:
process for undertaking, assessing and applying the results of such
assessments s clear and proportionate. At present, the policy and
supporting text do not provide sufficient clarity as to how assessments will
be carried out, who will be responsible for their evaluation, whether
developers will be able to engage in the assessment process, how any
dentified issues would be addressed through scheme amendments, or
how the BHL assessment would be weighed within the wider planning
balance. As currently expressed, the policy therefore introduces
unnecessary uncertainty and risk, contrary to the Framework's
requirement for policies to be clear, unambiguous and capable of
consistent decision-making. It is acknowledged that schemes should seek
to maximise green scores and minimise amber scores. However, the

Policy not currently clear on the BFHL
assessment process. Approach to red
scores too restrictive and inflexible, red
scores should be weighed in the planning
balance.

Requirement to undertake
BFHL assessment removed due
to lack of resources to
[adequately implement a
thorough assessment process.

Yes

Remove BFHL

LPR107

Sustainable
Design and
Climate Change

James Litherland

CityHeart

Jeremy Good, ELG Planning,
DL3 7EH, '01325469236,
ljeremy@elgplanning.co.uk

Policy

DC1-
Sustainable
Design Principles
(strategic)

Neutral

This policy sets out a general framework for good design principles and is
supported by Cityheart. With respect to the wording of a(iii) we would
suggest a minor modification to the wording of this policy to;

i That the proposal has taken account of the need to safeguard or
lenhance important views and vistas, having regard to their significance
and the wider benefits of the proposal; and

[With respect to criterion b, we would encourage greater flexibility in the
wording to acknowledge that not all development proposals can be dealt
with in a uniform way with respect to the provision of parking due in most
part to site constraints. We would therefore suggest the inclusion of the
terms ‘where appropriate’. It is suggested that the second sentence of
criterion b be worded;

Parking should be arranged, where appropriate, to avoid streets and
spaces becoming visually dominated by vehicles

Finally, with respect to a Building for Healthy Life Assessment (or successor|
[document) we would discourage the use of a punitive measure that would
see a presumption that any scheme receiving a red will be refused
planning permission. We have seen such approaches in other author
diminish the ability for a balanced judgement to be made. We would
suggest the removal of the word ‘significant’ in this context.

[Suggest minor wording changes to a iii and
b in relation to views and vistas and
parking. Concerns the approach to BFHL is
punitive and diminishes ability to arrive at
balanced judgement.

[A wording amendment is
proposed toa i in relation to
important views and vistas as
suggested. No changes are
porposed to part b with
through the use of should is
conisidered sufficiently flexible
should their be specific
lexceptional circumstances
where this cannot be
achieved. BFHL requirements
has been deleted.

Yes

[Add "having regard to their
significance and the wider
benefits of the proposal'to part
aiii. Remove BFHL.
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LPRI11& 112b Sustainable
Design and

Climate Change

Ben Westwood /
ltack Conroy

Barratt David Wilson
Homes

[Savills UK Ltd, The Lumen,
St James Boulevard,
INewcastle Helix, Newcastle
upon Tyne, NE4 SBZ

[Section

DC1-
Sustainable
Design Principles
(strategic)

Object

[Our Client recognises the ambitions of achieving good design through
lembedding sustainable design principles. However, the Draft Policy
includes additional policy wording following criteria a e, replicated
below:

“All major new residential development will be required to conduct a
Building for a Healthy Life Assessment (or successor document). Schemes
should secure as many greens as possible, whilst minimising the number
[of ambers. Schemes with one or more red will not be acceptable and wil
be refused planning permission unless significant overriding reasons can
be demonstrated"”

[Whilst our Client recognises the role the toolkit can play in achieving high-
lquality, sustainable residential development, the wording of Draft Policy
DC 1 risks being overly prescriptive contrary to the ambitions of the
Building for a Healthy Life guidance itself

Firstly, our Client is concerned that the process for undertaking and
levaluating the assessment, as per the current proposed wording inserted
in Draft Policy DC 1, lacks clarity, with no information provided within the
policy or supporting text in regard to the Council's expectations and
loverall administration of the assessment process. It is unclear as to who is
lexpected to undertake the review of the Building for a Healthy Life
[Assessment, for example would this be undertaken internally by Council
officers through a ‘design review'-type process, or would a review of any
[Assessment be undertaken by a third-party, external consultancy. Further
information should also be provided regarding our Client’s role in the
lassessment process following submission, as the draft policy wording
currently offers no clarity in respect of the expected involvement of
applicants, and their ability to negotiate and liaise with the assessing body
o inform the outcomes of any such review. Similarly, it is unclear whether

Policy not currently clear on the BFHL
assessment process. Approach to red
scores too restrictive and inflexible, red
scores should be weighed in the planning
balance.

Requirement to undertake
BFHL assessment removed due|
to lack of resources to

implement a
thorough assessment process.

Yes

Remove BFHL

LPR113 & 114d Sustainable
Design and

Climate Change

Rachel Coates

Bellway Homes

Rachel Coates, Stantec.

Policy

DC1-
Sustainable
Design Principles
(strategic)

Neutral

Bellway supports the need to achieve well designed places and supports a
clear policy approach on this topic. As a successful and experienced
developer across the UK, Bellway recognise the benefits that well thought
lout design policy can have on both the amenity and safety of residents
within developments. However, conversely, design policy which places
undeliverable aspirations upon developments can become a barrier to
(development rendering schemes unfeasible and undeliverable in most
extreme cases.

The amendments to Policy DC1 to remove requirements for schemes to
demonstrate energy efficiency measures and low carbon technologies is
the correct approach. The requirement for proposals to demonstrate how
they will reduce carbon emissions and improve energy performance is
more appropriately addressed through validation requirements than as a
policy requirement. In a similar vein, Bellway notes the policy requirement
for a Building for a Healthy Life assessment to accompany future major
residential development proposals. While Bellway has no objection to this
requirement in principle and is already providing this assessment in
neighbouring authorities such as County Durham, requirements relating to
the submission of information with planning applications are not policy
matters. As such, this paragraph should be removed from the policy, with
DBC’s validation checklist instead updated to reflect this requirement.

[Support removal of energy efficiency
measures and low carbon technologies
BFHLs not a policy matter and should be
removed and added to the validation
checklist.

Requirement to undertake
BFHL assessment removed due
to lack of resources to
[adequately implement a
thorough assessment process.

Yes

Remove BFHL

LPR127, 128 & 129¢

Design and
Climate Change

Ros Kain

Historic England

Policy

DC1-
Sustainable
Design Principles

Neutral

[Shopfronts have been added to Policy DC1 (page 30). We suggest you refer]
to traditional shopfronts, both retention of existing, and replacement in
appropriate style for the age of the building, to this policy with a signpost
a to Policy ENV1.

The design principles in this strategic policy are vague. Do they relate to
contemporary designed shopfronts only? No reference is made to historic
shopfronts in listed buildings and conservation areas.

|Add reference to Policy ENV1.

See submission and ref to ENV.

Reference should be made to traditional
shopfronts. Design principles are currently
vague and unclear if only relate to
contemporary shopfronts. References
needed to historic shop fronts i listed
buildings and conservation areas with
cross reference to ENV1 needed.

itis considered that the policy
is sufficently clear and would
apply to all types of shopfronts
consistent with the current
style and appearance. Policy
ENV1 would still be considered
for proposals relating to Listed
Buildings or within
Conservation Areas.

No

None

LPR127, 128 & 129f |Sustainable
Design and

Climate Change

Ros Kain

Historic England

Policy

DC1 -
Sustainable
Design Principles

4. Sustainable
Design and
Climate Change

Neutral

[Shopfront Design Text. New shopfront design plays a role in improving the
leconomic viability of town and local centres. Well-designed shopfronts,
ladverts and integral security measures contribute to attractive streets and
public realm.

What are the Council’s design principles for the retention of existing
traditional shopfronts, the replacement of a modern shopfront with a
traditional shopfront design and where a contemporary design may be
more appropriate?

Shopfronts in listed buildings and conservations areas require more
detailed guidance. This could be added as Policy ENV1 (G) Shopfronts.
Suggested change - This policy text should be amended

deally detailed design guidelines for the repair and alteration of historic
shopfronts and to establish traditional shopfront design principles should
be produced for shopfronts in listed buildings, or where the building falls
within a conservation area.

Unclear on the design principles and need
for more detailed guidance for shopfronts
affecting heritage assets. Detailed design
lguidance should be provided for the repair
and alteration of historic shopfronts.

Itis considered that the p
is sufficently clear and would
[apply to all types of shopfronts
consistent with the current
style and appearance. Policy
ENV1 would still be considered
for proposals relating to Listed
Buildings or within
Conservation Areas.

None

LPROS25 Sustainable
Design and

Climate Change

Louise Tait

Environment Agency

[section

DC1- Sustainable
Design Principles

Other -
contaminated
land

Neutral

2021 Contaminated Land Inspection Strategy

It is recommended that the current 2021 Contaminated Land Inspection
strategy for the Borough of Darlington should be referenced within the
Local Plan.

2021 Contaminated Land Inspection
Strategy

It is recommended that the current 2021
Contaminated Land Inspection Strategy for
the Borough of Darlington should be
referenced within the Local Plan.

[Comment noted and
lamendment proposed.

Ves

Reference

land

Sustainable
Design and
Climate Change

David Barton

| Community
Campaigner, Civic
Heritage, InYouArea
Ambassador for
Southport

Section

DC2 - Climate
Change
(strategic)

4. Sustainable
Design and
Climate Change

Neutral

See Section FOUR of PDF response regarding climate change.

No specific comments made in relation to
Policy DC2.

No specific comments made in
relation to Policy DC2.

No

None

trategy in 4.2.13
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[PRO4Ge Sustainable Vanessa Section DC2-Climate |4, Sustainable Energy efficiency requirements are currently set by Part L of Building Regs. [All homes should meet the future homes |Require higher standards _ |Government have  |Yes BESS Policy
Design and Change design and Our policy must ensure all homes not started by the implementation date  [standard and prior to this being above Future Homes made clear that
Climate Change climate change of the Future Homes Standard 2026 must meet it. Until then, we must [implemented higher than current Part L [Standards. Include Councils shounld not

push to require higher than Part L, to meet local inequality reduction / i for solar panels  [seek energy efficiency
health needs & climate change targets, and battery storage wherever |standards above those
Solar panels & battery storage should be required except in exceptional possible. Further guidance (st nationally. Building
situations, with property roofs oriented to facilitate this. At very least, this required on BESS. Heat regulations cover the
must be offered as an option, so purchasers can build any extra costs in network connection lowered  [provision of solar

with their mortgage, for ease. 0 200 units. panels. Policy guidance
Request for guidance on commercial battery storage requirements, lon BES is proposed.
For Skerningham GV, more detailed energy efficiency standards were set

lout in the Design Code. The Local Plan must set out how these are met

here, and if this Design Code was used elsewhere across the Borough.

| welcome improved Building Regs compliance rules to demonstrate

compliance.

Policy DC2 requires large 300+ home developments to be heat network

[connection ready - | welcome this but would seek to reduce the cut-off to

200+ homes.

LPROS1d Sustainable Chris Martin HBF Policy DC2 - Climate Neutral |HBF notes that this policy requires residential schemes to comply with the |Support requirement to comply with Support noted. The policy will |Yes [Amend Future Homes Standard
Design and Change Future Homes Standard (criterion c). This is supported by the HBF as this is |Future Homes Standard and not introduce [be updated in light of the Reference and Specify
Climate Change consistent with the Government’s approach that local planning authorities [local standards as per government publication of the Future lembodied carbon method of

should be using national standards for such requirements and not seek to  [approach. Future Homes Standard now  |Home Standard. The energy assessment.
introduce local standards. This is detailed in the 13 December 2023 published so policy needs updating to  |statement is required in
Written Min-isterial Statement (reference: UIN HCWS123) and confirmed  [reference it and the implementation relation to a range of

in the emerging revised NPPF. period. In light of mandatory future homes | measures not just energy

23. standard the requirement for an Energy |efficiency. This is just one

The Future Homes Standard itself was published on 24 March 2026 and  [Statement should only apply where element of the energy
includes an implemen-tation period for developers to follow (with full  [schemes voluntarily seek to go over and  [hierarchy with a range of
rollout by March 2028). The Council will there-fore need to amend the  [above the Future Home Standard. No  [other measures to address
policy text to refer to the Future Homes Standard and the implementation [specific standard referred to regarding [from the measures employed
period. assessing embodied carbon. Council to minimise energy demand,
24. should not set own standard until national |maximise renewable energy
The NPPF makes clear in paragraph 45 that documents submitted with |standard produced. [generation and storage on site,
planning applications should be kept to a minimum and that local planning utilising renewable and local
authorities should only request supporting information that is relevant, carbon energy, minimising
necessary and material to the application in question. As compliance with lembodied carbon emissions
the Future Homes Standard will be mandatory (subject to the Further clarity to be provided
implementation period) and it provides clear instructions on how lon the standards for embodied|
[developers should meet the standard, then the requirement for an Energy carbon emissions.

Statement (criterion a) is not justified in all cases and should only be

requested where schemes voluntarily seek to go over and above the

Future Homes Standard.

Policy DC2 also includes the Council's approach to embodied carbon. This

includes the require-ment for residential developments of 150 homes or

more to calculate their embodied carbon emissions through a nationally

LPROS2c Sustainable Louise Tait Environment Agency Policy DC2 - Climate Neutral |Policy DC2 Climate Change Whilst there is a standalone flood risk _|Reference to be added to _|Yes [Add in reference to flood risk
Design and Change [We acknowledge that there is a standalone flood risk policy section within [policy climate change is a vital part of  [flood risk in part 2a and referring to policy DC3 in
Climate Change the local plan. However, climate change is a vital part of assessing the  [assessing future flood risk so consideration part 2

future flood risk for any development and this consideration should be |should be included in the flood risk policy.
included in the climate change section. This section should highlight that

development will not take place in an area at risk of future flooding where

possible and that climate change must be considered for flooding risk.

LPROS3c Sustainable Patricia Meredith |Resident [Section DC2-Climate |, Sustainable [Allhomes not started before the Future Homes Standard (2026) must be | All homes should meet the future homes |The FHS comes in to force on|No
Design and Change design and required to meet it. Higher than Part L standards should be adopted standard and prior to this being 24th March 2027 which will be
Climate Change climate change immediately. implemented higher than current Part L |before the Local Plan will be

requirements. Solar panes and battery  |adopted so this won't apply.
Solar panels and battery storage should be required or at least offered as [storage should be required. Skerningham |Renewable energy provision is
mortgage funded options. The Skerningham GV Design Code energy Design Code energy standards should be  |required s part of the Future
standards must be embedded in the Local Plan. embedded in Local Plan. Heat network  |Homes Standard and the

threshold should be reduced from 300 to  [policy encourages renewable
The threshold for heat network readiness should be reduced from 300+ to [200. energy generation. The heat
200+ homes. Stronger protection is needed for hedgerows, ancient trees, network threshold will be
and existing biodiversity. reviewed

LPROS9 & 60b Sustainable Dominic Crowley |Lichfields Policy DC2 - Climate Object | The principles of the policy are generally accepted, but the following Future Homes Standard now published | The policy will be updated in _|Yes Remove 'where feasible'.
Design and Change points are noted by Hallam Land: along with transitional arrangements light of the publication of the |Amend Future Homes Standard
Climate Change (strategic) « Part 1b requires developments above the stated thresholds (150 homes. [which should be referenced in policy. Future Home Standard. The Reference and Specify

lor no-residential development of 10,000sqm or more] to calculate their [Blanket requirement for an Energy energy statement is required lembodied carbon method of
lembodied carbon emissions through a nationally recognised methodology |Statement (criterion a) is not justified in all[in relation to a range of assessment.
and demonstrate the actions being taken to reduce those emissions. This |cases. Such information should only be  [measures not just energy
is not considered sound as, whilst there are a range of nationally sought where proposals seek to exceed  efficiency. This is just one
recognised approaches to calculating embodied carbon, there is currently [national requirements. Embodied carbon  [element of the energy
no single standardised approach. This can result in ies in i should be hierarchy with a range of other
assumptions, quality of data available and ultimately, output of deferred until a nationally agreed measures to address from the
[assessment. This will make it very difficult for the Council to apply a Framework is established. Clarify where | measures employed to
consistent approach to assessment in this respect without the feasible in relation to water efficiency |minimise energy demand,

of more specific detailed methodological requirements. This ~|standards. maximise renewable energy
approach would not be appropriate to introduce at  local authority level generation and storage on site,
[and would be contrary to the Government advice on application of utilising renewable and local
technical policy standards. This policy requirement should therefore be carbon energy, minimising
removed from the Local Plan review, but could be reintroduced should a lembodied carbon emissions.
national standardised approach come forward, and the Council meet the Further clarity to be provided
relevant requirements for its adoption. Should this happen ~ the reference lon the standards for embodied|
o required reductions should be reviewed accordingly to ensure any carbon emissions. Where
required reductions are sufficiently concise and quantified consistently feasible has been removed to
with national requirements avoid uncertainty.
« Part 1c requires all residential development to, as a minimum, meet the
lenergy efficiency requirements set out i the building regulations Future
Homes Standard (2026) or successor standards. The policy states that
should the standards not be incorporated into the building regulations
prior to the adoption of the Local Plan, the standards set out in the Future
Homes and Building Standards: 2023 consultation will be required. The
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LPRO64 & 065d Sustainable Nick Pleasant |Stantec on behalf of Policy DC2 - Climate Support |Vistry supports the need to achieve reductions in carbon emissions and | Policy needs to recognise site specific |All requirements are factored [No
Design and Vistry Change the pressing need for sustainability to be incorporated into all business  |viability and feasibility considerations.  [in to viability testing and
Climate Change (strategic) practices across the sector. reference is made to where
However, Vistry wishes to highlight that while the objectives of Policy DC2 feasible and viable for the
are supported i principle, to ensure large scale residential schemes are relevant elements of the policy
delivered within Darlington (a borough with historic delivery issues
regarding large allocations) the policy needs to be applied in a
proportionate and flexible manner which has regard to development
viability and deliverability.
| The cumulative impact of the policy requirements including detailed
lenergy and embodied carbon assessments, on site renewable generations,
provision for future heat network connections and building performance
standards beyond current Building Regulations may result in significant
additional construction costs and design constraints, particularly when
lcombined with other policy obligations. The council should be careful to
not impose overly burdensome requirements on developments as this can
slow or prevent delivery.
Vistry would request DBC reconsider the policy to ensure it explicitly
recognises site specific viability and feasibility considerations, allowing
alternative or phased solutions where appropriate to ensure the delivery
of large-scale housing sites and the benefits of these is not adversely
affected. Overly-stringent requirements of this policy could result in the
deliverability of development schemes in the Borough becoming more
challenging to achieve.
In addition, Vistry notes the requirement for major residential
developments to make provisions for future heat network connections,
however this may present viability and deliverability challenges, where
there is uncertainty over the provision, timing and funding of such
LPRO67 & 68¢ Sustainable GeorginaCox  |Gladman Policy DC2 - Climate Neutral |See submitted attachment. Number of different methodologies o |Further clarity to be provided |Yes Specify standard and
Design and Change | The above policy includes the requirement for residential schemes of 150 |current approach will result in on embodied carbon methodology to be used.
Climate Change (strategic) dwellings or more to calculate their embodied carbon emissions through a [inconsistencies and the ability to compare. |emissions standard and
nationally recognised methodology (criterion b). There are a number of |Council should not require embodied methodology
different methodologiesfor calculating embodied carbon. This means that [carbon assessment until a national
the calculations that the council will receive wil lack consistency and are  |standard and methodology is produced
incomparable. The Government is et to publish its own methodology and
[advises local planning authorities to not set their own standards on the
labove matter, therefore the council should not be requiring schemes to
measure their embodied carbon until the Government publishes a
national standard and
LPRO67 & 68m Sustainable GeorginaCox  |Gladman Policy. DC2 — Climate Neutral |See submitted attachment. Number of different methodologies s |Further clarity to be provided |Yes Specify standard and
Design and Change The above policy includes the requirement for residential schemes of 150 [current approach will result in lon embodied carbon methodology to be used.
Climate Change (strategic) | dwellings or more to calculate their embodied carbon emissions through a |inconsistencies and the ability to compare. [emissions standard and
nationally recognised methodology (criterion b). There are a number of |Council should not require embodied methodology
different methodologies for calculating embodied carbon. This means that |carbon assessment until a national
the calculations that the council will receive will lack consistency and are |standard and methodology is produced
incomparable. The Government is yet to publish its own methodology and
[advises local planning authorities to not set their own standards on the
labove matter, therefore the council should not be requiring schemes to
measure their embodied carbon until the Government publishes a
national standard and
LPRO71e Sustainable Dale Morris Homes by Esh Joe Ridgeon, Hedley Policy. DC2 - Climate Unknown |Policy DC2 sets out the Council's approach to embodied carbon. The NPPF [In light of mandatory future homes The policy will be updated in |Ves
Design and Planning Services, Tanners Change makes clear in paragraph 45 that documents submitted with planning |standard the requirement for an Energy  light of the publication of the
Climate Change Burn Business Park, Burn (strategic) [applications should be kept to a minimum and that local planning statement should only apply where Future Home Standard. The
Lane, Hexham, NE46 3RU authorities should only request supporting information that is relevant,  |schemes voluntarily seek to go overand  energy statement is required
lioe@hedleyplanning.co.uk necessary and material to the application in question. As compliance with |above the Future Home Standard. No in relation to a range of
the Future Homes Standard will be mandatory (subject to the specific standard referred to regarding  measures not just energy
implementation period) and it provides clear instructions on how assessing embodied carbon. Council efficiency. This s just one
| developers should meet the standard, then the requirement for an Energy |should not set own standard until national element of the energy
Statement (criterion a) is not justified in all cases and should only be standard produced. hierarchy with a range of other
requested where schemes voluntarily seek to go over and above the measures to address from the
Future Homes Standard. measures employed to
minimise energy demand,
Similarly the requirement for residential developments of 150 homes or maximise renewable energy
more to calculate their embodied carbon emissions through a nationally generation and storage on site,
recognised methodology (criterion b) is an unnecessary policy burden, as utilising renewable and local
there is no Government published methodology for calculating embodied carbon energy, minimising
carbon. The lack of guidance is acknowledged in supporting paragraph embodied carbon emissions.
and reference to ‘future guidance’ indicates that the policy Further clarity to be provided
requirement is premature. on the standards for embodied
carbon emissions.
Embodied carbon clarity
LPROB4L Sustainable Tony Gillam Resident Section DC2 - Climate 4. Sustainable Sustainability & Health [AIlhomes should meet the future homes | The FHS comes in to force on |No
Design and Change design and |All homes not started before the Future Homes Standard (2026) must be  [standard and prior to this being 24th March 2027 which will be
Climate Change climate change required to meet it. Higher than Part L standards should be adopted implemented higher than current Part L |before the Local Plan will be
immediately. requirements. Solar panes and battery  [adopted so this won't apply.
Solar panels and battery storage should be required or at least offered as [storage should be required energy provision is
mortgage funded options. The Skerningham GV Design Code energy Design Code energy standards should be  [required as part of the Future
standards must be embedded in the Local Plan. lembedded in Local Plan. Heat network Homes Standard and the
The threshold for heat network readiness should be reduced from 300+ to [threshold should be reduced from 300 to  [policy encourages renewable
200+ homes. Stronger protection is needed for hedgerows, ancient trees, [200. energy generation. The heat
[and existing biodiversity. network threshold will be
reviewed.
LPROBSC Sustainable Matthew Hewitt |Hamilton Willis Policy DC2- Climate Neutral [ what evidence exists to justify the increased and new policy Questions is there evidence and viability |Yes the policy requirements  [No None
Design and Change requirements? Has the updated policy been viability tested? testing to justify increased and new policy |will be subject to viability
Climate Change requirements testing and are considered to
be justified.
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LPRO8TC Sustainable  [loe Smith Savills for Miller [Joe Smith, Savills, The Policy DC2- Climate [Object |Our Client supports the overarching intention of Policy DC 2 for residential |Future Homes Standard now published | The policy will be updatedin  [ves Embodied carbon clarity
Design and Homes and Durham ~ |Lumen, St James Change development to contribute to the mitigation of, and adaptation to, the  [along with transitional arrangements light of the publication of the
Climate Change Cathedral Boulevard, Newcastle Helix, effects of climate change; however, a number of criteria are not justified, |which should be referenced in policy. Future Home Standard. The

Newcastle upon Tyne NE4 effective or consistent with the NPPF. Such matters are addressed in turn [Blanket requirement for an Energy energy statement is required
below. Statement (criterion a) is not justified in all[in relation to a range of
Policy DC 2, as drafted at Part 1 (a) and (b), requires “all development |cases. Such information should only be [ measures not just energy
proposals” to provide an energy statement in order to demonstrate sought where proposals seek to exceed |efficiency. This s just one
compliance with a prescribed ‘energy hierarchy’, as well as outline efforts [national requirements. Embodied carbon  [element of the energy
undertaken to minimise embodied carbon. The Council will be aware of  [assessment requirement should be rarchy with a range of other|
the forthcoming introduction of the Future Homes Standard, which will  |deferred until a nationally agreed measures to address from the
impose a mandatory requirement on new development, supported by |Framework is established. measures employed to
detailed national guidance. In this context, it is unclear why the Policy minimise energy demand,
includes requirements that are reflected within the Building Regulations. maximise renewable energy
[Our Client therefore considers that the Policy results in the unnecessary generation and storage on site,
[duplication of national standards, and associated material considerations. utilising renewable and local
These do not need to be reiterated within draft Policy DC 2. carbon energy, minimising
The reaffirm this position, paragraph 45 of the NPPF states that Local lembodied carbon emissions.
Planning Authorities should only request supporting information that is Further clarity to be provided
relevant, necessary and material to the application in question. In this lon the standards for embodied|
context, where development proposals will be required, following any carbon emissions.
transitional period, to comply with the Future Homes Standard and its
associated guidance, it is not considered necessary to require an
[additional energy statement to demonstrate compliance with overlapping
energy efficiency and climate change mitigation principles. On this basis,
the requirement for an energy statement would also conflict with the
lguidance set out under NPPF paragraph 16(f) which requires plans, and by
[association, polcies, to serve a clear purpose, avoiding unnecessary

LPRO92 Sustainable [lames Reid Miller Homes Steven Longstaff, ELG Policy DC2- Climate Object _|Policy DC2 includes the requirement for development proposals to meet _|Heat Network requirements onerous and _|Continuation of policy from  |No
Design and Planning, Gateway House, Change (strategic| the requirements of the prevailing Heat Network Zoning regulations wherelacking evidence. existing Local Plan currently
Climate Change 55 Conscliffe Road, policy) applicable and also for developments of over 300 homes or more to be included in Policy IN10. Policy

Darlington, DL3 7EH lenabled for heat network connection unless demonstrated not to be is subject to feasibility and
07725970806 feasible o financially viable to do so. Whilst it is acknowledged that there viability.

is flexibility in the wording of the policy, the requirements are very

lonerous. There is no evidence base documents to support these

requirements, including a Whole Plan Viability Assessment and, as such,

they are not justified.

LPRO94c Sustainable David Marjoram  |Mandale Homes David Marjoram, ELG Policy 2|Policy DC 2 Support/O|Paragraph 45 of the NPPF is explicit that LPA’s should: Energy Statement not necessary due to Energy Statement appliesto  [No
Design and Planning, Gateway House, Climate Change bject  |‘only request supporting information that is relevant, necessary and introduction of Future Homes Standard | whole development including
Climate Change 55 Conscliffe Road, material to the application in question.” layout etc not just the energy

Darlington, DL3 7EH 01325 in view of the above, and with Future Homes Standard set to become efficiency of indvidual
469239 (subject to the period), the requi for an, dwellings which the Future
Energy Statement under criterion a is superfluous and should be removed. Homes Standard relates to.
(Compliance with the required standards would be secured via other (non-
planning) regimes.

LPR102j Sustainable Kevin Ayrton Story Homes Ltd ELG Planning, 55 Coniscliffe [Policy DC2 - Climate Object Policy DC2 includes the requirement for development proposals to meet  |Heat Network requirements onerous and |Continuation of policy from No
Design and Road, Darlington, DL3 7EH change (strategic the requirements of the prevailing Heat Network Zoning regulations where| lacking evidence. existing Local Plan currently
Climate Change policy) applicable and also for developments of over 300 homes or more to be included in Policy IN10. Policy

lenabled for heat network connection unless demonstrated not to be is subject to feasibility and
feasible or financially viable to do so. Whilst it is acknowledged that there viability.

is flexibility in the wording of the policy, the requirements are very

lonerous. There is no evidence base documents to support these

requirements, including a Whole Plan Viability Assessment and, as such,

they are not justified.

LPR104H Sustainable Andrew Rose | Taylor Wimpey [Andrew Rose, Spawforths _[Policy Policy DC 2: Unknown [8.1 Taylor Wimpey supports the principles of Policy DC2, however the _|Future Homes Standard now published | The policy wil be updated in _|Yes Embodied carbon clarity
Design and Planner & Architects, Climate Change [approach towards climate change need to be compliant with the along with transitional arrangements light of the publication of the
Climate Change junction 41 Business Court (strategic Policy) Framework and national policy. [which should be referenced in policy. Future Home Standard. The

East Ardsley, Leed, WF 2AB Justi tion Blanket requirement for an Energy lenergy statement is required
01924873873 07841 8.2 Policy DC2 requires residential development to comply with the Future |Statement (criterion a) is not justified in all [in relation to a range of
621223 Homes Standard (criterion c). This approach is supported by Taylor cases. Such information should only be | measures not just energy
[Wimpey, as it aligns with the Government’s clear position that local sought where proposals seek to exceed |efficiency. This is just one
planning authorities should apply nationally prescribed standards for national requirements. Embodied carbon  [element of the energy
lenergy efficiency, rather than introducing locally derived requirements. |assessment requirement should be hierarchy with a range of other|
This position s set out in the Written Ministerial Statement of 13 deferred until a nationally agreed measures to address from the
December 2023 (UIN HCWS123) and is reflected in the revised Framework.[Framework is established. measures employed to
8.3 The Future Homes Standard was published on 24 March 2026 and minimise energy demand,
includes a clear implementation period, with full compliance required maximise renewable energy
from March 2028. The policy wording should therefore be updated to generation and storage on site,
lexplicitly reference the Future Homes Standard and its transitional utilising renewable and local
arrangements, to ensure clarity and consistency with national policy. carbon energy, minimising
8.4 The Framework s clear that information required to support planning lembodied carbon emissions.
applications should be proportionate and limited to what is relevant, Further clarity to be provided
necessary and material to decision-making. Given that compliance with lon the standards for embodied|
the Future Homes Standard will be mandatory (subject to the carbon emissions.
implementation period) and provides a defined route to achieving the
required performance outcomes, the blanket requirement for an Energy
Statement (criterion a) is not justified in all cases. Such information should
lonly be sought where proposals seek to exceed national requirements.
8.5 Policy DC2 also proposes a requirement for residential developments
of 150 dwellings or more to calculate embodied carbon emissions using a
nationally recognised methodology (criterion b). This approach is not
supported by the HBF. At present, there is no single nationally endorsed
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LPR105h Sustainable [Andrew Rose [Taylor Wimpey [Andrew Rose, Spawforths~ [Policy DC2 - Climate Support  [Taylor Wimpey supports the principles of Policy DC2, however the Future Homes Standard now published | The policy will be updatedin ~ [Ves Embodied carbon clarity
Design and Planner & Architects, Change [approach towards climate change need to be compliant with the along with transitional arrangements light of the publication of the
Climate Change unction 41 Business Court (strategic Policy) Framework and national policy. Policy DC2 requires residential [which should be referenced in policy. Future Home Standard. The

East Ardsley, Leed, WF 2AB to comply with the Future Homes Standard (criterion c). This [Blanket requirement for an Energy energy statement is required
01924873873 07841 [approach is supported by Taylor Wimpey, as it aligns with the statement (criterion a) is not justified in all |in relation to a range of
621225 (Government’s clear position that local planning authorities should apply  |cases. Such information should only be [ measures not just energy
nationally prescribed standards for energy efficiency, rather than sought where proposals seek to exceed  efficiency. This is just one
introducing locally derived requirements. This position is set outinthe |national requirements. Embodied carbon  [element of the energy
Written Ministerial Statement of 13 December 2023 (UIN HCWS123) and is|assessment requirement should be rarchy with a range of other
reflected in the revised Framework. deferred until a nationally agreed measures to address from the
8.3 The Future Homes Standard was published on 24 March 2026 and  [Framework is established. measures employed to
includes a clear implementation period, with full compliance required minimise energy demand,
from March 2028. The policy wording should therefore be updated to maximise renewable energy
explicitly reference the Future Homes Standard and its transitional [generation and storage on site,
[arrangements, to ensure clarity and consistency with national policy. utilising renewable and local
8.4 The Framework is clear that information required to support planning carbon energy, minimising
applications should be proportionate and limited to what is relevant, lembodied carbon emissions.
necessary and material to decision-making. Given that compliance with Further clarity to be provided
the Future Homes Standard will be mandatory (subject to the lon the standards for embodied
implementation period) and provides a defined route to achieving the carbon emissions.
required performance outcomes, the blanket requirement for an Energy
statement (criterion a) is not justified in all cases. Such information should
only be sought where Is seek to exceed national
8.5 Policy DC2 also proposes a requirement for residential developments
of 150 dwellings or more to calculate embodied carbon emissions using a
nationally recognised methodology (criterion b). This approach is not
supported by the HBF. At present, there is no single nationally endorsed
methodology for assessing embodied carbon, and data availability remains

LPR107a Sustainable [James Litherland ~[CityHeart Jeremy Good, ELG Planning, [Policy DC2 - Climate. Neutral |This policy states that major non-residential development will be required [Add in caveat to BREEAM Excellent Suggest modification not No
Design and DL3 7EH, '01325469236, Change to meet BREEAM ‘excellent’ standard. We would encourage a more Standard. sufficently clear what the best
Climate Change lieremy@elgplanning.co.uk (strategic Policy) flexible approach to the application of this policy as there have been and practice in sustaianble design

are likely to be schemes in the future that are required to comply with would be. Amendment not
other comparable standards or cannot achieve ‘excellent’ for a variety of considered necessary to
reasons. We would encourage the Council to add in a reference as set out provide certainty on measures
below: to achieve.

Minor non-residential development of 999 sqm floorspace or less will be

required to meet BREEAM ‘Very Good' standard. Major non-residential

development of 1,000 sqm floorspace or more will be required to meet

BREEAM ‘Excellent’ standard unless it can be demonstrated that best

practice in sustainable design has been adopted and is more appropriate

las demonstrated through a Sustainability Statement.

LPRI11 & 112¢ Sustainable Ben Westwood / [Barratt David Wilson  [Savills UK Ltd, The Lumen, [Policy DC2 - Climate. Object |Our Client supports the overall intention of Draft Policy DC2 for residential |Future Homes Standard now published |The policy will be updated in |Yes Embodied carbon clarity
Design and [Jack Conroy Homes St James Boulevard, Change development to contribute towards mitigating and adapting to the effects [along with transitional arrangements light of the publication of the
Climate Change Newcastle Helix, Newcastle (strategic Policy) of climate change; however, several criteria are not considered to be lwhich should be referenced in policy. Future Home Standard. The

upon Tyne, NE4 58Z justified, effective, or consistent with the NPPF. These are taken in turn,  [Blanket requirement for an Energy energy statement is required
below. |Statement (criterion a) is not justified in all [in relation to a range of
Part 1 cases. Such information should only be [ measures not just energy
Draft Policy DC2, as currently drafted at Part 1 (a) and (b), requires “all |sought where proposals seek to exceed [efficiency. This is just one

proposals” to provide an energy statement in order to national requirements. Embodied carbon  [element of the energy

| demonstrate compliance with a prescribed ‘energy hierarchy’, as well as  [assessment requirement should be archy with a range of other
outline efforts undertaken to minimise embodied carbon. The Council will |deferred until a nationally agreed measures to address from the
be aware of the forthcoming introduction of the Future Homes Standard, a|Framework is established. Question 150 [ measures employed to
mandatory requirement for new developments to adhere to with detailed {homes threshold. minimise energy demand,
underpinning guidance. The NPPF, at paragraph 45, outlines that Local maximise renewable energy
Planning Authorities should only request supporting information that is [generation and storage on site,
relevant, necessary and material to the application in question. In this utilising renewable and local
regard, if development proposals are already required (post-transitional carbon energy, minimising
period) to accord with the Future Homes Standard guidance, it is not lembodied carbon emissions.
necessary to seek an energy statement that would demonstrate Further clarity to be provided
[accordance with the underpinning energy efficiency and climate change lon the standards for embodied
mitigation principles. In this regard, the request for an energy statement carbon emissions. The 150
[would be contrary to the guidance set out under NPPF paragraph 16(f) homes is condsidered to be an
which requires plans, and by association, polcies, to serve a clear purpose, |apprirate amount of
[avoiding unnecessary duplication, as well as the requirements of NPPF development from which the
paragraph 45. requirement should apply to
Our Client thereby requests that where reference is made to the that is proportionate reflecting
requirement to produce an energy statement at criteria (a) and (b) of Part scale of development
1, this s deleted to ensure its compliance with the NPPF. Our Client also proposals in the Borough.
wishes to reiterate that they reserve the right to further comment at later

LPR113 & 114e Sustainable Rachel Coates  |Bellway Homes Rachel Coates, Stantec. |Policy DC2 - Climate Neutral  [Bellway support the need to achieve reductions in carbon emissions and |Concerns with cumulative effects of policy [Policies will be subject to No
Design and Change the pressing need for sustainability to be incorporated into all business. requirements. Heat network should be viability testing. Heat network

Climate Change

(strategic)

practices across the sector.
However, Bellway wish to highlight that while the objectives of Policy DC2
are supported in principle, to ensure large scale residential schemes are
delivered within Darlington (a borough with historic delivery issues
regarding large allocations) the policy needs to be applied in a
proportionate and flexible manner which has regard to development
viability and deliverability.

The cumulative impact of the policy requirements including detailed
lenergy and embodied carbon assessments, on site renewable generations,
provision for future heat network connections and building performance
standards beyond current Building Regulations may result in significant
additional construction costs and design constraints, particularly when
|combined with other policy obligations.

Bellway would therefore request DBC reconsider the policy to ensure it
lexplicitly recognises site specific viability and feasibility considerations,
llowing alternative or phased solutions where appropriate to ensure the
delivery of large-scale housing sites and the benefits of these is not
ladversely affected. Overly-stringent requirements of this policy could
result in the deliverability of development schemes in the Borough
becoming more challenging to achieve.

in addition, Bellway note the requirement for major residential
[developments to make provisions for future heat network connections,
however this may present viability and deliverability challenges, where
there is uncertainty over the provision, timing and funding of such
infrastructure. This part of the policy therefore needs to be ensured that

heat network enablement is subject to robust feasibility and viability

subject to robust feasibility and viability
requirements.

requirements are subject to
feasibility and viability.
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LPR116f Sustainable
Design and

Climate Change

[1ack Conroy

Tiviot Way
Investments Ltd

Jack Conroy, Savills, The
Lumen, St James
Boulevard, Newcastle Helix,
Newcastle upon Tyne, NE4

Policy

DC2- Climate
Change
(strategic)

Object

Part 1, Criteria (a) and (b) of Policy Draft Policy DC2 requires the provision
of an energy statement for “all development proposals” to demonstrate
compliance with a prescribed ‘energy hierarchy’ and to outline efforts

to minimise embodied carbon. With the forthcoming
introduction of the Future Homes Standard, a mandatory requirement for
new developments to adhere to with detailed underpinning guidance, it is
unclear why the Council requires further information to demonstrate
energy efficiency and climate change mitigation principles.

National Planning Policy Framework (‘NPPF') Paragraph 45 confirms that
local planning authorities should only request supporting information that
is ‘necessary'. In this regard, if development proposals are already to be
mandated (post-transitional period) to accord with Future Homes
Standard guidance, seeking an energy statement to demonstrate
laccordance with similar, overlapping energy efficiency and climate change
mitigation principles is not considered ‘necessary’. Similarly, NPPF
Paragraph 16(1) requires plans, and by association the underpinning
planning policies, to serve a clear purpose and avoid duplication

[As such, we would suggest that Criteria (a) and (b) within Part 1 of Draft
Policy DC2, where requiring (without exception, as per the current draft
policy wording) an energy statement for all development proposals, is
deleted

(Criterion (b) also requires residential developments of 150 or more homes,
lor non-residential development of 10,000sqm or more, to calculate
lembodied carbon emissions through a ‘nationally recognised
methodology’ to demonstrate efforts being undertaken to minimise these
lemissions. Firstly, it is unclear how the Council has determined the above
thresholds to be justified and robust; no evidence is provided to evidence
how these arbitrary figures are appropriate as benchmarks for such

Future Homes Standard now published
along with transitional arrangements
[which should be referenced in policy.
Blanket requirement for an Energy
Statement (criterion a) is not justified in all
cases. Such information should only be
sought where proposals seek to exceed
national requirements. Embodied carbon
assessment requirement should be
deferred until a nationally agreed
Framework is established.

The policy will be updated in
light of the publication of the
Future Home Standard. The
lenergy statement is required
in relation to a range of
measures not just energy
efficiency. This is just one
element of the energy

rarchy with a range of other|
measures to address from the
measures employed to
minimise energy demand,
maximise renewable energy
generation and storage on site,
utilising renewable and local
carbon energy, minimising
lembodied carbon emissions.
Further clarity to be provided
lon the standards for embodied|
carbon emissions.

Yes

Embodied carbon clarity

LPR117¢ Sustainable
Design and

Climate Change

[James Beackon

NHS Property Services

Policy

DC2- Climate
Change
(strategic)

Support

Draft Policy DC 2 seeks to ensure development minimises the impact of
and increases resilience to the effects of climate change. NHSPS fully
support policies that promote sustainable and carbon neutral
development. We would highlight that NHS property could benefit from
carbon offset funds and recommend the Council to consider the
implementation of policies related to net zero. The securing of financial
contributions where on-site carbon mitigation requirements cannot be
met would support the NHS to reach the goal of becoming the world's first
net zero healthcare provider.

highlight that NHS property could benefit
from carbon offset funds and recommend
the Council to consider the
implementation of policies related to net
zero. The securing of financial
contributions where on-site carbon
mitigation requirements cannot be met
would support the NHS to reach the goal
of becoming the world's first net zero
healthcare provider.

[Comments noted. Council does|
not currently have sufficient
levidence to justify seeking
financial contributions.

LPR120f Sustainable
Design and

Climate Change

| Councillor Bryony
Holroyd

Section

DC2- Climate
Change
(strategic)

Neutral

7.Sustainability & Health
2.The Code for Sustainable Homes was repealed, we're currently reliant on
Part L of Building Regulations. As soon as the Future Homes Standard 2026
applies legally, we must require all new homes which are not started by
that date to meet it (not just planning permission by that date). There
have been legal challenges (The Court of Appeal (Co) Ruling [Rights:
|Community: Action Ltd v. Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and
Local Government] 25 July 2025) confirming that councils CAN require
higher energy efficiency standards than national regulations, and further
CoA findings that the Written Ministerial Statement of 2023 does not
prohibit higher local standards. We should demand higher minimum
standards (above Part L, and Future Homes Standard) to ensure we
lachieve our climate change, inequality reduction and “health in all
policies” aims.

b.There must be a requirement to consider solar panels and battery
storage wherever possible (except in exceptional circumstances e.g.
shading - new-builds roofs should be oriented to maximise solar
efficiency). This MUST be offered as an option as an absolute minimum.
[Whilst some mortgage lenders offer 0% or low interest top-ups separately,
for energy efficiency measures, it's far cheaper to install at the outset, and
easier for the buyer to roll such extra costs in with their whole mortgage.
c.Request that guidance be provided on requirements for (commercial
scale) battery energy storage sites which are becoming more common for
rid balancing.
d for more detailed / were

et out in the Design Code, so the Local Plan must set out clearly how
those standards must be met. We understand that the Design Code was
also rolled out to other areas of the town, so this may apply more widely

Require higher standards above Future
Homes Standards. Include requirement for
solar panels and battery storage wherever
possible. Further guidance required on
BESS. Heat network connection lowered to
200 units.

[Government have made clear
that Councils shounld not seek
energy efficiency standards
above those set nationally.
Building regulations cover the
provision of solar panels.
Policy guidance on BES is
proposed.

=

BESS Policy

LPR125&126b Sustainable
Design and

Climate Change

Josh White

Natural England

Policy.

DC2- Climate
Change
(strategic)

Neutral

[The Plan should recognise that climate change mitigation and adaptation
land biodiversity loss are interlinked. Many habitats provide essential
lecosystem services to allow adaptation to climate change e.g. natural
flood management, as well as mitigation e.g. through tree planting and
retaining peat as a carbon store. Policies should set out appropriate nature
based solutions for climate mitigation and adaptation such as woodland or
wetland creation or peatland restoration.

(Consideration also needs to be given to the likely impacts of climate
change on protected sites, habitats and species.

[The Plan should recognise that climate,
change mitigation and adaptation and
biodiversity loss are interlinked. Many
habitats provide essential ecosystem
services to allow adaptation to climate
change e.g. natural flood management, as
well as mitigation e.g. through tree
planting and retaining peat as a carbon
store. Policies should set out appropriate
nature-based solutions for climate
mitigation and adaptation such as

[ woodland or wetland creation or peatland
restoration.

Consideration also needs to be given to
the likely impacts of climate change on

protected sites, habitats and species.

[Comments noted, other
policies do set out some of
these measures where
relevant to Darlington in the

section.
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LPR127,128 & 129g  [Sustainable
Design and
Climate Change

Ros Kain

Historic England

Policy

DC2- Climate
Change
(strategic)

Support

[We fully support the addition of this strategic policy and the commitment
to the reuse of buildings. Our guidance Advice Note 14 HEAG321 Adapting
Historic Buildings for Energy and Carbon Efficiency should be added to the
supporting text.

Historic England estimate that empty space in historic properties can

| deliver 670,000 residential units across England. Repurposing built
heritage can help create dynamic, comforting, and sustainable living
places Heritage Works for Housing | Historic England. provides evidence
lon how empty floor space in traditional properties can contribute to
housing delivery.

in the case of listed buildings, and those in a conservation area which add
to character and appearance, securing new uses is an established
constructive conservation principle. However, for Darlington's buildings
which are not heritage assets but are of solid traditional construction (pre-
1919), this policy could be specifically applied. s it possible to link this
policy to non-designated heritage assets?

[We also support the reuse of materials. If partial demolition or full

[ demolition of an existing structure is deemed to be acceptable how will
this be controlled? How will the use of locally sourced materials be
controlled and monitored?

How will this policy be applied to the allocations. The strategic allocations
for example. Should this be written into the site requirements?

suggested change - Amend, expand to clarify as set out in comments.

Reference to HE Guidance Note 18
recommended. Seek clarity on how agreed
demolition will be controlled and how the
use of locally sourced materials will be
ocntrolled and monitored.

Reference added to Guidance
note in supporting text. Other
issues can be addressed
through the implementation of]
conditions at the application
stage.

Yes

Reference to guidance note
added

LRP123k

Martin Bonner

Hellens Land and
Homes England

Martin Bonner, Savills, The
Lumen, St James
Boulevard, Newcastle Helix,
Newcastle upon Tyne NE4
5820191 3233146

Policy

DC2 Climate
Change

HLL/HE note the range of requirements for demonstrating good design
[which minimises energy consumption. Whilst there is no objection in
principle to these measures many of which increasingly form part of
standard design practice, policy DC2 should add a general caveat that site
suitability and viability is also a consideration on this topic. This is
referenced to some criteria such as Heat Zoning Network Regulations but
not all,

Furthermore, the requirement for an energy statement which includes an
lembodied carbon emissions calculation could raise additional queries
from applicants in due course. The “nationally recognised” calculation
method is not specified and could be open to interpretation. The level of

should be ionate to the available, as an
lexample on outline development proposals any assessment would be
based on assumptions. It is assumed that the assessment would focus on
the operation of the proposed development rather than the construction
phase which faces greater challenges at managing carbon emissions, albeit
lon a temporary basis. Where the impact upon CO2 emissions has the
potential to be significant, taking into account design mitigation, this
information would be required as part of an Environmental Impact
[Assessment screening process and potentially its subsequent
Environmental Statement if a range of likely significant effects are
identified. Therefore, the information required for 150 dwellings should
align to the level of detail required for EIA screening rather than a more
detailed assessment which would typically be required for EIA

Site suitability and viability should be
added to a caveat to whole policy. Unclear
on embodied carbon methodology.
Requirements should align with EIA
requirements

Site suitability and viability
recognised at necessary
points. Viability testing
factoring in requirements.
|Amendment proposed
regarding embodied carbon.

Yes

Embodied carbon clarity

LPR1332

Katherine Dobson

NWL

Section

DC2 Climate
Change

Support

[We support policy DC2 Climate Change (Strategic Policy) and we note
particularly point 2 ¢).

and d). of that policy. We are currently producing a Water Efficiency
|Statement for the

Northumbrian Water operating area which will identify targets to be
lachieved and set out the

levidence driving these targets. We will share this statement with
Darlington as soon as we

can, but we do support your recognition of seeking to achieve a lower per
capita

consumption of water and supporting water saving and efficiency
measures in new

development.

Support for parts 2c and 2d. Further
information to be provided on Water
Efficiency Statement.

[Support noted and further
information welcomed.

None

LPR1332

Katherine Dobson

NWL

Section

DC3 - Flood Risk
& Water
Management
(strategic)

Support

[We support policy DC3 Flood Risk and Water Management (Strategic
Policy). We note the

listing of the preference of hierarchy for surface water management, by
minimise, control

[and separation. We suggest that the Local Planning Authority considers
amending the

preferential list to include the new addition set out in the National
Standards for Sustainable

Drainage Systems (SubS) released in July 2025 which now includes as
“priority 1" - to be

collected on site for non-potable use -

https://4

drainagesystems-

suds.

[We also request that a reference is made within this policy to seek
developers to undertake

2 formal Pre-Planning Enquiry application with Northumbrian Water which
will be required to

inform their Drainage Strategy as part of any masterplanning design or
planning application.

It s very important that all new development carefully and evidentially

[assessment of the preference of hierarchy for surface water disposal to
avoid further
of spills.

[Support. Amend drainage hierarchy to
reflect updated standards and refer to non{
potable. Refer developers to consult
Northumbrian Water.

[Comments noted and
lamendments proposed

Yes

[Add in non-potable uses as
priority 1in policy. Additional
wor g to encourage
developers to submit pre-
planning enquiry added to
supporting text.
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LPRO37a Sustainable
Design and
Climate Change

William Ward

[The Woodland Trust

Policy

DC3 - Flood Risk
& Water
Management
(strategic)

Support

[The Woodland Trust supports the inclusion of the policy on flood risk and
water management within the Local Plan. This is a vital area of planning
policy, particularly in the context of increasing climate pressures, and it is

to see a clear to reducing flood risk and
promoting resilient development. The reference to sustainable drainage
systems (SuDS) is especially positive.
To strengthen the policy further, it would be beneficial to include explicit
reference to natural flood management (NFM) measures and to actively
lencourage their use alongside conventional drainage approaches. NFM
techniques can play a significant role in slowing the flow of water,
increasing infiltration, and reducing downstream flood risk, while also
lenhancing biodiversity and landscape value.
In particular, the policy could highlight the importance of upland and
riparian tree planting as part of a wider catchment-based approach to
flood management. Tree planting in upland areas can help to intercept
rainfall and reduce rapid runoff, and riparian planting along watercourses
can stabilise banks and help regulate water flows.

Supports the inclusion of the policy on
flood risk and water management within
the Local Plan. This is a vital area of
planning policy, particularly in the context
of increasing climate pressures, and it is
encouraging to see a clear commitment to
reducing flood risk and promoting resilient
development. The reference to sustainable
drainage systems (SuDS) is especially
positive. To strengthen the policy further,
it would be beneficial to include explicit
reference to natural flood management
(NFM) measures and to actively encourage
their use alongside conventional drainage
approaches. NFM techniques can play a
significant role in slowing the flow of
water, increasing infiltration, and reducing
downstream flood risk, while also
enhancing biodiversity and landscape
value.

Darlington Borough is not
located in the uplands so the
measures suggested are not as
[applicable as they would be in
the neighbouring areas of
County Durham and North
Yorkshire. Reference is made
o natural drainage features.

No

None

LPRO4S Sustainable
Design and
Climate Change

Ken Maddison -
submission 1

Resident

Policy

DC3 - Flood Risk
and Water
Management
(strategic)

No
Answer

I think it would be prudent to simple take out section 11and 12—
“discharge to combined sewer” as this would go against all the latest
lgovernment and NWL goals along with environmental policies. This should
liust not be an option and the others method and approaches must be
used and encouraged | It would be more than useful if the document
could provide some policy on reducing any additional flow into the
combined system even to go as far to encourage separation of the system
for both development and within all DBC highway and car park work.

| think it would be prudent to simple take
out section 11 and 12 — “discharge to
combined sewer” as this would go against
all the latest government and NWL goals
along with environmental policies. This
should just not be an option and the
others method and approaches must be
used and encouraged ! It would be more
than useful if the document could provide
some policy on reducing any additional
flow into the combined system even to go
as far to encourage separation of the
system for both development and within
all DBC highway and car park work.

[Comments noted. This
hierarchy is set out consistent
with National Planning
Practice Guidance. A further
sentence has been added to
lemphasise that evidence the
hierarchical order must be
followed. The policy does state
that discharge to combined
sewers s a last resort.

LPRO49C Sustainable
Design and
Climate Change

Ken Maddison -
submission 1

Resident

Policy

DC3 - Flood Risk
and Water
Management
(strategic)

No
comment

No comment.

No comment

N/A

LPROS2d Sustainable
Design and
Climate Change

Louise Tait

Environment Agency

Policy

DC3 - Flood Risk
and Water
Management
(strategic)

Neutral

Policy DC3 Flood Risk and Water Management

Criterion a. states that development proposals will be designed to ensure
they will be safe over the lifetime of the development. However, this
should also include access and egress to individual buildings as well as the
development site itself.

Criterion b. states that development proposals will be designed to ensure
flood risk is not increased elsewhere and will, where possible, reduce
flood risk overall. This criterion should be expanded upon or additional
supporting text added to the policy to make clear that this can only be
[achieved by either building outside of flood zone 3 or by providing

storage at the site.
Development should be located outside of flood zones 2 and 3 where
alternatives exist.

[We would recommend further consideration within the supporting text of
policy DC3 for development proposals to demonstrate compliance with
[Water Framework Directive objectives and be informed by and consistent
with Environment Agency guidance, the relevant River Basin

Criteria (a) should also include access and
egress to individual buildings as well as the
development site itself. Criteria (b) this
should be expanded on to make clear that
this can only be achieved by either
building outside of flood zone 3 or by
providing compensatory storage at the
location/development site. We would
recommend further consideration within
the supporting text of policy DC3

for development proposals to
demonstrate compliance with Water
Framework Directive objectives and be
informed by and consistent with
Environment Agency guidance, the
relevant River Basin Management Plan,

Plan, flood risk management requirements, and any applicable local or
catchment-scale management plans.

In paragraph 4.8.12 (supporting text to Policy DC3), the importance of the
Magnesian Limestone aquifer as a source of water for a large number of
water supplies and a highly sensitive environmental receptor is
mentioned. The location of source protection zones within this aquifer and
their importance should also be highlighted and discussed as these are
particularly sensitive and need protecting.

flood risk and
any applicable local or catchment-scale
management plans. With regards to the
Magnesian Limestone aquifer the location
of source protection zones with the
aquier and their importance should also
be highlighted and reference their
sensitivity and need for protection.

Update to criteria (a) will be
undertaken as suggested
[Concern that the alteration
suggested within criteria (b)
could result in conflicting
principles within the policy
and in comparison to national
policy. Further updates to the
supporting considered
suitable.

Yes

Update criteria (a) within policy
DC3 as suggested - including
access and egress to individual
buildings. Update supporting
text in relation to the aquifer
source protection zones

LPROS2r Sustainable
Design and
Climate Change

Louise Tait

Environment Agency

Policy

DC3 - Flood Risk
and Water
Management
(strategic)

Neutral

Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SuDs)

5uDs are mentioned throughout both the Local Plan and the Sustainability
|Appraisal. The inappropriate use of SuDs can result in adverse impacts
such as groundwater flooding and water quality issues. The guidance
[within the 'EA's approach to GW protection’ document is required to be
considered when SuDs are proposed for use.

SuDs within areas of historical contamination and/or within Source
Protection Zones and ions may not be

[and would need to be carefully considered

in addition, our position is when any major development is proposing
infiltration SuDs in areas affected by coal mining the applicant will need to
consider

groundwater, mine water and below ground pathways in any risk
lassessment or site investigation work. Examples of risk assessments are
desk studies, preliminary risk assessments (PRAs), coal mining risk

(CMRAS), flood risk assessments (FRAs), Environmental
impact (EIAS) and ical Risk (HRAS)
The northwestern area of The Darlington Borough Council administrative
boundary is underlain by coal measure strata along with historic coal
mining. Therefore, the use of SuDs within the Darlington Borough Council

area would need to be carefully considered within these
areas as they may not be appropriate for all new developments.

[The inappropriate use of Subs can result in
adverse impacts such as groundwater
flooding and water quality issues. The
lguidance within the 'EA's approach to GW
protection’ document is required to be
considered when SuDs are proposed for
use. When any major development is
proposing infiltration Subs in areas
affected by coal mining the applicant will
need to consider groundwater, mine water
and below ground pathways in any risk
assessment or site investigation work. The
northwestern area of The Darlington
Borough Council administrative boundary
is underlain by coal measure strata along
with historic coal mining. Therefore, the
use of Subs within the Darlington Borough
Council administrative area would need to
be carefully considered within these areas
as they may not be appropriate for all new

|Comments noted. EA guidance
[ document to be referenced in
criteria f of DC3.

Ve

[Add EA SuDs guidance
document to criteria f of DC3.

LPROS7 Sustainable
Design and
Climate Change

Irene Ord

Resident

Policy

DC3 - Flood Risk
and Water
Management
(strategic)

Support

Policy DC3 Flood risk & Water Management.

Discharge to combined sewers is the last resort but too frequently being
used.

SuDs have become a default mechanism where the town's older systems
are ageing and weak. SuDs must to be well-funded by those who use
them and be reliably maintained — which may become economically more

Discharge to combined sewers i the last
resort but too frequently being used

suDs have become a default mechanism
[where the town's older systems are ageing
and weak. Subs must to be well-funded by|
those who use them and be reliably

difficult over time. could be

hich may become
economically more difficult over time.
Flooding/breakdown could be
catastrophic.

Policy does emphasise
discharge to combined sewer
is a last resort and further
lemphasis has been placed on
this within the policy. Policy
requires whole life
management and
maintenance of SuDs.

None
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LPR1258126¢ Sustainable Josh White Natural England Policy 3 DC3 - Flood Risk Support |Natural England welcomes the inclusion of SuDS in Policy DC 3 as a way to |Support inclusion of SuDs as a way to [Support Noted No None
Design and and Water mitigate against flood risk. mitigat flood risk.
Climate Change Management
(strategic)
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LPR reference (starting Topic

Organisation

Site / Policy / Ser

Policy Details

Section Details

Object /Su Comments

Comment Summary

Officer Response

Change Required Yes/N Proposed Changes

LPRO4ad Healthy Vanessa Section 5. Healthy Object  |Land is often allocated to build local services, then not delivered. The council |Land is allocated for health  |We are lookingto  |No
Communities communities must build in mechanisms, e.g. developer payment towards delivery, to provision but does not introduce a
adequate services for all new Could Nei delivery of services. |contributi
Plans help? towards health
Policy may be required to by default enable Neighbourhood Forums to manage ~|Could Neighbourhood Plans o [provision but
|community green space etc., to prevent problematic leasehold arrangements.  |Forums help? ultimately we can't
Development sites close to sites of high traffic & parking pressure must be require such
modelled including that existing traffic/parking demand, and parking restrictions [Things like residents parking  |facilities to be built
/ resident parking zones built in from the outset to prevent amenity / zones should be builtinto |only secure land
obstruction issues. prevent an issue arising in the |and/or
Travel plans must be required for all development over 10 homes, and first place. contributions.
lemployment sites, with escrow payment to Modeshift (/equivalent) to ensure its
implementation. Travel Plans should be Traffic modelling will
required for all development |be provided.
ove 10 homes and financial
sought. The travel plan
threshold is
considered
appropriate and
further justification
will be provided.
LPRO4aE Healthy Vanessa Section 5. Healthy Object  [Social determinants of good health, Health New Towns and Health in all policies |Healthy New Towns principles |Support for limits on [No
Communities communities must be built in at the outset as the basis of good development, not an should be reflected hot food takeaways
afterthought. throughout. noted. Heathy new
We welcome policies to limit takeaways and gambling premises in deprived town principles are
areas. Support for restriction on hot |relected as widely as
food takeaways and gambling [possible and HIA
premesis. requirement
hopefully shows it's
not an afterthought.
LPRO76D Healthy Ruairi Feakes _|Durham Policy and Section 5. Healthy Support |a. Vulnerability, Community Cohesion and Safer Neighbourhoods Generally supportive of Support noted. No
Communities Crime Commissioners communities approach
Office The PCC welcomes recognition of inclusive growth and healthy communities
within the Draft Local Plan. However, it is important that policies fully consider:
« The concentration of vulnerability in certain areas.
« The link between poor design, deprivation, and crime.
« The importance of accessible community facilities that support early
intervention and prevention.
The PCC encourages planning policies that:
« Promote mixed and balanced communities.
« Avoid over concentration of high risk or vulnerable uses in single locations.
« Support partnership working with local authorities, health services, and
voluntary sector organisations to reduce harm.
LPRO76C Healthy Ruairi Feakes | Durham Policy and Section 5. Healthy Support |5. Alignment with Violence Reduction and Prevention Priorities Support for creation of safe _|Support noted. No
Communities Crime Commissioners communities and acessible spaces.
Office The PCC's Police, Crime and Justice Plan Plan prioritises prevention, early
intervention, and reduction of violence and antisocial behaviour. The Local Plan
can play a critical role in supporting these objectives by:
« Ensuring safe environments for children and young people.
« Supporting access to green space, education, employment, and leisure
opportunities.
« Considering the safety implications of licensed premises and late night uses.
The PCC welcomes continued collaboration to ensure spatial planning aligns with
regional and local safety strategies.
LPROSTe Healthy Chris Martin HBF Policy HCI - Healthy Neutral _|Itis noted that Policy HC seeks to roll forward the requirement for schemes of |Seeking justification of how |HIA's have been |No. Justification to be

Communities

Communities

150 or more homes to submit a Health Impact Assessment (HIA) s part of the
planning application. The HBF notes that whilst HIAs are not a national
mandatory requirement, the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) outlines that they
can be a useful tool where the health impacts of a are antici

effective HIA's have been in
the adopted local plan and is
the 150 dwellings threshold

to be ‘significant’ (Reference ID:53-005-20190722).

Given that this requirement has been in place for a number of years through the
current adopted Local Plan, the HBF would anticipate that to justify its inclusion
in the Local Plan Review, the Council will need to evaluate the effectiveness of
the policy, establish whether the 150 dwelling threshold is appropriate, and
whether it is the case that all schemes of this size have potential ‘significant’
effects on health.

still appropri

effective and it's
more the challenge
to think about
health impacts
throughout the
development of a
proposal rather than
necesserily the final
report that is of
particular value.

provided.
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LPROS7p Healthy [loe Smith Savills for Miller [Joe Smith, Savills, The Policy Policy HC1 - Object It is acknowledged that draft Policy HC 1 duplicates the adopted Policy DC3, |Seeking justification of how  |HIA's have been | No. Justification to be
Communities Homes and Durham  |Lumen, St James Health and subject to minor amendments relating to the reference of allocated sites within [effective HIA's have beenin  [effective and it's  |provided.
Cathedral Boulevard, Newcastle Helix,| Wellbeing the Plan under Policy H 2. the adopted local plan and is  [more the challenge
Newcastle upon Tyne NE4 (strategic policy) Our Client broadly supports the principles underpinning Policy HC 1, and agrees |the 150 dwellings threshold  |to think about
587 with the Council that development should seek to enhance health and wellbeing |still appropriate. health impacts
across Darlington. That said, it is noted that the Council proposes to retain the throughout the
threshold at which developments are required to undertake a Health Impact development of a
(“HIA"). proposal rather than
Planning Practice Guidance at Paragraph: 005 Reference ID:53-005-20190722 necesserily the final
notes that a HIA is a useful tool to use where there are expected to be significant report that is of
impacts; however, our Client wishes to emphasise that this does not equate to a particular value.
HIA being a national requirement.
Under these circumstances, and having regard to the substantial legislative
changes that have occurred since the adoption of the DBLP, our Client requests
that the Council reviews the 150 dwelling threshold to ensure that is remains
consistent, appropriate and justified. No evidence, beyond that which supported
the DBLP has been provided to demonstrate that a threshold of 150 dwellings
should be retained. Our Client also questions whether all developments of this
size constitute a ‘significant’ impact on health, as described by Planning Practice
Guidance.
LPR104i Healthy Andrew Rose Taylor Wimpey Andrew Rose, Spawforths ~|Policy Policy HC1: Object  |9.1 Taylor Wimpey supports the principles of Policy HC1, however the approach [Seeking justification of how  |HIA's have been | No. Justification to be
Communities Planner & Architects, Health and towards health and wellbeing needs to be robustly justified by up to date effective HIA's have beenin  [effectiveand it's  |provided.
Junction 41 Business Court Wellbeing evidence. the adopted local plan and is  [more the challenge
East Ardsley, Leed, WF 2AB (strategic Policy) Justification the 150 dwellings threshold  [to think about
01924873873 07841 9.2 Taylor Wimpey generally supports ambitions to improve health and well- |still appropriate. health impacts
621224 being. The suggested approach is to require Health Impact Assessments throughout the
| developments over 150 dwellings. Health implications should be |development of a
9.3 However, in preparing its Local Plan, Taylor Wimpey consider that health [considered through the proposal rather than
implications should be assessed through the Sustainability Appraisal. This Sustainability Appraisal necesserily the final
approach would assess the cumulative impacts of policies and sites and process. report that is of
reasonable alternatives, whilst ensuring that the Local Plan delivers the particular value.
economic and housing growth required.
Proposed Approach A sustainability
9.4 To address the comments, the following approach is proposed: appraisal is not
« Address the health implications through an updated Sustainability Appraisal considered the
« Remove the requirements for a Health Impact Assessment from policy. appropriate way to
consider helth
impacts of a
development.
LPR105i Healthy Andrew Rose Taylor Wimpey Andrew Rose, Spawforths ~[Policy HC1 - Health and Object  [Taylor Wimpey supports the principles of Policy HC1, however the approach Seeking justification of how  [HIA's have been  [No. Justification to be
Communities Planner & Architects, Wellbeing towards health and wellbeing needs to be robustly justified by up to date effective HIA's have beenin [effective and it's  |provided.
Junction 41 Business Court (trategic Policy) evidence. Taylor Wimpey generally supports ambitions to improve health and  [the adopted local plan and is  [more the challenge
East Ardsley, Leed, WF 2AB well-being. The suggested approach is to require Health Impact Assessments |the 150 dwellings threshold  [to think about
01924873873 07841 developments over 150 dwellings. still appropriate. health impacts
621226 9.3 However, in preparing its Local Plan, Taylor Wimpey consider that health throughout the
implications should be assessed through the Sustainability Appraisal. This development of a
approach would assess the cumulative impacts of policies and sites and proposal rather than
reasonable alternatives, whilst ensuring that the Local Plan delivers the necesserily the final
economic and housing growth required. To address the comments, the following report that is of
approach is proposed: particular value.
« Address the health implications through an updated Sustainability Appraisal
« Remove the requirements for a Health Impact Assessment from policy.
LPR117 Healthy [James Beackon  [NHS Property Services Policy HC1 - Health and Support  |Draft Policy HC 1 sets out the Council’s commitment to making sure that new | General support for the Support noted. No
Communities Wellbeing developments promote healthier lives and help reduce health inequalities approach and ongoing
(strategic) through the built and natural environment. NHSPS welcome the inclusion of a |collaboration.
standalone health policy that supports healthy lives. 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.
ifying and ing the health of existing and new
development is a critical way of ensuring the promoting healthy and safe
ities. In with the NPPF, these requirements should be based
on identified needs in the joint strategic needs assessment and support delivery
of relevant health strategies, such as the health and wellbeing board’s joint local
health and wellbeing strategy and the integrated care board’s infrastructure
plan. On this basis, we welcome/ the inclusion of a c iy
policy on healthy places in the Local Plan, and encourage the Council to engage
with the NHS on this matter ahead of the Regulation 19 document being
prepared.
Health Impact Assessment
The use of health impact assessment is a useful tool to ensure planning
applicants and the Local Planning Authority have the right information to make
sound planning decisions in promoting healthy and safe communities. NHSPS
supports the requirement for residential developments of 150 dwellings or more
/ major development with potential for significant health impacts to submit a
Health Impact Assessment. Further guidance is provided by Public Health
England (now the Office for Health Improvement and Disparities) in its 2020
guidance.
LPR125&126d Healthy [Josh White Natural England Policy HC1 - Health and Neutral  [This policy acknowledges that Health Impact (HIAs) are required for for HIA's to I this detail is No

Communities

8
(strategic)

of 150 or more homes and all other non-residential ‘major’

development. The Plan does not clearly set out expectations for these
assessments to consider nature recovery, LNRS priorities or BNG delivery as part
of their evaluation of health outcomes, i.e. linked to access to nature and other
environmental benefits (heat, noise, air, flood etc).

consider Nature Recovery,
LNRS priorities and BNG
delivery should be linked.

required we will look
to incorporate into
future updates of
our HIA guidence
rather than Local

Plan Policy.
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LPR125&126r Environment _ Josh White Natural England Policy HC1 - Health and [Air Pollution and _|Neutral | The Plan does not include a specific policy on air pollution and quality. We would | The Plan does not include a ~ [The SA and HRA will |No
Wellbeing Quality expect the plan to address the impacts of air quality on the natural environment. specific policy on air pollution |consider these
(strategic Policy) In particular, it should address the traffic impacts associated with new and quality. impacts.
development, particularly where this impacts on European sites and SSsls. The
environmental assessment of the plan (SA and HRA) should also consider any  [The SA and HRA should
detrimental impacts on the natural environment, and suggest appropriate consider impacts on natural
avoidance or mitigation measures where applicable. environment.
Natural England advises that one of the main issues which should be considered
in the plan and the SA/HRA are proposals which are likely to generate additional [Impact on designated sites will
nitrogen emissions as a result of increased traffic generation, which can be need further consideration in
|damaging to the natural environment. terms of traffic imapact and
The effects on local roads in the vicinity of any proposed development on nearby [air quality.
designated nature conservation sites (including increased traffic, construction of
new roads, and upgrading of existing roads), and the impacts on vulnerable sites
from air quality effects on the wider road network in the area (a greater distance
away from the development) can be assessed using traffic projections and the
200m distance criterion followed by local Air Quality modelling where required.
We consider that the designated sites at risk from local impacts are those within
200m of a road with increased traffic5, which feature habitats that are
to nitrogen i i APIS provides a searchable
database and information on pollutants and their impacts on habitats and
species. (See submission for footnotes)
LPRO71f Healthy Dale Morris Homes by Esh Joe Ridgeon, Hedley Policy HCL - Health and Neutral _|Policy HCL seeks to roll forward the requirement for schemes of 150 or more _|Seeking justification of how _|HIA's have been  |No.
Communities Planning Services, Tanners Wellbeing homes to submit a Health Impact Assessment (HIA) as part of the planning effective HIA's have beenin  [effective and it's
Burn Business Park, Burn application. We note that HIAs are not a national mandatory requirement, and ~ [the adopted local plan and is |more the challenge
Lane, Hexham, NE46 3RU the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) outlines that they can be a useful tool  [the 150 dwellings threshold |to think about
joe@hedleyplanning.co.uk where the health impacts of a development are anticipated to be ‘significant’  |[still appropriate. health impacts
(Reference ID:53-005-20190722). throughout the
development of a
Given that this requirement has been in place for a number of years through the proposal rather than
current adopted Local Plan, it is considered that the Council should have necesserily the final
evaluated the effectiveness of the policy, establish whether the 150 dwelling report that is of
threshold is appropriate, and whether it is the case that all schemes of this size particular value.
have potential ‘significant effects on health. The NPPF makes clear in paragraph
45 that documents submitted with planning applications should be kept to a
minimum and that local planning authorities should review information
requirements at least every two years. We note that the Council’s website states
that validation guidance is ‘Currently being updated’
LPRO29 Healthy David Phillips Butterfly Conservation Policy HC2- Support |Lighting Supports additional wording _|Support noted No
Communities North East Safeguarding Item 5.2.8/5.2.9/5.2.10 Red/yellow/amber light conditions for bats and other  [around artificial lighting and
Amenity nocturnal wildlife e.g. moths and our own health benefits should be adopted in  |the provision of dark corridors

this plan for new developments particularly Burtree Garden Village,
Skerningham Garden Village and Coniscliffe Park developments that border the
countryside. Blue and White lighting should not be permitted. Item 5.2.10. The
provision of dark corridors within this plan for nocturnal wildife is very
welcome.

for nocturnal wildlife.
Highlights the importance of
red/yellow/amber light
conditions for nocturnal
wildlife and residents
compared to blue and white
lighting.
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‘Comment Summary.
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Change Required Yes/No.

Proposed Changes

LPROS11 Housing [Chris Martin——|H8F policy [H1-Housing. (Object [Amend the housing requirement figure.
Requirement 1 jobs g [within policy 1 t0 490 net additional
7 i [dwellings per annum
in laspirations of
2. bt
Plan and the to
s the supply of new homes (Reg 19).
Plan
minimum LHN.
o
housebuilding.
130
[The accompanying text to the policy states that:
h "
[igure as the housing requirement...”
fThe c
hether

2.
In fact, the Councils p

LN,
3.

(PR032 Housing Richard Cowen _|CPRE Durham Palicy I~ Housing [Object i 3 3 No
Requirement Concern around housing
(strategic) |considering alocations, as proposed under Policy H1. land supply, the

This could
, local needs.

reasonable. In ot
But Policy H1
Ivear suppl “local
lexcessive development,

policy v
Policy H1.

ROt Housing M7 TN & Mrs N J Swinbank [Andrew Moss, Ward Palicy I~ Housing [Object s 3 No
[Hadaway LLP, Sandgate: Requirement - housing
[House, 102 Quayside, (strategic) five year requirement. land supply, was consdered sound through the examination of the
INewcastle upon Tyne, NEL Paragraph 3 of the policy should be amended to state;
30X Tel: 07899878420
[andrew.moss @wardadawa "Atany point in
v.com that would and service villages.

Py
d Py,
|delivery of s in the Borough, thel
B

[Proza Housing [Vanessa Palicy I~ Housing [Object [Housing Need Numbers providing No
Requirement Concern
(srategic) “The majority of

Jcentre.
Plan which were found to be sound at examination. A large:
da v fnot removed,
[imings set before which applications will not be considered.
 pol lcosty to develop as such their deliverabilly is sometimes
Jthatthese must be subdivided to cu risk.
A the C.
|Allocations have been put forward which are considered to be the
lecti

Jsa.

(Pros3 Housing Patrica Meredith [Resident Section HI-Housing 6. Housing [Object [Housing Need & Distrbution [The plan No.
Requirement « 3
(srategic) lgenuine need. e q “The majority of

lender dfall Plan which were found to be sound at examination. A large
[smaller homes and P

lcosty to develop as such their deliverabilly is sometimes

A the C.
|Allocations have been put forward which are considered to be the
lecti
2)

persons and those with disabiltes.

[PR05S & 60c Fousing Dominic Crowley _|Lichfields Policy /A1 Housing [Object [Amend the housing requirement figure.
Requirement 025 to 2042, jobs gr [within policy 1 t0 490 net additional
(srategic) Jof 2 [dwellings per annum

Hallam e laspirations of
in respect o between
ipal. We believe |policy H1 and H2 i inconsis
(Reg 19). . which allows
Jcurrently adopted Local Plan. See submission. it
¥ 8
. but
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[PRO64 & 065¢ Fousing Nick Pleasant _[stantec on behalfof Palicy I - Housing [Object 2 The reduction [Amend the housing requirement figure.
vistry Requirement up to 2042 within the Draft Plan,is unsound and not appropriate when t is known: [within policy H1 t0 490 net additional
(srategic) i gainst a higher i gainst a higher target, the " [awellings per annum.

i The Council s pursuing additional levels of economic growth. laspirations of
i There isa on this will
3102 ction be appl
2036 to 7,582 dwellings by 2042 within the Borough. Local Plan. fve y e (Reg 19).

established requirement

Plan.
lthe Draft propriate. In the.
Jabsence
3.10.4 The Standard
The adopted Local Plan
o longerjustify 2 igher level of
housing provision.
ftime, inorder
Borough H
2020,
Jtrategy.
growth and
for retreating from this position.
delivery of a number of majg stes,

LPR067 & 630 Housing [Georgina Cox _|Gladman Palicy I~ Housing [Object [see submitted attachment I Py [Amend the housing requirement igure.
Requirement 1 |within policy 1. to 490 net additional
(strategic) The Local lan i a over. [dwellngs per annum.

. the plan period. Thi o o
the plan per annum)
period. lcontinue.
6:13 of the draft plan s not sufficent. (Reg 19).
Plan s ¢ the
Py Ih

using the
Jexcess of
in igh of the national housing criss.

130fthe
[version of the plan. It the Local
Plan in 2022,
tiscl
only

o e

PRo71g Housing Dale Morris Homes by Esn Palicy I~ Housing [Object T 4 « [Amend the housing requirement igure.
Requirement may be hgher 4 homes, p [within policy 1. to 490 net additional
(strategic) . over [dwellings per annum.

(1) “This s and o
7, e per annum).
5,840 dwellings.

Jover s p ) Jjorty (Reg 19).
fthe majority . 3

20303t P nature. Even

i current
Jadopted
ustifed reason to reduce the minimum requirement.
|Given the C igures, e

to maintain, 2

Jtothe housing requirement.

LPRo8TK Housing floe smith [Savilsfor Miler Palicy 1 - Housing Object |1 hrough the Polley A 1 and reduce the e policy G [Amend the housing requirement figure.

Requirement s 1 [within policy 1. to 490 net aditional
(Catheral over. [dwellngs per annum.
Jannum, equating to a decrease of 9.35%. The local  asp
ITo be clear, I per annum)
|concerns/limitations with the reduction in LHN fgure. Jerowth. Concerns with ustification
4, the (Reg 19).
Inthis
lcontext, our C 4 o
This emph: [period
land
the NPPF,
Reference ID:
lthe &
Paragraph: 009 Reference ID: 23-009-20241212).
fluxin the
[Standard Method.
Furhe tional policy provide
time. Our
1 this posit
oL, H why the
% has ot
13
in regard to the above p however when
aa6
[Ty Housing [lames Reid Miller Homes. Paiicy I Housing (Object [Miller Tocal |ce policy ves [Amend the housing requirement igure.
Requirement Housing Need 1 wpiiftto [within policy H1.to 490 net additional
3 [dwellngs per annum.
Jterms of past delvery, the fast Annual , the Council has o
per annum). this will
LN,
ol This  (Reg 19). The
commuting,
plan for g fve v permission.
d igher growth f, for example, this d plan preparation.
= sites should be
have to be tharoughiy justified at examination”. including Milles site at
is suitabl forthe
[The Inspe retention
s [cc
The target
"
planning .
s b 183 states:
“In order
Jadaitional jobs over the 16-year
Local Plan 2025-2042 2016-2036




This document was classfed as: OFFICIAL

[Amend the housing requirement figure.

(PRo9SC Fousing Karl Everit [Alure Developments |Lee Fulkher, DPP Planing, [Policy I - Housing Neutral _[Draft Policy AL National Planning L e
tudio 14, Haylofts, St Requirement " o,  with thenew [within policy 1 t0 490 net additional
[Thomas Street, Newcastle (srategic) the © [dwellings per annum.

Tyne, NE1 4LE, new Standard Method, and the expected housing delivery. [and the expected housing defvery. 0430 net.
ee flcher@dppukitd.com s
tis Ao »
2 over s years, preparation (Reg 19).
(PR1023 Fousing [Kevin Ayrton _[Story Homes Ltd__[ELG Planing, 55 Coniscffe [Policy L -Housing [Object h ] & poiicy [Amend the housing requirement figure.
[Roa, Darlington, L3 7€H Requirement 1 jobs [within policy 1 t0 490 net additional
the Borough, [dwellings per annum.
or laspirations of
which hi 1 |per annum). Further evidence on this wil be published ina Local
Jgrowth
19). The € fve year
noted that, planning.
Hurworth
preparation. The C;
housing, of in Jat Neasham Road, Hurworth s the best thesitesthat  [sites Plan. This
N Pl Py

following comments on the increased housing need figure of 492 dwellngs, lsupply of  large numbers of new homes can often be best achieved

[through planning for larger scale development. This i the approach
“40.The torg year). Jthe Councils taking,

jobs inthe
Borough, The
the Plan which, for the
[following main ifed. the jobs are.
ted, -
Plan Review:
1
d On the ground e and

(PR103e Housing Duncan Peake [Raby Estates [Hanna Mawson, Pegasus _[Palicy 1 - Housing [Object = poliey [Amend the housing requirement igure
(Group, irst Floor, Requirement (Policy H1 hi %2 1 jobs gr [within policy 1. to 490 net aditional
(Gainsborough House, 34-40| s on  the NPPF i clear at Jover [dwellings per annum.

Street, Newcastle paragraph 61 that loca planning authorites should sgnificantly boost”the supply of new homes, po new homes. Based on 2025 stock  [aspi
lupon Tyne, NE1 6aE per annum).
laccordingly. lawellings per
e H (Reg 19).
3 have been proposed for allocation in the draft Local Plan, This has
" housing land
Darlingt |supply bufer has also been incorporated. The NPPF i clea i that the|
PPy
Jover time. [through planning for larger scale development. This i the approach
terms. lthe Councils taking,
requirement overall of 7,582 over 17 years to 2042, Table 6.2 of the Draft Local Plan identifies that
Jsome of beyond
therefore, it
(see

Jsubmission)

LPR104] Housing [Andrew Rose [Taylor Wimpey [Andrew Rose, Spawforths _[Palicy Policy AL Object [10.1 method Local [The release gure has [Amend the housing requirement igure.
Planner & Architects, Housing 3 per be reflected. p iobs g [within policy 1. to 490 net aditional
Junction 41 Business Court Requirement be treated by g [over: [dwellngs per annum.

[East Arcsley, Leed, WF 28 10. 39 eed, " "
01924873873 07841 s Pl per annum).
10.3 Taylor Ihousing. .
housing need. The Council 0; 19).
" d LN, C in This has
10.4 While Tayl e " housing land
r land supply dfall The  [supply buffer b in that the|
toassistin Taylor
evidenced ., |through planning for arg
105 Local Plan.In partcular, it lthe Councils taking. Further evidence on delivery rates wil be
published at the next stage of plan preparation. The windlall
P X
plan period. [forward f the Council cannot demonstrate a 5 year housing land
106 8 |supply, was considered sound through the examination of the current.
H Local Plan. I i therefore proposed to be retained as written
" I
" devel
lustiication
that, in order
homes, that|
fthe delvery of
10.2 The.

LPR105] Housing [Andrew Rose [Taylor Wimpey [Andrew Rose, Spawforths _[Palicy 1 - Housing (Unknown [Taylor method Local [Sec above [sec above ves [See above
lPlanner & Architects, Requirement
Junction 41 Business Court
[East Ardsley, Loed, WF 28 lsubmission.
l01924873873 07 « Support the need for a buffe for flxibily.

621227 . prior have regard

Need

need.

« Need to

-« Need to diferent

|communities and groups can be met.

« dentify Tay! L

PR1106 Housing [lames Seabury _|Banks Group Palicy I - Housing [Object Tocal plan] poli B
Requirement annum. 1 The current account for [within policy 1. to 490 net additional
(strategic) to [dwellngs per annum.
jaspirations. th
justfysuch a reduction s
ve-year Jannum. and the Councl app plan
o December ¥ position. The two 19).

lcouncil have a 5 delivery of B Pl it

Itis

position.

practicable v

|within the current adopted local plan.




This document was classfed as: OFFICIAL

(PRI13 & 1147 Fousing Rachel Coates _[Bellway Homes. [Rachel Coates, stantec. _[Palicy I~ Housing [Object [Amend the housing requirement figure.
Requirement up to 2042 within the Draft Plan. [per annum. An [within policy 1 t0 490 net additional
(srategic) from 9,840 dwellings up to 2036 to 7,582 dwellings by 2042 within the Borough. o [dwellings per annum.
o ppr
hod in s
H forward for DaC o
2024, . 19).
ladopted growth strategy. b '
the adopted plan, oBC
o
delivery of a i stes,
in 2016.
the Draft Plan, risks
Ivears
after
to provide
is no longer
into
lthe Draft Plan
== Fousing floe smith [Savillsfor Miler _[loe Smith, Savils, The_[Policy [20 Great Burdon _[A2-Housing [Support D P T Ves [Amend the site area for allocation 20
L [Alocations, Local Pian. NPPE (Great Burdon to include the white parcel
(Cathedral INewcastle Heli, Newcastle (srategic policy) oec Jalocation. lofand to the north west corner of the site|
lupon Tyne Ne4 S8z 3 land adjacent to the rural gap. Amend the
" Plan, [wording in policy H2 to read “The stes will
Jwest of longer vith lprovide 3 supply of housing land suffcient
area. rate of 50 units per annum this explains the increase by 100 units. It to annualy evidence a deliverabie five
the site. |vear housing supply in accordance with
250 fThe c to .
lbewteen 1,250 - 1,500 dwellings. &
annumto 446, The word ‘anaually wil be
the cc
Plan which suggested 500 homes within the plan period and 750 homes
thereaft
the short term. P e
[removal o the term 'roling'five year housing land supply within policy H2.
PRI11& 112 Housing [Savils UK L1d, The Lumen, [site 100 Hall Farm, |2 -Housing Support _[Housing allocation statement provided. See submission. [Site ref 100, 50 No.
Homes St James Boulevard, lBranksome |Alocations Ret:
INewcastle Helx, Newcastle (srategic policy)
[upon Tyne, NEa 56z the allocation.Site y
cited n H2.
Jpossivle
[PRo25c Housing David Philips st (251 Skerningham W2 - Housing, [Newtral [The scale o I
North East |Alocations. is noted. peopl dthe [Garden Village. ©
(strategic policy) |countryside. ndeed, ual Anumber of
residents qualityof This draft
plan
i Jout requirements for the provision of green space.
way
[PRosa Housing [Davia Marjoram, €6 [site 392 Elm Tree Farm |2 - Housing, [Support €GP Em o,
[Planning, Gateway House, |Alocations, 1 i T o: , would deliver
Jiffe Road, (strategic policy) Plan, with Policy H 2 advising  can be
[Darlingon, DL3 7€H 01325
la6s236. be determined by the planning application process. Delivery proposed n the housing trajectory also supported.
P dwel
/00021/ PREAP),
t the Local
Plan (policy.
sie,
The hig d
lspecificaly, of these
representations olicy H 2 - Housing Allocations
[Mandale Homes fully support the continued inclusion of Elm Tree Farm, on the basis i
15 sustainable site;
the Borough;
- Would deliver housing in a sitable location;
- Can be delivered; an
revised Tree Farm 150n0. to 200n0. Mandale
3 the site.Itis
o ix A of the Local Plan
[Review identifies Elm Tree Farm as starting to delivr from 2027/28, at a rate of 45no. dwellings per annum until 2031,
Jwi del 4
Jlso fully support.
[PR127, 1288 1250 |lousing Ros Kain Historic England ste 392 Elm Tree Farm |2 - Housing, Newtral [Site ref 392, Eim N
|Alocations. slghtly this would not result in any heritage impact.
Jototepepocy) [capacity slightly
LPRo25 Housing Kathleen Robinsan-Tregear Section 303 Blackwel H2-Housing 6. Housing Object_[1am 7 r No
(Grange east |Alocations, Local Plan Review (2025-2042).
(srategic policy) the dential Jand when. e
plan, 3
lestablshed residential areas.
, together with the Ja housing commitment and has planning permission. Other stes in
Daringt Jthe west of the urban area also have planning permission, such as
However, I particular, th |Conisciffe Park North and South. Existing residential areas arc
Jtransport, infrastructure capacity, and residential amentty. land HC2 Safeguarding Amenity.
AL, towards
Despite this,
issue. 2 which would
Asareslt
hrough environmentalimpacts, and pressure on residential
Jstreets
Park raises
lexpansion or increased development pressure over time.
The. West Is defined by
However, for
he
[clear policy protection.
[Taken together, these issues indicate that the plan s not:
effecti be addressed
LPRos2 Housing Diane Chandier St 467 Tees Grange [H2 - Housing, [Object Steas? & e, fsee T8 Comments _[No
|Alocations. in this area and dog walking, people g valking, relating to "
(strategic policy) g Losing this [exercise etc.
itwil swe'
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Proa7a Housing Phillp Greer [Resident Se [367 Tees Grange A2 -Housing [Object ste a67 B 8 [See combined ‘Combined Officer Response to Reg. 18 Comments _|No
[Alocations. 2042) and the Local Green Space Designation Report (March 2026) 0 |relatingto 3
(strategic policy) [documents on certain areas, e.g. the ecological value of the site. Concern that the
L6527 Tees Grange & Site 467 Tees Grange in Coundil documentation), as Local Green land as
2026
. The changes c
Jtothe 2017 HELAA document and the current adopted Local Plan 2016 - 2036
 They are Jwith two.
scoring.
b Jand over plan. Concern over
Jprocess.
«Site 467 - “the site has
Jand enhanced”. .
This s clearly
incorrect.
Ttail
la67). for Foxes, Stoats, Weasels, Newts, Bats,
hawk
et gain
- z
(PRO50 Housing lan Walker Resident Ste (367 Tees Grange _|A2-Housing, [Object i 187 & 8 [See combined ‘Combined Officer Response to Reg. 18 Comments _[No
|Alocations relating to r
(srategic policy)
v
lcommunity.
Jareas, .. the site
[ which has been ignored. Issues with the description of the site n Councl
o . s sol
ternally.
LPRoS7 Housing Mark Clayton _[Resident St 467 Tees Grange [H2 - Housing, [Object e st 467 e e, fsee T8 Comments _[No
|Alocations. housing in our relating to r
Jototepepocy) e area, lcommunity. n local wildife.
(PR063 Housing an Barnes Resident Ste 367 Tees Grange |H2 - Housing, [Oblect |1 Over intensifcation of houses. steds7 B 0 [See combined C 1 T
|Alocations Loss of recreational area. houses, loss of 1 relating to r
(srategic policy)
la. Removal of sidents. jparkland.
(PROGE Housing [lames C Wattersor|Resident Ste (367 Tees Grange _|A2 - Housing, [Object |1 The los of yet another green space for not needed housing, Steasr & Anumberof _[see combined Combined Officer Response to Reg. 18 Comments  |No
|Alocations 2 the town. sloss [relating to r
(srategic policy) of Jof
5 for. many others 0B be
in the 40 years | have lived next to the field.  light pe
la.1 " tand.
5.
6. Object to the. a
7
8. oBC
land was only suitable for bungalows.
9. Obiec Grouse, Pheasants, Toads, Newts, Birds
Jof Prey, Bats, Voles, Stoats plus the insect population.
10.
position will shine into my house,
n
crops 1
(PRO70 Housing Roradshaw  [Resident St 467 Tees Grange W2 - Housing, [Object ite 467 Tees Grange. fsee T8 Comments _[No
|Alocations. area, and green space. relating to "
(strategic policy) have between Low liffe Park.
not
(PRo73 Housing Peter and Marjorie|Residents [N St 467 Tees Grange |H2 - Housing, [Object Steas? The area s [Sec combined ‘Combined Officer Response to Reg. 18 Comments _[No
[Alocations. , Dentists & Thissiteis  |overwhelmed relating to "
(strategic policy) t needed, e of an open space, h
|wel used by many residents
LPRoss Housing Helen Rondo _[Hummersknott St 467 Tecs Grange [H2 - Housing, [Object [Oblection to 467 Tees Grange Steas? fsee T8 Comments _[No
i Residents Group and |Alocations, relating to "
lsubmitted Buil Field Protection (strategic policy) Report (March
lproviding
levidence. of
[signatures) the NPPF. for itis
P
[development. tranqui, bl
. historic
letters of support, LGS
@
|methodology. There has been no standard methodology produced by the
[Boverment. Concern with the lack of thoroughness around the assessment
h
Tommy Crooks “The Council
Itis questioned
[involvement. Concen over the number of greenfield sites proposed for
roximity
Jwrks,
the sie, 3
[PR1206 Housing St 467 Tees Grange|R2 - Housing, [Object o 0 Tees Grange. Concern with _[see combined Combined Officer Response to Reg. 18 Comments N0
Holroyd party [Allocations. Jare safe. Also, the type & izes of Homes should relating to "
(srategic policy) 8. To
occupation.
Jof lcommunity use and archacological remains.
[PR127, 128 & 125w |lousing Ros Kain Historic England st 467 Tees Grange. Neutral The site area of .64 h 8 awellings. [Site ref 467 Ves include design guidelines for the ste.
onisclffe Road. Th of Road. The site has archacological potential.  [require a
Coniscife Road. - the appendix. DEC should
psc sider whether dosetolt, and W Further
|consider the proximity the site or close to t, and consider the proximity to the Scheduled Monument and|
later of place than
more generic 215t century developments. del fied. P
ir this
e it form.
whether. o Plans
[We support the archacoloial requirements set out in the Appendix.
Jthe sie.
PR130 Housing Beverley Thomas[Resident Ste (367 Tees Grange _|A2 - Housing, [Object Tand purpose of green belt s to Steasr & Anumberof _[see combined Combined Officer Response to Reg. 18 Comments | No
|Alocations d [t 3
(srategic policy) jsafeguard ‘openness, visual amenity
Jand under pressure.
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(PRI3T Fousing Helen Rondo _[Resident e [467 Tees Grange  [A2 - Housin [Object [y complaints are mainy against the inclusion of Site 467 Tees Grange / L6527 ste a67 [See combined ‘Combined Officer Response to Reg. 18 Comments [No
[Alocations, b Local P relating to 3
(strategic policy) in of It serves Report (March 2026). Reasons for objection are reflected in the|
Concern with the loss of the green
[vews of the group, and wish that objection to be considered alongside this one.
|on page
pa .
plan, despi Ineeds and Concern
lpuidance, councils” i Thel
riority. DBC happened
[standards set by those polices. the Councilh
s the
more complex brown fied stes
Paragraph k [
Paragraph 9.3.1 * apparently the|
1 !
sites rather
I
" 2015, 5,157 new
Only 1,175 of “affordable”
delvery of
Jsites granted planning approval.
ere are also 784 in Darlington.
e e the
|council (poiitica and financial rather than the real needs of the residents of Darlington.
(PRo3T Housing (v Park Ste (367 Tees Grange _|A2 - Housing, [Object Site 467 Tees Grange. [See combined C 1 T
Farm |Alocations proposal [more relating to r
(PR127, 128 8 125x|Housing Ros Kain Fistoric England Ste [368 Kendrew st Car Neutral Urban [Siteref 468, Kendrew 5t C this st Theste. [No
[Park Regeneration Framework 1 This
larea Jand in the setting oflisted buildings. The ste contains some NDHAS siteis i
i lsome NDHAs.
informed by the Northgate Masterplan 2022 Masterplan. The policy text should be informed by the findings of the HIA and the
Bac Hy g
[The Historic Enviranment and Site Allocations in Local Plans
o the
e Masterplan.
(PR120c Housing [Coundilor Bryony |Darlington Green Ste (471 Land castof _|A2-Housing, [Object ousing - 7 I Steref 471 [The Coundi dered [No
Holroyd party |connections pment. This has been
10-minute walk,to ensure. informed by “The Local
o
Jservices). t meet 20- princiles.
(PR127, 1288 128y |Housing Ros Kain Fistoric England St [471 Land eastof Neutral 720 [Siteref 471 Land east of Maidendale (former Ingenium Parc). This proposed __|The site HIA s o be reviewed. The allocation statement wil be N
residential units over the Plan Period). the 6r P
ingenium Parc) 11 isted
Jsite south of the Cummins Factory on Yarm Road). |caried out in 2019, this needs to be amended to reflect the alternative use:
the Grade II” Jproposed
Park & Garden "
RPG,
2009, within. The Design C
refect the alterative use proposed (720 residentialunits)
Ia 3
Factory and
Jwithin.
raiway fne. Suggested change - A HIAis required *
[The Historic Environment and Site Allocations in Local Plans
the HiA,
|Consider whet
(PR127, 1288 1250 |Housing Ros Kan Fistoric England Ste 504 Snipe Lane Newtral [Site ref 504 ™ No
[Hurworth (phase 2) Phase 1-700 units. ladjacent to an existing housing commitment. Phase 1700 units. Phase 2site  [overall. The site has been spiit to identify the area which does not
The sie areas 1 165 units, reference number is 504. The site area s 10 165 units,
if o 1d be sure there is i
1&¢h should consider |10 845. DBC. the historlc
|whether a HIA i required. 18 Phase 2. DBC s i
Local Plan required.
=0 Fousing Louise Tait Environment Agency St [504 Snipe Lane |A2-Fousing | ousing. [Neutral [Based on il et No
[Hurworth Moor  [Allocations 2 1974 [Skerne Park) 197,
(srategic policy) The local |Agency hola when the
information on this historic closed landfil sie. site operated. The local authority may hold further information on this istoric
LPR10aX Housing [Andrew Rose [Taylor Wimpey [Andrew Rose, Spawforths [site 85 Land at 2 - Housing [Object Farmand c in policy H2. The plan reies on only 11 The No
[lanner & Architects, (Coniscliffe Road,  [Allocations HEL propt
lunction 41 Business Court Jand
[East Arcsley, Leed, WF 28 Jvia policy 5D3. Lack of The NPPF- B
01924873873 07841 Jof why
taken forward for allocation. The Councilshould consider a broader range of sites for larger scale development. This i the approach the Councilis
Jtaking.
i Farm h House builders
lable
[housing development |deliverable n the HELAA it does not necessarily mean that it wil be
prosc
for The C¢
Jsuitable as it s essential for maintaining the openness of the area and
separation of Low Conisciffe, Merrybent and the main urban area
(PR09S Housing Karl Everit [Alre Developments _|Lee Fulcher, DPP Planning, [site Site 468 Kendrew St [R2 - Housing, Newtral ves [Update appendix B allocation statement
studio 14, Haylofts, 5t car park |Alocations, o forsite 468 with the suggested wording in
rect, N lsupportive of However first paragraph - The ste is proposed for
[upon Tyne, NE1 4LE, alloc:
lee fulcher@dppukitd.com Jan indicative vield of 125 dwelln
example a care Including compatible commercial
faclty (use class C2) i currently being considered for the ste. I s suggested that ldevelopment and potential for specialst
E lhousing.
[housing,with ayield o approximately 125 dwellngs together with compatible
Ihousing”
[Proa1b Fousing TN & Wrs N Swinbank [Andrew Moss, Ward Palicy 2 - Housing [Object paragrapt = Local Plan. The NPPF [The No
[Hadaway LLP, Sandgate |Alocations, propos
[House, 102 Quayside, (srateic) Jo sites local identify, registers,land to 10% e " has
INewcastle upon Tyne, NEL 10% not The NPPF "
30X Tel: 07899878420 Jthrough There is an over
[andrew.moss @wardadawa [Table 6.4, summary of five year foll rescent for larger ouncilis
y.com planning pe Table 6.4 row Finclude 125 dwellings. East, Heighington). This s not sustainable and is not consistent with national i
lpolicy.
i none of area. Additionally 10 of the 11 sites |vilages. Proposed allocations put forward at Former MW Wood Nursery, New
Jallocated / proposed Extension or in the Vilages, L Neash:
Beech ' East, Heighingt o
policy, NPPF para 36
Jrterion o).
i Table 6.7 Housing Commitments, onlysites 78, 395, 412, 424, 425, 426 and 429 are less than one hectare i area and
) turn;
Iite 78 has 3 cwellings remaining to be completed
site 395 has 46 dwellings remaining to be completed
Iite 412 has 16 dwellngs remaining to be completed.
site 424 has 24 dwellings remaining to be completed
Iite 425 has 18 dwellngs remaining to be completed.
sie 426 has 14 dwellings remaining to be completed
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[PRO%aD Fousing Vanessa Poticy 2 Housing Object [site Allocations g [the Counci h o
[Wlocations builtin, to ensure new ted. 471 1and east of Jthe mst suitable and sustainable for development. This has been
(trategic) nomes are accessble 15.20 minute communities. Parc. 467 Tees informed by the HELA and 5A process. The Loca Plan will also be
Jand highways mitigation
|Also see ‘Combined Officer Response to Reg. 18 Comments elating to
[Tees Grange Farm'
[PR022 Housing Michael Dryscate|V/A Paticy 2 Allocations Object pron Concerns o
(trategic) improved X there. Roads are ina poor
regardless e ' potholes, Lack of school p Hospial places,  [and when.
P willbe born . Lack ofd
Fyou travel at busy times in local and srategic highway network
PRo2e Fousing e Whatmore Section 2 -Fousing |6, Housing (Object ) esdential o
[locations [development. Infrastructure  [area. The Local
(strategic policy) Firsth o rtfor oo
tobe when,
i mitigaton schemes to ensure developments do not have an
iffurther
- Safe, d local amenties
2
v the
secondly,
‘ this
and
s and I would like to
buia
use ofand avaiabilty:
in this context, | would a his This could
lcohesive,eff
i summary, my position is as follows:
- , 0 be sensbly
integrated where appropriate
[PRO284 Fousing David Philis Poticy 2 Housing bject 3Polcy & F6 e most o
North East [Alocations I (urtree GV, Skerningham, and C
(trategic) Indeed, the continued There are alsoa
. and quality offe. The plan needs to.|number of environmental polices within the raftplan which protect
¢ quaity of i ) wi
ereen space.
reduce
health inequaliie,
jaway. The "
rive.
o existing Local
= T T ooy - Fou e ¥ oo o = mend hewording npalie W2 read
[Alocations  can be [which should include smaller stes [“The sites will provde a supply of housing
(trategic) |delvered and are viable. Medum needs. 2 land suficent to annualy evidence a
e deiiverable five year housing supply
2 accordance with the National Planning
s il asis n the : [roling is proposed nto PolicyFramework.”
Ihousing & I to"The
[featured in the NPPF. However it is agree to include the adition of
the plan e word ‘annually' within the policy o that it is consistent with
This - e 78) iona pol
Jacordance with the National lanning Policy Framevork.”
“roling’ Itis unclear
|word ‘raling, the policy s not clear For laity, the
HBF considers that the wording should be amended to
Jaccordance with the National Planning Policy framework *
[This wording better aligns ith the NPPF (sce paragraph 78).
[PR0S9 & 604 Housing Dominic Crowley | Uehfelds Poliey 2~ Housing Object o limited The
[Aocations ) The approach
(traegic) istoric uses, some sies and &
e ol seris. g i into
their and at RoundnillRoadin  smaller sites and brought forward by different house builders. The:
around )
ldeliver around 150 new homes h
c s submitted to o
partners. The alterative site referenced has been considered as
Jensure they are sound. available, suitable and achievable in the draft HELAA site assessment,
time.
published at the next stage.
LPROG4 & 0651 Fousing Nick Peasant _[stantec on bealfof Poticy 2 Housing Object|in ¥ oo o claify 4. The Council o
Vistey [Alocations i i ders th
(trategic) o to2042, of adopted
proposed. planning forlarge
Evidence on L
Jforward Z
erningh: the Railway. In addition,
o deliver early inthe plan period shold be provided following the settiement hirarchy. number of allocations will begin on site within five years and there s
Draft Plan's
levidence base. the deliverabity of st s to be provided at the nextstage.
|delivering th inended level of housing growh
Joutsice of perpetuates an o
Jthose secking a home i the smaller
[PR0G7 & 63 Housing [Georgina Cox _[Gladman Poticy 12~ Housing (Object [See submitted attachment The
[Aocations arety This [more small The approach
(trategic) B
Jdue to theirlonger delivery times wer delivery
[These smal g i into
smalle stes and brought forward by different house builders. The.
the tier 1 set
vidence to h
67
partners. The alterative site referenced has been considered as
available, suitable and achievable in the draft HELAA site assessment,
time.
The
allocations will begi on site within five years and there s clear
evidence to support this.Such as development progress and
arificaion from house bulders and partners
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LPRO67 & 651

Housing GeorginaCox  Gladman Policy H2 - Housing Object  See submitted attach of Land ble [No
Allocations, igure 1 The site sits 2
(strategic) for facites and serv
jce Village' arange of to
the adopted plan, in
3 by the image for outline:
160 dwelings
the tier 1 :
the A7 runs north settiement, pen sp
previously identified for allocation
a primary school, pharmacy, local shops and more.
the site. Additonally,
there s a bus stop for the number 6 bus servce which also travels directly Into the centre of Darlington with buses every.
growth
recent growth.
The ste has 2 up to 160 dwell
" The
G 3
refusal
PRo71a Housing Dale Morris. Homes by Esn [ioe Ridgeon, Hedley Palicy 2 - Housing [Object dentified in Policy 1 atached |l Phase2wilbe [ves [ncrease yield for site 504 Snipe Lane,
[Planing services, Tanners |Alocations lsubmissions. /504 Snipe Lane increased to 180 duwelings as advised given that layout work has been| [Hurworth Moor, Phase 2 to 180 dwellings
[Burn Business Park, Burn (strategic) Site ref 504 Snipe Lane: Site ref 467 Tees Grange undertaken. Comments noted regarding site 467 Tees Grange. The in olicy H2, Appendix A Housing.
[Lane, Hexham, NE4s 3RU it ref 467 Tees Grange site ref 471 [Trajectory and Appendix 8 allocation
lioe@hedeyplanning.co.uk Isite e 471 an statements. Alter site area for 467 Tees
indicative yield should be increased from 145 dwellings to 180 in bath policy H2 |Grange to be inline with the current
Jand 67 include thi. Site 471 Land east of [planning appiication and update the
[demolition of » e [ascoaited allocation with the access
BNG. Site 5001s| lproposal. Update sie area for 471 Land
identity q an using given least of Maidendale (former Ingenium
furt thesite lParc) as suggested and update allocation
Jsouth of & statement
the northern p:
Faverdale East Business Park could deliver 340 dwellngs.
=) Fousing Karbon Homes [Nanzon Chan GFW P [Palicy 2 Housing [Object Terass)s [The
[Dean street Arch, 22 Dean [Alocations, The approach
Street, Newcastie-upon- (srategic) The e
[Tyne Sie s suitabig "
[the Draft Plan i positvely prepare, justified and effective. The ste can
e ohi
low DAT the ithas|
very similar however
The . is
Jsimlar
fexibilty. Istation Road.
(Skerningham and Burtree GV). Thi
vilages. This restrits the growth of these settlements.
(PRo92g Housing flames Reid Miller Homes. [Steven Longstaff, ELG.__[Palicy 2 - Housing [Object Tieast it h o
[Planning, Gateway House, |Alocations, part,in the Council tleastin part, the Councll
55 Consciffe Road, (strategic) Jallocating these site over other options. s rationale.
[Darlingon, 0L3 7H ot
l07725970806 Jone. ~Land eastof 356 - Ingenium Parc),  allocation 417 B
. .
[The ste is described in the current Local Plan as, Questions the
Jof the residential allocation.
“site 365 - Ingenium Parc
Yarm Road.”
which
|with residential areas.
including for 82 use.
jor
i, Indeed,
ouncil,
=3 Housing lleremy Good [ELG Planning Section 6. Housing [Object " [The c: N
level
1 No reference in the plan "
allocate sites. twould 4
Jauthariy by attracting L
s, p @
Policy and
Jcustom build housing.
igh-quaity, )
ole
igh-quality "executive” he v
learners and retain sklled talent within the area.
(PR1026 Housing Kevin Ayrton _[Story Homes Ltd___[ELG Planing, 55 Coniscffe [Policy 2~ Housing [Obiect [t s proposed to include 3 additional housing allocations, which iclude: it B [N
[Road, Darlington, D13 7€H [Alocations. tleast the Council
(strategic) 467 - Tees Grange (indicative yield of 89 dwellings) ts rationale
125 dwelings) a
471 - Land east of genium Parc) Jallocation 417 Land east of Maidendale (former Ingenium Parc) given the adjacent|
t tleast in par, ouncil
included, the 3
Jallocations, other sites (.. Itisrecogr Jof 1 al
ar ” however Tees
|demanstrate its developabiltyor deliverabily.
Jore. ~tand 356 - Ingenium
Parc), forming part d adj bich
\ there.
I dwhy. stes ie.
[The site is described in the current Local Plan as,
“site 365 - Ingenium Parc
Yarm Road.”
which pace,
|with residential areas.
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LPRI0aK Fousing [Andrew Rose  [Taylor Wimpey [Andrew Rose, Spawforths [Policy Policy A2 Object [11.1 T Plan. The Plan_[Tayl hereg19  [No
[Planner & Architects, Local Plan, 191 The
Dunction 41 Business Court |Alocations In particul
[East Ardsiey, Leed, WF 28 [the findings of Economic Land |Alocation of only 11 D3 aksotighty  [in The approach taken is
l01924873873 07841 v planning for frg
l621226. Darlngt delayed. C; tohave The
Jand achievable. i i
n a and there h
to supply. , lbroader range. delverable and
il Jan period, ncluding land partrers.
|delivery be delayed. Jand c¢ site ref 8
113 As drafted, Jsites
fect limited tion and
number th
deliverable and Jand Merrybent.
plan period, including Berrymead Farm, Dariington
lustification
12.1The. number 1sites) to deliver
high-risk and v; however,
traectories. There s
3
112
Federation d twor .
three-y
by
121021
LPR10SK Housing [Andrew Rose [Taylor Wimpey [Andrew Rose, Spawforths _[Palicy 2 - Housing [Object Plan. The plan relies_[see above [sec above No
Planner & Architects, |Alocations Local Plan,
lunction 41 Business Court (strategic) n particular,
[East Ardsley, Leed, WF 28 B d
01924873873 07841 for sites,
Darlington.
112 1sitesto
Pl ,
be delayed,
11.3 As draed,
et limited
the
" deliverable and
plan period, Darlington. tes) to el
s high-risk and
e [ 3
lead-in twory
ftime required d by
[chambertain 12t021years
1.7 years (21 months),
letion 2.3 years (27 months). z
(PR1075 Housing [lames Litherland _[CityHeart [1eremy Good, ELG Planning [Policy 2 - Housing [Object P 0 poliey [Ves [Update appendix B allocation statement
[oL3 764, ‘01325469236, |Alocations the be acceptable forsite 468 Kendrew Street Car Park with
ljeremy@elgplanning.co.uk (strategic) urban area and I for the suggested wording in first paragraph -
Ihave a mix uses. [The site is proposed for llocation for
minimum, The final Inegate the need for chanes to H2. |seld of 125 dwelings, including.
b « lcompatible commercial development and
lpotential for specialist housing,
|viabiy, and market demand.
in particular,
or land.
Jspecificaly
be amended to read
125 dwelings, and, where
lenhance the il the scheme.
PRITS & 1145 Housing Rachel Coates _[Belway Homes. [Rachel Coates, stantec. _[Palicy 2~ Housing [Object[in X Noadational FER Y
[Allocations. i
(srategic) a [delverabilty.
period t0 204 c
i faled e
o 5
kerningh the Railway. In additi of
o Jallocations will begin o site within five years and there s clear
an levidence to support thi. Such as development progress and
2 d. H Tees.
|Grange, 468 Kendrew Street Car Park Regeneration Area and 471
period. For example, Land South of d Land east of Maindendale (former Ingenium Parc).
itessential the Draft
PRI & 114 Housing Rachel Coates _[Bellway Homes. [Rachel Coates, Stantec. _[section 2 -Housing 6. Housing [Object Burtree Lane. Tabie [No.
|Alocations
(strategic) Bell .
W logically _|development. However, at thistime there are more suitable sites
[laced to deliver new homes (150 h
d h for
Farm, Burtree Lane, Burtree GV, Jallocation.
[skerningham)
ftowards the housing requirement for Darlngton.
[PRIT3 & 1147 Housing Rachel Coates _[Belway Homes. [Rachel Coates, Stantec. _[Palicy 2 - Housing 6. Housing [Object Beaumont Hil N
[Alocations. . T
(strategic)
The
i Jallocations the north
Ihomes). v
instalaton of pipe main. Exp lseparation of
[growth (Burtree Lane, Berrymead Farm, Skerningham and Burtree G).
LPRITST Fousing Deloitte, [Folicy 2 - Housing Neutral = @ e 100, Hal 7 No
for England.- Deloite [Alocations, Branks The deliverable and
(srategic)
prope v d
by the planning application process
Hal Farm, Branks Policy H2 Tabl
1400 homes by 2042 25270 homes by 2036,
Jand 180 homes after 2036, totaling 450 homes.
L anda
thesite.
revised Local Plan perio.
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(PR12T Housing

Richard Morgan

1CPlanning Ltd

Section

2 - Housin
[Alocations,
(srategic)

6. Housing

[Object

propos

olled forward.

The approach

housing to al areas where is can be supported.

A5 2 ‘ervice Village

I " be supported.

with existing

tisk. HELAA Site e

HELAA site 454 Land West of RoundhillRoad site 3 proposed for allocation

e ihi

the vilage and

& “round off this ede-

‘Tees Grange, 468 Kendrew
471Land

the site. The

“Service Village'

levidence. d

t genium Parc). for

The exsting

levidence.

the Local

“The Councilis

Plan Review and HELAA Site Ref. 454 specifcaly.

flexibly could

 Local Plan

" This would add
further flxivilty.

There are

related to exception sites and the windfall mechanism in policy H1.

PR 064 & OGS Housing

Nick pleasant

[Stantec on behalf of
Vistry

Palicy

3 - Housing
ix

/A

The principle of

lassessment,

Joraft

Thisis

Jprocess. C

[will ot be accessible unti after the consultation has closed.

thatthe

Paragraph that

", When
e considered sound. See submitted attachment.

polices can

LPRoSTh Housing

[Chvis Martin

3

Palicy

13 Housing Mix

19).

15

Review,

2025, other

Housing Needs

It s also noted

[housing mix ncluding site location, physical constraints, character and
o

re met

L, s

Inrespective of this, the
This

. The inclusion of
The PG

incluces:
+The liely future need for housing.
The size, locati

8s)

homes, sheltered homes or care homes).
+The accessibiity and adaptabilty of exising housing stock.
How needs vary across different housing tenures.

The overallimpact on viabilty.

i particular, the

inclusion, need,
[ransitional period) (Reference ID: 56-020-20150327),

NDSS s unjustifed.

need, timine.
for NDSS s currently unjustified.

LA

Jassessment.

N

LPR059 & 60 Housing

Dominic Crowley,

Uchielos

Palicy

3 - Housing
ix

for

of the NPPE

Jfurther Housing Needs

Footnote 51 of the NPPF i alo clea

[propertis.
levidence for

need for such

properties
Jagainst

Jto 9% for Ma(3).
i

however

tobe

NPPE Footnote 51

LPROG7 & 68p. Housing

[Georgina Cox

(Gladman

Palicy

13~ Housing
ix

[See submitted attachment.

the Local Plan

lproposed to be retained in

be taken into
The

in 2025,

levidence of the terms of need,

|(NDSS) noted. 3

requirements

LPRO71] Housing

Dale Morris

Homes by Esn

[1oe Ridgeon, Hedley
[lanning Services, Tanners
[Burn Business Park, Burn
[Lane, Hexham, NE45 3R
lioe@hedeyplanning.co.uk

olicy

13~ Housing
ix

N

four

Review, where

15

0:
»

), other

Review,

[However, the increase in

(NDSS') willadd
the

, viabily and

implications of

need,
(Reference 1:

timing (.

period)

to consider
[mpiications of

 2025),other factors can be taken into account A

Housing Needs

assessment.

N

LPRO7S Fousing
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(cathedral INewcastle Helx, Newcastle Housing |depending on ' For context, our and a WhVA.
lupon Tyne NE4 582 [which has an affordable housing requirement of 20% products,
which our Client  [the o
B d B
|ownership. Drat Policy H 5 proposes:
+51% Social Rent
+75% Affordable Rent
42% Affordable Home Ownership.
utour
this nature. aLHNA and a WPVA, The
Id products, clear viability
implications.
Untilsuch a to justity thi d spi
be viable,
Jthis stage.
later stage of onsultation, our
Jto make further

LPROS2a ousing [lames Reid Miller Homes. [Steven Longstaff, €16 [Policy 5 — Affordable. A 9] [
[Planning, Gateway House, Housing [the Councifs thisstage. Miller Housing Needs
55 Conscliffe Road, (strategic) part of the evidence base s available.

[Dariington, 0L3 7EH levidence base is available.
l07725970806

LPRosar Housing [David Marjoram, EL Palicy Policy 15, [Object ot No
[Planning, Gateway House, |Affordable lavailable at thisstage. I d
55 Consclife Road, Housing this stage. Despite this, the poliey as
[Dariington, DL3 7EH 01325 lAs a resul position on the above s it sets out,
lagoza2

Nevertheless,
, where justified,
, lprovided, if
|suggested amended wording i below: [circumstances, it
: 14
p |application stage and alternatives discussed.
evidence.”

LPR102¢ Housing [Kevin Ayrton _[Story Homes Ltd__[ELG Planning, 55 Conisclife [Policy 5 - Affordable. WA s Jof Review states plan

[Road, Darlington, DL3 7EH Housing Jstage. [ making. Jfuther Housing Needs
the viability 2 Irequirements. beena
[within policy H5 to ensure the requires are viable". the Local Plan.
the  which include an
the Borough, vears, we have e
in the Local Plan. This is
next
Jstage of consultation.

LPR104n ousing [Andrew Rose [Taylor Wimpey [Andrew Rose, Spawforths [Policy Policy 5 [Object 14,1 While: the proposed by an|Prior [ves [Remove affordable housing defintions in
[Planner & Architects, |Affordable I particul a d lsupporting text and refer to the NPPF
Junction a1 Business Court Housing such evid Therefore, the iy as| 2024,
[East Ardsley, Leed, WF 248 e justifed or delverabl deliverable, contrary tothe |t sets out, where an applicant considers that the provision of
01924873873 07841 lustification the 2024 NPPF. Tayl
l621229 102 Local Plan.for o

30%). H the C [deliver the exact tenure split n the policy. This may be
i
pit: i
+ 51% socal ren provider, this could
« 7% affordable re i
+ 425 affordable home ownership
143 For istobe
home ownership.
1a. Taylor Wimpey
Jd seek deliver

This. to
|acquire the affordable properties on a ste.
14.5 The C

new homes.
1456 each Given that
time, p the
“That way, the
14.7 Policy
3 igh from 10% to 30%.

However,
provision,

LPRI0SN Housing [Andrew Rose [Taylor Wimpey [Andrew Rose, Spawforths [Policy 5 - Affordable. [Object | While the proposed 104n above, [See response to comment 104m above, [Ves [See response to comment 104m above.
[Planner & Architects, Housing i
|iunction 41 Business Court Needs Assessment has been published. In the absence of such evidence, the policy cannot be demonstrated to be
[East Ardsley, Leed, WF 248 lustified or deliverabig
(01924873873 07

1231 10% - 30%). However,
0%
+ 51% social rent.
« 7% affordable rent
- 42% affordable home ownership
istobe
home ownership.
1a. Taylor Wimpey
1d seek deliver
This may be for
|acauire the affordable properties on a ste.
4.5 The C
new
1456 eachof Given that
time, o are
provided. That 187
Plan,
Jfrom 10% to 30%. H 30%
7% Within
ltenure mix. While Taylor it idered that
Jadditional
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(PR1070 Housing

flames Litheriand

[Gtyreart

[eremy Good, ELG Planning]
loL3 764, ‘01325469236,
lieremy@elgplanning.co.uk

Palicy

5 - Affordable
Housing

Newtral

Thereisa

0%
h testinrelation h tis considered  [tobe.

0% of the units

totenure of

the policy as

The

Jare suggested:

Registered req in

lrequirements
ided,

Jprovi

it
M

lapplication stage and aiternatives discussed.

LPR108b Fousing

[chvis smith

[Skerningham Estates
Uimited

[Chris Srith, ichfelds, The
t Nicholas Building, St
INicholas street, Newcastle
lupon Tyne NEL 1RF 0191
2615685

Palicy

5 - Affordable
Housin
(strategic)

WA

noted. The

Policy F5 of the Local

dwellings, more.

For a20%
51% social rent
75 affordable rent

|425% affordable home ownership

tenure spiit of: 03

Junclear ifthe C

jabil

Hurworth,

30%

Jto a2%.

The c

50 our dient

tating that

I adition, it s unclear fth

fthe impact of-

be projonged.

E
Housing Needs

[PRI1TE 1127 Housing

Homes.

[Savills UK L1, The Lumen,
St James Boulevard,
INewcastle Helix, Newcastle
[upon Tyne, Nea 562

Palicy

5- Affordable

Housing
(strategic)

[Object

9] [No.

However,

has

the 2025 LHNA and

Jthe sie’s location. For context,our C|
nousing requirement of

ich

Policy H5.
|2 Whole Plan Viabilty Assessment. The importance of these evidence base

affordable

Wenote the

proposes the following tenure spit:
515% Social Rent;

7% Affordable Rent; and

425 Affordable Home Ownership.
How

d proposed
Jamendments. Given the fack of supporting evidence the draft policy cannot be

lquestioned. The evidence should be published at the earlest opportunity. Reserve|

ver,

the 2025 LHNA and a Whole Plan Viabiliy Assessment. Itis

with

Regulation
undertaken at this stage in the plan-making process.

NA s

NPPF paragraph

Uikewise, NPPF.

. in order

In the absence

On this bass,the

provide

|araft poliy i unsound, noting dentifed conflits with the NPPF.

ful, detailed

similarly, the Whole.

requirements.

Housing Needs

(PRIT3 & 1141 Housing

Rachel Coates.

Bellway Homes

[Rachel Coates, Stante.

Palicy

5~ Affordable

Housing
(strategic)

[Object

Prior

Tasa strong

policy as

and

1 has not

Jaffordable housing through market led development. The LHNA has not been

it sets out,

DBCthe

test these for

rovider, this could

[housing.

requirements for residential developments.

policy

it

Local

P
lapplication stage and aiternatives discussed.

(RIS Housing

for England.- Deloite

Beloi

Palicy

5- Affordable

Housing
(strategic)

[Object

1) [No.

fThe

Housing Needs

fthougnt.

[thought.
[which could

(PR1t6a Housing

llack Conroy.

[Tviot Way

[fack Conroy, Savils, The

Policy

[Newcastle Helx, Newcastle
[upon Tyne, NEa 562

5- Affordable

Housing
(strategic)

[Object

1) [No.

Drat Policy HS provides a revised affordable tenure spit for those ‘Locations’ with both a 20% and 30% affordable The

Jy. For context, our C
(20% affordable housing requirement).

Similarly,

Jundertaken, e
Draft Poli

+515% Social Rent;
7% Affordable Rent; and
42 Affordable Home Ownership

|be justified a this time, on this bass. Reserve the ight to comment further at a

later stage,

the LPR process to date. Similarl the

Regulation

e justifed at this time, on this basis.

|evidence within the LHNA being made publicly available.

jour Draft Policy HS ata

, subject to

Housing Needs

PRi17a Housing

Palicy

5 - Affordable
Housin
(strategic)

Newtral

Jfurther

staff

|dependent on the recruitment and retention ofits workforce. Most NHS staff need Jand

|workplace or

Jand retain saff.

hi Most

be anchored at a specifc

[workplace.

stafr.

Jgrowth

healthcare:

ldistance of
Jservices. We recommend that the Councit:

supporting the delivery of

|care System (ICS)partners

i any other

|Consider
particularly where stes are near large healthcare employers
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(RIS Housing Natasha Styles [ McCARTHY & STONE &]The Planning Bureau, 4th _[Policy 5 Affordable WA 0% and he location. 3 Panviabiity [N
[CHURCHILL LVING  [Floor, 100 Holdenhurst Housing Jatenures spitfor afordable housing 2020, Thisis . as
[Road, Bournemout, (strategic) Plan Thisis dated |dated and E
[Dorset, aHg 3AQ
people for- any of people for: any of
we
Plan Jpersons’ ‘general needs’ housing
el
Plan would be fess robust as  consequence, P peopl
58
sites. P
3 includes
plan” Reference ID: 10- I
Jform deliverable and realstic polcis, in
pe persons’ ‘general needs’
person o
e
sites. e
model of &
24 hour
H
R »: E process plan
Jto come forward for development over the plan period. If housing for older people i not assessed separately to market
(PR1200 Housing Road, Palicy H5 - Affordable Newtral Sodial (cheaper) g Tiis conficts raft policy Hs rent No
Darlington, 03 81 Housing Homes at social rent rates rtfora
(strategic) be struck out, Jof o
u However, it [terms of homes
"
[the ong run), lower value ward:
for / / doseto
e council's own joint h a publ
[venture schemes. reason tolet
Villages|
i 2 The
private rental tenure. Jsocial z minimurm of 25%
lownership. 0% First He toutin' ! Written
Jaready committed to build requirement 4 May 2021,
/ 3 [footnote 31 of the NPPF. As such the Counil cannot nsist on the
3 Those
to b d Jaccepted as an affordable home ownership produc.
eisure, healthcare et But for reasons we
 for all
e long,
? it shouldn't be:
ouit, a5 it doesn't meet Darlington's needs.
[ policy Hs, p.33
Boundary C: diom and
s i
type requiring 30%. value),since.
[Ty Housing e TN & Mrs N J Swinbank [Andrew Moss, Ward Palicy 6 - Exception [Object his palicy, 3 and e thatrural fThe
[Hadaway LLP, Sandgate sites (strategic) in the Pl the purpose of The
[House, 102 Quayside, respond to needs. [purpose of the plan i to identify and respond to needs. It
INewcastle upon Tyne, NEL
130K Tel: 0789987 a
Jandrew.moss@wardadawa for llocation.
y.com
(PR1036 Housing Duncan Peake [Raby Estates [Hanna Mawson, Pegasus _[Palicy 6 - Rural [Object played in Poliy H6 (Rural Which sets out_|C: respect Ticy H6 (Rural [Polcies SD2, H6 and 1 o
(Group, irst Floor, exception sites ountryside) in
(Gainsborough House, 34-40| ] toe.and that | ara 36 of the NPPF. the current
treet, Newcastle P
lupon Tyne, NE1 6aE ; o
that Policy the Darlington
i h “Villages' Urban Area. Further, whilst Piercebridge for example is identified as a Rural
inthe { and “Urban Area’ Village,
d el
Jdered. policy 6
o
PRo2% Housing Davia Philips Section 6 - Rural Support [66.166. Borough C [T . No
North East exception sites h the Local Plan  [nousing, however, the Council the borough. Delivery of
or ocal Plan P thatthe
|developers once planning permission has been secured. percentage requirements of policy S are subject to site viabily.
agraph of the polcy
LPROSTK Housing [Chvis Martin[8F Policy 17 Residential (Object [Pty H7 whilst Comments 3 and H, in terms of restrcting No
Development in policy H7 Imace in
the Countryside: into the
Our comments plan  [reviewed draft No ch:
to Policy $03 [period
Jover the plan period.
LPR0SS & 60 Housing Dominic Crowley _[Lichfields Paiicy 7~ Residential (Object [Hallam Land < the in terms of resricting No
Development in fmportance.
(Countryside |development, such as Hallam Land!s ste to the west of Roundhill Road in Hurworth (SHLAA Ste Ref: 449). Poicy H7 35 Hals into the
(strategic) @ @ |tana Hurworth (sH . h
7 I
[PR067 & 681 Housing [Georgina Cox_|Gladman Poiicy 17~ Residential Neutral b 7 and policy Frestricting No
Development in the
[Countrysice |Alternatively, Gladman's comment for policy SD3 apply aso for HI. Iternatively, Gladman's t intothe
Jisnatege |comment for policy SD3 apply also for H7. reviewed draft. No chang
[PR103c Housing Duncan Peake [Raby Estates [Hanna Mavwson, Pegasus _[Policy 17 Residential Unknown. Policy H7 rat pec H6 (Rural ~[Policies SD2, H and H7, outline the lacational strategy for new [ No
(Group, firs Floor, Development in that: ountryside] in
(Gainsborough House, 34-40| the Countrysice g para 36 of the NPP.
(Grey sureet, Newcastie |wil only be permitted where they meet criteria set n national policy.
[upon Tyne, NE1 6aE Policy H7 it
[ he Pol 4 to certain the Darlington
Urban Area. Further, whilst Piercebridge for exampl i identified s a Rural
in ilage,
Jor change of use of builings to residential use. See submission
d be)
dered. policy 6
Jof
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(PRo525 Fousing Louise Tait Environment Agency Sie / Policy [Ref. 185 Buriree A1l Buriree  [ousing Neutral e T No [None
(Garden Vilage |Garden Vilage |watercor the & it
Jareas of lowest flood rsk. Jof isk such as West Beck. Comments regarcing Lttle Whessoe Farm
Lanfil Site are noted.
s accounted for.
| West Beck i culverted, which presents additional flood is.
 which
Although, th |
[This alocation is The. Little Whessoe:
Farm Darlington. 67037 (DUR
May 1977 22 March 1989.
|commercial, construction and inert wastes along with liquid sudge wastes.
PRi23 Housing Martin Bomner [Martin Bor i, The [Poliey i1 Burtree. [Support Phase 2 [ves [Adjust Policy W11 and €2 to. figure of
L (Garden village - network, Villsge. Tt notes that has been " lapproximately 19.4 hectares
INewcastle Helx, Newcastle site Alocation Jattached. site 18 Plan il be|
lupon Tyne NE4 582 0191 (srategic) 3 recombined. |Adjust wording for Criterion G
in Policy H2.
forward 2225 dwell
could seekto
[delver within the forthcoming plan period [Criterion G and will make appropriate updates,
HE/HLL between DBC, National
jand igh
to take into account if this approach s carried forward. [However, the Councils not in a positon to establish this position at
/tis time. The proposed approach as noted by the applicant proposes
the
[changes made to Criterion ) i) of Poicy H11. However, The
criterion ). I
Burtree Lane position s confirmed.
6
[contributions to the Stockton & Darlington Railway route.
LPRIZ58126 Housing llosh White, Natural England Palicy FI1-Burtree Support 0andA 1L, These couldbe _|ce e cc [Consider how to require the masterplans
(Garden Vilage - 8 for the Skerningham and Burtree.
Sie Alocation networks beyond site boundaries Jwider ecological networks beyond site boundaries.
[LNRS Priority Areas and with wider
lecological networks beyond site
lboundaries
PRizsa Housing Martin Bomner i, The palicy A1 i Neutral [Palicy AL1 N [None
introduction, rst phase of Nonethel lproposals
Masterplan Jaccommodate potential future development proposals.
Framework &
Proposals Map
(PR123b Fousing Martin Borer _[Hellens Land and __[Martin Boner, Savils, The [Policy A1 -Buriree 1 Burtree |Policy H1— ALFE pol Jh reference to 2 sutable the
L . (Garden Vilage - Site|Garden Vilage - [criterion g) th fiterion g) ) 1. However,
INewcastle o over terion g). detailed
lupon Tyne Ne4 582 0191 (strategic)  [Burtree Lane.
3233146
with
for , E
P
HUL/HE would be for "
better
derstood were in 2015,
PR1Z3c Martin Bonner s, The palicy iz n o an updated i The green |G W infrastructure [The Counl agrees that a defined position between DBC, National _[No [None
Updated d the 750 igh
i H However,
requirements period, namely h 031 Darington o Jthis time.
The Regulation
‘Whilst The
o c
position s confirmed.
" this updated plan period
based on submitted trajectories
[PR127, 1288 1251 |fiousing Ros Kain Historic England st Site 185 Burtree Neutral the Policy Team [ves [Review HIA.
(Garden Vilage: renamed 8 lconducted in the
is unaltered. specific
ol d B
Policy te 50
proposed for 13.2 ha
[change from residential o employment use. The (see
[The HiA dates t policy text W layout. DBC whether Policy ENV 2). The original route of the SSOR in this location i stil a
the site, could ive rail the policy
i I example. |loyout.
farify if e SPD,
oBC
2019 HIA The Historic Environment and Site Allocations in Local Plans lgenerations:.
d heritage assets
policy ENVI.
be carried out in accordance with
)
[The route of i b
lenhanced and can be celebrated by future generations.
(Prozsh, Housing David Philios St [155. Guriree Garden| [Object [The scale o 3 o minimise|No
North East [Vitlge noted. (Garden village. ,
|countryside. Indeed, lquality of i ber of
residents’ quality of This draft
plan
i
resultin the countryside being pushed further away.
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[PRo6ac Fousing flude Murray  [Resident Section 6. Housing [Object g for an ageing The planisnot  [The: No
population or for fact it d social” “affordable’ housing. | object a agein Local
to ths change [population or for social housing. It has infact removed ‘social housing’ and
replaced it with g’ Not -
“social” that, [enough done to encourage brownfield site development and has over allocated |housing. For example the Ma(2) and MA(3)standards within polcy
older
[The plan also d take place. il
Jsies,pr This will lead
P Iabject to the over allocation of lan, top
required. The majority of the housing allocations have been included
Jrom the current Local Plan which were found to be sound at
y
relied upon.
loca o ©
HELAA and SA.
(Pros1b Housing [Tarray [Secretary - whinfiela Section 6 Housing [Object [The Plan, i over- local housing need. The plan is not N
Residents Association nee local need over the last d agein Local -
inc Friends of Beech need. This may [population or forsocial housing. It has infact removed ‘social housing’ and
[Waod replaced it with- e
The. e n housing.
% peopl
ol bt
“social “soclal” Tocal d by the plan
Given P
required. The majority of the housing allocations have been included
from the current Local Plan which were found to be sound at
|Again, this plan, . a d
areas o
y
[The delivery of local services, i relied upon. the
“The Council must
build in locati »
|via planning permissions and 5106 egal agreements.
LPro8aT Housing [Fony Gilam _[Resident Section 6. Housing [Object [Housing Need & Distribution The plan over N
a Overallocation of Local
lgenuine need. o o “The majority of
|Over allocation “ " |town centre. posure and
exposure and from housing I
[Windal averages should be deducted from housing need. [need. More sm ofan b
Joccupation. lcosty to develop as such their deliverabilly is sometimes
been relied upon. There are some brownfield sites in the draft plan
Jand the Councilsstillsupportive of other brownfieldsites coming
|Allocaions have been put forward which are considered to be the
most suitable and sustainable for housing development,Sie selection
has been informed by detailed site assessments within the HELA and
[They are being brought foward in smallr parcels; .¢. West Park,
h 10
[which includes smaler homes. There is the M4(2) and M4(3)
needs of older persons and those with disabilties. Securing a
proportion of homes which meet higher accessibiiy standards.
[Proseb Housing B Section 6. Housing [Object Tactith: o
removed social” “affordable’ housing. | o B for “sodial”
affordable’ housing. 2 people and
[The pi 4
Jsies,pr This will lead stes
Iabject to the over allocation P
The majoriy of
included from the current Local Plan which were found to be sound at|
t0 develop as such y
relied upon
I P are c to
HELAA and SA.
e Fousing Katherine Dobson [NWL [We note No
housing targets. targets.
d lorge we pport. We will
For some of the
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LPRreference (starting at LPRO21)  Tc Organisation  Agentname _ Site / Policy / Policy Number _ Policy et Section Details Object /support/  Comments Comment Summary. Officer Response Proposed Changes
andaddress  Section Neutral
LPR116a [Housing. lack Conroy [TviotWay ack Conroy,  [Palicy 2 JH0- [Support of [Tuiot ves
investments [savils, The Lane, Great Burdon. Jone.
e Lumen, st allocation |Garden
james (strategic) [They have noted the following points: . The Tiviot Way [Masterplan Frameworks.
Boulevard, 1113 P The Council
Newcastle i d 55% of-
e, Alocating  [principles . with guick
Newcastle the wider
upon Tyne, 1 H10. [this provision.
58z [+para. q the plan the location of
lperios
likely not be found sound at exarmination.
Ihectares of e
[would severely impact the Councif's housing land supply.
[+Highiight that P been agreed, the C
road and , [grounds.
I contrast, Tiviot
of the Distrbutor Road.
ldelvery of the bridge over the East Coast Mainline.
in summary,
the land in question be returned to a housing allocation.
inacition,
o772 [Fousing. [Sorah arris [Resident Policy 10 [Object the delivery of Kermingham _[ves
[Skerningham — Plan was not Notes |Garden o
Sie Allocation relant on the route of- [were
(srategic) Masterpian, the route of Reviewand ~[Masterpl lthe DL, pment... Tis would
pacted. eview is Additionalh ciarify that there i now no option for
ouncil the golf club to relocate to the
|Vibilty of the Skerningham Allocation [Options Assessment Report (April 2026). [previously proposed site near
o e
milion to €180 |Finally,requests the 'pink sar' on z
lion for Tub. "
|deliverabilit and financial viabilty of the wider allocation. 4100772/ ULE.
the
Provsion for Golf Club Relocation future.
the Golf Club,
the
- ifno.
the Golf
Jallocation.
[Pross [Fousing. Policy 10 [A10. Skerningn [Noanswer e Kerningham _[No [None
e |Garden
Northern Link Road (DNLR). E 2
The comment[the DNLR.
[see submission with focus on DNLR. Reft for, the delivery|
Jof in Policy H10.
[wording from H. “Prior
the 200th and
the primary development access point shal be defvered. Barmpton ©
Secondly, i states that ' the initial  [would deliver Phase 1- which The
Jstructure of the i
1. The apli
The comment is completed.
1 of the Garden Vilage,
intend to are
[developers viabilty work for the Local Distributor Road and the TVCAS Options.
|Appraisal Report for the DNLR.
LPRos2h [Housing Louise Tait [Environment [Ste/Poiicy |10 [0~ Housing [Newtzal [Site ref: 251, Skerningham and Policy 10 Skerningham [No [None
IAgency [Skerningham The. Policies DC2
(Garden Vilage s joined Jfrom areas of 3
whichis |ty Hil Jalong with
Anumber of The River
|watercours from the west providing unknown lood risk. between
ourse. The risk [The £ in the areas.
Sometres of Barmston
between
|Gardens (downstream). s,
160,
ocated within areas of lowest lood risk.
i
160 "
(reference: £PR/1P3493N). P
Jatercare. The environmental permit remains n force,
[PRos3g [Fousing. Patricia Meredith _[Resident Site 10 [Object i “high value” - ves [Policy DC1 needs to be updated to
n adti the proposed leither modify the wording regarding
[Buiding for a Healthy Lie or to remove
. policy DC1 the new requirement based on
o or succes
e |document). Schemes should secure as many greens as
“reds”, which undermines design qualty. Healthy ife  [possible, more reds
ocL o
I own forward for development... This would
BNG/NN fand. I, Jy, Dinsdale Golf losed, ciarify that there is now no option for
represents the most suitable relocation option.” or fthe club is the golf club to relocate to the
i 3 for lpreviously proposed site near
[Masterplan Framework associated with Policy H10. i
measures as required
e of
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(PR05S & 56 [Environment [ Kathy Barley _[Skerningham. [Site 10 [Object of the [ves Kroad inthe
[Woodiand Thisis b ifthe Design Code, reviewed they need [Transport Chapter to ensure function of
[action Group. those south of the i the DNLR DNLR by the TV

not qualfy as a
[The. lgenuine 'garden vilage if the DNLR routes through the ste. It is suggested that edits
) suc the term rom the Transport [ONLR
remin. [chapter are n favour o he delvery|
ldeterminati Jof remain in Policy H10. Changes of terminolgy within the.
 indeed, the org &
the trees, thenew fassessed.
nomes, their children and what limited wildife remains nearby. I
(vost of
“none of the orginal habitats vill be kept”.) Indditionally,
ble road, deal for ate instead
ith school Jassessed as partof the update to the Plan
[The term r,
garden villages.
north of the woods, away de and, th
lthere s a
of
lthe bypass, the SV Kerningham Estates Lid's
lune 2024
140m. Thisis build the bypass,rather than
la quiet road, south of the trees, The viabiltyof the site must be reassessed urgently.
Like ot 1
LPROSS & 562 [Housing Kathy Barley _[Skeringham e 10 [Object ves [Consiser whether the phrase ‘Garden
[Woodiant Kked over the Local “ atall.  |described as 2 garden village' or 2 England, ke Nevertheless, the \Village' should be used in relation to the
lAction Group. with few, fany, planning policy “Garden Village'or ‘Garden ste allocations in the plan.
s a country lane; |Community’should be used in the contect of the Local Plan allocations.
Jsign ofjobs; “green buffer” and lPolcy DC1 needs to be updated to
Jand and amenities. Barmpton, [Building for a Healthy Lifeor to remove
lprecautions and minimum distances.
measures as required resourcing constraints
lthat never 2 fand 1 s
[Healthy Life, Village Design ~[Policy DC1 was modified to include a requirement for major new residential
[community principles are followed in the Local lan (2 suces:
‘socialrent’ has been
[The term "social rents” \ replaced by ° market[replaced with - claims by
ratef, s trated.
“unviable” in favour of payment i lieu
W
“unviable” n their project intotal
the site. This
lenforcement mechanisms.
and [The term Social Rent’ has not been removed from the Local Plan - changes have
new homes. higher 10f the Reg. 18
methane levels a the site than those officialyrecorded. point seperate from Affordable Ren’.
|A radical change to Policy DC1, paragraph under (i), p.60 now says “reds” - meaning failures - ARE allowed in
[Prosa [Fousing. [Colin Grffths _[satnar Policy 10 [A10. Skerningh Unknown oFthe three princple[The [None
[Planing. for g that, t1 network. The Council
Services for i Juse of the.
Tviot Way this with the AL150.
how. the istributor Road i oder to ensure the policy rggers are positively prepared,
i fjstfied and robust.
1
local distrbutor road fink through TWIL land.
.
el . in line with )
the X
lcollection of This
trggers are positvely prepared, justified and robust.
raiway bridge to be buil i by the collection of funds on a roof tax basis on the occugation of houses
f the.
e hen held  bridge, and .
llected. Th i number
nor possib the
Jas such,
19
plcati 3.12-3.16 the trggers TWIL consider to be
=y [Housing [lude Murray —[Resident lPaicy 10 10— [Object DNLR by the TVCA, Skerningham _[Yes.
[Skerningham - Design Code. This  [need |Garden
Sie Allocation needs to be ncluded in Policy H10. ks thatall Its delivery
(strategic) fthe DNLR
"  to link road:. been assessed as viable by the site promoters as a whole. References to, and triggers|
for, the delivery of the Local Distributor Road also remain in Polcy HIO.
Jstay as the localdistributor road" and allother mentions realigned. IMenti regarding the
T Tiviot
lapplication for The Council
Jsection o the road between the garden
/the 450th cweling. Technically this is Phase 1 of h to adjust for Tiviot Way'ssite, isthe
Jsection h The n
o the Council
Inear Barmpton, within the Skeringharm allocation. proposed in the Reg. 18 Plan to form one mixed use allocation - with the location of
the Planning,
Inspector. Masterplan Framework.
the 200th and
ded Barmpton,
d such asite. Policy HI0 Barmpton to deliver
e o danger to 0772/ ULE
future residents. [would deliver 441 dwellings as part of Phase 1-which falls bellow the cap. The
Jstructure of the Masterp
22ha (net) part of Phase 1. The appli that the Council
Policy H10. t as
lemployment land i very clear. |completed.
Pro72 [Fousing. [Trustees of Thoroto[Trustees of _[Kitty Campbel, [Policy 10 [Support ” X [No [None
[Thorton and Galbr Skerningham — . and the River Skerne, to the west of Barmpton Masterplan Frameworks. I is unlikely to be considered suitable fo residential
lcroft House, Burn Sie Allocation [Green Infrastructure” bea |Villge, The area he River
Lane, Hexham (strategic) the  [Skene. The C ighar through the
NEas 3RU 5 3
other uses. 1 out of the valey of the Skerne, o leave this area avaiable for
|colaboratively with the council on thi. shown as Sratesic Green Infrastructure. Jeisure/ecology/etc. uses.
[see submitted representation.
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(Pro7ab [Fousing. Leanne Carroll _[Resident Palicy 10 Al0— [Neutral “priorto v Wasterpian the 200th and [No [None
Skerningham —
Sie Allocation g 1when the Barmpton deliver
(strategic) pa and the East " FULE
between the W) |would deliver 441 dwellings a5 part of Phase 1-which falls bellow the cap. The
Plan, how i this possible Jstructure of the Masterplan allows f
L “The Local Plan should part of Phase 1. The appli that the Council
will b,
Iy created |completed.
Property. Screenshots from the agreed Masterplan below.
PRo7ac [Housing Leanne Carroll _[Resident lPaicy 10 10— Masterpian 3 the 200th and [No [None
[Skerningham- in'so far as the between
Sie Allocation Lane and Barmpton todeliver
(strategic) Jof in Phase 2 whi whereas the the. 4/00772/FULE
between the 450th and 600th dwelling. |would geliver Phase 1- which The
. Local Jstructure of the i
the. une. [Distributor Road and the part of Phase 1. The appli
3 of the
oy |completed.
Local 4/00772/FULE.
the Local are
Plan, which are legal requirements for a lan to be found "sound”.
. . Tandillike "
kermingh 1 1
part of their planning appiications at Skerningham but robust and that the scheme remains viable
1o 015 when
& (€A). The & fig
Jstucy, from 2025. Ifyou
measures as require
remediation. Policy H10 should include information regarcing a buffer zone. Former landiils are “Ivng
lenvironments, 1 Deskiop Study July
202 Part 1and the EIR hment)
(Pro7ad [Fousing. Leanne Carroll _[Resident Palicy 10 [Object  Policy H10. I not, the [The pink star” ves
[Skerningham — the [ tsthe . o
Sie Allocation Framework | were the golf club site to be brought
(strategic) Tub relocate. Policy H10. lapplication 24/00772/FULE. The course has been retained within the allocation forwar for development... This would
lto2 1 80, the Golf t oundary to. o
[the future, ffor tothe
Cubto
relocated to anather site. Skernigham Community Woods.
Proae [Fousing. Leanne Carroll _[Resident Policy 10— [Newtral s highvalue” The Local Pan [ves P 25 will b
Skerningham — Jhis land i, e [ high value' lcompleted following conclusion of
Sie Allocation [changes to valuation areas. viability work.
Jsteg
Pro72g [Fousing. Leanne Carroll _[Resident Policy 10 H10— [Newtral [Any road Plon as “local Tk road” T ves Tk road’ inthe
[Skerningham — Jstributor road” asin Policy H10. Use of the word “lnk” should be removed so i isclea i the road being [being unclear whther ? [Transport Chapter to ensure function of
Sie Allocation istributor Darlington cresting an interconnected orbital route, the term i clar.
(strategic) (ONLR) in
in the Local Plan.
LPR07S [Housing lisa Locke [Resident lPaicy 10 Hi0— [Newral 2. Viabilty concerns and public value: d the associated das [No [None
[Skerningham - costof i funviable, be
Sie Allocation reconsidered.
(strategic) unaffordable,
or community
beneiits.
Pro7sa [Fousing. e Locke [Resident Palicy 10 A10— [Newtral 3. Protection of Skerningham Woods and biodersity: [None
[Skerningham — dland form part of Th the Counl during
Sie Allocation
(strategic) ;term protection
ot be
repurposed for other uses.
land or sites with lower ecological value.
(PRo7S [Fousing. e Locke [Resident Policy 10 [Newtral [&- Inconsistencies in the masterplan and delvery phasing: the 200th and [No [None
[Skerningham — [There appear Plan, particularly
Sie Allocation ensure pr Barmpton to deliver
(strategic) for 0772/ ULE
ot [would delive 441 dwellings as part of Phase 1- which falls bellow the cap. The
Jstructure of the Masterp
part of Phase 1. The appli that the Council
|completed.
LPRO75c [Housing [isa Locke [Resident lPaicy 10 [Newral 5. Design Code integrty must be upheld: [Dravs attention to the wording of Policy DCT regarding the use of Bulding for a Palicy DCL T [ves [Palicy DC1 needs to be updated to
Skerninghar “red rating. [Healthy Lie, Village Design or
Sie Allocation |concerning. The purpose of code |document). Schemes should secure as many greens as [Building for a Healthy Lifeor to remove
(strategic) entire possible, more reds the new requirement based on
“red should be refused.
A However,
Jwill e removed entirely due to resource constraints
LPRO7ST [Fousing. o Locke [Resident Policy 10 [Newtral /8. Previous consultation and community concerns, ermingh [No [None
[Skerningham — Resia ticularly in relation to rounds 3
sie Allocation lenvironmental impact, infrastructure capacity, and loss of reen space. lossof green space. e
(strategic) I justfication. The Local Policy H10. relevant consultation statements.
LPRo75e [Housing lisa Locke [Resident lPaicy 10 10— [Newtzal [5-Consideration of [N [None
[Skerningham- o » “The agreed
Sie Allocation based off
(strategic) and
\ funded,
LPRo7Sh [Housing [isa Locke [Resident Paicy 10 [Object 1 Prematurity and dependency on the Northern Link Road. dear [The National Planning [No [None
Skerninghar G the delivery of Road |reviewed Y
Sie Allocation forthern Inrealiy 1055,
(strategic) linked to this infrastructure. shoutd e firmed. DNLR by the TV
t  or for ), until the route, |Garden Vilage s being progressed under the assumption it will have to provide all
Junci o the plan
lthe DL, b
Ref t0,and triggers for,
lthe delivery of the Local Distributor Road remain in Polcy H10.
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[PRos1 [Fousing. [vorray = Policy 10 [Ai0- [Neutral [As per ves Kroad inthe
Whinfield Skerningham — the g |when [Transport Chapter to ensure function of
Residents Sie Allocation the term i clar.
lassociation (strategic) ik road y |changes. Transport Chapt
inc Fiends of 4 f whereas road the term ! . s

W as been referred to as the ‘locallink road'. The wording in relation to this road should be consistent. We- Darlington creating an interconnected orbita route. Ihousing allocations at Skerningharm into
[would sugge £ " . |2 mixed use allocation and update the
[the Darlington Northern Link Road. between the 200th and [Masterplan Frameworks.

the allocation todeliver
h Jthe road at the end of tht range, and their current application 24/00772/FULE
3 Phase 1 when 450 |Would deliver 441 dwellngs as part of Phase 1- which falls bellow the cap. The
dditionall Jstructure of the
“the section r. The part of Phase 1. The appli
P of the
[ high value' lcompleted.
in the Local Plan creation of The c.
high value’. igher % of Wil [allcation
s th thesite from Tiviot Way Investments. Jand that Skerningham remains viable as a whole.
tothe eastof the [The Councilh
Evid [appiication for “The Council
the garden
thi i
he Council
proposed n the Reg.

LPros2 [Housing David Clark [Resident Paicy 10 [Object revised TVCA The [ves [Review references to nk road’ inthe.
Skerninghar lonts the DNLR has yet to be [Transport Chapter to ensure function of
Sie Allocation Plan. _[decided. Other changes the
(strategic)

lpublic consultation on the DNLR. [References o the golf club remaining in-
situ should be clarfied to (for example)
the ‘pink [The ‘pink star 2
the Golf Cub. pment... Tis would
larify that there i now no option for
3 P 1-and [application 24/00772/FULE. tothe
o tohow requirments v land
for Skerningham. the future,
Cubto
relocated to another sie.
poiicy DC1
|document). Schemes should secure as many greens as
possivle, ambers. more reds

[Prosac [Housing [Tony Gilam [Resident Paicy 10 10— [Object [Skerningham GV and Darlington Northern Link Road (ONLR Northern Link ves nkroad nthe
[Skerningham- A ONIRthrough  [reviewed y [Transport Chapter to ensure function of
Sie Allocation " Village. the term i clar.

(strategic) |concept goes! Instead Objects LR,
“link road [References to the gof club remaining in-
The [Local situ should be clarified to (for example)
IThe c | were the golf lub site to be brought
d pment... This would
o £140m, 0year partof whole. Regrading the ' 3 is o
ldefined as high value'. the golf club to relocate to the
I tolink road”, as |changes to valuation areas. lpreviously proposed site near
lthe former. Tn ] the cheaper, | Skernigham Community Woods.
“high value” or Wtheclubls  [The pink star'
relocating, ea package of
) we Policy H10. and
“reds”, which 4/00772/FULE.
housing
Jallocation If BNG/NN
ang. . now closed, ot anticpated that the site developers will make any further offers to allow the Golf
[club o relocate to another ste.

(Prosea [Fousing. ger ey 10 A10— [Object [The Counai ode [Ves Tk road’ inthe
[Skerningham — Design Code . This  [Tees Valley C reviewed [Transport Chapter to ensure function of
Sie Allocation needs to be included in Policy H10. Jand the Design Code. firmed ¢
(strategic) . the TVC/ final rout

Policy H10, decid h
[changed to - t and “local gton Northern Relief Road. Jlocation, until o
r ; NOT “lnk road” [further information is known. | were the golf club site to be brought
Gelvery of the first forward for development... This would
Jistributor road and what is the DNLR, section of the Local Distriutor Road between (changes Transport
lpreviously proposed site near
Jsction of the road between [Skernigham Community Woods.
3 1 h [The.
Jsection asoth The e
Ihousing allocations at Skerningharm into
lemployment land i the Reg 18 Draft Local Plan, [a mixed use allocation and update the
the 200th and [Masterplan Frameworks.
viabily of
Jviable. Barmpton deliver
FULE
ha (net) [would deliver 441 dwellings as part of Phase 1- which falls bellow the cap. The
Policy x as Jstructure of the Masterplan allows f

lemployment land i very clear. part of Phase 1. The appli that the Council

|completed.

[ L Tiviot

lapplication for The Council

[PRos0C [Housing [Colin Grfis Paicy 10 [Paticy H 10 g < Tiviot Way nthe plan_|Ves [Consider adjusting trigeer points when

[Skerningham - 10 Triggers. Iinvestment The.
Sie Allocation i allocation. Jrigger
(strategic Policy)

g that, t1 e
i -
this
how.
ocal distrbutor road link through TWIL land.
the X
lcollection of This
trggers are positvely prepared, justified and robust.
raiway bridge to be buil i by the collection of funds on a roof tax basis on the occupation of houses
the.
e hen held  bridge, and .
llected. Th mber
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[PRo9T [Fousing. David Walton _[Resident B [Newtral 2 Z Report for whether gham is DNLR by the TVCA, Skermingnam [No [None
o |Garden Vilage s being.
leaam
lthe DL, b
|vrified by the Counci. References to, and riggers fo, the delivery of the Local
Distributor Road remain in Policy H10.
(Pro91a [Fousing. David Walton _[Resident Sie 10 [Newtral 3 The p E 2 Tub [The pink star” ves
ol [ tsthe which o
fand south. Framework g
30years). If 8, the Golf Club land Policy H10. 4/00772/FULE. forward for development... This would
i Please bear in mind clarify that there is now no option for
by o Alster of a number of “The master Plan mismatch 3 " tothe
Laneand st section of the Local
Bishopton Lane. JH10. |Club o relacated to another site. [Skernigham Community Woods.
the 200th and
Barmpton todeliver
Jthe road at the end of that range, and their current application 24/00772/FULE
Phase 1- which The
Jstructure of the i
part of Phase 1. The appli
of the
|completed.
[Pro9T6 [Fousing. David Walton _[Resident [Sie 10 [Newtral [a-Policy oCT T Policy DCT ves [Policy DC1 needs to be updated to
Design Code. successor leither modify the wording regarding
“The point of are different. ) bl [Buiding for a Healthy Lie or to remove
|development, are you now saying this is not the case | lthe number of amb
trated.
tis
intended to raise design standards outside these areas.
[PRog1c [Housing David Walton _[Resident ke 0 [Neutral b more [No [None
Jsocialrents. Or is this the new local policy in 3 nutshell. Policy Hs. Policy H10 should not be read i solation.
[Pro91a [Fousing. David Walton _[Resident Sie 10 [Newtral @ mustbe ding th e N0 [None
reduced Jeuls lallocation of partof the
|examination of the adopted Local Plan.
iy Village.
should be re-visted.
(PRoste [Housing David Walton _[Resident Sie 0 [Newtrar e DNLR by the TVCA, Skerningham _ [No [None
Northern the delivery of the |Garden
DNLR has been removed. The DNLR the Local Plan Its delivery
b lthe DNL.
I acets of , 5o must be set
P Ve by the Council. Refe to, and tiggers for, the delivery of
/the Local Distributor Road remain n Policy H10,
[PR093 [Fousing. EmmaNimmo [Resident Site 10 [Newtral Taom whether gham is [None
for il viable. ts delvery s
PRog3a [Housing Emma Nimmo_[Resident e 0 [Newral Palicy DCT they score red. T The Garden Vilage _|Palcy DC1 was modified to include a requirement for major new residential ves [Polcy DC1 needs to be updated to
ode. be refused. [Design Codes.
" ible, [Building for a Healthy Lifeor to remove
lthe
have also
made clear the resource implications of ntroducing this requirement. The Policy will
removed due to the rersource implications.
LPRog3b [Housing Emma Nimmo _[Resident Sie 10 [Neutral gon Gl i3 ves [References to the goif cub remaining n-
for example)
d not added as an afterthought and i Notes that golf courses|package 2
have a negative impact on biodiversity. 4/00772/FULE. pment... This would
clarify that there i now no option for
tothe
allow the Golf lpreviously proposed site near
[PRog3C [Housing Emma Nimmo _[Resident e 10 [Neutral wording [The term Social Rent’ has not been removed from the Local Plan -changes have _[No [None.
Jof more socal housing. be reversed to 8 socialh dditionall been made to Para. 6.6.1 of the Reg, 18 Plan to provide the term with its own bullet
The viabiity of e be revisted. ‘ 3
Policy H10 should be read with refrence to Policy Hs.
ts delvery s
whole b
(PRog3d [Housing Emma Nimmo _[Resident e 0 [Neura [The geiivery of 3 TVeA [N [None
The removal Masterpl: |changes. Transport
irrespective thelink [road's s
road should be reversed. Darlington creating an interconnected orbital route,
LPRI027 [Housing Kevin Ayrton _[Story Homes[ELG Planning, _[Poliey 10 [Object [The Counai ves [Re-intergrate the employment and
lua 55 Conisclffe (strategic to" o the ‘ P 22ha net) of ol “The Council
Road, lallocation) . the the garden [a mixed use allacation and update the
arington, DL H policy [isnot clear how 3
7eH 5. i i
he Council
H proposed n the Reg.
e 3 Masterplan Framework.
ol
uses wil q, the
|Councir's employment land evidence base.”
[the overall amount of employment land being alocated.
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Client’s land.

(PR106 [Fousing. [Andrew Keir [Site 10 [Object of the ] the 200th and [No [None
ident section of the Local between
of the reief Barmpton deliver
" FULE
Whinbush Way, [would deliver 441 dwellings as part of Phase 1- which falls bellow the cap. The
of Jstructure of the Masterplan allows f
part of Phase 1. The appli that the Council
|completed.

LPR108C [Housing [chrissmith [Skerningham_[Chis smith, _[Palicy 10 10— [Support our T © ] q [ves [Correct reference to 2036 that remains
Estates Lichfields, The [Skerningham- ge, from 1,650 to 1,950. Thisin _[plan period from 1,650 to 1,950. H 5 o principle of the proposed Policy H10.
luimited Nicholas Sie Allocation Ibeit th ) . which ), the Council has held

(strategic) Jthe third line o Policy H10. 2 Village' of 10" and ‘H10’ “Skernigham
e 34 [application igham. The C: |Alocationfs) and standardise policy
Jsreet, - 3 of the policy. Wish for more clarity in ring.
Newcastle Jsimilar approach to Policy H11 i 505) n Policy £2 Tiviot Way'ssie,
upon Tyne NEL Villge. Village and s [land north of- the River Skerne. ipport the principle of the  [AGs, [Re-intergrate the employment and
i8¢ 0191 There is a degree of provision. n i Ihousing allocations at Skerningharm into
2615685 “HIO" and “H 10", of these. 18 use |2 mixed use allocation and update the
Jto be applied for consistency to assist with text searches. Twiot [Masterplan Frameworks.
of [Waysite to be shown on the Masterplan Framework,
|Our client supports the recognition of thi. 8
policy |decided to use the name ‘Skerningham Allocation’or ust ‘Skerningharn’. This should
o: d h that
3 also allcation.
P
policy £2, ref. 505,
lemployment area i to be located on land north of the A1150 and east of the River Skerne.
Paragraph 6 the
Plan Review,
lthere s a h
Road Network,
Joff Darlington. This part later phase of
(PRI10 [Fousing. [rames Seabury [Banks Group Policy 10 [Newtral Tl butvish for it w [No [None
|- site allocation Bank: the large Villge.
(strategic) allocation. i
o the |caused by the ECML the
Jand have fed Additionally, Baniks Prop Skernigham
lon ityto ledge of Darlington s ane allocation to encourge the delivery of one
tof lexisting/proposed development within Seaumont il
|Our vehicular partof the ltogether
d lexsting urban form of Beaumont Hil are considered matters of good design which
fora future Jshould be adressed regardiess of the allocation boundary.
Jcrossing of
“flex for date.
alocal plan
Furthermore,
date.
[Regardiless of Beaumont Hillhaving its own red line, any proposal would stll be assessed against Policy H 10
Banks Property's
|could be developed in this manner.
lextension on the A167
|west of the A167.
the site for
PRIT0c [Fousing. [rames Seabury [Banks Group Policy 10 [Neutral 7] To Design A ey note [The- =
|- site allocation |cod d, 2 number P In the absence of this data, the trggers are being. Iighway data.
(strategic) Jare proposed to simlify the policy; the
o 18
approximately 1. which 600
and west of the
he al 1, to'the east of the east coast
p
refevant policies i the Local Plan.
u
|Garden Vilage, community,
“This masterplan layout, scal, design, provision of
|development.
Jsubmitted attachment.
plan to support the
to] below.
e Toreflect
(PR1zE [Housing liack Conroy [Tviot Way 1ack Conroy, _[site 10 [Object jour hectares of land at (the ste), ocated S oneof ves
investments  [savils, The the AL Asite Locat (Garden Vllage.
Lumer 1 o |Garden Vilage C ,
hames The. [Masterplan Frameworks.
Boulevard, locat ing 429,19 The Council
Newcastle hectares of land, is identified to deliver up to 4,500 dwelings within Policy H2, with approximately 1,650 s keen
el 2036, Policy H2 i entited principles of the garden communities programme and Tiviot Way's site, with quick.
Newcastle r Plan Poli area
upon Tyne, lof and allocated by Policy H2 to provide up to 4,500 houses. Jthis provision.
58z ouncif's 2025 proposed in the Reg. 18 Plan to form one mixed use allocation - with the focation of
uses as part of b
th Masterplan Framework.
2
writng,
a
o Plan,
, the
Regulation 2
21 52,88
e Ifagopted, Polices H2
Jand H 10 of
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PR120 [Fousing. [Councior Bryony [Site 10 [Neutral A behigh value” in order to make. [res P 25 will b
Holroyd [thesite viable higher lan should ['igh value® area lcompleted following conclusion of
i of viability work.
b Al INotes th: e
[The. Tiviot [Re-intergrate the employment and
lapplication This must be 18 Draft Local Plan lapplication The Council
3 tkely Jallocation will need to be well evidenced. the garden |2 mixed use allocation and update the
lcThe landil Tiviot Way'ssite, ,isthe [Masterplan Frameworks.
Barmpton som i
lof the site. how this will be treated, the Council lPolcy DC1 needs to be updated to
|d.n Policy DC1, 0,960,
Jwhen rated However in this revision, 1 do not align with the Garden Village [Building for a Healthy Lifeor to remove
d the new requirement based
implementation. resourcing constraints
ah Eim,
ITree Farmsit. [ tsthe [References to the golf club remaining in-
i As that'snowa Framework example)
i However, “ : Policy H10. measures as required [ were the golf club site to be brought
potential removed. If forwar for development... This would
e marked on the policy h Policy DC1 has been modified to include a requirement for major new residential ctarify that there is now no option for
lo the community woodland. or tothe
is |document). Schemes should secure as many greens as lpreviously proposed site near
which for 3 possible, more reds Skernigham Community Woods.
Ivears more limited in
biodiversity) relocating to it
Theakstons”
Darlington Golf Club to relocate there. Were it to move, this would be a far more sutable elocation, to an " However,
LPR120] [Housing [Coundior Bryony Sie 10 [Object fa through-road Tor safety, noise, health, Unk [ The route of [No [None
Holroyd ) [adopted
e both worlds. Vs unclear how the. route at
be met,ft were also a bypass. For Jthis stage. The impact of the DNLR i i were to route through Skerningham would
i age to max domph, of the Design Code and the
pedestrians, cyclists and horse-iders to green-space beyond. the DNIRs H h
e ldetermined. for the orginal route of removed . del the DNLR, it s not
Local Plan. As the DNLR. par review.
area [on the recent TVCA Opti into the Local ime. R
being permitted, a they wil be impacted. Transport Chi o of the
remain n Policy H10 - the Counci i proceeding on the basis that
any DNLR s decided. the P alits own infrastructure. It
[crossing. The recent s he Al dis
the AL(M) at Sedgefield whole.
) fora larger new the 200th and
" /8NG MUST
retained in that usage for 30 years. Barmpton todeliver
Jthe road at the end of tha range, and their current application 24/00772/FULE
[changed to 3 “local Phase 1 whi The
3 . NOT “lnk road” Jstructure of the i
been decided and this would pre-determine i) part of Phase 1. The appli
l-policy H of the
oad [completed.
3 Phase 1
|Consideration regarding the A1 are beyond the scope of the Local Plan. It s
Mainline) “the section of be o
[PRIzZ581260 [Fousing. flosh white, [Natoral Palicy 10 [A10- [Support 0andA 1L, These e c Poicies Ve [Consider how to requre the
[Englana Skerningham - wider 108 Hi1 [masterplans for the Skerningham and
site Allocation Jand wider ecological networks beyond site boundaries. lecological networks beyond site boundaries [Burtree allocations to demonstrate
[aliznment with LNRS Priority Areas and
with wider ecological networks beyond
ste boundaries.For H10 itis
recommendied this is intergrated into
lPoint.
[PR127, 128 & 125 [Fousing. Ros Kain [Fistoric Site 10 [Newtral Proposed to cover two allocal e’ Tiviot ves [Update HiA a5 necessary.
[Englana |Garden Vilage. The policy reference (H10) is unaltered. ldates from 2015. lapplication The Council
the Plan lhave greater the garden
that the Design Code SPD covers the employment allocation. Tiviot Way'ssie, isthe
the i
p). Policy E2 Site 505 would provide: the Council
|approximately 22ha of employment use. 18
Jour
pa
[The HIA dates to 2019, as referenced in the policy text, use allocation.
DBC should consider whether 1 have the.
potential i layour,
use fsite 505).
to review and
Jamend the 2019 Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA] refer to our guidance
[The Historic Enviranment and Site Allocations in Local Plans
gton Local Plan
|where appropriate.
(Proz1a [Fousing. Mr Martin Swainston Sie 10 [Object i [No [None
[Skerningham — Jservces in the area. affic, sewage and loca services. for new housi
sie Allocation /the development and through the decision making process.
(strategic)
[PR030 [Fousing. Richard Sranton Sie 10 [Object [As the owner of  prop: il of 2 parcel of 3 iner' [None
p “The idea of creating. 10 this land being classified as 2 widife area’ and suggests. specific map. H there s a parcel of the area of Phase:
access th Maybe [that a
the roadkil lhousi of for However,
Jan ap
he north and. housing would Jown merit.
P and site for wildife. At
lthe present time | am not nclined to do so.
my land.
(Pro39a [Fousing. [Sophie Colella e 10 [Object The scale impact on the Z asute [No
wih, how the supportin lbe delivered. Village. po
ide the uponin the ite Masterplan, th
pace of development. lcome forward without supporting infrastructure. December 2024,
be
|delivered. basis f
P
I Design Code.
Jand services.
i how the
the outset”
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(PRosa [Fousing. Vanessa [Site 10 [Object [Skerningham Garden Vilage “high [res P 25 will b
“high val 3 d - fvalue lcompleted following conclusion of
/the number of afordable homes it would trigser. viablity work.
onland Tiviot Way
Investments have put in planning application for housing. [The. lPolcy DC1 needs to be updated to
|Greater lappication lappiication for The Council
lof homes, monitoring & invasive investigations required. the garden [Buiding for a Healthy Life or to remove:
policy DC1, ) . Tiviot Way'ssie, ,isthe the new requirement based on
[this downgrade. It must revert to no reds allowed! i
" the Council
1
[The "if it moves" location mar We'd prefer ple)
plan, but f not, are diffrent. [shown on the Masterplan Framework. | were the golf club site to be brought
o not forward for development... This would
|compatible with golf course use. o
3 [ tsthe the golf lub to relocate to the
Jlreadly existing course, fany move occurred. Framework
Jassociated with Policy H10. measures as required [Skernigham Community Woods.
|As part o the Reg 18 Plan, Policy DC1 has been modified to include  requirement
i Healthy Life
possible, more red
The policy
[will need to be reworded to make this ciear.
[PR10Ga [Housing [Andrew Keir ke g [Newral Tane. Barmplon [Not an issue to be considered as part of the Local Plan. N [None
ident i residential
Jameney. residents.
|sustainable plan for Darlington.
(PR110d [Housing [lames Seabury _[Banks Group. ey 2 [H2 - Housing [Newtzal the butvish for it = [No [None
[Alocations. i Banks Property reay the larg i
(strategic) Jallocation While the:
enable the the by the ECML ledged, the
Jand have fed dditionally, Bank Skernigham
lon to
partof, lexisting/proposed development within Seaumont Hil,
»: together
o lexsting urban form of Beaumont Hil are considered matters of good design which
|can be addressed through the planning application process.
lerossing of
Tex for date.
o
Furth

later date.
Regardless of Beaumont Hillhaving its own red line, any proposal would stllbe assessed against Policy H 10

|could be developed in this manner.

Al6:
|west o the A167.
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LPR reference (sta

LPRO35

Employment for

Organisation

Sterling Capitol

‘Agent name and address

Anthony Greally, Lichfields,

Site / Policy / Se Site Details

Site

Site Ref. 433 /

Policy Details

Section Details

Object /St Comments

Support

Support for Inclusion of Site 433 Burtree Employment Park

Comment Summary

Support for Inclusion of Site

Officer Response

Inclusion of 433 site

Change Required Yes/N Proposed Changes

Economic The St Nicholas Building, St Burtree 433 Burtree Employment Park [Burtree Employment
Growth Nicholas Street, Newcastle Employment Park Parkis appreciated
upon Tyne, NE1 1RF
LPRO35a for Sterling Capitol Anthony Greally, Lichfields, |Policy £2: Support |Allocation of Site 433 in Policy E2 New Employment Site welcomed |Allocation of Site 433 in Policy |Allocation under E2 |N None
Economic The St Nicholas Building, St Allocations E2 New Employment Site supported
Growth Nicholas Street, Newcastle (trategic Policy)’ welcomed
upon Tyne, NE1 1RF
LPRO35D. Employment for Sterling Capitol Anthony Greally, Lichfields, [Site Site Ref. 433/ The isation, Sterling Capitol, we have submitted the Name Change request Not at this stage as it|N None
Economic The St Nicholas Building, St Burtree representations on behalf of have queried whether it would be is a commercial
Growth Nicholas Street, Newcastle Employment Park possible to refer to the site allocation as ‘Capitol Park Darlington’ in Marketing name on
upon Tyne, NE1 1RF the Local Plan review. We would be grateful if you could provide a current agricultural
view on this. [land.
LPROS2j Employment for | Louise Tait Environment Agency Site Ref. 506 Burtree Employment Neutral |Site ref: 506, Burtree Garden village Apprehension of Flood riskin | Will be dealtwithin |N None
Economic Garden Village The is an ordinary watercourse along southern boundary of the site  [future development futue planning
Growth which is culverted downstream before joining the West Beck in applications
Faverdale to the west. This confluence is an existing source of flood
risk off site.
No modelling exists for this watercourse and any impacts of flooding
are unknown, however caution should be exercised when building
near or over this river due to its potential downstream influence at
Faverdale.
LPRO52K Employment for |Louise Tait Environment Agency Site Ref. 505 Employment Neutral |The River Skerne and Carcut Beck are designated main rivers within _|Outlining Flood risk and Adhere to in future |N None
Economic Skerningham the boundary of this site. Both pose significant flood risk on site. The  [locations of no development ~ [planning
Growth GArden Village confluence of the Carcut Beck and River Skerne is a significant source applications
of flooding both on site and downstream as far as the A1150 road.
Development should be restricted as much as possible in this area.
No development should take place within flood zone 3b and should be
avoided, where possible, within flood zone 3a or developers will be to
liable to provide flood storage compensation.
There is a large area of floodplain to the far north of the development
allocation, which shows a significant increase of flood area in future
years. Development here should be restricted as much as possible.
LPROS2I Employment for |Louise Tait Environment Agency Site Ref. 360 Employment Neutral |The Demon’s Beck runs directly through the proposed site and isa | Outlining Flood risk and Detail to be added |Yes Add detail to allocation
Economic Heighington Lane source of significant flood risk to Heighington. locations of no development ~ |to the allocation statement for site 360
Growth North The river surges down Heighington Lane due to an upstream culvert statement on future Heighington North on future
which then causes flooding in the industrial area to the immediate flood risk. flood risk.
west of the railway line. In future, climate change is expected to
increase the area at risk of flooding from this mechanism to include
the industrial area to the east of the railway line and the line itself.
Any alterations to flow path, ground levels or other blockages within
existing and future flood zone 3 areas will require hydraulic modelling
of the Heighington Industrial Estate to determine the impacts.
LPRO52m Employment for |Louise Tait Environment Agency Site Ref. 474 East Employment Neutral |There is a both current day and future risk of flooding in this area from |Outlining Flood risk and Detail will be added |Yes Add detail to allocation
Economic Street the nearby River Skerne. The area immediately east of the rooftop car [locations of no development  to the allocation statement 474 East Street on
Growth park on Crown Street is in flood zone 3. statement on flood the sites flood risk.
Climate change will extend the area at risk of flooding to beyond risk.
Crown Street to in the southern section, and to the fringes of the
public library in the northern section.
Any new development in this area must be outside of flood zone 3b
and it will be important to consider safety with regard to floor levels
and accessibility in compliance with the National Planning Policy
Framework. Floor level and access requirements also apply to change
of use to existing buildings.
LPRO52n Employment for |Louise Tait Environment Agency Site Ref. 433 Burtree Employment Neutral |Care should be taken when developing around the ordinary Outlining Flood risk and Adhere to in future |N None
Economic employment park watercourse in the northern section of the site. We do not have any  [locations of no development  [planning
Growth modelling data for this area, however the river is culverted applications
immediately downstream which may cause flooding issues on site.
Additionally, any surface water schemes directing additional water
into the small watercourse may overwhelm the existing culvert
capacity.
LPRO53d Employment for |Patricia Meredith |Resident Section 7. Employment  |Object | While some brownfield allocations are welcomed, | fail to understand |Cardependency and poor Would be N None

Economic
Growth

for economic
growth

why a key site such as the Rolling Mills on Whessoe Road remains
unallocated. Especially bearing in mind it s close to schools, shops,
doctors etc.

Employment land near the new Auction Mart is in my opinion
unsustainable due to car dependency and poor transport connectivity.

transport at Auction Mart

considered in future
Planning as one
material
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LPROS8a

Employment for
Economic
Growth

Colin Griffiths

Satnam Planning
Services for Tiviot Way

Section

7. Employment
for economic
growth

Unknown

[The justification for any employment floorspace within site 505, for

example as part of a mixed use residential led allocation with a

component of employment floorspace, would be reliant upon:

2.The Council carrying out a thorough assessment of ts need for
floorspat and the i of that

establishing that there is a need to allocate land for employment
purposes beyond those extant allocations identified within the
adopted local plan, and

b.

The Council carrying out a thorough assessment of the land available
to it to meet any need identified, and the conclusions of that
assessment establishing that some further land is required to be
allocated to meet an identified need, and

c.

If following a site search assessment, land at site 505 is found to be
suitable, available, achievable and thus deliverable for employment
use, and

d.

If following the undertaking of a viability assessment of the
Skerningham Garden Village strategic site, it is established that
provision of housing led mixed use housing and employment
development on site 505 could generate sufficient surplus value to
fund the provision of onsite infrastructure and make the required
contribution to offsite infrastructure.

i,

If the above-described evidence-gathering steps were taken and the
conclusions reached that site 505 should be allocated as a mixed use
residential led allocation with a component of employment uses, and

Fact and need for site
assessment stated.

Helaa assessemt for
Site 505 undertaken

None

LPRO64 & 065]

Employment for
Economic
Growth

Nick Pleasant

Stantec on behalf of
Vistry

Section

7. Employment
for economic
growth

Object

The Draft Plan is essential to drive development, regeneration and
investment in the Borough over the long term (a 15 years plan period),
and requires a positive and proactive approach.

In this strategic context, Vistry considers the lower jobs target within
the draft plan (reducing the employment target from 7,000 new jobs
0 6,400 new jobs) s entirely at odds with the wider regeneration and
growth initiative being sought more widely by the council. There is no
apparent reason to aim for anything other than the most ambitious
and deliverable level of economic and population growth in
accordance with paragraphs 85 to 89 of the NPPF. There is no
evidence or explanation which demonstrates that a lower jobs target
is appropriate.

This reduction is counterintuitive when the Draft Plan continues to
lemphasise that Darlington is an attractive location for employment
benefitting from a strategic connectivity position between the Tees
Valley, North East and North Yorkshire, with a ready labour supply and
significant planned infrastructure investment. No labour market,
viability or demand-based evidence has been published by DBC

that previous ambitions are no longer
realistic or desirable.

Even if a reduced level of jobs growth was justified (which based on
current evidence does not seem to be the case), the Draft Plan must
still plan positively for future economic activity and employment land.
This level of economic ambition proposed in the plan (which has been
dialled down from the adopted plan) is still not matched by the
proposed housing growth, resulting in a disconnect between planned
ljobs and planned homes, undermining the Plan’s ability to support a
balanced and sustainable labour market. Ultimately, a lack of quality

Lower job target of 6400 new
ljobs for new period is not
appropriate

Evidence for Job
growth by Oxford
Research comes to
conclusin that job
growth has peaked
through Amazon
and DEC in the last 7
years

None

LPRO64 & 065!

Employment for
Economic
Growth

Nick Pleasant

Stantec on behalf of
Vistry

Policy

E1-
Safeguarding
Existing
Employment
Land (Strategic)

Neutral

Vistry notes from the Draft Plan policies map that the two strategic
employment locations allocated within the Draft Plan are located to
the north west and east of the settlement edge of Darlington. At
present, there is no direct connection between these two locations,
with the majority of traffic movements routed through o south of
Darlington town.

The delivery of the Darlington Relief Road will change movement
patterns by providing a direct strategic connection between the two
sites and a new link between the A66 and the A(M) to the north of
Darlington. This infrastructure improves accessibility and establishes a
clear spatial framework for future growth.Vistry acknowledges that
DBC must not underestimate the significance of the Relief Road as a
catalyst for growth in northern Darlington, or its long-term
implications for economic growth, job opportunities and investment.
The delivery of strategic transport infrastructure of this scale demands
a comparable ambitious level of housing growth to fully maximise its
benefits.

However, the Draft Plan does not adequately address the

should the timing, funding or delivery of the Relief Road
be delayed or altered. In the absence of the road, strategic growth
locations may be materially constrained due to unresolved transport
impacts and reliance on sub optimal routes through the urban area.
The Draft Plan would benefit from clarification regarding whether the
strategic allocations are reliant on the delivery of the relief road and if
50 robust and credible evidence should be provided demonstrating it
will be delivered early in the plan period or include appropriate

and flexi

This would help ensure that historic delivery constraints do not

Need for Distributor route for
Northern employment sites in
Darlington

To be considered in
IDP and Section
Infrastructure

None
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LPRO71

Employment for
Economic
Growth

Dale Morris

Homes by Esh

Joe Ridgeon, Hedley
Planning Services, Tanners
Burn Business Park, Burn
Lane, Hexham, NE46 3RU
joe@hedleyplanning.co.uk

Section

7. Employment
for economic
growth

Object

[We object to the exclusion of the northern parcel of site ref 500, which
is suitable, available and achieveable within the Local Plan Period. See
attached submission for site ref 500.

HELAA Site 500 should be
residential in Northern Parcel

[Allocation Site 343 [N
Faverdale Industrial
Estat comprises
Helaa Site 500 has
been and is a
suitable existing
Employment
Opportunity under
policy E1

None

LPRO8Sa

Employment for
Economic
Growth

Matthew Hewitt

Hamilton Willis

Section

7. Employment
for Economic
Growth

Unknown

See submission. Comments made in relation to the policy approach to
Economic Development. Recommends a new policy: Windfall Major
Economic Development : New Policy
Windfall Major Economic Development
Darlington Borough Council recognises the benefit of economic
development and as such supports all available opportunities for

i Il-designed and suitable

generating
development.

Economic development will be supported where it can be
[demonstrated that:

a)

The development proposal is identified as critical national
infrastructure; or

b)

The proposal directly

of jobs to be created within Darlington; or
c)

The economic benefits of the development proposal would be
substantial and has been evidenced.

To benefit from support from this policy, any development proposals
must:

i)
[ demonstrate how the location of the development proposal cannot be
met on any allocated sites for the same use that have not been
delivered or where sites exist that could accommodate the
development that reasonable efforts have been made to explore the
opportunity of delivery such sites;

ii)

to meeting the number

Suggest new Policy for
Windfall Employment which
could include permiited
development.

Currently not N
supported witin the
NPPF and Local Plan
policies in England
and Wales

None

LPROSOb

Employment for
Economic
Growth

Colin Griffiths

Satnam Group

Policy

Policy E 2
Employment
Allocations
(Strategic Policy)

2.

Mixed Uses.

i.

The justification for any employment floorspace within site 505, for
example as part of a mixed use residential led allocation with
component of employment floorspace, would be reliant upon:

a.

The Council carrying out a thorough assessment of its need for
floorspace, and the conclusions of that assessment
establishing that there is a need to allocate land for employment
purposes beyond those extant allocations identified within the
adopted local plan, and

b.

The Council carrying out a thorough assessment of the land available
to it to meet any need identified, and the conclusions of that
assessment establishing that some further land is required to be
allocated to meet an identified need, and

c.

If following a site search assessment, land at site 505 is found to be
suitable, available, achievable and thus deliverable for employment
use, and

d.

If following the undertaking of a viability assessment of the
Skerningham Garden Village strategic site, it is established that
provision of housing led mixed use housing and employment
development on site 505 could generate sufficient surplus value to
fund the provision of onsite infrastructure and make the required
contribution to offsite infrastructure.

Further evidence is needed for|
new employment site 505 in
Local Plan

Evidence for Site 505|Yes
within the HELAA
and will be
supported by
Employment Need
evidence paper

Evidence paper for Employment
land need will be created for
Reg 19

LPR102g

Employment for
Economic
Growth

Kevin Ayrton

Story Homes Ltd

ELG Planning, 55 Coniscliffe
Road, Darlington, DL3 7EH

Policy

E1-
Safeguarding
Existing
Employment
Opportunities
(Strategic Policy)

Neutral

Itis noted that the table (7.2) of existing employment sites has seen
the inclusion of Darlington Auction Farmers Mart, which is 78.11
hectares in size. This was previously allocated individually under policy
£3 in the current Local Plan, which supports “ancillary and related uses
for economic purposes for rural economic development”. However, its
inclusion under policy E1 would suggest that the whole site can now
be considered for general B2, B8 and E (a, b, ¢ and g) uses, and as
such, represents an additional major employment allocation, at the
same time as deallocating Ingenium Parc.

Land Uses in Darlington
Auction Mart Site have been
widened

Further need to N
define areas of Land
use within the Site
could be necessary
at planning
Application stage

None or division of site into
smaller parcels of Land Use
eligibility
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LPR102h

Employment for
Economic
Growth

Kevin Ayrton

Story Homes Ltd

ELG Planning, 55 Coniscliffe
Road, Darlington, DL3 7EH

Policy

E2-

Allocations
(Strategic Policy)

Object

[As discussed in our response to policy 1, the draft Local Plan Review
proposes to deallocate the current employment allocation at
Ingenium Parc (Site 356), which would see the removal of
approximately 41 hectares (gross) of employment land.

As set out in our representations to policy H2, Ingenium Parc is
currently allocated for employment use (Site 356 ~ Ingenium Parc),
forming part of a wider employment allocation and adjoining
Cummins, which is a major Darlington employer. There is no
supporting evidence that is available to view, that would support the
deallocation of the employment land. Neither is there any
consideration of how the proposed housing allocation would affect
existing major employment use and the retained employment
allocation.

As the same time, the draft supporting text to policy E2 also states
that three employment sites have been identified through the Housing

Land Availabi (HELAA 2025) of being able
to cater for additional employment opportunities. There are East
Street, Burtree Employment Park, and Skerningham Garden Village
Employment site.

However, the draft Local Plan review, or available evidence base, does
not set out how this approach is justified, the rationale, or wider
impacts on other objectives (e.g. housing delivery). We are concerned
with how the approach fits with the overall aims and objective of the
Local Plan.

As an example, it is proposed to include Burtree Employment Park as a
new employment allocation. The Council’s HELAA 2025 includes a brief|
assessment of the site, which is 35.57 hectares in site, and notes that
the site is located outside the development limits.

Deallocation of Site 356
without evidence and effect
of residential on Existing
Employment Sites General
lack of evidence for new
allocaltion of new sites

[Allocation of new
sites will be
supported by
Employment Need
evidence paper

Yes

Evidence paper for Employment
land need will be created for
Reg 19

LPR1040

Employment for
Economic
Growth

Andrew Rose

Taylor Wimpey

Andrew Rose, Spawforths
Planner & Architects,
Junction 41 Business Court
East Ardsley, Leed, WF 2AB
01924873873 07841
621230

Section

7. Employment
for Economic
Growth

Unknown

Employment Land Needs

15.1 Taylor Wimpey supports the Council’s ambition to promote
employment growth within the borough. However, there is concern
that the scale of proposed housing delivery does not adequately
support this level of economic ambition. In addition, there appears to
be no up-to-dat of needs to

that the spatial strategy is underpinned by a robust and proportionate
evidence base. In the absence of such alignment between housing
provision and employment growth, the approach risks being
inconsistent with the 2024 National Planning Policy Framework's
requirement to plan positively for sustainable economic growth
Justification

15.2 The Council's approach to employment needs is not underpinned
by an up-to-dat of q . Instead,
the methodology broadly carries forward employment assumptions
from the adopted Local Plan, reflecting only changes to the plan
period. As a consequence, the approach continues to rely on evidence
dating from 2017 and 2020. Since that time, there have been
significant structural changes in economic conditions, including the
impacts of Brexit, the COVID-19 pandemic and the conflict in Ukraine.
In this context, a refreshed and proportionate evidence base is
required to ensure that the policy approach is justified in accordance
with the 2024 National Planning Policy Framework.

15.3 Furthermore, the proposed reduction in the housing requirement
has resulted in a decoupling of housing provision from the Council's
stated employment ambitions. This imbalance between housing and
lemployment supply risks constraining labour market capacity and
suppressing economic growth. As such, the approach cannot be

Provide economic Growth
ljustification and evidence to
align housing and economic
growth

Allocation of new
sites will be
supported by
Employment Need
evidence paper for
growth in the
additional period

Yes

Evidence paper for Employment
land need tp 2042 will be
created for Reg 19

LPR1050

Employment for
Economic
Growth

Andrew Rose

Taylor Wimpey

Andrew Rose, Spawforths
Planner & Architects,
Junction 41 Business Court
East Ardsley, Leed, WF 2AB
01924873873 07841
621232

Section

7. Employment
for economic
growth

Neutral

Taylor Wimpey supports the Council’s ambition to promote
employment growth within the borough. However, there is concern
that the scale of proposed housing delivery does not adequately
support this level of economic ambition. In addition, there appears to
be no up-to-d: of needs to

that the spatial strategy is underpinned by a robust and proportionate
evidence base. In the absence of such alignment between housing
provision and employment growth, the approach risks being
inconsistent with the 2024 National Planning Policy Framework’s
requirement to plan positively for sustainable economic growth. The
Council’s approach to employment needs is not underpinned by an

p-to-d: of . Instead, the
methodology broadly carries forward employment assumptions from
the adopted Local Plan, reflecting only changes to the plan period. As
a consequence, the approach continues to rely on evidence dating
from 2017 and 2020. Since that time, there have been significant
structural changes in economic conditions, including the impacts of
Brexit, the COVID-19 pandemic and the conflict in Ukraine. In this
context, a refreshed and proportionate evidence base is required to
ensure that the policy approach s justified in accordance with the
2024 National Planning Policy Framework.

15.3 Furthermore, the proposed reduction in the housing requirement
has resulted in a decoupling of housing provision from the Council’s
stated employment ambitions. This imbalance between housing and
lemployment supply risks constraining labour market capacity and
suppressing economic growth. As such, the approach cannot be
considered effective or consistent with the Framework’s requirement
to plan positively for sustainable economic growth.

Provide economic Growth
ljustification and evidence to
align housing and economic
growth

[Allocation of new
sites will be
supported by
Employment Need
evidence paper for
growth in the
additioan! period

yes

Evidence paper for Employment
land need tp 2042 will be
created for Reg 19
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LPR107f

Employment for
Economic
Growth

lJames Litherland

CityHeart

[Jeremy Good, ELG Planning,
DL3 7EH, '01325469236,
jeremy@elgplanning.co.uk

Policy

E1-
Safeguarding
Existing
Employment
Land (strategic)

Neutral

In relation to the Central Park Allocation (site reference 368) Cityheart
supports the allocation of this land but would suggest that the
allocation be broadened to support the delivery of uses falling within
Use Class F1 (Learning and non-residential institutions). It is suggested
that the table be amended, as set out below:

368 Central Park South 9.84 ha 5.24 ha 3.67ha B2, E(g) & F1

F1 inclusion of Site 368

Sensible addition as
Horizon Centre and
Stem centre would
fall under that
category

Yes

Add F1 Land use

LPR107g

Employment for
Economic
Growth

lJames Litherland

CityHeart

[Jeremy Good, ELG Planning,
DL3 7EH, '01325469236,
jeremy@elgplanning.co.uk

Policy

E2-

Allocations
(strategic)

Neutral

With respect to East Street (Site Ref 474), Cityheart support the
inclusion of this policy into the plan. However, as a site contained
within the town centre, it is suggested that the suggested use be
broadened into all uses falling within Use Class E. There should also be
an acknowledgement that the site may be suitable to accommodate a
Multi-Storey Car Park (MSCP), which are typically classified as sui
generis.

We would suggest additional wording in the Appendix relation to site
474 as follows:

East Street is a 1.25 hectare strategic Town Centre employment site
adjoining Crown Street Library, the River Skerne, St Cuthberts Way and
Priestgate. It is a key regeneration area in Darlington with high
potential for office-led, mixed-use development, including commercial
and other town centre uses, reflecting its sustainable location and
regeneration role opposite the Darlington Economic Campus at
Brunswick Street which is currently under construction

It is suggested that the appendix for site 474- East Street criterion (a)
be reworded as follows:

Providing suitable plots for Office development E(g) and other
appropriate Class E and town centre uses.

East Street 474 suggestions

Some of the wording
suggested wording is
suitable

Yes

Agree suggeted text in Appendix
and add to all uses of Class E

LPR108d

Employment for
Economic
Growth

Chris smith

Estates

Limited

Chris Smith, Lichfields, The
St Nicholas Building, St
Nicholas Street, Newcastle
upon Tyne NE1 1RF 0191
2615685

Policy

E2-

Allocations
(strategic)

Support

Further to our client’s comments on Policy H10, the inclusion of Site
505 for i 22 hectares of space at
Skerningham Garden Village is supported.

Policy H10 (h) makes clear that this site includes land to the east of the
River Skerne, and Site 505 is also identified on the Policies Map.
However, for completeness, there should be more clarity in the Site
Name within Policy E2 to identify the area of Skerningham Garden
Village to which the policy relates. The Site Name for 505 should be
amended from Garden Village " to “Land
North of A1150 and east of the River Skerne, Skerningham Garden
Village”.

Site name could be confusing

Not an issue

None

LPR113 & 114m

Employment for
Economic
Growth

Rachel Coates

Bellway Homes

Rachel Coates, Stantec.

Policy

E1-
Safeguarding
Existing
Employment
Land (strategic)

Neutral

Bellway note from the Draft Plan policies map that the two strategic
lemployment locations allocated within the Draft Plan are located to
the north west and east of the settlement edge of Darlington. At
present, there is no direct connection between these two locations,
with the majority of traffic movements routed through o south of
Darlington town.

The delivery of the Darlington Relief Road will change movement
patterns by providing a direct strategic connection between the two
sites and a new link between the A66 and the A(M) to the north of
Darlington. This infrastructure improves accessibility and establishes a
clear spatial framework for future growth.

Housing growth along the Relief Road corridor should therefore be
regarded as a critical component of the Plan’s spatial strategy ensuring
residential growth is closely aligned with strategic infrastructure
investment. Bellway note that this approach has been partially
lembedded through the retention of the Northern Strategic Housing
Location and the Garden Villages to the east and west; however,
Bellway do not believe the full growth potential of this corridor has
been accommodated for within the Draft Plan. 3.16.4 Bellway believe
DBC must not underestimate the significance of the Relief Road as a
catalyst for growth in northern Darlington, or its long-term
implications for economic growth, job opportunities and investment.
The delivery of strategic transport infrastructure of this scale demands
a comparable ambitious level of housing growth to fully maximise its
benefits. DBC should therefore adopt a bold and proactive approach
by expanding housing allocations along the Relief Road corridor,
including at Burtree Lane and High Beaumont Hill.

This would help ensure that historic delivery constraints do not

Need for Distributor route for
Northern employment sites in
Darlington

To be considered in
IDP and Section
Infrastructure

None
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LPR116i

Employment for
Economic
Growth

[Jack Conroy

Tiviot Way
Investments Ltd

[Jack Conroy, Savills, The
Lumen, St James
Boulevard, Newcastle Helix,
Newcastle upon Tyne, NE4
582

Policy

E2-

Allocations
(strategic)

Object

(Our Client is the freehold owner of approximately 63 hectares of land
at Bishopton Lane (‘the Site’), located immediately north of the
[A1150/A66. A Site Location Plan showing our Client’s land interests is
submitted alongside these representations at Appendix 1 for
completeness.

The adopted Darlington Local Plan (2022) allocates our Client’s land
for housing development as part of the wider Skerningham Garden
Village Allocation within Policies H2 and H 10. The Allocation,
|comprising 429.19 hectares of land, is identified to deliver up to 4,500
dwellings within Policy H2, with approximately 1,650 dwellings to be
delivered during the current plan period up to 2036. Policy H2 is
entitled “Housing Allocations (Strategic Policy)” and the accompanying
Local Plan Policies Map confirms that the Site forms part of the area of
land allocated by Policy H2 to provide up to 4,500 houses.

Our Client previously submitted representations to the Council’s 2025
Call for Sites consultation, to promote the Site for residential land uses
as part of the wider Skerningham Allocation. As set out within those
representations, the Site in question is suitable, available and
achievable, with a live outline planning application (Ref.
25/01408/OUTE) for a new residential neighbourhood of up to 850
dwellings including C2 (Residential Institutions) and C3 (Dwelling
houses) uses, open space, means of access, supporting infrastructure
and associated works currently pending determination at the time of
writing.

Despite the existing allocation of our Client’s land for residential land
uses and a subsequent planning application duly submitted to deliver
that objective of the D Plan, as well as i
confirming the Site’s continued suitability, availability and achievability|

[Allocation should be
residentail only

Garden Village
should have an
lemployment
element and plans
have been adapted

None

LPR118

Employment for
Economic
Growth

Dominic Waugh

The Darlington
Farmers Auction Mart
Company Ltd

Dominic Waugh, Pegasus
Group, First Floor,
Gainsborough House, 34-40|
Grey Street, Newcastle
upon Tyne NE1 6AE

Policy /Site

Site 393

E1-
Safeguarding
Existing
Employment
Land (strategic)

Support

To summarise, DFAM Company Ltd support the content of Policy E 1 of]
the Draft Local Plan Review. The land at DFAM remains available for
the suggested uses contained in Policy E 1 and DFAM Company Ltd
consider that allocating land at Humbleton Farm provides an
appropriate location for a range of employment / commercial uses in a
suitable location close to Junction 58 of the A1(M).

|see accompanying submission for details.

LPR120g

Employment for
Economic
Growth

Councillor Bryony
Holroyd

Section

7. Employment
for economic
growth

Neutral

Support of further uses at
Humbleton Farm

Support noted.

None

Brownfield sites
2.We welcome the allocation of some brownfield sites such as
Kendrew Street, which is ittle-used as a car park, and should be a
great regeneration opportunity.

b.many brownfield sites are not allocated for development, when
they should be e.g. part of Whessoe Rd Corus / Rolling Mill site (the
part not allocated for biodiversity offsetting), a site in Garden Street -
there are many more. We don't believe that the council is doing
enough work with landowners to bring these sites forwards for
development, or seek brownfield funding to get them redeveloped -
these should be seen as flagship “opportunity sites” to regenerate an
area. Office / business development site at East Street behind the
Library.

c.Other existing buildings / sites may be relevant for redevelopment

a5 change of use from employment to residential (Large building
lopposite Friends Meetinghouse on Skinnergate, upper floors of Binns -
only IF such aspects appear in the Local Plan)

d.Wilco's & multi-storey car park would be good for mixed-use,
including residential.

More Brownfield sites should
be used for employment
purposes

Most larger sites are
covered others have
deviopment rights
from other policies
such as Town Centre
or E1

None

LPR122

Employment for
Economic
Growth

ELG Planning for L]

Gateway House, 55
Consicliffe Road,
Darlington, DL3 7EH

Policy

E2-

Allocations
(strategic)

Object

These comments have been prepared by ELG Planning on behalf of
our client in response to Darlington Council’s regulation 18

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) requires that policies
in local plans and spatial development strategies are reviewed to
assess whether they need updating at least once every five years and
then should be undated as necessary. These reviews need:

+Changing circumstances affecting the area; or

+Any relevant changes in national policy.

The NPPF goes on to say that relevant strategic policies will need
updating at least once every five years if their applicable local housing
need figure has changed significantly; and they are likely to require
earlier review if local housing need is expected to change significantly
in the near future.

The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) also sets out what
authorities consider when determining whether a plan or policies
within a plan should be updated.

The NPPG also notes that a Local Planning Authority (LPA) may need to|
gather new evidence to inform their review. Proportionate, relevant
and up-to-date evidence should be used to justify a decision not to
update policies.

This Local Plan consultation follows a Cabinet Report that was
presented to the Council’s Cabinet in March 2026. The report includes
2 “summary of the benefits of this early review of the Local Plan”. The
benefits/reasons of the Local Plan Review are listed as being:

a)Most policies remain up to date and therefore have not needed to
be revisited or have only needed minor updates.

b)Evidence base updates only need to reflect reviewed policy areas.

Land at Holdforth Grange
should be included as E2

Site at Holdworth
Grange not suitable
and enough
employmement land
is available for this
review

None

LPR127, 128 & 129ai

Employment for
Economic
Growth

Ros Kain

Historic England

Site

Site 360
Heighington Lane
North

Neutral

Existing allocation. No Heritage Impact.

No impact

No issue

None

LPR127, 128 & 129aii

Employment for
Economic

Growth

Ros Kain

Historic England

Site

Site 362 Teesside
International

[Airport South

Neutral

Existing allocation. No Heritage Impact.

No impact

No issue

None
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LPR127, 128 & 129aiii

Employment for
Economic
Growth

Ros Kain

Historic England

Site

Site 433 Burtree
Lane Employment
Park

Neutral

See Appendix B of submission. This 37.57 hectare strategic
lemployment site is proposed close to junction 68 on the A1(M) and
the A68. It is divided in two by Burtree Lane. Although this site is not in
close proximity to any designated heritage assets it should subject to
HIA screening. Suggested change - DBC should consider whether an
HIA is required.

The Historic Environment and Site Allocations in Local Plans - link
provided for The Historic Environment and Site Allocations in Local
Plans - see

Need for HIA for Burtree
Employment Park

(Will be dealt with in
any future planning
applications.

None

LPR127, 128 & 129aiv

Employment for
Economic
Growth

Ros Kain

Historic England

Site

Site 474 East
Street

Neutral

See appendix of submission. A 1.25 hectare strategic Town Centre
employment site adjoining Crown Street Library, the River Skerne, St
Cuthberts Way and Priestgate.

It is described as a key regeneration area with high potential for office
development.

Albeit this site is partly developed, it falls within the direct setting of
several designated heritage assets. Including on Crown Street the
listed Library & Post Office and the Bridge over the Skerne on Russell
Street. The site adjoins and is in the setting of the Town Centre
Conservation Area. It may also fall within the wider setting of the
Grade | listed Church. A detailed HIA is required. This should also
consider archaeological potential. A HIA is required *

The Historic Environment and Site Allocations in Local Plans - weblink,
sce submission.

|Assess whether the site has potential interest.

HIA required for East Street

(Will be dealt with in
any future planning
applications.

None

LPRO4O

Employment for
Economic
Growth

E Parsons

E Parsons & V Parsons
c/o InvestAcc Pension
Trustees Limited as

Trustees of the Parson
SSAS Pension Scheme

Andrew Moss, Ward
Hadaway LLP, Sandgate
House, 102 Quayside,
Newcastle upon Tyne, NEL
30X Tel: 03301373507
andrew.moss@wardadawa
y.com

Policy

E4 — Economic
Development in
Open
Countryside
(strategic)

Object

[The policy states that proposals for the sustainable growth and
expansion of all types of businesses located in the open countryside
will be supported where a number of criteria are met. The
Respondents consider that the policy should allow for the
establishment of new businesses not connected with existing
businesses on / adjacent to the site. Otherwise the Respondents
consider the policy approach is too restrictive.

Criterion D) i requires that the proposal is connected to or adjacent to
the primary agricultural holding or existing rural business. The

LPRO8Se

Employment for
Economic
Growth

Matthew Hewitt

Hamilton Willis

Section

Object

consider this is unduly onerous, does not reflect NPPF
paras 88 — 89, and suggest the criterion is deleted.

Criterion D) i requires that the proposal is economically related to the
primary agricultural holding or existing rural business and is ancillary
o the primary existing use. The Respondents consider this is unduly
lonerous, does not reflect NPPF paras 88 — 89, and suggest the criterion|
is deleted.

Site representation for Morton Palms Farm. Details and plans
[submitted.

Criterion D of policy 4 to
onerous

Criterion D is
ljustified to be
upheld

None

Morton Palms Farm should be
included partly in £2

Not suitable as per
Helaa and would
grow Dralington and
MSG together

None

LPR123d

Employment for
Economic
Growth

Martin Bonner

Hellens Land and
Homes England

Martin Bonner, Savills, The
Lumen, St James
Boulevard, Newcastle Helix,
Newcastle upon Tyne NE4
582 0191 3233146

Policy

Clarifications and

Policy - Burtree
Garden Village —
Policy E2

additional text —
Policy E2

object

HLL/HE are supportive of Burtree Garden Village land being retained
and identified within the employment policy as part of a mixed use
allocation and as per the currently adopted plan. The comments on
this policy and the changes requested to the table within it, reflect
those made of relevance within allocation H11. The most accurate and
relevant figure is the gross 19.4 ha figure, with a 13ha net figure no
longer reflecting delivery. The
policy should clarify that the net figures are assumptions within the

text for thi

local plan evidence base and delivery of a higher net figure, within the
parameters of the gross figure, on allocated sites would not be
contrary to Policy E2.

As stated in relation to H11, there is currently no clarification or
instructions within this policy for landowners considering alternative
uses on residual employment land which, later in the plan period, may
not remain deliverable for employment. An additional sentence
should be added to the text in policy E2 which states that:

“Where alternative uses are proposed on employment land which do
not meet the definition or characteristics of employment, these uses
will be permitted where it is demonstrated that there is no reasonable
prospect of the site coming forward for employment purposes, that
the proposed use would meet unmet needs within the borough and
be compatible with any existing and established employment uses
within the associated allocation”.

The references to there being “no reasonable prospect” for an
allocated use and a proposal to address “unmet needs” aligns with
NPPF which ultimately forms part of the forthcoming test of a sound
plan.

Gross size of Employment land
is to small and should be
19.4ha

If the size is

as
19.4ha changes
willbe made

Amendment in table and policy
text if needed net stays at 70%
of 19.4ha
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LPR123h Martin Bonner _|Hellens Land and Martin Bonner, Savills, The |Policy Burtree Neutral |HLL/HE note the inclusion of a further 37.57 hectares of B2/B8/E(g)  [Burtree Lane Employment _|Burtree GV No None
Homes England Lumen, St James Employment employment space at Burtree Employment Park to the north west of  [Park has impact on Burtree  |Employment land
Boulevard, Newcastle Helix, Park (Policy E2) the H11 allocation on the western boundary of the AL(M). Whilst Garden Village Employment  |has been
Newcastle upon Tyne NE4 HLL/HE do not object in principle to the inclusion of additional Land significantly reduced
5820191 3233146 employment land, it places further emphasis on the wider points (75ha to 19,4ha)
stated in response to H11, £2 and IN1. In short, the potential for a new and part of Burtree
employment site immediately adjacent to Burtree Garden Village lane Employment
could impact on the scale and location of employment associated with land mitigates loss
H11. This places emphasis on the flexibility requested within the plan of overall Borough
to accommodate change via masterplan updates and the change of offer on
use of any residual land where relevant. employment land
Furthermore, additional B-class related highways movements allocation.
associated with uses that require direct access to the AL(M) will
further impact on the A1(M) junction within this plan period or the
next. The need to demonstrate an understanding of highway impact to
2042 and how the anticipated upgrade of the A1(M) junction relates
o this time period, and other allocated sites will ensure the plan is
ljustified and effective. General policy comments
A summary of residual comments and suggestions on general
matters are set out below.
LRP123] Martin Bonner _|Hellens Land and Martin Bonner, Savills, The |Policy Burtree Critical support _|Neutral |The supporting text for policy E2 at paragraph 7.1.8 outlines a range of [Other Uses for Employment | Darlington will be |No None
Homes England Lumen, St James i - lopportunities for growth potential in Darlington. This is in addition to [Land should be considered |supportive of new
Boulevard, Newcastle Helix, Park (Policy E2) |Data centre site Darlington’s Economic Campus and Central Park developmentsand  [such as giga factoriesand  [industries and
Newcastle upon Tyne NE4 criteria - Policy E2 the range of government departments relocating to Darlington. With a[datacentres sectors and will
5820191 3233146 growing focus on investment in the Tees Valley and the identified accomodate those /
need for 94 hectares of employment land (as stated in 7.1.16) the Those indutsries
NPPG has made it clear that plans should not only plan for traditional though have no Use
lemployment land, but also ensure the economy is strengthened via Class at the moment
modern support infrastructure, making reference in paragraph 86 for
the identification of criteria and key strategic sites for inward
investment, including the needs of a modern economy such as
gigafactories and data centres and other digital infrastructure. The
nature of employment development on larger sites such as Burtree
Garden Village remains under consideration and will ultimately
respond to demand within the market. Nonetheless, the plan is
currently silent on the site characteristics and parameters that would
be expected should modern forms of B-class employment present
lopportunities in the Borough. Some additional work and clarification
on high level foran bl proposal
within a sub section of policy EN2 may assist in encouraging
investment in the Borough whilst also ensuring the plan is compliant
with national planning policies. Such characteristics may typically
comprise employment sites with sufficient space to accommodate the
design requirements and adequate access to a power supply.

LPR120h Employment and |Green Party Section [Appendix B Neutral [9.Employment land allocations [Auction Mart Site currently | Application for No None
Economic a.Concern at employment land allocation close to the new Auction to Public on
Growth Mart - a currently unsustainable location, due to being entirely car-  [transport and Car dependent |newly allocated

dependent, unconnected to active and public transport, for both New sites need travel plans  [emplyment site
goods and empl New land allocations mustbe |and enhanced environmental  [need to outline
close to these to be sustainable, and public transport services must be [standards Modal Shift propsals
of a usable frequency (every 20 minutes). from car and
b.For new employment sites, travel plans must be generated, and include at any stage
escrow payment to Modeshift (or equivalent org.) to ensure the travel a Travel Plan.
plan mode shift requirements are delivered. For too many sites, travel Environmental
plans are written then never implemented. standards and
.Standards for employment sites must be improved, with a renewables use
requirement to consider improved insulation, renewables, battery would be a key
storage, green roofs, rainwater catchment. decision criteria for
planning committee.
LPR107] [Town Centre and [James Litherland _|CityHeart Jeremy Good, ELG Planning,[Site 474, East Street Neutral |With respect to East Street (Site Ref 474), Cityheart support the Other Town Centre Uses Uses can be Yes Rewording Appendix 1 Site 474

Retail

DL3 7EH, '01325469236,
jeremy@elgplanning.co.uk

inclusion of this policy into the plan. However, as a site contained
within the town centre, it is suggested that the suggested use be
broadened into all uses falling within Use Class E. There should also be
an acknowledgement that the site may be suitable to accommodate a
Multi-Storey Car Park (MSCP), which are typically classified as sui
generis.

We would suggest additional wording in the Appendix relation to site
474 as follows:

East Street is a 1.25 hectare strategic Town Centre employment site
adjoining Crown Street Library, the River Skerne, St Cuthberts Way and
Priestgate. It is a key regeneration area in Darlington with high
potential for office-led, mixed-use development, including commercial
and other town centre uses, reflecting its sustainable location and
regeneration role opposite the Darlington Economic Campus at
Brunswick Street which is currently under construction

It is suggested that the appendix for site 474- East Street criterion (a)
be reworded as follows:

Providing suitable plots for Office development E(g) and other
appropriate Class E and town centre uses.

should be included

broadened as Town
Centre are also
applicable for the
site

as suggested
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Site /
name and Policy /

Site
Details

Section Comments

Details

LPR Topic Name Organisati Agent
reference on

Policy
Details

Object
/Support/

Comment Summary

Officer Response

Change Required Proposed Changes
Yes/No

(starting
at
LPRO21)

address

Section

Neutral

LPR107e [Town James CityHeart |Jeremy Policy TC3 - Neutral  [Itis suggested that this policy needs re-drafting to Redrafting of Policy to include | Residential led schemes for Residential Led
Centre Litherland Good, ELG Additional acknowledge the role that a residential led scheme can |potential roles of residential |this site under the policy are schemes could be
and Retail Planning, sites for play in the regeneration of the town centre. As has been |led schemes for Town Centre [not ruled out but could be considered under

DL3 7EH, town demonstrated since the original allocation, the site is included and strengthened T3
'01325469 centre unlikely to be brought forward as a retail led scheme based on wavering Retail
236, uses with retail floorspace generally contracting in Darlington demand.
jeremy@e as with many towns across the country. The policy
Igplanning should be reworded to acknowledge the key role that a
.co.uk residential led scheme can deliver to support the vitality
and viability of the existing town centre and deliver the
regeneration sought for this important site.

LPR127, ([Town Ros Kain  [Historic Policy TC6 - Support  |We support reference to the Northgate Urban Design & [Status of Document Northgate|Status is explained No None

128 & Centre England Darlington Masterplan Framework but ask that the status of the Urban Design and Masterplan

12%h and Retail Town document is included. Further detail should be added Framework should be added

Centre about future projects (see 1.8.4 above). Suggested
Fringe change - Expand as suggested.

LPRO44i [Town Vanessa Policy TC6 — Object | welcome the allocation of some brownfield sites for Other brownfield sites Those sites are outsie TC 6 No None
Centre Darlington development (Kendrew St.) mentioned are not allocated |boundary
and Retail — Town But, many which should be allocated, are not. | don’t in the Local Plan

Centre think the council are doing enough to bring these sites
Fringe forward for regeneration: Rolling Mills, Garden St.
Other sites could be redeveloped positively via change of
use: Skinnergate opp. Friends Meeting House, Binns
upper floors - if this is allocated in the Local Plan.
Wilkinsons & multi-storey car park could be a great mix-
es use site inc. residential.
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LPR reference (starting Topic

LPRO21

Environment

Mr Martin
[Swainston

Organisation

Agent name and address

Site / Policy / Se¢ Policy Details

Section

Section Details.

9. Environment

Object /Su Comments

Object

The environment section does nothing to improve the environment, in reality the increased building and
building on green fields will harm the boroughs limited countryside

Comment Summary

(Objection to the environment section. Concerned does
nothing to improve the environment, in reality the
increased building and building on green fields will harm
the boroughs limited countryside

Officer Response

[The environment section sets out a range of policies
seeking to protect and enhance environmental assets
in the Borough consistent with national policy.

Change Required Yes/No

Proposed Changes.

LPRO26/027 Environment | David Barton | Community Policy [envi- 5. Environment |Neutral _|See sections 2,3,5,6,7,8 of PDF Designated and 8 [Atange of detailed suggestions are made around the _[Opinions noted No None
Campaigner, Civic Protecting, Conservation Areas, Historic Buildings, Traditional Vernacular Architecture, Making an Application and of different herit ts
Heritage, InYouArea Enhancing and Miscelleanous
|Ambassador for Promoting
Southport Darlington's
Historic
LPRO34 Environment |Ross Chisholm _|Friends of the Chapter the |Recommer|The Friend: d a change to the text; "...modern railways and parts of the original 26 miles are | Minor wording change proposed to paragraph 9.16 to _|Proposed amendment noted and made [Ves [Amend sentence to read "It is now.
stocktong Darlington Protecting, Hist the longest continually operating. ensure accuracy regarded as the prototype for all
Railway Enhanci - modern railways and parts of the
Promoting Paragraph 9.1.6 original 26 miles are the longest
Darlington's continually operating modern
Historic railway in the world".
LPRO34a Ross Chisholm | Friends of the Policy ENVI - c Support | The Friend: tthe inclusion of the 1825 S&DR Main Line and Darlington Branch as an Area of High |Support the inclusion of the 1825 S&DR Main Line and _|support noted No None
stocktong Darlington Protecting, sites [Archaeological Potential as defined in Appendix C. Darlington Branch as an Area of High Archaeological
Railway Enhancing and Potential as defined in Appendix C.
Promoting
Darlington's
Historic
LPRO34D Environment |Ross Chisholm _|Friends of the Policy ENVI- D Non-Designated |[Recommer|The Friends recommend adding ‘and landscaping at the end. Minor wording addition Proposed amendment noted [Ves [Amend sentence to read "Proposals
stocktong Darlington Protecting, Heritage Assets. should seek to avoid harm to those
Railway Enhancing and features, including setting, which
Promoting contribute to the significance of a
Darlington's non-designated heritage asset,
Historic through measures such as good
Environment design and landscaping".
LPRO34C Environment |Ross Chisholm _|Friends of the Chapter ENVI- ing Opti Even so, developers must demonstrate that that their proposals have been designed to minimise harm _|Provides further clarity on the measures. (Comments noted No None
stocktong Darlington Protecting, |Viable Use (might as much as possible, and pprop fand d boundary treatment.
Railway Enhancingand  |be Assesment of
Promoting Heritage
Darlington's  [significance) -
Historic Paragraph 9.1.28
Environment
LPRO3Ad Environment |Ross Chisholm _|Friends of the Chapter 'ﬁw B [Assesment of This says the Council will create a Local List but Appendix C contradicts this, saying that [Contradi o Local List C ' railway assets passed |Yes Deletion of reference to Local Listing,
stocktong Darlington Protecting, Heritage Heritage Assets will be added to the Historic Environment Record. Although the Appendix gives |compared to Appendix C. Need to ensure many already [t Conservation Officer. Amendment proposed to
Railway Enhancingand  [significance - guidance on assessing such assets, the issue is how to ensure that the many SRDR assets already identified S&DR assets are included on the HER paragraph 9.1.28 to remove reference to preparation
Promoting Paragraph 9.1.29 identified in the various assessments, studies and other published reports can be included in the HER if of Local List to match appendix C.
Darlington's they are ot already included. Unless included, owners, applicants and planning officers may be
Historic unaware of their importance.
LPRO3%e Environment |Ross Chisholm _|Friends of the Chapter Assesmentof |Support |The Friends welcome the advice to applicants to discuss the scope of Heritage Impact Assessments with |Suggestion that the Friends of S & D Railway can offer | Offer of support and advice earlier in the application |No None
stocktong Darlington Protecting, Heritage planning officers in advance. The Friends have an extensive resource of research and appraisal of S&DR  [advice ive applicants early in the preperation ted and will be passed to Conservation
Railway Enhancingand  [significance - heritage. We work closely with the Counci’s conservation officer and are in the process of preparing a _[of proposals. Officer and DM team.
Promoting Paragraph 9.1.30 (Conservation Management Plan for the S&DR asset. The Council requests the Friends’ advice on certain
Darlington's planning applications after they have been validated; in some cases it may be more effective for the
Historic Friends to advise prospective applicants at this earlier stage in the process.
LPRO34T Environment  |Ross Chisholm | Friends of the Chapter ENVI- [Assesmentof  |support | The Friends fully support t ften applicants have either been unaware of or _|Supports requirements set out. Support noted No None.
stocktong Darlington Protecting, Heritage choose to ignore the importance of S&DR assets affected by their proposals.
Railway Enhancingand  [Significance -
Promoting Paragraph 9.1.31
Darlington's
Historic
LPRO4G Environment [Ben Westwood |Durham Archacology Policy ENVI- 9 Environment [Neutral 9132 - not clear what the National Archive means here, and thus may require clarification. Do you _|Clarity on National Archive meaning [Amend to Historic England archive [Ves [Amend to Historic England archive
section Protecting, mean the Historic England Archive - k
Enhancing and
Promoting
Darlington's
Historic
Environment
LPRO46C Environment _[Ben Westwood _|Durham Archacology Policy 'ﬁw - 9 Environment [Neutral 9.1 refers to Heritage Environment Record' — it should be the 'Historic Environment Record" Reference incorrect [Agree reference needs to be amended Ves [Amend reference in paragraph 9.1.4.
section Protecting, from Heritage Environment Record
Enhancing and to "Historic Environment Record".
Promoting
Darlington's
Historic
Environment
LPRO9ST Karl Everitt [Allure Developments _|Lee Fulcher, DPP Planning, [Policy 'ﬁw B 9. Environment [Neutral _[Section D) Non-Designated Heritage Assets of drat Policy ENV1 has been amended to allow for a more _|Support amendment to policy wording on non-designated [Support noted No None
Studio 14, Haylofts, St Protecting, balanced judgement in regard to the direct or indirect impact on non-designated heritage assets, heritage assets
[Thomas Street, Newcastle Enhancing and considering any harm/loss and their significance as a heritage asset. We support this alteration, as there
upon Tyne, NE1 4LE, Promoting are non-designated heritage assets within the area defined as Site 468, including buildings within our
lee.fulcher@dppukitd.com Darlington's client’s land holdings. This alteration should provide flexibility in the judgement of any proposal
Historic impacting a non-designated heritage asset within the planning balance.

Environment
(strategic)
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LPRO97c Environment Irene Ord Resident Policy ENV1 - 9. Environment Object |Overview: |Concerns raised with the implementation of the policy in |Comments noted. No None
Protecting, A fully trained DBC Planning Officer should be able to use and support national guid it the lack of
Enhancing and they are called on to advise Directors and Council. |Conservation Resources in the application process and
Promoting They must justly enable the optimal viable use and public protection of all DBC's Gll Listed Buildings, |difficulty in accessing records.
Darlington's whether or not they are directly, indirectly impacted by new planning schemes.
Historic Speculative developers and their agents should not take advantage from the apparent lack of well-
Environment informed heritage asset scrutineers.
(strategic) There is currently a Council refusal to enforce mitigating planning conditions (legally binding controls)
that could make weak plans barely acceptable & ly ly impacted
parties.
The foreseeable consequences of past complex cases may effectively spoil the future use of
neighbouring buildings, and blight vulnerable national or locally listed assets that may be forced to stand
by. This is untenable.
suitably qualified (locally knowledgeable) expert analysis and assessment of potential harm at the outset,
of each case is absolutely necessary to protect and identify the most vulnerable historic/environmental
public assets.
Developers should actively avoid undermining/ irreversibly altering settings that may inform better
understanding of related assets that a by-standing related asset holder does not own.
If unevidenced recordings are blindly found to be acceptable by DBC then greater public harm may be
caused. No one profits from this - it is corporate cultural theft.
DBC despite its aims since the 1970's has few robust Local Records that can be relied on.
it must be publicly seen that full evaluations are being done by fully trained public officers who fully
understand the subtleties of Historic England Guidance and Heritage Law.
National and local inherited built and environmental assets are in part publicly owned and increasingly
vulnerable to this (now dormitory) town’s expansion far beyond the town centre fringe, where the
facades of buildings appear to be slightly better protected, though a good deal of hollowing out and re-
partitioning may be done in:
Protection and an assets f by recording it for pc y offer the public
LPRO98D |Angela and Heritage Policy Policy ENV 1 Support  |Development involving the alteration, extension or change of use of a listed building |Support for the referenced part of the policy in relation to |Support noted No None
Network (Blackwell) Protecting, Jor construction of any structure within its curtilage must: proposals affecting listed buildings
Enhancing and i. protect its significance as a listed building; and
Promoting i protect existing historic hard and soft landscaping features including trees, hedges,
Darlington's walls, fences and surfaces; and
Historic ii. protect historic plot boundaries and layouts; and
Environment iv. ensure the optimum viable use of the bulding, where appropriate. See attached documents
(Strategic Policy)
LPRO99D |Angela and & Teesdale Policy Policy ENV 1 9. Environment Support  |Development involving the alteration, extension or change of use of a listed building |Support for the referenced part of the policy in relation to |Support noted No None
Naturalists Field Club Protecting, lor construction of any structure within its curtilage must: proposals affecting listed buildings
Enhancing and i. protect its significance as a listed building; and
Promoting i protect existing historic hard and soft landscaping features including trees, hedges,
Darlington's walls, fences and surfaces; and
Historic ii. protect historic plot boundaries and layouts; and
Environment iv. ensure the optimum viable use of the bulding, where appropriate. See attached documents
(Strategic Policy)
LPR100b |Angela and Friends of Policy. Policy ENV 1 9. Environment Support  |Development involving the alteration, extension or change of use of a listed building |Support for the referenced part of the policy in relation to |Support noted No None
the Earth Protecting, lor construction of any structure within its curtilage must: proposals affecting listed buildings
Enhancing and i. protect its significance as a listed building; and
Promoting i protect existing historic hard and soft landscaping features including trees, hedges,
Darlington's walls, fences and surfaces; and
Historic ii. protect historic plot boundaries and layouts; and
Environment iv. ensure the optimum viable use of the building, where appropriate. See attached documents
(Strategic Policy)
LPR101b Environment |Angela and Michae|The Open Spaces Policy Policy ENV 1 9. Environment Support  [Development involving the alteration, extension or change of use of a listed building |Support for the referenced part of the policy in relation to |Support noted No None
Society Protecting, lor construction of any structure within its curtilage must: proposals affecting listed buildings
Enhancing and i. protect its significance as a listed building; and
Promoting i protect existing historic hard and soft landscaping features including trees, hedges,
Darlington's walls, fences and surfaces; and
Historic ii. protect historic plot boundaries and layouts; and
Environment iv. ensure the optimum viable use of the bulding, where appropriate. See attached documents
(Strategic Policy)
LPR127, 128 & 129i Environment Ros Kain Historic England Policy. 'ﬁ\/] - 9. Support  |We support the retention of the Policy ENV1. We have no comments to make of the slight amendments |General support for policy and supporting text and slight |Support noted No None
Protecting, to the policy or the supporting text 9.1.1 - 9.1.32 other than 9.1.6 and 9.1.7 below. - see submission.  |amendments.
Enhancing and
Promoting
Darlington's
Historic
Environment
(strategic)
LPR127, 128 & 129j Environment Ros Kain Historic England (Section 'ﬁ\/] - 9. Environment Support  [Para 9.1.6 - Supporting text. We support the amendments to this paragraph and that the S&DR is of |Support recognition of S&DR international significance Suggestion noted and further reference made in the |Yes Reference to S&DR in the overview
Protecting, international significance. However, this should be emphasised in other sections of the LP. but this should be emphasised elsewhere in the plan. loverview section 1.2.2 and objective 4a section and the internationally
Enhancing and significant railway heritage in
Promoting objective 4a.
Darlington's
Historic
Environment
(strategic)
LPR127,128 & 129k  |Environment Ros Kain Historic England Section 'ﬁ\/] - Neutral Para 9.1.17 - Supporting text. This paragraph refers to a Heritage Impact Assessment that assesses the | The Local Plan Review cannot rely on the 2019 HIAwhere ~ [Comments noted and it is proposed to update and Yes Further evidence base work required
Protecting, suitability of several allocation sites from an historic environment perspective with design and mitigation new sites are proposed allocations. Detailed comments |undertake additional or updates to Heritage Impact
Enhancing and measures recommended and included in Appendix B - Allocations Statements and strategic policies for [ provided on the sites requiring HIA's or updates. Assessments as required.
Promoting Skerningham Garden Village and Burtree Garden Village. HIAs do not form part of the Evidence Base for
Darlington's the new allocations.
The Local Plan Review cannot rely on the 2019 HIA where new sites are proposed allocations.
See Appendix B for our comments on the proposed allocations and which require Heritage Impact
LPRO34g. [Environment Ross Chisholm Friends of the Policy Support | The Friends support the proposed changes to the policy but recommend an addition, either in the Policy |Additional wording suggested where proposals causing _|Reference is made within Policy ENV1 back to Policy |No None
Stockton& Darlington lor the accompanying text, that where development causing harm can be approved for reasons of harm are proposed. [ENV1 where this is set out. So an amendment is not
Railway significantly outweighing public benefit, measures have been taken to reduce the harm as much as considered necessary to avoid duplication.
possible by careful design and landscaping.
LPRO34i Environment Ross Chisholm Friends of the |Chapter Protecting, | The website g i .co.uk/h hose parts of the route that have been |Provided link des ing parts of the route currently Comments noted and additions proposed Yes |Additional text to reference link and
Stockton& Darlington lenhancing and established to date. established. |set out what established to date
Railway Darlington [promating the
Railway stockton and
Darlington Railway|
- Paragraph 9.2.5
LPR127, 128 & 1291 |Environment _|Ros Kain [Historic England Policy [ENV2 -Stockton Neutral Support retention of policy but suggested wording (Comments noted and amendments proposed [Ves [Amend part d wording from ‘support|

[and Darlington
Railway Strategic
Policy

(Wording in brackets to be removed.
[We support the retention of the Policy but ask for the following alteration.

. retain and enhance access to, and alongside the route, branch lines, remains, structures, features and
their setting and (support) require the creation of a walking and cycling path(s) along it’s the route. (will
be encouraged

suggested change - Amend to ensure public access to the SROR route is delivered via the relevant site

allocations.

[amendments to part d regarding the walking and cycling
route.

to ‘enable’
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LPR127,128& 129m [Environment |Ros Kain Historic England Policy ENV2 - Stockton Neutral |Para9.2.2.-9.2.4 Supporting Text. Refer to submitted covering letter and Appendix A site allocations. _|Further reference to the heritage action zone projects cou]Comments noted and additional wording added to_ |Yes [Add in the following to para 9.2.3 -
and Darlington paragraph 9.2.5 "The project has also resulted in an
Railway Strategic improved sense of place and identity
Policy with several assets associated with
the Stockton and Darlington Railway
removed from the national heritage
for historic buildings and boosted the
visitor economy around Hopetown”.
LPR127,1288129n |Environment _|Ros Kain Historic England Policy ENV2-Stockton [Para9.2.5 Neutral | The text should be more specific to require delivery of the S&DR walking and cycling route. [Suggested changes to text to be more specific requiring _|Comments noted and amendments proposed Ves [Amend para 9.2.5 as proposed.
and Darlington Suggested change (remove text in brackets) - the delivery of the S&DR walking and cycling route. Following the success of the SRDR
Railway Strategic |Amend as follows: bicentenary celebrations, (It is the
Policy Following the success of the SXDR bicentenary celebrations, (It is the long term aspiration to create) a long term aspiration to create) a
walking and cycling route (along) the full 26 mile route of the Stockton and Darlington Railway along walking and cycling route (along) the
with (providing associated) interpretation, will (opening up) be actively promoted as a site requirement full 26 mile route of the Stockton and
for new developments along the route. (for leisure and tourist visits, and as an education resource will Darlington Railway along with
be) (providing associated) interpretation,
will (opening up) be actively
promoted as a site requirement for
new developments along the route.
(for leisure and tourist visits, and as
an education resource will be)
1230 Martin Bonner _[Hellens Land and [Martin Bonner, Savills, The |Policy [ENV2 -Stockton HLL/HE note that the route of the Stockton and Darlington Railway h implication for e cross reference to ENV, it should be [Comments noted additional wording not considered
Homes England Lumen, St James Boulevard, and the delivery of Policy H11 via the requirement for approved pedestrian access and interpretation. This |re-iterated within ENV2 and/or its supporting text that | necessary to avoid duplication of ENV1 and clear
Newcastle Helix, Newcastle Railway has been reflected in the approved masterplan through the delivery of a landscaped area on the eastern [where the aspirational design objectives cannot be ensure Is considered in
lupon Tyne NE4 587 0191 lboundary of the site. This area could potentially accommodate an aspirational pedestrian and cycle [ development proposal the scale of any residual harm,  [the context of their designation,
3233146 route, should it become possible to connect to third party infrastructure on adjoining land. Policy taking into account design mitigation will be considered
requirements for an identified connection to Harrowgate Hill have been met previously via via balanced judgement against the benefits of the
[enhancements to the Faverdale Black Path and therefore it is necessary to ensure clear separation [associated proposal.
between the two requirements
In meeting the general requirement for approved pedestrian access and interpretation in H11, policy
ENV2 s also engaged which makes reference to a need to conserve and enhance elements which
contribute toward the significance, preservation and enhancement of physical remains of the railway. It
ls0 seeks provision of access to remains, railway structures and features and their setting. Whilst
HLL/HE have already sought to hese obj in once tis necessary to
provide detailed designs on this route, some of the policy requirements are subjective and could be open|
to interpretation. Where it is not possible to address all requirements due to constraints or other design
reasons, the railway remains a non-designated heritage asset, whereby a simple balance test of harm vs
wider benefit is applicable s set out in ENV1 and the NPPF. The addition of requirements to conserve
[and enhance the asset, within a dedicated policy is more suited to a designated heritage asset. To ensure|
the positive policy objectives are interpreted in context and notwithstanding the cross reference to EN1,
it should be re-iterated within ENV2 and/or its supporting text that where the aspirational design
objectives cannot be met by a development proposal the scale of any residual harm, taking into account
design mitigation will be considered via balanced judgement against the benefits of the associated
proposal.
No N/a
LPRO32a Environment |Richard Cowen | CPRE Durham Policy Support _|Protecting the landscape is clearly very important for CPRE and so we support the principle of this Policy. [Support for policy to protect landscape and highlights the [Support noted No N/A
Itis particularly important that all villages, including Service Villages, should retain their character and  [importance of villages retaining their character and
not coalesce with other urban areas. We believe that this is consistent with our representations relating [avoiding coalescence.
to Policies SD2 and H1.
LPRO34] Environment |Ross Chisholm _|Friends of the Policy Part82 [Recommer| The historic route of the Darlington/Middleton St George/A66/A67/ Stockton Corridor appears as the _|Suggest changing reference to historic route to the S&DR. [Comment noted and amendment proposed. [Ves [Amend historic route name to S&DR
stocktong Darlington route of the SRDR on the Policies Maps and the Friends recommend that it be described s such
Railway
LPRO34K Environment |Ross Chisholm | Friends of the [Chapter Local Landscape |Recommer|The Friends recommend that the text should read ‘Stockton & Darlington Railway” Suggest amending S&DR Reference to ensure correct. | Comment noted and amendment proposed. [Ves [Amend from Darlington and Stockton
stocktong Darlington Character - Should the policy reference here be to ENVA? |Amend policy reference from ENVY to ENVA. Railway to Stockton and Darlington
Railway (Character Paragraph 9.3.5 Railway. Amend policy reference
from ENV7 to ENVA.
LPRO520 Environment | Louise Tait Environment Agency Policy ENV3 - Local Neutral that natural feat has hed , field margins, and wetlands are habitat types [Include reference to watercourses. [Comment noted and amendment proposed. [Ves [Add "watercourses" to AZiii and B2ii
Landscape that are alllsted as Habitats of Principal Importance under the NERC Act (2006). It should be emphasized| Part D add in after ‘traditional
(Character with the policy o its supporting paragraphs that natural features should be retained and the loss or natural and built features' "including
| damage of such habitats must be addressed in-line with the mitigation hierarchy. ancient and semi-natural woodland,
[We advise inserting the word ‘watercourses’ into criteria A2 ii and B i trees, hedgerows and watercourses".
LPROB7d Environment _|loe Smith [Savills for Miller [Joe Smith, Savills, The Policy [ENV3 - Local Object [Itis recognised that draft Policy ENV 3 includes some variation from the adopted Policy ENV 3 inthe | Concerns with additional wording in part A i will prejudice |Part A criteria 1 - The additional wording reiterates |Yes Include wording to make clear that
Homes and Durham | Lumen, St James Boulevard, Landscape DBLP. While our Client broadly supports the intentions of the policy, and recognises that development  [the delivery of site allocations. Part A i s no longer lthe purpose of the rural gaps in relation to openness ‘maintain the physical seperation of
Cathedral Newcastle Helix, Newcastle Character should be considerate of the local landscape character, there are some instances within the draft Policy |consistent with Biodiversity requirements in the and ensuring existing settlements remain physically settlements and urban areas' relates
upon Tyne NE4 582 (strategic policy) where the wording has potential to conflict with other aims and objectives of the Plan. These are taken [Environment Act. seperate and distinct settlements rather than being to rural gaps. Remove ‘raditional®
in turn, below. absorbed within the main urban area. Clarity will be from Aiii
Under Part (A), criteria 1. suggests that the openness and green infrastructure functions of the rural gap [provided that this relates to rural gaps only. Site 020
between Darlington and the villages of Great Burdon and Barmpton should be retained. We would s adjacent to but not within the Great Burdon rural
reiterate the point made at paragraph 2.5 of this report, regarding the gap between the site allocation, g2 50 it wouldn't preclude this site allocation being
which we consider could extend up to and adjoin the Rural Gap policy extent. brought forward but assists in ensuring the rural gap
The Council has also proposed to add text to criteria (i) of draft Policy ENV 3, whereby within areas retains its openness and Great Burdon retains its locall
identified at Parts 1. and 2., hould maintain of settlements and urban d physical separation from the
[areas. At this stage, our Client wishes to remind the Council that one of the principal objectives of both urban area and the site allocation. Other allocations
the adopted DBLP and draft Local Plan Review document is to ensure the Darlington Urban Area remains including rural gap within them were originally
the focus of future development. In this context, our Client’s allocated site, as well as a considerable allocated on the basis that no development would
number of other residential allocations shown on the adopted DBLP policies map are located within the take place in these areas which would conflict with
settlement limits of Darlington, and near or adjacent to areas identified at Parts 1. and 2. Our Client ENV3. Criteria Ail. s not related to biodiversity net
therefore questions whether the wording of Policy ENV 3, in the absence of a mechanism for additional ain it s regarding protecting and enhancing stes of
flexibility, has the potential to preclude the delivery of allocated sites. Accordingly, our Client biodiversity value consistent with paragraph 187a of
respectfully requests that the Council reconsiders the wording of criterion (i) to ensure that it does not the NPPF. Amended wording is proposed to make this|
conflict with other policies within the Local Plan Review, or inadvertently prevent the delivery of clearer. Criteria A ii. This relates to development
allocated residential development [proposals within areas that are identified as rural
Criterion (i) of Policy ENV 3is retained from the adopted DBLP and requires development to enhance gaps and green corridors and is effectively criteria for
biodiversity by promoting protected and priority habitats and species. In principle, our Client agrees that development in exceptional circumstances. The
[development should seek to protect and enhance biodiversity; however, this should be undertaken in traditional landscape features are a key aspect of
ith the Act 2021 ) and other relevant national policy and their character and local distinctiveness therefore
guidance. The Council adopted the DBLP prior to the introduction of a suite of Biodiversity Net Gain development which would result in the removal of
(“BNG") Regulations in February 2024, which subsequently introduced the BNG Hierarchy at Part 7A of these would not be acceptable. All of these criteria
the Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 (as anply to designated areas so higher levels of
LPRO98a [Angela and Heritage Policy ENV3 - Local Support |ENV 'S makes reference to the Darlington Open Space Strategy 2007-2017, which was last updated in_|Support for the areas protected by the policy but suggests | Support noted. Part F of Policy ENV3 does recognise |No N/A
Network (Blackwell) Landscape 2010. Natural England advises that your Authority undertakes a new Open Space Needs Assessment to  [there are areas in the urban area where landscape or  [there are areas of low landscape quality in the
(Character inform an updated Open Space Strategy. This would ensure that evidence on open space provisionis  [townscape quality can be improved. Borough and seeks high quality design to strengthen
current and that Policy ENV 5 remains effective and robust local character and distinctiveness in these locations.
LPRO9%a (Angela and & Teesdale Policy [ENV3 - Local Support | Local Landscape Character [Support for the areas protected by the policy but suggests|Support noted. Part  of Policy ENV3 does recognise [No N/A
Naturalists Field Club Landscape The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) indicates that valued landscapes there are areas in the urban area where landscape or  [there are areas of low landscape quality in the
(Character should be protected and enhanced. The Darlington Local Plan protects and seeks townscape quality can be improved. Borough and seeks high quality design to strengthen
to appropriately enhance the distinctive character of the Borough's natural and local character and distinctiveness in these locations.
historic townscapes and landscapes, including unique features like rural gaps, green
[wedges, green corridors, historic routes and Parklands. However, there are some
parts of the inner urban area where landscape or townscape quality could be
improved, in particular to better promote Darlington'’s railway heritage
(Policy ENV 2). See attached documents.
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LPR100a [Angela and Friends of [Section ENV3 - Local Support | Local Landscape Character [Support for the areas protected by the policy but suggests |Support noted. Part  of Policy ENV3 does recognise |No N/A
the Earth Landscape The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) indicates that valued landscapes there are areas in the urban area where landscape or  [there are areas of low landscape quality in the
(Character should be protected and enhanced. The Darlington Local Plan protects and seeks townscape quality can be improved. Borough and seeks high quality design to strengthen
o appropriately enhance the distinctive character of the Borough's natural and local character and distinctiveness in these locations.
historic townscapes and landscapes, including unique features like rural gaps, green
wedges, green corridors, historic routes and Parklands. However, there are some
parts of the inner urban area where landscape or townscape quality could be
improved, in particular to better promote Darlington's railway heritage
(Policy ENV 2). See attached documents.
LPRI01a Environment |Angela and Michae[The Open Spaces Section [ENV3 - Local Support _|Local Landscape Character [Support for the areas protected by the policy but suggests|Support noted. Part  of Policy ENV3 does recognise [No N/A
Society Landscape The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) indicates that valued landscapes there are areas in the urban area where landscape or  [there are areas of low landscape quality in the
(Character should be protected and enhanced. The Darlington Local Plan protects and seeks townscape quality can be improved. Borough and seeks high quality design to strengthen
to appropriately enhance the distinctive character of the Borough's natural and local character and distinctiveness in these locations.
historic townscapes and landscapes, including unique features like rural gaps, green
[wedges, green corridors, historic routes and Parklands. However, there are some
parts of the inner urban area where landscape or townscape quality could be
improved, in particular to better promote Darlington’s railway heritage
(Policy ENV 2). See attached documents.
LPRO98C [Angela and Heritage Policy Policy ENV 3 Support |A) Retaining the openness and green infrastructure functions of [Support for the identification of green wedges and urban_[Support noted No None
Network (Blackwell) Local Landscape 1. The rural gaps, between Middleton St George and Middleton One Row, parkland at Blackwell Grange.
Character Middleton St George and Oak Tree, Hurworth on Tees and Hurworth Place, and
(strategic Policy) between Darlington and the villages of Great Burdon and Barmpton; and
2. The green wedges of Cocker Beck/Mowden, Blackwell/Skerne Park and
Haughton/Red Hall.
C) Retaining and improving the special landscape, heritage and ecological qualities
of urban and rural parklands at South Park, North Lodge Park, West Cemetery,
Blackwell Grange, Rockliffe Park, Middleton Hall, Walworth Castle, Redworth Hall,
Hall Garth, Newbus Grange and Neasham Hall
LPRO99C [Angela and & Teesdale Policy Policy ENV 3 Support |A) Retaining the openness and green infrastructure functions of [Support for the identification of green wedges and urban |Support noted No None
Naturalists Field Club Local Landscape 1. The rural gaps, between Middleton St George and Middleton One Row, parkland at Blackwell Grange.
(Character Middleton St George and Oak Tree, Hurworth on Tees and Hurworth Place, and
(strategic Policy) between Darlington and the villages of Great Burdon and Barmpton; and
2. The green wedges of Cocker Beck/Mowden, Blackwell/Skerne Park and
Haughton/Red Hall.
C) Retaining and improving the special landscape, heritage and ecological qualities
of urban and rural parklands at South Park, North Lodge Park, West Cemetery,
Blackwell Grange, Rockliffe Park, Middleton Hall, Walworth Castle, Redworth Hall,
Hall Garth, Newbus Grange and Neasham Hall
LPRI00C [Angela and Friends of Policy Policy ENV 3 Support |A) Retaining the openness and green infrastructure functions of [Support for the identification of green wedges and urban_ [Support noted No None
the Earth Local Landscape 1. The rural gaps, between Middleton St George and Middleton One Row, parkland at Blackwell Grange.
Character Middleton St George and Oak Tree, Hurworth on Tees and Hurworth Place, and
(strategic Policy) between Darlington and the villages of Great Burdon and Barmpton; and
2. The green wedges of Cocker Beck/Mowden, Blackwell/Skerne Park and
Haughton/Red Hall.
C) Retaining and improving the special landscape, heritage and ecological qualities
of urban and rural parklands at South Park, North Lodge Park, West Cemetery,
Blackwell Grange, Rockliffe Park, Middleton Hall, Walworth Castle, Redworth Hall,
Hall Garth, Newbus Grange and Neasham Hall
LPRIOLC Environment | Angela and Michae| The Open Spaces Policy Policy ENV 3 Support |A) Retaining the openness and green infrastructure functions of [Support for the identification of green wedges and urban |Support noted No None
Society Local Landscape 1. The rural gaps, between Middleton St George and Middleton One Row, parkland at Blackwell Grange.
(Character Middleton St George and Oak Tree, Hurworth on Tees and Hurworth Place, and
(strategic Policy) between Darlington and the villages of Great Burdon and Barmpton; and
2. The green wedges of Cocker Beck/Mowden, Blackwell/Skerne Park and
Haughton/Red Hall.
C) Retaining and improving the special landscape, heritage and ecological qualities
of urban and rural parklands at South Park, North Lodge Park, West Cemetery,
Blackwell Grange, Rockliffe Park, Middleton Hall, Walworth Castle, Redworth Hall,
Hall Garth, Newbus Grange and Neasham Hall
LPRITI&I12N Environment | Ben Westwood / Ja|Barratt David Wilson _[savills UK Ltd, The Lumen, [Policy [ENV3 - Local Object [Itis recognised that Draft Policy ENV 3 includes some variation from the adopted Policy ENV3inthe _|Concerns with additional wording in part Aiand iiwill __|Part A criteria 1 - The additional wording reiterates |Yes Include wording to make clear that
st James Boulevard, Landscape DBLP. While our Client broadly supports the intentions of the policy and recognises that prejudice d [the purpose of the rural gaps in relation to ensuring maintain the physical seperation of
Newcastle Helix, Newcastle Character should be considerate of the local landscape character, there are some instances within the Draft Policy |inrough green wedge. Concerns with the use of the word | eXisting settlements remain physically seperate and settlements and urban areas' relates
upon Tyne, NE4 582 (strategic) [where the wording has potential to conflict with other aims and objectives of the Plan. These are taken |tragitionalwith lack of definition. distinct settlements rather than being absorbed to rural gaps. Remove ‘traditional”

in turn, below.
The Council proposes to insert text within criteria (i) of Draft Policy ENV 3, whereby within areas
identified at Parts 1and 2 of the policy, development will only be permitted where it “maintains the
physical separation of settlements and urban areas". Part 2 of Draft Policy ENV 3 includes reference to
(Green Wedges.
Similarly, the Council also proposed to introduced criterion (i) under Draft Policy ENV 3 which states

a only be p it d enhances traditional landscape
features including ancient and semi-natural woodland, trees and hedgerows".
Firstly, it is important to recognise that the Hall Farm Site Allocation is located immediately adjacent to
the Cocker Beck/Mowden Green Wedge. The Site Allocation Statement in Appendix B of the Local Plan
[and Local Plan Review (Regulation 18) documents requires the delivery of a north-south ‘distributor
road' through the Site. This requires a connection to the Site from Staindrop Road south of the Site,
crossing through the Green Wedge. Therefore, the principle of development crossing through the Green
[Wedge, and the resulting effects upon the landscape character of the Green Wedge by association, has
already been established as being acceptable through the allocation of the Hall Farm Site in the adopted
Local Plan. Proposed revisions to Criterion (i) and the inclusion of Criteion ii) should not preclude the
delivery of the access road from Staindrop Road, otherwise this would prejudice the ability of any future
application to comply with the Site Allocation Statement in Appendix B of the plan, and thus could stymy
the delivery of the Site to the detriment of the Council's housing trajectory and subsequent land supply.
[Whilst we acknowledge that a Development Plan should be read as a whole, our Client would request
that the Council reconsiders the proposed wording to be inserted within Draft Policy ENV 3 in this
respect, to avoid any unintended policy conflicts stymying the delivery of the Hall Farm Site Allocation
(and to avoid similar constraints on other allocations throughout the Plan)
Taking Criterion (iii in further detail, there is no definition provided in the Local Plan Review or

within the main urban area. Clarity is porposed to be
added to make clear this addition relates to rural
gaps only. Site 100 and other allocations including
rural gap within them were originally allocated on the|
basis that no development would take place in these
areas which would conflict with ENV3. Criteria A i.is
not related to biodiversity net gain it is regarding
protecting and enhancing sites of biodiversity value
consistent with paragraph 187a of the NPPF.
|Amended wording is proposed to make this clearer.
Criteria Aiii. This relates to development proposals
within areas that are identified as rural gaps and
reen corridors and is effectively criteria for
development in exceptional circumstances. The
traditional landscape features are a key aspect of
their character and local distinctiveness therefore
development which would result in the removal of
[these would not be acceptable. All of these criteria
apply to designated areas so higher levels of
protection are afforded compared to undesignated
areas,

from Al
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LPRITSC Environment [Emma Williams | Church Commisioners |Emma Willams, Deloitte, |Policy ENV - Local Object [ The Commissioners support the intention of draft Policy ENV 3 to ensure that proposals _|C. partAiandiiwil |Part A criteria 1- The additional wording reiterates |Yes Include wording to make clear that
for England - Deloitte Landscape take prejudice the delivery of site allocations as access required |the purpose of the rural gaps in relation to ensuring maintain the physical seperation of
(Character consideration of local landscape character. However, the Commissioners have concerns regarding the  [through green wedge. Concerns with the use of the word | exIsting settlements remain physically seperate and settlements and urban areas' relates
(strategic) proposed traditional with tack of definition. distinct settlements rather than being absorbed to rural gaps. Remove traditional”
[wording within Draft Policy ENV3, particularly Criterion (i) and (i), which could unintentionally hinder within the main urban area. Clarity is porposed to be from Aiii
the delivery added to make clear this addition relates to rural
o allocated sites. gaps only. Site 100 and other allocations including
(Criterion (i) - Physical separation of settlements rural gap within them were originally allocated on the
The proposed text within Criterion (i) stating that that development will only be permitted where it basis that no development would take place in these
"maintains the areas which would conflict with ENV3. Criteria Al is
physical separation of settlements and urban areas," raises concerns. The Hall Farm site, as an allocated Inot related to biodiversity net gain it s regarding
urban protecting and enhancing sites of biodiversity value
lextension, requires the delivery of a north-south distributor road, which necessitates crossing a Green consistent with paragraph 187 of the NPPF.
[Wedge. The [Amended wording is proposed to make this clearer.
principle of development crossing this Green Wedge, and its associated effects on landscape character, (Criteria Ajii. This relates to development proposals
Ihas already been established and deemed acceptable through the site's allocation in the adopted Local within areas that are identified as rural gaps and
Plan. The current wording of Criterion (i) could therefore prejudice the delivery of essential reen corridors and i effectively criteria for
infrastructure for allocated sites, development in exceptional circumstances. The
contrary to the need for effective and justified policies as set out in NPPF Paragraph 36. The traditional landscape features are a key aspect of
|Commissioners urge their character and local distinctiveness therefore
the Council to reconsider this wording to ensure it does not create unintended policy conflicts that development which would result in the removal of
hinder the these would not be acceptable. All of these criteria
delivery of allocated sites. The Commissioners suggest the following wording could be added to the a0ply to designated areas so higher levels of
proposed protection are afforded compared to undesignated
p g “..unless it can that is justified and areas.
mitigated to
preserve the overall landscape character and setting.”
Criterion (il - Conservation of Traditional Landscape Features
LRP1231 Martin Bonner _|Hellens Land and | Martin Bonner, Savills, The |Policy Burtree [ENV3 - Landscape HLL/HE do not object to the updated policy which includes new references to the need to “enhance” the [Need to clarify that where some andscape changeand _|Comments noted. Amendment proposed Ves [Add ‘commensurate with its status'
Homes England Lumen, st James Boulevard, landscape and greater consideration of the Darlington Borough Landscape Assessment. The policy harm s identified, which is often unavoidable for strategic to part D.
Newcastle Helix, Newcastle Park (Policy E2) however does need to clarify that where some landscape change and harm is identified, which is often that a balanced
upon Tyne NE4 5BZ 0191 for strategic all that a balanced of the type and the type and magnitude of harm will take place against the
3233146 magnitude of harm will take place against the benefits of a development proposal. This should be added (yenefits ofa development proposal. As a suggested
25 a closing sentence to policy ENV3, this would better align with NPPF paragraph 189 of the NPPF which | ior o the ond of the policy as  closing sentence for
reserves the test of conservation and enhancement to National Parks and National Landscapes which [ (o
frave a higher status of pratection. . “Where the nature of a development proposal results in
As a suggested addition to the end of the policy s a closing sentence for context:
“Where the nature of a development proposal results in some residual harm to landscape having taken |*0™ "esidual harm to landscape having taken into account
pment prop: pe having
into account any possible mitigation, a balanced view will be taken considering the benefits of [any possible mitigation, a balanced view will be taken
development in that location, weighed against the nature of the harm to the landscape”. considering the benefits of development i that location,
weighed against the nature of the harm to the landscape””
LPRO29e Environment |David Phillips _|Butterfly Conservation Policy ENV4 - Green & Support [9.4.9C network of smaller ide for informal recreation (e.g. walking, jogging) _|Supports provision of smaller spaces for informal Support noted. Specific reference could be added to|No None
North East Blue close to homes and work is welcome in this document which may ease the pressure on Local Nature |recreation. Encourages this to be expanded to include dog|dog walking although this would be covered by the
Infrastructure Reserves. Perhaps this could be extended to create designated dog walking facilities within the borough [walking facilities. broader reference to informal recreation.
to again ease the pressure on Local Nature Reserves.
LPRO37 Environment |William Ward | The Woodland Trust Policy ENV4 - Green Support | The Woodland Trust welcomes the inclusion of policies relating to green and blue infrastructure within _|Support for inclusion of ENV4 & ENVS. Suggest policy _[Support noted. A addition is proposed to ENV5, Ves (Green Infrastructure provision
and Blue the Local Plan. These two policies are an important component of delivering sustainable could be further by exp quiring trees | paragraph 2 to exp tree planting as should incorporate tree planting
Infrastructure and demonstrate a clear commitment to enhancing biodiversity, managing flood risk, and improving the |to form a iponent of Gl within new part of green provision. where appropriate.
(strategic) health and wellbeing of residents. In particular, the indication that development proposals resulting in —[Recommend introducing a minimum tree canopy cover
the loss of existing green space will be refused is a strong and commendable position, which provides  target for all new green spaces.
important protection for valued community assets.
To strengthen this policy further, it would be beneficial to explicitly require that trees form a core
|component of green spaces within new developments. Trees are critical to the functionality and value of
green infrastructure, providing shade, carbon habitat connectivity, and to
air quality
in addition, the policy could be enhanced by introducing a minimum tree canopy cover target for all new
green spaces. Setting clear, measurable expectations would help ensure that green infrastructure
delivers meaningful environmental benefits and contributes to wider canopy cover goals across the
borough
LPROS2P Environment | Louise Tait Environment Agency Policy [ENVa - Green Neutral |Proposals will be supported where opportunities to improve fish passage and watercourse connectivity |Policy should look to provide reference to improving _|Comments noted and amendments proposed. [Ves [Add new critierion - Development
and blue are explored. This would include the of barriers and i habitat for fish and re-naturalisation of watercourses. Part| proposals affecting a watercourse
infrastructure where possible. d relating to water quality could be strengthened with the should maintain 2 10m buffer zone
(Opportunities to improve habitat for fish and re-naturalisation of watercourses would also be welcomed addition of protect. Criterion e should reference the LNRS. and explore opportunities to re-
s a further consideration for this policy. Para 9.4.11 should refer to water-dependant water bodes| naturalise, improve fish habitat and
Policy ENV4 could be strengthened by the following additions and deletions (additions in bold and or groundwater abstractions. watercourse connectivity including
deletions shown as strikethrough text) the removal and/or modification of
"..Green and blue infrastructure will be protected, and where appropriate, improved and extended to barriers and de-culverting, where
provide a quality, safe and accessible network of well connected, multi-functional open spaces for possible. Criterion d - Add in ‘protect’
recreation and play and to enhance visual amenity, biodiversity, landscape and productivity...” to state ‘protect and improve'
d. Expecting development to protect and improve local water quality, wherever possible, taking into (Criterion e - add in reference to the
account the Northumbria River Basin Management Plan;’ Tees Valley LNRS. Para 9.4.11 -
e. Working with partners and the community to bring forward priority projects and measures identified include reference to 'development
in Darlington’s Green Strategy and the River Basin Plan. should not adversely affect water-
in respect of criterion e. we recommend considering referring to wider relevant plans such as the Tees (dependant water bodies or
Valley Local Nature Recovery Strategy. groundwater abstractions.
[ We recommend Paragraph 9.4.11 (supporting text to Policy ENV4) mentions that development should
not adversely affect water-dependant water bodies or groundwater abstractions.
LPROSE [Angela and Heritage Policy Policy ENV 4 Support _|Green and blue infrastructure will be protected, and where appropriate, improved [Support for policy and particularly reference to green _[support noted No None
Network (Blackwell) (Green and Blue land extended to provide a quality, safe and accessible network of well connected, wedges and designated wildife sites
Infrastructure mlti-functional open spaces for recreation and play and to enhance visual amenity,
(strategic Policy) i ity, landscape and productivity. See attached documents.
LPROSS [Angela and & Teesdale Policy Policy ENV 4 Support |Green and blue infrastructure will be protected, and where appropriate, improved [Support for policy and particularly reference to green _[support noted No None
Naturalists Field Club (Green and Blue land extended to provide a quality, safe and accessible network of well connected, wedges and designated wildife sites
Infrastructure multi-functional open spaces for recreation and play and to enhance visual amenity,
(strategic Policy) ity, landscape and productivity. See attached documents.
LPR100 [Angela and Friends of Policy Policy ENV 4 Support |Green and blue infrastructure will be protected, and where appropriate, improved [Support for policy and particularly reference to green _[support noted No None
the Earth (Green and Blue land extended to provide a quality, safe and accessible network of well connected, wedges and designated wildife sites
Infrastructure multi-functional open spaces for recreation and play and to enhance visual amenity,
(strategic Policy) ity, landscape and productivity. See attached documents.
LPRIOL Environment |Angela and Michae| The Open Spaces Policy Policy ENV 4 Support |Green and blue infrastructure will be protected, and where appropriate, improved [Support for policy and particularly reference to green _[support noted No None
Society (Green and Blue land extended to provide a quality, safe and accessible network of well connected, wedges and designated wildife sites
Infrastructure

(strategic Policy)

multi-functional open spaces for recreation and play and to enhance visual amenity,
i ity landscape and productivity. See attached documents,
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LPRI25&126¢ Environment |Josh White Natural England Policy ENV4 - Green Neutral |Green and Blue Infrastructure is well integrated throughout the plan and Natural England welcomes _|Policy can be further developed using Natural England _|Reference has now been included in the policy to the |Yes Numerous amendments made to
and Blue Policy ENV 4 (Green and Blue Infrastructure). We believe that there is scope to further develop this  [Green Infrastructure Framework and associated reen infrastructure principles in the Gl framework policy ENVS to reference Natural
Infrastructure policy using the Natural England Green Infrastructure Framework and associated Standards. The standards. Should reflect five requires proposals how they will England Gl standards and include
Framework and Standards are intended to define what good Green and Blue looks like.  [to local 1. Green 2y achieve these. Standards have now being included in Fields in Trust Standards.
| We recommend that Policy ENV 4 i further developed to reflect the five headline Green Standard. 2. Standards. 3. Urban  [the policy - the Fields in Trust ones which will require
Standards, adapting them to the local context. They are summarised as: Nature Recovery Standard. 4. Urban Greening Factor and [a higher amount of provision than the 3 hectares in
1.Green Infrastructure Strategy Standard — Local Authorities produce a Gl Strategy and Delivery Plan, (5. Urban Tree Canopy Cover Target [the AGSt. Other standards are still being considered
|and major developments provide a Green Infrastructure Plan including accounting for long-term as the Council updates its Green Infrastructure
management and maintenance of Gi features. strategy. A tree canopy cover requirement is included|
2 Accessible Greenspace Standards (AGS) - everyone has access to good quality greenspace close to in ENV10.
home with a focus on access to greenspace within 15 minutes’ walk, local authorities have at least 3ha
per 1000 population of publicly accessible quality greenspace with no net loss or reduction in capacity,
and set standards for provision on major developments.
3.Urban Nature Recovery Standard — Local Authorities increase the number and quality of Local Nature
Reserves and Local Wildiife Sites, and major developments show how they contribute to nature
recovery.
4.Urban Greening Factor - Local Authorities target at least 40% average green cover in urban residential
neighbourhoods with no net loss in green cover in urban neighbourhoods, and utilise the National Urban
(Greening Factor for major developments. Local Authorities can adapt this Natural England standard if
locally appropriate and we are seeing a number of Local Authorities utilising it as a pre and post
development assessment tool to ensure no net loss in greening.
5.Urban Tree Canopy Cover —Tree canopy cover is increased by an agreed percentage with major
developments designed to meet these targets, and new and existing trees incorporated into new
developments.
Policy ENV 4 typically focuses on Green Infrastructure. There is scope to develop the Blue
Infrastructure
LPRI125&126n Environment |losh White Natural England Section ENVA-Green |Health Inequalities|Neutral _|Although health inequalities are well evidenced across the Plan and Sustainability Appraisal, there is | Health inequalities are well evidenced across the Planand_|Comments noted and this is something that will be |No
and Blue and Social and scope to further strengthen the Plan by explicitly linking health inequality data with LNRS and Green L the tofurther through the update to the Council's Green
Infrastructure | Cultural Barriers Infrastructure mapping, to support more targeted delivery of nature based f e health inequality ith Strategy.
o Nature ereatest need LNRS and Green Infrastructure mapping, to support more
[We also draw your attention to Identifying Social and Cultural Barriers to Nature - NECRS61 which targeted delivery of nature based interventions in areas of
identifies several key issues that act as barriers to equality of access to nature in five localities of greatestneed.
and may provide your Authority with useful insight.

LPRO87e Environment |Joe Smith [Savills for Miller [Joe Smith, Savills, The Policy [ENVS - Green [Neutral _|Our Client acknowledges that the Council has sought to amend the documents referred to within draft _|Concerns with age of evidence and lack of viability testing |Amendments proposed to policy to refer to Fields in |Yes Policy updated to refer to interim
Homes and Durham |Lumen, St James Boulevard, Infrastructure Policy ENV 5. However, it is unclear why the Council has chosen to rely on documents, including the  [to support policy. [Trust standards to be used in the interim for standards and clarify approach.
Cathedral Newcastle Helix, Newcastle Standards ‘Green Guidance Note' and ‘Darl Strategy and Open Space calculating green infrastructure requirements until

upon Tyne NE4 582 [Assessment’, which capture dates between 2013 and 2026. These newly referenced documents do not updates to Open Spaces Assessment and Green
present an updated position beyond that previously set out in the Planning Obligations SPD and, in any Infrastructure Strategy have been completed. Gl cost
event, are likely to be outdated by the time the Local Plan Review is adopted, anticipated to be no earler| incorporated in to viability testing.
than 2027.
Similar concerns arise in relation to the Council's reference to the ‘Darlington Design Code’. The Council
has not published any supporting evidence alongside the Local Plan Review, and therefore there is no
justification for the inclusion or reliance on this document at the present time. Our Client is concerned
that referring to documents yet to be produced, or not currently in the public domain is an
precedent that d tainty.
Itis also unclear if the revised green infrastructure standards and associated costs have been considered
in light of development viability, noting reference in Paragraph 6.6.3 to ‘forthcoming viability testing’
(insinuating no such viability tests have yet been undertaken). Clearly any revised infrastructure
standards would need to pass the statutory tests in Regulation 122 of the CIL Regulations (2010).
(Our Client therefore requests that the Council provides additional evidence in regard to this point, and
therefore reserves the right to comment on this matter at a later stage of Local Plan Review
consultation.

LPR104p Environment  |Andrew Rose | Taylor Wimpey (Andrew Rose, Spawforths _[Policy Policy ENV5: Unknown 16.1 While Taylor Wimpe the principles he Green standards, | Concerns with age of evidence and lack of viability testing [Amendments proposed to policy to refer o Fields in |Yes Policy updated to refer to interim
Planner & Architects, Green there are concerns that the policy is not supported by a sufficiently robust and up-to-date evidence [0 support policy. [Trust standards to be used in the interim for standards and clarify approach.
lnunction 41 Business Court Infrastructure base. Reliance on out-of-date evidence undermines the ability to demonstrate that the policy is justified calculating green infrastructure requirements until
East Ardsley, Leed, WF 28 standards [and effective, contrary to the requirements of the 2024 National Planning Policy Framework. updates to Open Spaces Assessment and Green
01924873873 07841 Justification Infrastructure Strategy have been completed. Gl cost
621231 16.2 Taylor Wimpey considers that the evidence base is neither sufficiently up to date nor robust to incorporated in to viability testing.

support the conclusions reached in this policy. In particular, the evidence does not adequately address
[whole-plan viability or reflect updated assessments of open space needs. In the absence of such
proportionate and current evidence, the policy cannot be demonstrated to be justified, consistent with
the requirements of the 2024 National Planning Policy Framework.

Proposed Approach

16.3 To address the comments, the following approach is proposed:

« Prepare updated evidence to justify approach.

LPRI05p Environment  |Andrew Rose | Taylor Wimpey (Andrew Rose, Spawforths _[Policy ENVS - Green Neutral |While Taylor Wimpey supports the principles the Green standards, there are|Concerns with age of evidence and lack of viability testing |Amendments proposed to policy to refer to Fields in _|Yes Policy updated to refer to interim
Planner & Architects, Infrastructure concerns that the policy s not supported by a sufficiently robust and up-to-date evidence base. Reliance [to support policy. [Trust standards to be used in the interim for standards and clarify approach.
llunction 41 Business Court standards o out-of-date evidence undermines the ability to demonstrate that the policy s justified and effective, calculating green infrastructure requirements until
East Ardsley, Leed, WF 2A8 contrary to the requirements of the 2024 National Planning Policy Framework. Taylor Wimpey considers lupdates to Open Spaces Assessment and Green
01924873873 07841 that the evidence base is neither sufficiently up to date nor robust to support the conclusions reached in Infrastructure Strategy have been completed. G cost

this policy. In particular, the evidence does not adequately address whole-plan viability or reflect incorporated in to viability testing.
updated assessments of open space needs. In the absence of such proportionate and current evidence,

the policy cannot be demonstrated to be justified, consistent with the requirements of the 2024 National

Planning Policy Framework. To address the comments, the following approach is proposed

« Prepare updated evidence to justify approach.

LPRI11 & 1121 Environment | Ben Westwood / Ja|Barratt David Wilson _[Savills UK Ltd, The Lumen, [Policy ENV5 - Green Neutral |Revisions have been proposed to Draft Policy ENV 5, with reference made to a ‘Green Infrastructure _|Concerns with age of evidence and lack of viability testing | Amendments proposed to policy to refer to Fields in |Yes Policy updated to refer to interim
5t James Boulevard, Infrastructure (Guidance Note! in respect of the standards and costs that need to be considered when calculatinga  [to support policy. [Trust standards to be used in the interim for standards and clarify approach.
Newcastle Helix, Newcastle standards s green ! 3 calculating green infrastructure requirements until
upon Tyne, NE4 582 Our Client has not had sight of the Green Infrastructure Guidance Note referenced in Draft Policy ENV 5. lupdates to Open Spaces Assessment and Green

Itis unclear if this document has already been prepared, or whether this document s ‘live’ and under Infrastructure Strategy have been completed. Gl cost
preparation at the time of writing, to be published alongside future consultations on the Local Plan incorporated in to viability testing.

Review.

(Without sight of this document, our Client cannot provide informed representations as to the

justification and overall soundness of Draft Policy ENV 5, therefore. There s no evidence to confirm how

the proposed costs and standards have been derived, and whether the any such costs have been viability

tested (noting reference in Paragraph 6.6.3 to ‘forthcoming viability testing’, it is assumed that no such

viability tests have yet been undertaken).

(Our Client therefore requests that the Council provides additional evidence in regard to this point, and

reserves the right to comment on this matter at a later stage of this Local Plan Review process.

LPR116e Environment |Jack Conroy Tiviot Way [Jack Conroy, Savills, The |Policy [ENVS - Green [Neutral _|Draft Policy ENVS makes reference toa ‘Green Note’ containing standards and _|Concerns with age of evidence and lack of viability testing |Amendments proposed to policy to refer to Fields in |Yes Policy updated to refer to interim

Investments Ltd Lumen, St James Boulevard, Infrastructure costs for green infrastructure expected to be delivered for developments including 20 dwellings or more. to support policy. Trust standards to be used in the interim for standards and clarify approach.
Newcastle Helix, Newcastle Standards The Guidance Note has not been made available in the public domain by the Council, and so we are calculating green infrastructure requirements until
upon Tyne, NE4 587 unable to comment on the soundness of the proposed infrastructure standards proposed through Draft updates to Open Spaces Assessment and Green
Policy ENVS at this time. Our Client reserves the right to comment further at a later stage in the Local Infrastructure Strategy have been completed. Gl cost
Plan Review process, subject to the Guidance Note being made publicly available. incorporated in to viability testing.
Itis also unclear if the revised green infrastructure standards and associated costs have been considered
in light of development viability, noting reference in Paragraph 6.6.3 to ‘forthcoming viability testing’
(insinuating no such viability tests have yet been undertaken).
LPRI125&126h Environment |losh White Natural England Policy ENV5 - Green Neutral |ENV'S makes reference to the Darlington Open Space Strategy 2007-2017, which was last updated in _|Updated Open Space Needs Assessment required to (Comment noted it s intended that a Open Spaces | Yes Policy updated to refer to interim
Infrastructure 2010. Natural England advises that your Authority undertakes a new Open Space Needs Assessment to |inform new Open Spaces Strategy. Needs Assessment will need to be produced. In the standards and clarify approach.
standards inform an updated Open Sp: gy. This would ensure th: provision is interim it is proposed to include the Fields in Trust

[current and that Policy ENV 5 remains effective and robust

Standards to ensure provision is maintained.
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[RP123m

Martin Bonner

Hellens Land and
Homes England

[Martin Bonner, Savills, The
Lumen, St James Boulevard,
Newcastle Helix, Newcastle
lupon Tyne NE4 587 0191
3233146

Policy

ENV 5 - Green
Infrastructure
Standards

[The updated reference to a Green Infrastructure Guidance Note is welcomed by HLL/HE on the basis tha]
the Planning Obligations SPD s out of date, nonetheless some clear and simple guidance on the
information to be input into the policy formula in the supporting text for ENVS would be welcome given
the complexity of the information contained within the Planning Obligations SPD. “Darlington’s Green
Infrastructure Strategy — A Guide to Darlington’s Green Infrastructure” is currently available for review
butis understood to comprise a baseline study and an alternative document to that referenced in the
draft policy as the “Guidance Note"? HLL/HE welcome the ability to comment further based upon a
review of further information. The retention of the reference to existing provision in ENVS is also

the core green for Village i secured via the phase 1
planning consent and will provide for later phases.

[Clear and simple guidance on the information to be input
i the policy formula would be welcome. Unable to review|
documents referred to at this time. Welcome reference t
retention of existing GI

Comments noted regarding formula and amendments|
Imade to policy and supporting text to clarify this
including the use of Fields in Trust Standards.

=

Policy updated to refer to interim
standards and clarify approach.

LPRO29F

Environment

David Phillips

Butterfly Conservation
North East

Policy

ENV6 - Local
(Green Spaces

Neutral

iter 9.5.2 & Env 6 & Table 9.1. This Local Plan Review should designate wildiife friendly local Green
Space at Barmpton, d High Coniscliffe for the purposes of
biodiversity, landscape uality and access for existing and new communities,

Should designate wildiife friendly local Green Space at
Barmpton, and

[This will be picked up through the update to the

High Coniscliffe for the purposes of biodiversity,
landscape quality and access for existing and new

Open t. This could be nominated
for consideration as local green space once areas are
established.

None

LPRO29g.

Environment

David Phillips

Butterfly Conservation
North East

Policy

ENV6 - Local
(Green Spaces

Neutral

Item Env 6 also 9.5.2 Table 9.1. This Local Plan Review should designate wildiife friendly local Green
Space at Barmpt d High Coniscliffe for the purposes of

Should designate wildiife friendly local Green Space at

[This will be picked up through the update to the
Open t. This could be nominated

biodiversity, landscape quality and access for existing and new communities,

High Coniscliffe for the purposes of biodiversity,
landscape quality and access for existing and new

[for consideration as local green space once areas are
established.

None

LPRO32b

Environment

Richard Cowen

[CPRE Durham

Policy

[ENV6 —Local
(Green Spaces

Neutral

Clearly, CPRE supports the provision of Local Green Space and we have no objection to the sites which
are proposed in this Policy. However, we are concerned that none of the sites put forward by Durham
Bird club and which we supported are included.

[We note paragraph 9.5.6 of the draft Plan which states that no LGS is proposed in areas that are not yet
[developed. This could be the reason why none of the sites we supported are included but we represent
that it is important that this is kept under review as such sites are developed. The provision of additional
LGS will be extremely i jven the amount of that is proposed around Darlington.

[Support provision of Local Green Space and no objection
to sites proposed. Concern that none of sites put forward
previously by Durham Bird Club included. Speculate on
reasons for exclusion

Support noted. Site assessment conclusions are
[published and viewable at
https://www.darlington gov.uk/planning-and-

policy/local-plan-review/local-green-space-
consultation/

None

LPRO43

Environment

Clir Jamie Bartch

Darlington Council

Policy

[ENV - Local
(Green Spaces

9. Environment

Neutral

Dear Sir/Madam,

[We write in our capacity as elected members to submit representations to the review of the Darlington
Local Plan. We wish to of the following which we believe
are necessary to protect spaces, support Ibeing, and ensure sustainable
development across the borough.

Firstly, we propose the removal of the land off Sparrowhall Drive from the Local Plan. This site should
instead be designated as protected green space, to be known as “Sparrowhall Green.” This designation
[would preserve an important local amenity, protect biodiversity, and maintain the character of the
surrounding residential area.

secondly, we request the inclusion of the Whinfield Community Garden as a designated green space.
This site is a well-used and valued community asset, contributing to social cohesion, health, and
lenvironmental awareness. Formal recognition within the Local Plan would help secure ts long-term
future.

Finally, we request the introduction of a weight restriction on traffic along Barmpton Lane. The current
level of heavy vehicle usage raises concerns regarding road safety, infrastructure impact, and residential
[amenity. A weight limit would provide a proportionate and necessary safeguard for local residents.

[We would welcome these proposals being fully considered and incorporated within the Local Plan
review. Ensuring the protection of green spaces and addressing transport impacts are key to delivering a
balanced and sustainable plan for Darlington.

[We would be happy to engage further with officers on these matters.

Yours faithfully,

Remove Sparrowhall Drive as a housing allocation and
identify as Local Green Space named "Sparrowhall
(Green". Whinfield Community Garden should be
identified as a "Local Green Space"

Consultee to be contacted and advised to formally
submit proposed Local Green Spaces for assessment.

Possible

[Subject to submission and
assessment of proposed Local Green
spaces

LPROGT

[Councillor Kate

Ward

Policy

ENV6 - Local
(Green Spaces

5. Environment

Object

[With respect specifically to the Green Spaces Designation, | wish to express my deep concern regarding

Range of detailed concerns over the Greens Spaces

the poor demacratic processes and lack of h To name several: 1.
being the councillor representing Hummersknott Ward where the Bullfield is situated, | did not receive
the Green Spaces Designation document at the time of issue and a resident informed me it was on the
website; 2. Though all councillors were informed of the opening of the Green Space application process
they were not, however, informed of its closing date; 3. There has been no advertising for public
[comments nor any in-person consultation events; 4. Though | have, as Hummersknott councillor,
supported the Bullfield Protection group from first being aware of the council’s proposal to build on the
Bullfield and have spoken on their behalf (eg on January 29 before full council), yet in the Green Spaces
Designation Report where a comparison is made between the Bullfield, Tommy Crooks Park and Bellburn
Field, my name as supporting councillor for the Bullfield is noticeably omitted, while for the other two
green spaces, councillor support is cited. | wish for this to be duly noted and rectified, as it is a glaring
lomission and undermines the demaocratic process. 5. Moreover, whilst | have supported the Bullfield
Protection group for more than a year, there is no mention of the cross party support it has gained, as

| demonstrated in council on March 26. Again, this is a serious democratic omission. As writer of the
Nature Restoration motion which passed in council last May and which now forms an integral part of the
councif's Climate Change and Nature Recovery Strategy, | find the council's decision to include the
Bullfield in its building/development site allocation in the Local Plan to be a betrayal of the core

les of the motion and The Bullfield is a prime, rich natural habitat and
wildiife corridor and should be maintained and designated as such by the council. No amount of
biodiversity net gain promises or offsetting credits offered could ever replace the value this space
currently offers. [see email for final comments.]

ocess and t process and
conclusions. Lack of acknowledgement of their support as
Councillor. Betrayal of the Councils adopted Nature
Restoration Action Plan. Bullfield is a prime, rich natural
habitat and wildlife corridor and should be maintained
[and designated as such by the council

Please refer to our 'Combined Officer Response to
Reg. 18 Comments relating to Tees Grange Farm (Site
467)' for further detail on Local Green Space
Considerations

No

LPR106a

Environment

[Andrew Keir

Councillor/Resident

Policy.

[ENV6 — Local
(Green Spaces

Neutral

| write in my capacity as a elected members to submit representations to the review of the Darlington
Local Plan.

| wish to formally request consideration of the following amendments, which we believe are necessary
to protect valued green spaces, support community wellbeing, and ensure sustainable development
across the borough.

Firstly | propose the removal of the land off Sparrowhall Drive from the Local Plan. This site should be
designated as protected green space to be known as 'Sparrowhall Green'. This designation would
preserve an important local amenity, protect biodiversity, and maintain the character of the surrounding
residential area.

secondly, | request the inclusion of Whinfield Community Garden as a designated green space. This site
is a well-used and valued community asset, contributing to social cohesion, health, and environmental
lawareness. Formal recognition within the local plan would secure ts long term future.

Finally | request the introduction of a weight restriction on the traffic along Barmpton Lane. The current
level of heavy vehicle usage raises the concerns regarding road safety, infrastructure impact, and
residential amenity. A weight limit would provide a proportionate and necessary safeguard for local
residents.

| would welcome these proposals being fully considered and incorporated within the local plan review,
Ensuring the protection of green spaces and addressing transport impacts ate key to delivering a
balanced and sustainable plan for Darlington.

Remove Sparrowhall Drive as a housing allocation and
identify as Local Green Space named "Sparrowhall
(Green". Whinfield Community Garden should be
dentified as a "Local Green Space”.

Consultee to be contacted and advised to formally
submit proposed Local Green Spaces for assessment.

Possible

[Subject to submission and
assessment of proposed Local Green
spaces




This document was classified as: OFFICIAL

LPR124.

Environment

Ken Maddison

Policy

ENV6 - Local
(Green Spaces

Object

Local Green Space Report Summary of Concerns,
Following the publication of the LGS report in late March 2026 and the closure of the consultation on 28
| April 2026 with little publicity and although youapparently have a record that | was sent an € Mail
notification of the Local Plan review on 19th March, | can confirm I did not receive that communication,
Ihave checked my junk also. Have you any receipt for this e mail?

Itis more than tofind that the lication forms for the Bullfield have been
ignored and certainly not responded too with the decision o its

|am aware that more applications were sent into the Town Hall than what was identified in the report
(43),this on its own is not a successful start to the review, | would like to see the robust registration
process for collection and review.

The report does not instil any form of confidence in it conclusions and certainly does ot give an
[explanation to the transparent exercise that | would expectthis has been given in its conclusions. | would
like to understand more the following =~

How was the answers in the boxes derived i.e.

1. Was it an individual - specialist to the subject or a committee

2. Did each answer carry weighting

3. Did a councillor submission carry more importance

4. How many applications came in for TCP and Bellburn

5. Was a sign off process adopted, if so can this be made available.

6. Why did other Clirs not get a copy of the report before the full council meeting on 26 March

7. Why s the L i for sites still open if the report has already been written and gone to Full
Councillor

8. What will happen to applications submitted after 26 March

| think the list above could go on but | hope you are able to pick up the extreme lack of clear decision
making and lack of consistency in this entire processthat feeds directly into the Draft Local Plan. | am
[aware much focus has been made to the answers in the boxes by many other people demonstrating a
lackof consitancy at least, given within the LGS report for many of the sites but just to add to this clearly
very poor assessment can | point out the boxes for thesummary and Recommendations. Tommy Crooks

No notification received of the Local Plan review.
Numerous LGS application forms relating to the Bullfield
ignored or not responded to and o specific reasoning
providing for the decision and methodology. Range of
detailed points seeking to further understand the
conclusions reached. Full review required of the report,

Please refer to our ‘Combined Officer Response to
Reg. 18 Comments relating to Tees Grange Farm (Site
467)'for further detail on Local Green Space
Considerations.

All people on our consultation database were notified
of the Regulation 18 consiltation in line with th
communication prefernce.

No

LPR125&1261

Environment

Josh White

Natural England

Policy

[ENVE - Local
(Green Spaces

Neutral

Natural England welcomes the protection of designated Local Green Spaces from development under
Policy ENV 6. We consider there to be scope to broaden this policy to also protect open spaces that are
not designated as Local Green Space.

(Open space should be protected and enhanced in alignment with Natural England's Accessible
(Greenspace Standard, with a strategic approach being taken to maintain and improve networks of

d green i v have access to good quality green and blue spaces
close to home for health and wellbeing and contact with nature, with an initial focus on access to green
[and blue spaces within 15 minutes' walk from home. We would recommend that local authorities have
at least 3 hectares of publicly accessible greenspace per 1,000 population and there is no net loss or
reduction in capacity of accessible greenspace per 1,000 population at an area-wide scale.

[Supports protection of Local Green Spaces. Policy should
50 be broadened to protect open spaces in alignment
with Natural England standards. Should be at least 3
hectares of publicly accessible greenspace per 1,000
population and not net loss at an area wide scale.

Local Green Spaces are a specific designation that are
required to meet specific crteria set by national
policy. Policy ENV4 part G protects other types of
(open space. The Open Space Audit will assess the
availability of Accessible Greenspace and
amendments are proposed to Policy ENVS.

No

LPRO26/027k

Environment

David Barton - emal

(Community
campaigner, Civic
Heritage, InYouArea
|Ambassador for
Southport

Policy.

[Env7-
Biodiversity and
(Geodiversity and
Development

9 Environment

Neutral

Biodiversity- maximise greenery along all arterial roads and commuter routes with dense tree planting
and the introduction of hedgerows and wherever possible financial incentives to get more private
property owners on side.

Suggest maximising greenery on all arterial routes and
dense tree planting and hedgerows where possible along
with financial incentives for private property owners.

[The Council is proposing to introduce Policy H10
which includes a range of measures to encourage tree|
and hedgerow planting.

None

LPRO29

Environment

David Phillips

Butterfly Conservation
North East

Section

[envz-
Biodiversity and
(Geodiversity and
Development
(strategic Policy)

5. Environment

Neutral

tem 9.6.1/9.6.2. This Local Plan Review references 42 nationally and locally designated wildiife sites,
providing different levels of protection for a growing range of protected and priority habitats and
species. One key species missing is Yellow Wagtail. The Yellow Wagtail is classified as a Red Listed species|
under the Birds of Conservation Concern 5 category in the UK. This classification means it is at isk of
lextinction and requires immediate conservation action. This bird continues to breed albeit in small
numbers at Skerningham, Barmpton and High Consicliffe within the borough relying on wet meadow and
| damp grassland. This plan needs to consider how to preserve this habitat and this species from the
proposed development in the Skerningham and Barmpton areas
9.6.3. Enhancing or extending existing Local Nature Reserves is a welcome inclusion in this Draft Local
Plan. Given the scale of rural-urban edge developments i this plan designating a suitable rural area as a
Local Nature Reserve close to Skerningham Garden Village and Burtree Garden Village should be
considered a priority. Perhaps brought forward through site development.

i the Local Plan is welcome. This Revised
Local Plan should not just be limited to these species but should be expanded to include the White-letter
Hairstreak butterfly classified as vulnerable and Wall Brown Butterfly classified as endangered under the
GB 2025 Red List category. Both are recorded within the borough. White-letter Hairstreak relies on
EIm/Wych EIm to complete its life cycle and any new developments should include the planting of such
trees to encourage this butterfly to expand. Wall Brown requires open grassland with broken or stony
turf, old quarries and railway cuttings with bare surfaces. Given the scale of development within the
borough there should be scope to create or enhance green space and maintain unimproved grassland forl
[Wall Brown and other pollinators.
9.6.7,9.6.12 & 10.5.12. Opportunities to improve the area for pollinators is lacking in this document. Any|
new distributor or link roads and footpaths should be constructed with low nutrient soil and sown with a
native calcareous wildflower seed mix. Removing soil nutrients slows growth rates of vegetation,
reduces mowing and management requirements providing financial savings; whilst improving
biodiversity by allowing our native wildflowers to germinate and thrive without competition from more
vigorous plants. Adopting this approach requires no pesticides and fertilisers and therefore avoids
nitrate problems. Our native wildflowers on which insects depend thrive as they are adapted to poorer

Vellow Wagtail a red listed species should be added to the
list and measures introduced to preserve its habitat in the
skerningham and Barmpton areas. Suggest identifying
LNR's near to Skerningham and Burtree Garden Villages.
[White-letter hairstreak and Wall Brown Butterfly should
als0 be included with measure to support the required
habitat. Opportunities to improve the area for pollinators
is lacking in this d . To the

[Noted on yellow wagtail and the White-letter
Hairstreak and Wall Brown Butterflies. These will be
added to the list of species. The Local Plan is not
necessarily the approriate place for the other
detailed matters raised which can be referenced in an|
update to the Gl Strategy. Refence to pollinator
frirendly planting s already included in the policy and
also now be added to moon meadows.

movement of wildlife, the measures referenced in this
plan should be expanded to include community gardens,
shrubs, tall grassy areas and Moon Meadows for
pollinators particularly in the Coniscliffe and Skerningham
areas.

Reference to the White-letter
Hairstreak, Wall Brown and Yellow
[Wagtail now included within 9.6.2
and 9.6.7. Refer to moon meadows
in the paragraph within policy on
biodiversity enhancement measures

LPRO29i

Environment

David Phillips

Butterfly Conservation
North East

Section

ENVT -
Biodiversity and
(Geodiversity and
Development

(strategic Policy)

9. Environment

Neutral

9.4.1,9.4.17, 9.6.10 Env 7-10 Throughout this document there is references to maintaining and
managing the environment. Whilst | do not expect this plan to go into specific management details it
should be promoting a reduction in use of pesticide and herbicides in public spaces and even stopping
them altogether by moving towards eco-friendly maintenance to support biodiversity and the
movement of wildiife within the borough.

9.6.1. 8.9.6.6,9.9.10 & ENV7, ENV8 & ENV10.

| Agreed. Biodiversity Net Gain should be delivered ideally on-site or if not at local nature reserves or
elsewhere within the borough before expanding to the wider Tees Valley Local Nature Reserve Strategy
area or a neighbouring area. The purchase of biodiversity net credit units as a last resort should not be

This plan includes provision for biodiversity and nutrient neutrality offsetting sites within the borough to
help compensate for the impact of developments on biodiversity and nutrients within the borough and
i the Teesmouth and Cleveland Coast Special Protection Area and Ramsar site, when provision cannot
be made on site in line with policy ENV7 and ENV8. The important of protecting the Teesmouth are:
recognised, however, nutrient mitigating measures should be undertaken on site to avoid damaging the
local environment e.g. River Skerne. If this is not possible then the development should be refused.

The effectiveness of wildlife offsetting is a topic of angoing debate. Whilst the practice aims to mitigate
the impact of development on biodiversity it has faced criticism for its effectiveness. It is very difficult to
replicate a complex eco systems and natural habitats but nevertheless remains a measure to improve
biodiversity. If an exact match is not feasible will this plan consider an ecological superior outcome and
lonly consider offsetting as a last resort. Off-setting requires  long-term management plan, meaning
gains must persist for as long as the development's impact often requiring protection in perpetuity. This
plan at least recognises ways forward in which nature does not come st

[Should be promoting a reduction in use of pesticide and
herbicides in public spaces and even stopping them
altogether by moving towards eco-friendly maintenance
to support biodiversity and the movement of wildife
within the borough. The purchase of biodiversity net
credit units as a last resort should not be adopted as there|
is considerable uncertainty around how and when
purchasing such credits could boost biodiversity
conservation. Nutrient mitigating measures should be
undertaken on site to avoid damaging the local
environment e.g. River Skerne. If this is not possible then
the development should be refused.

(Comments noted. Management measures shall be
covered in separate Council documents such as the G
strategy. The BNG hierachy is required to accord with
existing regulations with includes offsetting through
the use of credits. Itis not always possible for
nutrient mitigation measures to be implemented on-
site and whilst certain measure can be employed they|
are not always appropriate.

None required
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LPRO33 Environment Richard Cowen Durham Bird Club Policy ENV7 - Support  [The Club fully supports proposals to protect biodiversity. We do make the following specific comments |Protected species likely to have particular requirements  The point raised around appropriateness of Yes |A) River Tees Existing Green Corridor
Biodiversity & 1) Protected species, including birds, are likely to have specific requirements that they find on a that are found on particular site which not easy to compensation for protected species for birds is Jamend to - "Protect and enhance
Geodiversity & particular site. while noting the requirement for monitoring, this may be too late for the species compensate for and may be too late to identify addressed by ENVS. The use of 'encourage' applies to connections between different parts
Development concerned if it is dets d to develop and alternati site for that species. There is no i itable at monitoring stage. General |all policies a to f in the sentence above. It is proposed of the ecological network through:
(strategic) guarantee that any species will move as hoped, and when it is found that it does not, it is likely to be too [support for the Skerne and Tees green corridors but to remove encourage from points a and b to match
late. concern that encourage isn't strong enough. with points c to f but encourage would still apply.
2) We fully support the existing River Tees green corridor but are concerned that the word "encourage”, Support for Skerne and Tees Green corridors noted.
| which appears twice, may not be strong enough. If a proposal does not address the criteria specified
here, will the application be refused? We would prefer the Policy to be along the lines that proposals
must address these concerns unless the benefits clearly outweigh the harm
3) Again, we fully support the proposed River Skerne green corridor but again represent that any
|application should be refused permission if it does not meet the proposed criteria unless the benefits
outweigh the harm. In addition, we represent that any green roofs or walls should contain native
species.
|We note the word "encourage" does not appear in relation to the areas mentioned in points C) to F).
LPRO37D Environment |William Ward | The Woodland Trust Policy [Envz— Support | The Woodland Trust welcomes this policy. This is an in ensuring that [Welcome policy and in particular reference to the Tees _|supported noted No None
Biodiversity & contributes positively to nature recovery and the protection of important habitats. Valley LNRS
In particular, the reference to the Tees Valley Local Nature Recovery Strategy is strongly supported.
Development |Aligning local planning policy with this region-wide framework will help ensure a coordinated, strategic
(strategic) approach to biodiversity and wil help maximise for and
nature recovery.
LPRO44N Environment [Vanessa [Section ENV7 - 9. Environment  |Object |Stronger protection is needed for hedgerows, ancient & veteran trees, and retaining existing biodiversity |Stronger protection is needed for hedgerows, ancient & | This policy and policy ENV10 seek to protect ancient |No None
Biodiversity and (not clearing a site prior to a planning application) veteran trees, and retaining existing biodiversity (not and veteran trees and hedgerows consistent with
(Geodiversity and Biodiversity Net Gain policies (whilst set by government) must require an audit of at-risk & endangered |clearing a site prior to a planning application). national policy. BNG calculator disincentivises site
Development species, then seek to retain them and improve their habitat (not remove them then provide habitat for ~[Biodiversity Net Gain policies (whilst set by government) [clearance prior to seeking planning. Biodiversity Net
(strategic Policy) different “easier” species. must require an audit of at-risk & endangered species,  |Gain does not remove the requirements set out in
then seek to retain them and improve their habitat (not  |Policies ENV7 and ENV8 for sites affecting protected
remove them then provide habitat for different “easier” [or priority species to follow the hierarchy and only
|species. compensate as a last resort. Parts e and f of Policy
[ENV clearly sets out that when compensation is used|
as a last resort a viable population must be
maintained and opportunities for the population to
expand where possible.
LPROS2q Environment Louise Tait Environment Agency Policy ENV7 - Neutral ~|We advise adding the following text to criterion A) River Tees Existing Green Corridor (i) and criterion B |Suggest amendment to include a 10 metre buffer zone to [Comments noted and amendment proposed |Yes |Add '10 metre buffer zone' in to Ai
Biodiversity and River Skerne Proposed Green Corridor ( watercourses and Bi
|Geodiversity and ‘Development proposals adjacent to or containing a watercourse should provide or retain a 10m buffer
Development zone.
LPROB7 Environment _[loe Smith [Savills for Miller [1oe Smith, Savills, The Policy [Env7- Neutral [itis recognised that some minor h been made to the adopted DBLP Policy _|Highlight that the Tees Valley LNRS is yet to be published |Itis acknowledged that the LNRS has yet to be No None
Homes and Durham Lumen, St James Boulevard, Biodiversity and ENV 7 to now include reference to the proposed Tees Valley Local Nature Recovery Strategy. Our Client |or consulted on. Support flexibility of achieving measures [published hence reference is made to it being
Cathedral Newcastle Helix, Newcastle Geodiversity and recognises that this strategy is yet to be consulted upon, never mind adopted, and so they cannot in the River Tees existing green corridor. proposed. It is expected that the LNRS will have been
upon Tyne NE4 5BZ Development [support nor comment on its inclusion within draft Policy ENV 7 until this is justified by further evidence consulted upon prior to Reg 19 and published by the
(strategic Policy) being provided. submission of the Local Plan so it is important that
|Secondly, our Client welcomes the retained flexibility within draft Policy ENV 7 at Part (A), whereby reference is included in the Local Plan. Support
“Development proposals located within the areas listed below [including the River Tees Existing Green noted.
| Corridor] are encouraged, where relevant, to support the achievement of these specific actions...”.
Notwithstanding this, given the location of our Client's site, they reserve the right to comment on this
matter should they wish to at later stages of the Local Plan Review Itati
LPR125&126] Environment Josh White Natural England Policy ENV7 - Neutral |Natural England broadly welcomes the provisions set out in ENV 7. The policy clearly sets out the Policy needs to more clearly distinguish between |Comments noted and various amendments proposed |Yes Include reference to internationally
Biodiversity and mitigation hierarchy and ecological connectivity at both site and borough level. international, national and local sites. Policy Map should ~ [to address these important sites and adapt layout of
(Geodiversity [We believe there is scope to strengthen this policy. Although the policy makes reference to designated [include all international and national designated sites to policy. Include reference to other
sites, we recommend that it clearly distinguish between international, national and local sites1. Natural [make location clear and assess impact risk. All sites should| sites where biodiversity
England advises that all relevant Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSls), European sites (Special Areas  [be illustrated on policies map. the Plan should set out a lenhancement should take place. Add
|of Conservation and Special Protection Areas) and Ramsar sites2 should be included on the proposals strategic approach, planning positively for the creation, in reference to management and
map for the area so they can be clearly identified in the context of proposed llocations  [protection, and of networks lenhancement of Local Geological
|and policies for development. Designated sites should be protected and, where possible, enhanced. |of biodiversity. Recommend that paragraph E also Sites.
|We recommend that any international and national designated sites are added to the draft Policies Map [includes provisions to support the enhancement and
to make it clear where they are located in respect to any potential housing or employment land positive management of these Local Geological Sites.
allocations. This will help to identify whether any designated sites may be subject to pressures from
proposed housing or employment land allocations where they fall within an Impact Risk Zone (IRZ).
|Additionally we advice that the Plan should set out a strategic approach, planning positively for the
creation, protection, enhancement and management of networks of biodiversity. This strategic approach!
should consider enhancements beyond what is considered in ENV 8 regarding integration of biodiversity
part of s and could potentially be integrated in an updated
lopen space strategy as referenced in our advice on policy ENV 5.
|We welcome the commitment to protecting Local Geological Sites, including the existing sites at Killerby
(North Lane Quarry), Houghton-le-Side (Disused Quarry, Side Hill, and High Coniscliffe (Disused
|Quarries). We recommend that paragraph E also includes provisions to support the enhancement and
positive management of these Local Geological Sites.
LPR125&126m Environment Josh White Natural England Policy ENV7 - Bestand Most  |Neutral |The Draft Plan lacks a policy for Best and Most Versatile (BMV) agricultural land and soil resources. The | Plan lacks a policy on safeguarding best and most versatile|Comments noted and amendment proposed to Yes Reference to soils added in to Policy
Biodiversity and [Versatile Plan should give appropriate weight to the roles performed by the area’s soils. These should be valued as|land and soils to ensure consistency with NPPF. include reference to best and most versatile land and
Geodiversity  |Agricutural Land a finite I resource which underpins libeing and prosperity. Decisions about soils.
and Soil Resources |development should take full account of the impact on soils, their intrinsic character and the
sustainability of the many ecosystem services they deliver.
| The plan should safeguard the long term capability of best and most versatile agricultural land (Grades 1,
2 and 3a in the Agricultural Land Classification) as a resource for the future in line with National Planning
Policy Framework paragraph 180.
LPR125&1260 Environment Josh White Natural England [Section ENV7 - Local Nature Neutral |There is currently limited articulation of how BNG funding and potential LNRS uplift could be Plan would benefit from clarity on how Lt Policy ENVS d t out the where |No None required
Biodiversity and |Recovery Strategy strategically directed to support wider nature recovery objectives and associated public heath benefits. |and measures should actively shape Biodiversity Net Gain |BNG offsetting should take place including reference
(Geodiversity  ((LNRS) and The Plan would benefit from clarity on how LNRS priorities and measures should actively shape delivery, particularly in guiding the location and to the LNRS. The LNRS is yet to be published so
Biodiversity Net Biodiversity Net Gain delivery, particularly in guiding the location and prioritisation of off site BNG prioritisation of off site BNG provision. While the Plan limited to the detail that can be referenced at this
Gain (BNG) provision. For example, in informing habitat banks to provide access to nature and other environmental |references the Tees Valley LNRS, there is an opportunity ~ [time. Some of the further detail on benefits are likely
supporting wide benefits (heat, noise, air, flood etc) relevant to population health. to strengthen policy clarity by explicitly requiring the use |to be more appropriate in the Council's Climate and
nature recovery [While the Plan references the Tees Valley LNRS, there is an opportunity to strengthen policy clarity by |of LNRS mapping as a spatial evidence base to inform site |Nature Strategy.
objectives lexplicitly requiring the use of LNRS mapping as a spatial evidence base to inform site allocations, allocations, strategic growth areas and development
strategic growth areas and development management decisions. management decisions.
LPRO32c Environment |Richard Cowen | CPRE Durham Policy [ENVB = Assessing Support | While this may be more relevant for CPRE recognises the imp f pre provision for hedgehog highways, bat boxes and_[Support for elements of policy noted. The phrase | No N/A
|a Development's. |and improving provision for wildlife. This not only helps wildlife but there is now clear evidence that it [swift bricks. Question the meaning of 'significant harm' 'significant harm' reflects the wording in the NPPF to
Impact on helps human health and well-being. How much harm has to be done to biodiversity before [ensure the policy is consistent with it.
Biodiversity |As places for wildlife are removed by development, it is important to do everything possible to provide ~[compensation provisions are required or refusal
(strategic) new opportunities for it. We therefore fully support the provision for hedgehog highways, bat boxes and [anticipated? On the face of it, this provision could allow
swift bricks. Such provision should be a standard requirement for Biodiversity Net Gain purposes. We are|quite a lot of harm to be committed to biodiversity but no
|aware however that such provision has recently been questioned in the South Tyneside Local Plan remedial action would be required. We represent that this|
lexamination. Our response is that it is essential when so much wildlife is at risk of being lost, and dealing |is not acceptable.
with the needs of certain animals may well help others.
However, we do question the meaning of "significant harm" in this Policy. How much harm has to be
(done to biodiversity before compensation provisions are required or refusal anticipated? On the face of
it, this provision could allow quite a lot of harm to be committed to biodiversity but no remedial action
[would be required. We represent that this s not acceptable,
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LPRO33a Environment  [Richard Cowen _|Durham Bird Club Policy ENVS - Assessing Support |We particularly support the reference to Swift bricks in this Policy. [Support reference to providing swit bricks, bat boxes and [Support noted No N/A
2 Development's Swifts have been in significant decline for a number of years. They nest in holes in urban areas, hedgehog highways in the policy. Provide reference to
Impact on particularly in older buildings. However, many of these holes have been filled in recent years following  [other guidance and information. Support part e in terms
Biodiversity renovations or repairs to buildings, frequently without the owner realising the impact on birds such as  [of it being difficult or impossible to replicate habitat.

(strategic) Swifts.
Recently, there has been a public move to seek to reverse this and provide places for Swifts, in
particular, to breed. The book, Swifts and Us by Sarah Gibson, fully documents issues regarding Swifts,
lespecially the reasons for their decline. She fully promotes efforts to reverse this, including providing
space for them in new buildings. Durham Wildlife Trust is promoting a scheme in churches particularly in
Durham City. In addition, proposals like this can help Swifts and we fully support it
Our attention has been brought by RSPB to the Guidance given by Brighton and Hove City Council which
can be found at https; brighton-h i
The Club as no special remit regarding bats and hedgehogs, but we also support the provisions in this
Policy for them,
[We also note point e) of this Policy. We support this provision which appears to reflect our comments in
respect of Policy ENV7 about the specific requirements of certain species which may be difficult or
impossible to replicate.

LPRO37C [Wiliam Ward | The Woodland Trust Policy ENVS - Assessing Support | This policy helps ensure BNG principles are embedded into the planning system and ensures that Suggest a 20% net gain requirement i set. [Not a legal requirement and Councils are being No None
2 Development's positively to nature than simply mitigating harm. strongly advised by government to not go above the
Impact on To strengthen the policy further, consideration should be given to setting a higher than statutory BNG [mandatory requirement unless compelling evidence
Biodiversity requirement. While the current national requirement of 105% net gain represents a useful baseline, and justification can be provided. This does not
(strategic) increasing this to 20% would help ensure that development delivers meaningful and measurable currently exist for Darlington Borough.

biodiversity, rather than only marginal gains that risk equating to no overall loss in
practice.
A higher target would better reflect the scale of biodiversity decline and the need for more ambitious
action at the local level. Importantly, this uplift need not impose a significant additional burden on
developers. Evidence suggests that the cost per biodiversity unit decreases as delivery scales up,
meaning that moving from 10% to 20% s proportionally less costly than achieving the initial 0% to 10%
gain.
Setting a 20% BNG requirement would therefore represent a pragmatic and impactful enhancement to
the policy, ensuring that Darlington maximises the environmental benefits of new development while
maintaining viability.

LPROS11 Environment _|Chris Martin HBF Policy [ENVB - Assessing Neutral | The HBF notes that this policy has been adapted to take into account statutory biodiversity netgain _|Policy is not clear that some developments are exempt | The policy does state in accordance with the Ves [Add where not exempt.”
2 Development's (BNG) and correctly refers the reader to the statutory framework. This is consistent with the PG from statutory BNG. The BNG hierarchy should also statutory BNG requirement and framework so this is
impact on (Reference ID: 74-006-20240214) however, the PPG makes clear that not all development is subject to  [include national character areas to be consistent with the |considered to be clear but some additional wording
Biodiversity statutory BNG (Reference ID: 74-003-20240214). This distinction should be refer-enced in the policy.  [statutory framework. Installation of nest boxes, swift  [could be added such as 'where not exempt'. The

bricks and hedgehog highways are not appropriate in all | requirement for nest boxes, bat boxes and swift
The policy also provides guidance on how sequentially BNG should be accommaodated. Whilst this cases and need should i tate, consistent with national policy, that
provides a clear hierarchy, it should also include national character areas as well as local planning surveys to establish suitabilty. unless they are compelling technical reasons which
[authority boundaries. This will ensure that the policy is consistent with the statutory framework. prevent their use or make them ineffective. So an

applicant could demonstrate this through an

The policy also requires all development proposals to include nest boxes (swift bricks), bat boxes and ecological survey and then they wouldn't need to be
hedgehog highways. Whilst the HBF appreciates the idea of this policy, it does not consider the, [provided in circumstances where they would be
installation of such features to be appropriate in all cases. The need for such features should be ineffective. The Council's ecologist would advise on
evidenced through relevant ecological surveys subitted at the planning application stage. This will [the sutability of location at the application stage. The
establish whether the site and/or proposed buildings are suitable in terms of their loca-tion, height, statutory Framework has been amended to remove
orientation and external factors such as noise to accommodate such species and whether such species reference to National Character areas and refer to
[are indeed present in the area. Without this information, it can be the case that developers may end up. Local Nature Recovery Strategy areas instead
installing such features (at extra cost) for them to never be used.

LPROG4 & 065m Environment | Nick Pleasant _[Stantec on behalf of Policy ENVS - Assessing [Neutral _|Vistry has no objection in principle to the requirements outlined in Policy ENV and recognise that the _|No objection in principle but requirements for surveys are | The surveys required are set out in the current No None required

Vistry 2 Development's requirement for Biodiversity Net Gain is now well established as part of development proposals. Itis,  [not policy matters and should be removed and included in|adopted policy but has just been updated to reflect
Impact on however. pertinent to flag that the requirements introduced for a Preliminary Ecological Appraisal and  [validation rea [naming. It is considered including them within the
Biodiversity Ecological Impact Assessment and/or species/ habitat specific surveys are not policy matters and they policy provides clarity to officers and applicants of
(strategic) should be removed and instead DBC's validation checklist updated to reflect this requirement. Vistry the information that will be required related to the
reserves the right to revisit this position should circumstances change, policies on protected habitats and species.

LPRO67 & 68K Environment |Georgina Cox | Gladman Policy ENVS - Assessing Neutral |Gladman does not support the requirement for all development proposals to include nest boxes, bat _|Installation of nest boxes, swift bricks and hedgehog | The requirement for nest boxes, bat boxes and swift_|No None
2 Development's boxes and hedgerow highways. The installation of these features is not always appropriate and should  [highways are not appropriate in all cases and need should [bricks does state, consistent with national policy, that
Impact on be evidenced through relevant ecological surveys submitted at the planning application stage. This will  [be evidenced through ecological surveys to establish  |unless they are compelling technical reasons which
Biodiversity [determine whether the species are present and where best to locate these features following the suitability. prevent their use or make them ineffective. So an
(strategic) appropriate surveys. applicant could demonstrate this through an

ecological survey and then they wouldn't need to be
provided in circumstances where they would be
ineffective. The Council's ecologist would advise on
the suitability of location at the application stage

LPRO87E. Environment |Joe Smith [Savills for Miller [Joe Smith, avills, The Policy [ENVB - Assessing Object |When considering draft Policy ENV 8 in its entirety, it is acknowledged that the Council has sought to _|Policy is not clear that some developments are exempt | The policy does state in accordance with the Ves [Add "non-exempt.”

Homes and Durham |Lumen, St James Boulevard, 2 Development's update the Policy to reflect the requirement to deliver BNG as set out within the Environment Act 2021 _[from statutory BNG. Typo in paragraph 2 they' instead of |statutory BNG requirement and framework so this is
Cathedral Newcastle Helix, Newcastle impact on (as amended). Our Client appreciates that this update is broadly reflective of the Planning Practice 'their'. Installation of nest boxes, swift bricks and considered to be clear but some additional wording
upon Tyne NE4 582 Biodiversity |Guidance at Paragraph: 006 Reference ID: 74-006-20240214. However, draft Policy ENV 8 does not hedgehog highways are not appropriate in all cases and  |could be added such as 'non-exempt'. The
(strategic policy) clearly articulate that BNG requirements do not apply to exempt categories of development. Inits need should be evidenced through ecological surveys to |requirement for nest boxes, bat boxes and swift
current form, the Policy therefore risks ibing BNG requi t hereitis  [establish suitability. bricks does state, consistent with national policy, that
not considered necessary. Our Client requests that the Council consider the wording of this policy to unless they are compelling technical reasons which
better reflect the guidance set out within the Planning Practice Guidance. prevent their use or make them ineffective. So an
The Inter alia text and criteria (vi) - (vii require all (own emphasis) development proposals to include applicant could demonstrate this through an
features which support priority or threatened species unless there are compelling technical reasons ecological survey and then they wouldn't need to be
[which prevent their use or make them effective. These include integrated nest boxes, integrated bat provided in circumstances where they would be
boxes, and hedgehog highways. ineffective. The Council's ecologist would advise on
Notwithstanding the typographical error regarding the use of “they” instead of “there”, our Client has the suitability of location at the application stage.
wider concerns that the Policy wording, as drafted, does not allow sufficient flexibility to respond
appropriately to site-specific constraints and opportunities. As such, our Client would request that the
Council follows wording at supporting paragraph 9.6.12 and includes additional text to the nature of
“where relevant”, or “where informed by the appropriate ecological assessments and/or surveys”.

LPR104 Environment  |Andrew Rose | Taylor Wimpey [Andrew Rose, Spawforths _[Policy Policy ENVS: Unknown [17.1 Taylor Wimpey supports the objective of protecting and enhancing biodiversity; however, it is Policy is not clear that some developments are exempt | The policy does state in accordance with the [Ves [Add "non-exempt.”
Planner & Architects, (Assessing a lessential that the policy is fully aligned with and reflects the National Planning Policy Framework. from statutory BNG. The BNG hierarchy should also statutory BNG requirement and framework so this is
ltunction 41 Business Court Development's Justification include national character areas to be consistent with the |considered to be clear but some additional wording
East Ardsley, Leed, WF 2A8 impact on 17.2 Taylor Wimpey notes that the policy has been updated to reflect the statutory requirements for  [statutory framework could be added such s ‘where not exempt'. The
01924873873 07841 Biodiversity biodiversity net gain (BNG) and appropriately refers to the statutory Framework. This approach is Statutory Framework has been amended to remove

(Strategic Policy)

consistent with national guidance; however, the Planning Practice Guidance makes clear that not all
forms of development are subject to statutory BNG. This distinction should be expressly acknowledged
within the policy to ensure clarity and consistency with national policy.

17.3 The policy also sets out a sequential approach to the delivery of BNG. While the establishment of a
clear hierarchy ted, th ial Framework should extend beyond local planning authority
boundaries to areas, in line with y regime. This would
[ensure that the policy is fully aligned with the national Framework and the 2024 National Planning Policy
Framework's requirement for locally specific polices to be consistent with national policy and effective
in their application.

Proposed Approach

17.4 To address the comments, the following approach is proposed:

« Reflect national policy and guidance.

reference to National Character areas and refer to
Local Nature Recovery Strategy areas instead.
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LPR10Sq

Environment

[Andrew Rose

[Taylor Wimpey

[Andrew Rose, Spawforths
Planner & Architects,
lJunction 41 Business Court
East Ardsley, Leed, WF 2AB
01924873873 07841
621234

Policy

ENVS - Assessing
2 Development's
Impact on
Biodiversity
(strategic Policy)

Support

[Taylor Wimpey supports the objective of protecting and enhancing biodiversity; however, it s essential
that the policy is fully aligned with and reflects the National Planning Policy Framework. Taylor Wimpey
notes that the policy has been updated to reflect the statutory requirements for biodiversity net gain
(BNG) and appropriately refers to the statutory Framework. This approach is consistent with national
guidance; however, the Planning Practice Guidance makes clear that not all forms of development are
subject to statutory BNG. This distinction should be expressly acknowledged within the policy to ensure
clarity and consistency with national policy.

17.3 The policy also sets out a sequential approach to the delivery of BNG. While the establishment of a
clear hierarchy is supported, the sequential Framework should extend beyond local planning authority
boundaries to include areas, in line with the v regime. This would
[ensure that the policy is fully aligned with the national Framework and the 2024 National Planning Policy
Framework's requirement for locally specific policies to be consistent with national policy and effective
in their application.To address the comments, the following approach is proposed:

« Reflect national policy and guidance.

Policy is not clear that some developments are exempt
from statutory BNG. The BNG hierarchy should also
include national character areas to be consistent with the
statutory framework

[The policy does state in accordance with the
statutory BNG requirement and framework so this is
considered to be clear but some additional wording
could be added such as ‘where not exempt'. The
statutory Framework has been amended to remove
reference to National Character areas and refer to
Local Nature Recovery Strategy areas instead

=

[Add "non-exempt.”

LPRI11& 1121

Environment

Ben Westwood / Ja|Barratt David Wilson

Homes

Savills UK Ltd, The Lumen,
St James Boulevard,
INewcastle Helix, Newcastle
upon Tyne, NE4 587

Policy

ENVS - Assessing
2 Development's
Impact on
Biodiversity
(strategic)

Object

Draft Policy ENV 8, through criteria (vi) - (v, requires all development proposals to include features
[which support priority or threatened species unless there are compelling technical reasons which
prevent their use or make them effective. This includes integrated nest boxes, integrated bat boxes, and
hedgehog highways. Furthermore, Draft Policy ENV 8 requires all development proposals should include
biodiversity enhancement measures including bird nest boxes, bee bricks, native plant and tree species
planting, pollinator friendly planting and other wildlife features where appropriate.

Notwithstanding the typographical error regarding the use of “they” instead of “there” within the
revised policy wording, our Client has broader concerns that policy, as drafted, does not provide
considering si d The principal intention
(of Draft Policy ENV 8 to ensure the protection of priority species is commended by our Client; and it is
[assumed that flexibility is intended by the Council through the allowance for ‘compelling reasons’ to be
evidenced, where such features cannot be incorporated. However, ‘compelling reasons’is considered to
be an entirely subjective term, without definition, and at first glance could be taken to represent an
lexceptionally high bar to overcome. Site-specific ecological surveys and associated technical work
undertaken to support a given development proposal wil clearly inform whether such habitat features
[cannot be incorporated within a scheme in given circumstances, owing to site-specific ecological context
[and wider contextual constraints on-site and in the immediate surroundings. It is unclear therefore why.
such evidence needs to be ‘compelling’

Our Client would request that this threshold to justify the non-provision of such features is amended
accordingly.

ufficient flexibility

[Typoin paragraph 2 'they"instead of 'their'. Installation of

[The requirement for nest boxes, bat boxes and swift

nest b ft bricks and hedgehog high not
[approrpiate in all cases and need should be evidenced
through ecological surveys to establish suitability.
(Question use of the word ‘compelling’

tate, consistent with national policy, that
unless they are compelling technical reasons which
prevent their use or make them ineffective. So an
applicant could demonstrate this through an
ecological survey and then they wouldn't need to be
provided in circumstances where they would be
ineffective. The Council's ecologist would advise on
the suitability of location at the application stage

Ves

[Add further details in para 9.6.12 on
process for nest boxes, bat boxes etc.

PR113 & 114n

Environment

Rachel Coates

Bellway Homes|

Rachel Coates, Stantec.

Policy

[ENVB = Assessing
2 Development's
impact on
Biodiversity
(strategic)

Neutral

Bellway have no objection in principle to the requirements outlined in Policy ENVS and recognise that
the requirement for Biodiversity Net Gain is now well established as part of development proposals.
Bellway do find it pertinent to flag that the requirements introduced for a Preliminary Ecological
|Appraisal and Ecological Impact Assessment and/or species/ habitat specific surveys are not policy
matters and they should be removed and instead DBC's validation checklist updated to reflect this
requirement.

No objection in principle but requirements for surveys are
not policy matters and should be removed and included in|
validation req nts

[The surveys required are set out in the current
adopted policy but has just been updated to reflect
naming. Itis considered including them within the
policy helps officers and applicants understand the
information that will be required

No

None required

LPR1258&126k

Environment

Josh White

Natural England

Policy

ENVS - Assessing
2 Development's
impact on
Biodiversity

Support

Natural England welcomes Policy ENV 8, which seeks to maximise opportunities to enhance ecological
networks across Darlington. We welcome the inclusion of features such as integrated nest boxes,
integrated bat boxes, and hedgehog highways.

[We also welcome the process set out whereby applications for proposals that may impact sites of
biodiversity importance, as identified in Policy ENV 7, are required to follow the sequence of actions
outlined in Policy ENV 8.

Support for policy and the range of measures it includes

Support noted

None required

LPROG4 & 0650

[Nick Pleasant

[Stantec on behalf of
Vistry

Policy.

[ENVS - Outdoor
Sports Facilties

Neutral

Vistry has no objection at present concerning the amendment to Policy ENVS to use the Sport England

Playing Pitch and Facility Calculator informed by the Playing Pitch and Built Facility Strategy (2021 or

later update) to determine the need, and where required, total amount of developer contributions

required towards outdoor sport facilities. However, they reserve the right to revisit this position should
change.

No objection to the use of the Sport England Playi
calculator.

[No objection noted

None required

LPROB7H

Environment

loe smith

[Savills for Miller
Homes and Durham
Cathedral

[Joe Smith, Savills, The:
Lumen, St James Boulevard,
INewcastle Helix, Newcastle
upon Tyne NE4 5BZ

Policy

ENV - Outdoor
Sports Facilities

Object

Inter alia text added to draft Policy ENV 9 outlines that residential proposals comprising 20 dwellings or
more will be required to comply with the Sport England Playing Pitch and Facility Calculator informed by
the Playing Pitch and Built Facilty Strategy, or later update.

Considering the additional wording as two distinct matters, as set out below, our Client has general
concerns regarding the absence of any publicly available, robust or justified evidence suggesting the

f such an addition , the Calculator does not appear to be publicly
[available to utilise, which makes it difficult for developers to plan accordingly.

1. The threshold of 20 dwellings

Our Client questions how the Council has arrived at a trigger threshold of 20 dwellings in the absence of
any publicly available supporting evidence. The supporting text at paragraph 9.7.7 confirms the Council
[are actively updating their Playing Pitch and Built Facility Strategy along with the accompanying needs
[assessment and evidence base. This clearly indicates that the Council recognises that its existing
levidence base, and consequential playing pitch requirements, are out of date. Until such time as the
Council can robustly evidence the need for such facilities, the introduction of any threshold is considered
inappropriate and ambiguous, contrary to paragraph 32 of the NPPF.

2. Whole Plan Viability

The absence of supporting evidence also suggests that development viability has not been taken into
[account when establishing both the need for, and the threshold triggering, developer contributions. Our
Client can therefore provide no further comment until further evidence considering need and viability is
produced by the Council. Notwithstanding this, our Client would remind the Council that any developer
contributions have to be necessary to make the development acceptable, directly related to the

and fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development in accordance with
Regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (as amended).

Lack of up to date evidence or calculator to support
inclusion of requirement

[An update of the Playing Pitch Strategy and Built
Facilities Assessment has now been finalised and the
Playing Pitch calculator is finalised too. The policy has
lbeen updated to reflect this.

Ves

Reference to updated Playing Pitch
strategy

LPR104r

Environment

[Andrew Rose

Taylor Wimpey

[Andrew Rose, Spawforths
Planner & Architects,
ltunction 41 Business Court
East Ardsley, Leed, WF 2A8
01924873873 07841

Policy

Policy ENVO
loutdoor Sports.
Facilties

Unknown

18.1 Taylor Wimpey supports the principle of the policy; however, there are concerns that it is not
supported by a sufficiently robust and up-to-date evidence base, contrary to the 2024 National Planning
Policy Framework's requirement for policies to be justified and effective.

ustification

18.2 Taylor Wimpey is concerned that the policy is underpinned by evidence dating from 2021, which is
no longer considered sufficiently up to date. In the absence of refreshed assessments, the policy cannot
be demonstrated to be justified or effective, contrary to the requirements of the 2024 National Planning
Policy Framework.

Proposed Approach

18.1 To address the comments, the following approach is proposed:

« Provide an updated assessment of Playing Pitch and Buit Facilties Strategy.

Lack of up to date evidence to support inclusion of
requirement

[An update of the Playing Pitch Strategy and Built
Facilities Assessment has now been finalised and the
Playing Pitch calculator is finalised too. The policy has
lbeen updated to reflect this.

Ves

Reference to updated Playing Pitch
Strategy

LPR10ST

Environment

[Andrew Rose

[Taylor Wimpey

[Andrew Rose, Spawforths
Planner & Architects,
lJunction 41 Business Court
East Ardsley, Leed, WF 28
01924873873 07841
621235

Policy

ENV9 - Outdoor
Sports Facilities

Support

Taylor Wimpey supports the principle of the policy; however, there are concerns that it is not supported
by a sufficiently robust and up-to-date evidence base, contrary to the 2024 National Planning Policy
Framework's requirement for policies to be justified and effective. Taylor Wimpey is concerned that the
policy is underpinned by evidence dating from 2021, which is no longer considered sufficiently up to
date. In the absence of refreshed assessments, the policy cannot be demonstrated to be justified or
effective, contrary to the requirements of the 2024 National Planning Policy Framework. To address the
[comments, the following approach is proposed:

« Provide an updated assessment of Playing Pitch and Built Facilities Strategy.

Lack of up to date evidence to support inclusion of
requirement

[An update of the Playing Pitch Strategy and Built
Facilities Assessment has now been finalised and the
Playing Pitch calculator is finalised too. The policy has
been updated to reflect this.

Ves

Reference to updated Playing Pitch
strategy

LPR113 & 1140

Environment

Rachel Coates

Bellway Homes

[Rachel Coates, Stantec.

Policy

ENV9 - Outdoor
Sports Facilities

Neutral

Bellway have no objection at present concerning the amendment to Policy ENVS to use the Sport
England Playing Pitch and Facility Calculator informed by the Playing Pitch and Built Facility Strategy
(2021 or later update) to determine the need, and where required, total amount of developer

i i this

sport facilities. However, they reserve the right o rer

position should hange.

No objection at present to inclusion of use of the Sport
England calculator for playing pitches and sports facilities.

[No objection noted

None required

LPRO32d

Environment

Richard Cowen

[CPRE Durham

Policy

ENVIO - Trees &
Hedges

(strategic)

Support

|CPRE nationally has been actively promoting the retention and improvement of hedges. Indeed, CPRE
was involved in the bringing about the Hedgerow Regulations. The retention of hedges, and trees, is very,

important to us and we welcome this Policy

[Welcome the policy

Support for policy noted

N/A
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LPRO37d Environment

[William Ward

[The Woodland Trust

Policy

ENVIO - Trees & [ENV10 - Trees and
Hedges Hedges
(strategic)

Support

[The Woodland Trust welcomes the inclusion of a dedicated trees and hedges section within the updated
Local Plan. This represents a positive and necessary step, clearly demonstrating the Council's recognition
of the vital role that trees, woodlands, and green infrastructure play in delivering biodiversity, climate
resilience, and improved quality of lfe for residents. Embedding this within planning policy signals a
strong commitment to nature recovery and aligns well with broader environmental priorities.

To further strengthen this policy and ensure it delivers meaningful, long-term outcomes, we would
suggest the following enhancements;

«First, the policy plicitly state that Is resulting in the loss or

of ancient woodland and/or veteran trees will be refused, except in wholly exceptional circumstances, as
stated within the National Planning Policy Framework. These habitats are irreplaceable, and stronger
[wording would provide clarity to applicants while reinforcing their protection.

There should should be a clear requirement for developers to retain existing trees wherever possible.
(Where removal is unavoidable, replacement planting should be secured at a ratio of at least three new
trees for every one lost. This would help ensure that development results in a net gain in canopy cover
over time.

This policy would benefit from setting a minimum canopy cover target for new developments.
Establishing measurable expectations at the outset would support better design outcomes and ensure
that tree planting is integrated meaningfully rather than treated as an afterthought.

«Developers should be encouraged to prioritise a diverse mix of native, broadleaf tree species, sourced
from local or UK-based nurseries where possible. This would enhance ecological value, improve
resilience to pests and diseases, and support local supply chains

«Finally, the Council could strengthen its strategic approach by utilising tools such as the Woodland
Trust's Tree Equity Score UK to identify neighbourhoods with the greatest need for increased tree cover.
This evidence-based approach could then inform the setting of neighbourhood-specific canopy cover
targets, ensuring that investment in urban greening is directed where it will have the greatest social and
environmental benefit

(Overall, the inclusion of this policy is very welcome. With these refinements, it has the potential to
become a robust and forward-looking framework that meaningfully enhances Darlington’s natural

[Support inclusion of policy with a range of suggestions to
how this could be strengthened further including in
relation to ancient woodland and veteran trees, retaining
existing trees, minimum canopy cover score and use of
tools such as the Tree Equity score.

Support for policy inclusion noted. Amendment
proposed regarding ancient woodland and veteran
[trees. Wording amendment proposed regarding
retaining existing tree wherever possible and
ensuring replacement planting, Further exploration
to be undertaken regarding minimum canopy cover
requirement and use of tools such as the Tree Equity
Score UK. Additional wording proposed regarding
native broadleaf tree species.

=

Numerous amendments proposed to
policy reflecting these comments
and those made by other
respondents.

LPROSIM Environment

[Chris Martin

HBF

Policy.

[ENVIO - Trees
and Hedges

Neutral

[The HBF agrees that the retention of trees and hedges are important, although it s considered that the
current approach to Policy ENVIO s too restrictive. Sometimes tree or hedgerow loss is unfortunately
unavoidable, even when they are taken into account as constraints early on in the design process. For
instance, there could be loss in order to create a safe access into a develop-ment, or in order to provide
a coherent site layout, or to ensure land is used efficiently (as required by Section 11 of the NPPF).

The HBF therefore considers that the wording needs to be amended so that trees and hedges are to be
retained ‘wherever possible’. This also better aligns with the wording contained in the NPPF (paragraph
136).

[Where trees are removed, the policy requires that the deadwood created should be retained on-site to
create invertebrate/amphibian/hedgehog refugia and hibernacula. It also states that where safe to do
0, larger tree trunks/stems should be retained as standing monoliths to support wildlife such as

and bats. Whilst thi is clearly laudable, such an approach s unlikely to be
appropriate on all sites and developments, plus if the trees are diseased then this could actually have a
detrimental effect on surrounding flora and fauna. The HBF considers that this part of the policy should
be reworded to encourage this where appropriate rather than man-dating it for all ites.

[Wording around retention of trees and hedgerows too
restrictive. Needs to acknowledge there are
circumstances where removal is unavoidable. Retention

[Amendments proposed to wording to make clear that|
retention is wherever possible. The policy does state
where safe to do so in relation to standing monoliths

of deadwood and h I
[where possible rather than mandating for all sites.

ding amendment is proposed to add further
clarity.

Ves

Numerous amendments proposed to
policy reflecting these comments
and those made by other
respondents.

LPROS9 & 601 Environment

Dominic Crowley

Lichfields

Policy

ENV10—Trees &
Hedges
(strategic)

Object

Hallam Land acknowledge the importance of valuable trees and hed; part

proposals and welcome the reflection of this in local planning policy, however the proposed wording of
Policy ENV10 is considered unduly restrictive and onerous in its presumption of retention. The policy
should be reworded to make clear that retention and protection of hedges and trees may not be the

[Wordi d retention of trees and hedgerows (0o
restrictive. Needs to acknowledge there are

where removal is idable. Retention
of deadwood and monoliths on site should be encouraged

most appropr in some inst d this should be consid a case-by-case basis (for
lexample where the trees/hedges are of low quality, and their removal would facilitate a higher quality
ignificant i i here).

(Whilst the benefits of retention of deadwood on site (in instances of tree removal) to facilitate habitat
creation may be appropriate in some circumstances, there may be situations where alternative
measures are more appropriate / effective. The policy should be reworded to allow for the most
effective solutions for reuse of deadwood and habitat creation to be considered on a case by case basis.

[where possible rather than mandating for all sites.

(Amendments proposed to wording to make clear that|
retention is wherever possible. The policy does state
where safe to do so in relation to standing monoliths
but wording amendment is proposed to add further
clarity.

Ves

Numerous amendments proposed to
policy reflecting these comments
[and those made by other
respondents.

LPROG4 & 0650 Environment

Nick Pleasant

Stantec on behalf of
Vistry

Policy

ENV10 - Trees &
Hedges
(strategic)

Neutral

Vistry has no objection in principle to the requirements outiined in Policy ENVI0. However, itis
important that its applied ina and flexible way.

of the policy requirements could impact developable area, layout efficiency and additional costs
particularly on constrained sites.

Vistry would encourage DBC to ensure appropriate flexibilty to allow site specific constraints to be
mitigated through alternative forms of solutions where necessary, ensuring the development remains
viable and the delivery of housing is not

impact

Flexibility required for site specific constraints which may
mean removal is unavoidable.

[Amendments proposed to wording to make clear that
retention is wherever possible.

Ves

Numerous amendments proposed to
policy reflecting these comments
[and those made by other
respondents

LPRO67 & 68K Environment

(Georgina Cox

(Gladman,

Policy

[ENVIO - Trees
and Hedges

Neutral

(Gladman supports the importance of the retention of trees and hedges, however sometimes the loss
may be unavoidable. Even if constraints are proactively dealt with early on in the design process, not
always can all the tree’s and hedges be retained. The policy ENV10 is therefore too restrictive, and we
[would suggest the policy wording for trees and hedges to be retained ‘wherever possible, so that the
policy does not prevent coming forward.

Flexibility required for site specific constraints which may
mean removal is unavoidable.

[Amendments proposed to wording to make clear that
retention is wherever possible.

Ves

Numerous amendments proposed to
policy reflecting these comments
[and those made by other
respondents.

LPROS7i Environment

Joe smith

[Savills for Miller
Homes and Durham
Cathedral

[Joe Smith, Savills, The
Lumen, St James Boulevard,
[Newcastle Helix, Newcastle
upon Tyne NE4 5BZ

Policy

ENV10 - Trees
land Hedges
(strategic policy)

(Object

[Generally, our Client agrees with the principles of draft Policy ENV 10, and acknowledges the importance
of retaining trees and hedgerow across development sites where it can be achieved, and when
considering all technical tors in combination. That said, the wording of Policy ENV
10 as drafted risks precluding allocated development throughout the Plan.

Our Client’s site includes a number of hedgerows which bisect internal field boundaries. Whilst
[development on the site will account for the presence of such vegetation, and seek to retain as much as
possible during the design process, in order to feasibly deliver residential development at the site, it is
likely that some elements may have to be removed. This approach is not uncommon during residential
and is naturally a result of a number of technical and policy considerations, including
making effective use of land as prescribed by Section 11 of the NPPF. As such, our Client considers it
[appropriate to amend the wording of the inter alia text at the start of draft Policy ENV 10 to include.
reference to “where possible”, or similar.

|Our Client has significant concern regarding the additional wording added in Policy ENV 10, which
suggests that “Development proposals resulting in the loss of, or damage to trees will be required to
provide suitable replacement trees on-site, or where this is not possible, suitable compensatory planting
off-site in the locality, including appropriate pr for and . Similar
wording is proposed in Policy ENV 10 regarding hedgerows. It is assume this also requires a contribution
for maintenance.

There is no requirement in national policy for loss of site trees/hedgerows to be compensated through
off site planting. We further contend that it would not accord with Regulation 122 of the Community
Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (as amended). There are clear delivery issues if there is no available
or suitable land to deliver off site planting. Furthermore, it does not give any consideration for the
[quality or assessment of the trees, which may conclude that some species are suitable for removal in any|
case following a tree survey and assessment against the relevant British Standards (Category A, B, C or
u)

On this basis, our client objects to the additional wording and suggest that it is removed.

Our Client also questions the necessity of the Council's requirement to provide on-site invertebrate /

Flexibility required for site specific constraints which may
mean removal is unavoidable. Suggest wording on
replacement planting including off-site is removed.
Deadwood and standing monoliths should be clarified
with 'where appropriate'

[Amendments proposed to wording to make clear that
retention is wherever possible. The policy does state

where safe to do 5o in relation to standing monoliths

but wording amendment is proposed to add further

clarity.

Ve:

[amphibian / hedgehog refugia and hibernacula where trees are removed. While our Client supports the

Numerous amendments proposed to
policy reflecting these comments
[and those made by other
respondents
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LPRO94g. Environment

David Marjoram

Mandale Homes

David Marjoram, ELG
Planning, Gateway House,
55 Conscliffe Road,
Darlington, DL3 7EH 01325
469243

Policy

Policy ENV 10
Trees and
Hedges

hilst Mandale H the benefits of trees and hedges stated within the policy, as
currently written itis too restrictive. There will clearly be some situations where the removal of trees
|and hedgerows to facilitate development is unavoidable, including where they may be of accepted value.

To align with paragraph 136 of the NPPF, it is recommended that the wording ‘wherever possible’ is
[added to the policy, for example within the first paragraph and at criterion a of the second paragraph.

[ With regards to the reference to retaining deadwood on site, this should be ‘encouraged where
appropriate’ as opposed to mandated, because it is unlikely to be suitable in all instances where trees
have been felled. Furthermore, it may not always be advantageous to retain such from an ecological
point of view, and any retention should be informed by Ecologist advice.

Flexibility required for site specific constraints which may
mean removal is unavoidable. Suggest wording on
replacement planting including off-site is removed.
Deadwood and standing monoliths should be clarified
with ‘where appropriate'

[Amendments proposed to wording to make clear that]
retention is wherever possible. The policy does state
where safe to do s in relation to standing monoliths
but wording amendment is proposed to add further
clarity.

=

Numerous amendments proposed to
policy reflecting these comments
and those made by other
respondents.

LPROS7a Environment

Irene Ord

Resident

Policy

ENV10- Trees
and Hedges
(strategic)

Object

Policy ENV10 Trees & Hedges Strategic Policy

DBC planners should emphasise that developers need to AVOID future conflicts and impacts on others
residential amenity.

There is no reason why evergreen trees should be permitted to be planted close to boundaries and
(outgrow their own land, block sun-light/daylight to established adjacent neighbours. Badly impacted
neighbours presently are being advised to invoke established law — 2003 Anti-Social Behaviour Act (High
Hedges) at their own expense of time and money - which is an insult to an injury that could have been
curtailed during the developer’s planning process.

Policy should emphasise the need to avoid future conficts|
and impacts on others residential amenity by avoiding

[The policy does require tree and hedgerow planting
to be designed to avoid future conflcts and

planting such trees

impacts on

No

None required

LPR10ds Environment

[Andrew Rose

Taylor Wimpey

[Andrew Rose, Spawforths
Planner & Architects,
lJunction 41 Business Court
East Ardsley, Leed, WF 2AB
01924873873 07841
621234

Policy.

Policy ENVI0:
Trees and
Hedges (strategic|
Policy)

Unknown

19.1 Taylor Wimpey are supportive of the principles of the policy but consider the wording proposed to
be too restrictive.

Justification

19.2 Taylor Wimpey supports the retention of trees and hedgerows as an important component of
well-designed and sustainable development. However, it is considered that the approach set out in
Policy ENV10 is overly restrictive. In practice, the loss of individual trees or hedgerows may be
unavoidable, even where these features have been identified and taken into account at an early stage of
the design process. For example, removal may be necessary to facilitate safe and appropriate site access,
achieve a coherent and legible layout, or to ensure the efficient use of land, consistent with the
[objectives of the 2024 National Planning Policy Framework.

19.3 Taylor Wimpey therefore considers that the policy wording should be amended to require the
retention of trees and hedgerows “wherever possible”, which would better reflect the balanced and
proportionate approach advocated by national policy, including paragraph 136 of the Framework.

19.4 Where tree removal does occur, the policy currently requires deadwood to be retained on site to
create habitat refugia and, where safe to do so, for larger trunks or stems to be retained as standing
monoliths. While logical intent of th his such not be
[appropriate or practicable in all circumstances. In particular, the mandatory retention of diseased or
unsafe material could have unintended adverse effects on biodiversity or site safety. In this regard, it is
considered that this element of the policy should be reworded to encourage such measures where
[appropriate, rather than applying a blanket requirement across all developments, to ensure consistency
with the Framework's emphasis on flexibility, proportionality and effective decision-making.

Proposed Approach

19.1 To address the comments, the following approach is proposed:

» Amend policy wording to allow more flexibility to reflect national planning policy and guidance

Flexibility required for site specific constraints which may
mean removal is unavoidable. Suggest wording on
planting including off-site is removed.
Deadwood and standing monoliths should be clarified
with ‘where appropriate’.

[Amendments proposed to wording to make clear that|
retention is wherever possible. The policy does state
where safe to do so in relation to standing monoliths.
but wording amendment is proposed to add further
clarity.

Ves

Numerous amendments proposed to
policy reflecting these comments
[and those made by other
respondents.

LPR105s Environment

[Andrew Rose

Taylor Wimpey

[Andrew Rose, Spawforths
Planner & Architects,
ltunction 41 Business Court
East Ardsley, Leed, WF 2A8
01924873873 07841
621236

Policy

ENVI0- Trees
and Hedges
(strategic Policy)

Neutral

[Taylor Wimpey are supportive of the principles of the policy but consider the wording proposed to be
too restrictive. Taylor Wimpey supports the retention of trees and hedgerows as an important

Flexibility required for site specific constraints which may
mean removal is unavoidable. Suggest wording on

component of However, it that the approach
et out in Policy ENV10 is overly restrictive. In practice, the loss of individual trees or hedgerows may be
unavoidable, even where these features have been identified and taken into account at an early stage of
the design process. For example, removal may be necessary to facilitate safe and appropriate site access,
achieve a coherent and legible layout, or to ensure the efficient use of land, consistent with the
[objectives of the 2024 National Planning Policy Framework.

19.3 Taylor Wimpey therefore considers that the policy wording should be amended to require the
retention of trees and hedgerows “wherever possible”, which would better reflect the balanced and
proportionate approach advocated by national policy, including paragraph 136 of the Framework.

19.4 Where tree removal does occur, the policy currently requires deadwood to be retained on site to
create habitat refugia and, where safe to do so, for larger trunks or stems to be retained as standing
monoliths. While logical intent of thi his such not be
[appropriate or practicable in all circumstances. In particular, the mandatory retention of diseased or
unsafe material could have unintended adverse effects on biodiversity or site safety. In this regard, it is
considered that this element of the policy should be reworded to encourage such measures where
[appropriate, rather than applying a blanket requirement across all developments, to ensure consistency
[with the Framework's emphasis on flexibility, proportionality and effective decision-making. To address
the comments, the following approach is proposed:

« Amend policy wording to allow more flexibility to reflect national planning policy and guidance

planting including off-site is removed.
Deadwood and standing monoliths should be clarified
with ‘where appropriate’

(Amendments proposed to wording to make clear that|
retention is wherever possible. The policy does state
where safe to do s in relation to standing monoliths
but wording amendment is proposed to add further
clarity.

Ves

Numerous amendments proposed to
policy reflecting these comments
and those made by other
respondents.

(PRI11& 1128 Environment

Ben Westwood / Ja|

Barratt David Wilson

Savills UK Ltd, The Lumen,
St James Boulevard,
Newcastle Helix, Newcastle
upon Tyne, NE4 582

Policy

ENVI0- Trees
and Hedges
(strategic Policy)

Object

[Our Client has concerns regarding the current proposed wording for Policy ENVIO, and the unintentional
[consequences that this could have for the delivery of both allocated and windfall development sites.

The introductory paragraph within Draft Policy ENV1O reads as follows:

“Development proposals should retain and protect trees and hedges, both on and adjacent to the site,
that have amenity, biodiversity, landscape or historic value or contribute to the setting and/or character
of a settlement unless the benefits of the proposal clearly outweigh the harm.”

[Whilst the wording does make reference to a weighting exercise with benefits to be demonstrated, we
do not consider that the pmposed policy wording goes far enough in this respect. There is no allowance
fora where loss of trees or hedgerows to
facilitate access, for examp\z, may be unavoidable, as part of a balancing exercise to justify the loss of
trees and hedgerows.

Taking the Hall Farm (Site 100) Allocation as an example, the Site Allocation Statement in Appendix B of
the Plan requires an “outer distributer road, running north south across the site” to be delivered in order
to facilitate the development. The delivery of this infrastructure is not feasible without the loss of
existing hedgerows/vegetation to accommodate the route. Reading the wording of Draft Policy ENVI0 in
this regard, applied onerously the draft policy could effectively stymy the delivery of a key infrastructure
requirement for the site allocation if a view was taken that the hedgerow running east-west across the,
Site, for example, was considered to have ‘amenity, biodiversity, landscape of historic value’ and where
undefined ‘benefits’, terms which are not defined and have different meaning to different stakeholders
The arbitrary nature of these terms, and the reference to ‘harm’ at the end of the above paragraph —
again a subjective term depending on the assessing party — along with the lack of flexibility to account
for site-specific requirements, means that Draft Policy ENV10 as currently worded is not positively
prepared nor effective in this regard.

A simple solution to resolve the concerns identified above would to be amend the wording of Draft
Policy ENV10 to include reference to retaining trees and hedgerows where possible, having
consideration of site-specific constraints where the loss of such features may be unavoidable to facilitate
development

Flexibility required for site specific constraints which may
mean removal is unavoidable.

[Amendments proposed to wording to make clear that
retention is wherever possible.

Ves

Numerous amendments proposed to
policy reflecting these comments
[and those made by other
respondents.

LPR113 & 114p Environment

Rachel Coates

Bellway Homes'

[Rachel Coates, Stantec.

Policy.

[ENVIO—Trees &
Hedges
(strategic)

Neutral

Bellway have no objection in principle to the requirements outlined in Policy ENVI0. However, itis
important that its appliedina and flexible way. impact
of the p could impact P , layout efficiency and additional costs
particularly on constrained sites.

Bellway would encourage DBC to ensure appropriate flexibility to allow site specific constraints to be
mitigated through alternative forms of solutions where necessary, ensuring the development remains
viable and the delivery of housing is not

Flexibility required for site specific constraints which may
mean removal is unavoidable.

[Amendments proposed to wording to make clear that
retention is wherever possible.

Ves

Numerous amendments proposed to
policy reflecting these comments
and those made by other
respondents.
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LPRO7II Housing Dale Morris Homes by Esh [loe Ridgeon, Hedley Policy ENVIO-Trees Support anjOur client supports the retention of trees and hedges; however, it s considered that the current Flexibiity required for ite specific constraints which may | Amendments proposed to wording to make clear that _|Yes Numerous amendments proposed to
Planning Services, Tanners and Hedges approach to Policy ENVI0 s too restrictive. Occasionally tree or hedgerow loss is unavoidable, even  [mean removal is unavoidable. retention s wherever possible. policy reflecting these comments
Burn Business Park, Burn when they are taken into account as constraints early on in the design process. For example, to create a and those made by other
Lane, Hexham, NE46 3RU safe access into a development, or to provide a better site layout, or to ensure land is used efficiently (as respondents.
lioe@hedeyplanning.co.uk required by Section 11 of the NPPF).Our client therefore objects to the current wording and recommend
that it be amended so that trees and hedges are to be retained ‘wherever possible’. This also better
aligns with the wording contained in the NPPF (paragraph 136).
[PROGA & 065p Environment | Nick Pleasant __[Stantec on beal of Policy ENVI1-Nutrient Neutral _|Vistry broadly supports Policy ENVIL in seeking a proactive approach to delivering nutrient neutrality in_|Broad support. Policy should recognise national policy _|Policy has been amended to acknowledge Ves [Add in "unless Natural England have
Vistry Neutrality the face of ongoing challenges on the matter. However, we request further detailis added to recognise _|direction and allow flexibility for ch the longer here NN may no longer need to be confirmed this is no longer required
(strategic) national policy direction and allow flexibility over the longer term such as Natural England removing any [term. Policy has cost implications applied. Reference is added to the Natural England in the Tees Catchment’ and reference
advice against granting new development or providing further strategic scale nutrient mitigation which methodology and NN calculator which are updated to to the NN calculator
reduces the burden on the council and developers reflect the latest regulations. This avoids referring to
Vistry supports a clear policy direction for nutrient neutrality but wishes to highiight there is an specifc legislation which could then be updated.
Iestabecost 0 deuerng h ol et hich e e taken o Secount i he cidnce
ase.
LPROZ7)] Environment _[loe Smith Savils for Miller [Joe Smith, Savills, The __[Policy ENVI1 Nutrient Object Our Client recognises that Policy ENV 11 has been introduced in response to the requirement for Unduly arge emphasis placed on residential [T pliy does not place unduly lage emphasson [N
Homes and Durham  [Lumen, St James Boulevard, Neutrality nutrient neutrality, which came into effect in March 2022. While les on which in 2030 not It simply sets out the
Cathedral Newcastle Helix, Newcastle boic Is based are broatly understoor by our Cllnt they considr that, I ts currnt form, the Plicy s [referenced or apprapriate Modified that have been applied by Natural
upon Tyne NE4 582 not postively prepared, effective, or consistent with national policy. wording suggested. England and does apply to other types of
Firstly, the policy as drafted, places an unduly large emphasis on residential development being the development that would increase the discharge of
predominant cause nutrient neutrality s a result of overnight accommodation. While our Client nitrogen. LURA regulations in relation wastewater
recognises a proportionate responsibilty in the process, much of the responsibilty lies with the water treatment works are not referenced because this
industry. This should, to some extent, be reflected within the Policy accordingly. would be duplication and reference is made to
Similarly, the Council will be aware of the requirement for water companies to ensure wastewater works calculating the nutrient budget using the latest
serving a population equivalent to over 2,000 people meet specified nutrient removal standards by 1t natural england methodology and natural enlgand
[April 2030. Currently, Policy ENV 11 does not account for this legislative requirement, and so our Client calculator which factors this in. Making specific
considers that appropriate allowance should be made within the Policy. I is the role of the Councilto reference to other regulations and policies leaves the
find suitable wording for their development plan policies; however, in order to assist, our Client suggests risk that the policy will become out of date should
that the Plicy should include a commitment to ensure thit any elevant amendments rising from these be updated hence the more general reference
legislative dul when such into effect in 2030. By way| o the Natural England methodology which will be
of example, the following could be included within the Policy: updated to reflect any subsequent legislative
“The provisions of the Regeneration and Levelling Up Act 2023 include a duty for water authorities in changes. The proposed modification suggested fails
nutrient neutrality areas to upgrade their waste treatment works by 2030. This will help ensure nitrogen to recognise that the Councilis alreadly taking
is removed before it i discharged into affected rivers. Once these upgrades are in operation, the Council account of the benefits of the LURA regulations in the
wil take into account the benefits of the upgrade and revise its approach to nutrient neutrality calculations as the Natural England calculator is
accordingly”. already taking account of the post-2030 TAL
ithin calculations.
LPROSGN Environment _[David Marjoram _[Mandale Homes David Marjoram, ELG Policy Polcy ENV 11 Support/Oi N reference o therequired Upgrading ofwater Ueatment || regutations inreation wastewater treatment |N°
Planning, Gateway House, Nutrient Mandale Homes note the policy makes no reference to the required upgrading of water treatment |facilties by 2030, as set out in the Levelling Up and [work are ot rfetenced becatee ths siould be
55 Conscliffe Road, Neutrality facities by 2030, as set out in the Levelling Up and Regeneration Act (LURA). This should be suitably  [Regeneration Act (LURA). This should be suitably o P
Darlington, DL3 7EH 01325 acknowledged. acknowtedged.
620 using the natural
|which factors this s in. Making specific reference to
other regulations and policies leaves the isk that the
policy will become out of date should these be updated
hence the more general reference to the Natural
England methodology which will be updated to eflect
any subsequent egistative changes.
LPROSSE Environment _[Karl Everitt [Allure Developments _|Lee Fulcher, DPP Planning, |Policy [ENVIT Nutrient Neutral _[Draft Policy ENVI1 requires development proposals resulting n a net increase In overnight Policy not considered necessary or justfied. Not sufficient | The policy is required in order for the Local Planto_[Yes [Add in unless Natural England have
studio 14, Haylofts, St Neutrality which would increase the discharge of nitrogen into the River Tees catchment to fexibilty for any changes in government guidance satisfy the Habitats Regulations Assessment confirmed this is no longer required
[Thomas Street, Newcastle (strategic) achieve nutrient neutrality requirements without this they wouldn't be the in the Tees Catchment’ and reference
upon Tyne, NEL 4LE, necessary certainty that the Local Plan could result in to the NN calculator
e fulcher@dppukitd.com It states that planning permission will only be granted where the integrity of the Teesmouth and an adverse effect on the protected ste. Reference is
(Cleveland Coast Special Protection Area (SPA) and Ramsar Site is not adversely affected by the proposed made to the Natural England methodology which will
and the requi the C tion of Habitat and Species Regulations, including e updated to reflect wider policy and legislative
appropriate assessment have been satisfied. This draft requires the applicant to calculate the nutrient changes referencing all of the current risks the policy
budget for their development. lbecoming out of date should these be amended or
Suggested Modification updated. An amendment is proposed to acknowledge
the policy will ot apply should NN no longer be
The proposed inclusion of a policy requiring development proposals to achieve nutrient neutrality is not required to be demonstrated.
considered necessary or justified. Nutrient neutrality is already enforced by national planning policy and
guidance.
[Additionally, the suggested wording does not allow the lexibility for any changes in government
jguidance on the matter, which may result in potential future conflicts.
LPRI0AT Environment _[Andrew Rose __[Taylor Wimpey Andrew Rose, Spawforths _|Policy Policy ENVIL Unknown |20.1 Taylor Wimpey understand the reasoning for the policy however understand that this needs to | While the inclusion of the policy is understood, it should _|LURA regulations in relation wastewater reatment _|No
Planner & Architects, Nutrient refiect updated national policy. also acknowledge the statutory requirement for the  |works are not referenced because this would be.
liunction 41 Business Court Neutrality Justification upgrading of wastewater treatment by |duplicat is made the
East Ardsley, Leed, WF 2AB (strategic Policy) 20.2 The Council has introduced Policy ENVA1 to reflect the requirement for nutrient neutrality, which (2030, as set out in the Levelling Up and et the natural
01924873873 07841 has been in force since March 2022. While the inclusion of the policy is understood, it should also 2023 which factos this i in. Making specific reference to
621235 acknowledge the statutory requirement for the upgrading of wastewater treatment infrastructure by ther rogulations and policies oaves th risk tha the
2030, as set out in the Levelling Up and Regeneration Act 2023. This national intervention is intended to oty il bocome out of date should these be updated
address the underlying causes of nutrient neutrality and will materially alter the policy context beyond
2030. Accordingly, Policy ENV11 will need to be sufficiently flexible to respond to these changes, in line nence the more general reference to the Natural
with the 2024 National Planning Policy Framework's requirement for policies to remain effective and England methodology which will be updated to reflect
responsive over the plan period. any subsequent legislative changes.
Proposed Approach
20.3 To address the comments, the following approach is proposed:
+ Redraft policy to policy position.
[PRIOS Environment _[Andrew Rose _[Taylor Wimpey Andrew Rose, Spawforths _|Policy ENVI1-Nutrient Neutral _[Taylor Wimpey understand the reasoning for the policy however understand that this needs to reflect | While the inclusion of the policy is understood, t should _|LURA regulations in relation wastewater treatment _|No
Planner & Architects, Neutrality updated national policy. The Council has introduced Policy ENV11 to reflect the requirement for yrequirement for the  |works are not referenced because this would be
liunction 41 Business Court (strategic Policy) neutralty, which has been n force since March 2022. While the inclusion of the policy is understaod, it |upgrading of wastewiater treatment by |l is made the
East Ardsley, Leed, WF 2AB should al the for the upgrading of wastewater treatment 2030, as set out n the Leveling Up and Regeneration Act.|nyient bucget using the natural england methodology
01924873873 07841 ifrastructure by 2030, asset aut nthe Leveling Up and Regeneration Act 2023, This national 2023, \which factorsthis s in, Making specHc referenceta
Intervention i ntended to adress the underlying causes of nutrient neutalty and wil materialy ater sther regutations and policies eaves th risk that the
the policy context beyond 2030. Accordingl, Policy ENV11 will eed to be suffciently fexbl to respond iy wilbecome outof date shoutd these be upted
to these changes, in line with the 2024 National Planning Policy Framework's requirement for policies to
hence the more general reference to the Natural
remain effective and responsive over the plan period. To address the comments, the following approach
e mraposcd: England methodology which will be updated to reflect
X toreflect nationalpoliy positon. any subsequent legistative changes.
LPRI07h Environment _[James Litherland _[CityHeart [leremy Good, ELG Planning, |Policy ENVIL- Nutrient Neutral _|We would suggest that this policy ought to include reference to the 2030 upgrades to waste water _|We would suggest that this policy ought to include LURA regulations in relation wastewater reatment _ [No
DL3 7EH, 01325469236, Neutrality treatment facilties in line with the Levelling Up and Regeneration Act (1023) Schemes delivering units |reference to the 2030 upgrades to waste water treatment |works are not be
leremy@elgplanning,co.uk (strategic Policy) after this date wil not be burdened by an outdated approach. facities in line with the Levelling Up and dupticat is made

[Act (1023) Schemes delivering units after this date will not|
be burdened by an outdated approach.

nutrient budget using the natural england methodology
[which factors this is in. Making specific reference to
other regulations and policies leaves the risk that the
policy will become out of date should these be updated
hence the more general reference to the Natural
England methodology which will be updated to reflect

any subsequent legislative changes.
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(PR1108 Housing James Seabury _[Banks Group Policy ENVIL- Nutrient Neutral |Whist we acknowledge the need for a policy for nutrient neutrality, we believe the policy requires some [Suggest the following amendment - Applicants willbe _|LURA regulations in relation wastewater treatment _|No
Neutrality amendments. required to calculate the nutrient budget of their \Works are not referenced because this would be
(strategic Policy) There appears to be no reference to the requirement of the Levelling Up and Regeneration Act (2023)  |development proposal following the Natural England ' is made
that specifies that wastewater treatment works must meet specified nutrient removal standards. In ~|methodology and taking into account the planned nutrient budget using the naturat england methodology
Darlington, Stressholme Sewage Treatment Works s listed by the government as a treatment works that |upgrades to treatment works from 2030. \which factorsthis s i, Making specHc referenceta
must be upgraded to achieve a much reduced discharge lmit. We suggest the following amends to the sther regutations and policies eaves th risk that the
policy wording; policy will become out of date should these be updated
Ap be required to calculate the nutrient budget of their development proposal following the
Natural England methodology and taking into account the planned upgrades to treatment works from nence the more general reference to the Natural
be updatedto reflect
any subsequent legistative changes.
(PR3 & 114q Environment _|Rachel Coates _[Bellway Homes Rachel Coates, Stantec. _|Policy ENVIL- Nutrient Support _[Bellway broadly supports Policy ENVIL but request further detail is added to recognise nafional policy _|Cost needs to be taken in to account in the evidence base.|LURA regulations n relation wastewator treatment _|Yes [Add in unless Natural England have
Neutrality direction and allow flexibility over the longer term. advocate that ENVLis amended to recognise the works are not referenced because this would be confirmed this is no longer required
(strategic) Bellway support a clear policy direction for nutrient neutrality but wishes to highlight there is an obligation on sewerage undertakers to upgrade licat is made in the Tees Catchment’ and reference
inevitable cost to delivering the policy requirement which needs to be taken into account in the evidence|nfrastructure in sensitive catchment areas. Bellway using the natural to the NN calculator
base.In addition, Bellway advocate that ENVL is amended to recognise the obligation on sewerage [would also advocate for additional flexibilty I the OICY | i factors thi s in Making specifc reference to
undertakers to upgrade infrastructure in sensitive catchment areas. Part 7 of the Levelling-up and wording to allow developers t hould the e . the ok thatthe
Regeneration Act 2023 came into force on 26 December 2023 and introduced amendments to the Water | circumstances change, for example if the national Lyl oo ot oftate shou thess be uptiated
Industry Act 1991 to impose obligations on sewerage undertakers in England to upgrade their circumstances change again poteywl P
’ nence the more general reference to the Natural
Specifically, sewerage undertakers are obliged to upgrade nitrogen and/or phosphorus
significant plant, being plant that discharges treated effluent into a nitrogen and/or phosphorus England methodology which will be updated to reflect
sensitive catchment area, in order to meet the. by the specified upgrade date. any subsequent egislative changes. Viability
The obligations on the sewerage undertakers will reduce the impacts of nitrogen and phosphates on [Assessment factors in costs. An amendment is
sensitive catchment areas which will inevitably reduce the need for developers to provide individual proposed to acknowledge the policy will ot apply
nterventions. should NN no longer be required to be demonsirated.
Bellway would also advocate for additional flexibilty in the policy wording to allow developers to
reassess should th , for example if the national ci hange again.
(PRI15d Environment _[Emma Williams _[Church Gommisioners |Emma Williams, Deloitte, _[Policy ENVIL- Nutrient Gbject |The Commissioners acknowledge the environmental imperative o address nutrient pollution within the |The current policy places the burden of demonstrating _|A strategic solution does existin the Tees catchment [Ves Reference to the Natural England
for England - Deloitte Neutrality River Tees nutrient neutrality directly on individual development through the Natural England Tees Catchment mitigation scheme and further clarity
(strategic) catchment and support the overarching objective of Policy ENV to achieve nutrient neutrality. The  [proposals, which we do not support. There is alack of  [Nutrient Mitigation Scheme it is still however for lon mitigation options and process
(Commissioners recognise the Councif's duty to respond to the advice from Natural England regarding the |clarity regarding the availabilty of suitable mitigation  [individual development proposals to mitigate their
potential land or credits, the mechanisms for securing them, and [impact by purchasing credits from the scheme or
impacts of development on designated Natura 2000 stes. the long:term management and monitoring other private mitigation providers. Reference will
The current policy places the burden of demonstrating nutrient neutrality directly on individual responsibilties Imade to the mitigation scheme and other options.
development o ensure the continued deliverability of allocated sites
proposals, which we do not support. There i a lack of clarity regarding the availabilty of suitable and to provide certainty for developers, the
mitigation fand or credits, the mechanisms for securing them, and the long-term managementand | Commissioners urge the Councilto develop and
monitoring responsibilities implement a strategic, borough-wide solution for nutrient
o ensure the continued deliverabilty of allocated sites and to provide certainty for developers, the  [neutralty.
Commissioners urge the Council to develop and implement a strategic, borough-wide solution for
nutrient neutrality. The Commissioners therefore consider the wording of the proposed policy should be
reviewed in line with these comments to provide greater clarity on the Council’s role and the
implementation of a strategic, borough-wide solution for nutrient neutrality.
LPRIZ5&1261 Environment _[Josh White Natural England Policy [ENVIT - Nutrient Neutral _|Natural England welcomes Policy ENV 11. Although not part of the policy wording, paragraph 8.9.9 | Natural England welcomes Policy ENV 11. Although not _|Support noted. Reference added to CIRIA guidance _|Yes Reference to CIRIA guidance
Neutrality makes reference to on-site mitigation utilsing SDS. We recommend that reference is made to SuDS |part of the policy wording, paragraph 9.9.9 makes and preliminary assessment will be completed to
being designed in accordance with CIRIA guidance documents C7533 and particularly C8154 to inform | reference to on-site mitigation utilsing SuDS. We support HRA.
the design of treatment trains for nitrogen reduction in surface water runoff recommend that reference is made to SuDS being
o address Nutrient Neutrality in the HRA, we advise a preliminary assessment of nutrient impacts on  |designed in accordance with CIRIA guidance documents
the Tees catchment resulting from this local plan is carried out. This could be done through a high level ~[C7533 and particularly C8154 to inform the design of
calculation of nutrient increase through increased wastewater based on housing allocation numbers. The treatment trains for nitrogen reduction in surface water
expected increase of nutrients in the waste water can then be assessed against precautionary land use [runoff
change uplifs from the allocations, as well s the mitigation potential in the wider Tees catchment from [To address Nutrient Neutrality in the HRA, we advise a
mitigation schemes run by Natural England, private parties, o . (see submission) preliminary assessment of nutrient impacts on the Tees
catchment resulting from this local plan i carried out.
LRP123n Martin Bonner _|Hellens Land and [ Martin Bonner, Savils, The |Policy Burtree [ENV 11— Nutrient [The inclusion of this policy s necessary and a mitigation strategy has previously been establshed for _|for claity whilst the abilty to utilse s |Point noted and amendment proposed to this section| Yes [Amend policy to make clear the
Homes England Lumen, 5t James Boulevard, Employment  [Neutralty Burtree Garden Village via use of the requisite nutrient budget calculation. This would be updated for |covered in the supporting text at 9.9.9,itis unclear how[of policy to carify process for different mitigation

[Newcastle Helix, Newcastle
upon Tyne NE4 582 0191
3233146

Park (Policy £2)

later phases of the allocation, and it is anticipated that this does not present an impediment to delivery.
Nonetheless, for clarity whilst the ability to utilise nutrient credits is covered in the supporting text at
9.9.9, itis unclear how this relates to criteria a-d) in the policy itself which i tailored to physical
mitigation. Alternative wording may comprise the following for consistency:

“Where mitigation is required (as an alternative to Tees Valley credit based mitigation), it will need to be
satisfactorily demonstrated that this is

. appropriate;

b. sufficient to mitigate the identified impact;

<. located in the Tees Catchment; and;

d. secured in perpetuity along with the necessary management and monitoring measures”

this relates to criteria a-d) in the policy tself whict
tailored to physical mitigation. Alternative wording
proposed

options
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LPR reference (starting Topic

LPRO32e [Transport and

Infrastructure

Richard Cowen

Organisation

(CPRE Durham

Agent name and address

Site / Policy / SeiSite Details

Policy Details

(strategic)

Section Details

Object /Su Comments

Neutral

CPRE supports sustainable transport both for encouraging healthy active travel and combatting
climate change. However, it must be safe and attractive if people are going to use it rather than their
cars. While paragraph 10.3.6 of the text does mention "safe" routes to school, we see nothing in this
policy to promote safe walking and cycling routes or how they are designed. There are government

Comment Summary

(General support but consider
more detial is required on
'safe routes to schools'.
Impact of strategic routes like
the A1 and A6 also

guidelines on this and we represent that the Plan should refer to these. (We note that "safe” and
"attractive" are contained within Policy IN2; we represent these words should also by ined in
this Policy.)

This is particularly important given the amount of new development that is now allocated in
Darlington and these developments should have properly designed routes that are safe and will
|attract new residents to use them.

|At present, there are few, if any, quiet routes that cross the A66 or A1, While we support moves to
[work with National Highways, we believe that this Policy should be considering the provision of things
such as green bridges to help reconnect areas that may have been cut off by these major routes.

[We also note the reference in the Policy to a northern orbital route. CPRE has been concerned about
such routes and has questioned their long-term ability to reduce traffic congestion and improve air
quality. We do however appreciate that there is to be considerable new development that has already
been allowed under the current Local Plan. We represent that any such orbital route should not
encroach on countryside outside the areas already allocated for housing development and this should
be made clear in the Policy.

amajor obsticle.

Officer Response

There is the potential to add 'safe and
attractive’ to paragraph 10.3.6 as
suggested.

Policy IN 1 (section A iii) refers to
improving local connections across
busy transport corridors which act as a
barrier to local access.This can be
strengthened with additional wording
about severance due to strategic
impacting on local

access.

Change
Required
Yes/No

Proposed Changes

|Add 'safe and attractive' to para

|Add wording about 'severence
caused by strategic
i to IN 1 Aiii

LPRO49D. [Transport and

Infrastructure

ken Maddison - suff

Resident

Policy

[IN1 - Delivering 2
Sustainable

(strategic)

iiand iv Ciii under these sections | would like to suggest a couple areas that | think would assist

[congestion and greatly assist the road network.

1)A key strategic relief road that would eliminate and enhance the movement of vehicles across that
part of the town, in the area of Brinkburn Road, Willow Road along with Whessoe Road. These areas
regularly are plagued by bottlenecks at peak times due to the “cut” beneath the railway line and also
the mini roundabout on Whessoe Road. The link road | am suggesting would join together the
“blackpath” off West Auckland Road (near old railway bridge parapets) and join up with Elmtree
treet off Whessoe Road . This road would clearly assist the flow of traffic across a very busy area of
the town and would follow existing roads and use a already constructed railway bridge in Elmtree
Road as well as following multiply parallel footpaths and cycle tracks which could all be incorporated
into the new road.

2)Another relief road already within the plan but should be prioritised and linked to the planning
lapproval before any houses are buiilt in the same way as Burtree Garden Village s site 100 Stag Farm.
The relief road most certainly should be a primary condition of the site and constructed before any
houses are bult, the road would tie into the new roundabout on Staindrop road and the constructed
road within West Park. This would take away traffic congestion from Cockerton area and make the
larea much safer, | have got to say | think this would take away the need to change the roundabouts
both a Cockerton and Carmel Road and by leaving them as they are would deter vehicles to use that
route and take the western outer ring road as you have shown on your strategic road map.

Specific Priorities

Both of the two suggestions above should be included under the Specific Priorities C (vi) as this would
lenhance and enable the future plans suggested to be developed and partially resolve the increased
traffic that is inevitable in a much less congested way for existing residents and road users. By doing
this work significant hold up, congestion, danger and disruption would be avoided.

are made for

lalternative mitigation options.

Impact on the highway network is to
be tested through updated highway
[modelling work to see if the existing
mitigations proposed remain

nt.

No

LPRO74 [Transport and

Infrastructure

Leanne Carroll

Resident

Policy

IN1 - Deli
a Sustainable

ring

(strategic)

Neutral

Policy INT C vi on page 168 - specific priorities for the highway network - did read: “Skerningham
access roads - including local distributor road between the A167 and A1150 close to the Little Burdon
roundabout in the broad location identified in the Skerningham Masterplan Framework.” It now
reads: “Skerningham link road between the A167 and AG6.” This sounds like the outcome of the
recently released Options Assessment Report (OAR) for the DNLR dated April 2026 is a forgone
conclusion and Route 2 will be taken forward. Pre-determination. Also the use of the word “link”
lagain.

(Questions over change in
Iwording.

Having looked into this policy IN1 was
consistent in reffering to all roads as
link roads' we appreciate this differs
from other references to ‘Skerningham
distributor road'. Alrerations to the
wording have been propsed for clarity.
it should be nothed thes changes also
apply to the Burtree allocation.

Ves

LPROB7q [Transport and

Infrastructure

[Joe Smith

Savills for Miller
Homes and Durham
Cathedral

[1oe Smith, Savills, The
Lumen, St James
Boulevard, Newcastle Helix,
Newcastle upon Tyne NE4
582

Policy

Policy INT-
Deliveri
sustainable

Neutral

(Generally, our Client does not have any specific comments on Policy IN 1 s drafted, noting the
requirement for Darlington Borough Council and applicants to work with National Highways “to
ensure the existing route of the A1 and A66 is maintained and improved in order to maintain it's in
line with its strategic function and enables residents and businesses to continue to benefit from good
links to the strategic road network, with contributions sought from developers to a programme of
highway improvements where applicable”.

[That said, our Client notes that the list of strategic mitigation schemes in draft Policy IN 1 remains
largely unchanged from the adopted plan to 2036. This suggest that the mitigation requirements for
committed and allocated development to 2042 also remains as previously identified. T
iterated further in paragraph 10.5.18 (un-tracked version) noting that highways modelling was
undertaken for allocations to 2036 which largely remain unaltered. It also noted that this supporting
text states that further work will be undertaken to understand the impact of the proposals in this plan
review prior to submission. Our Client would welcome further discussions with officers on the nature
lof this work and its envisaged conclusions.

(Given our Client's allocated site is envisaged to deliver a substantial number of homes within and
Ibeyond the Local Plan Review period, our Client has concern that there is currently no understanding
of the longer-term mitigation requirements beyond 2036 (or 2042) on both the local road netwark
and the strategic road network via the A66. Our Client does accept that NPPF and associated plan
lguidance does encourage longer term planning for large strategic sites over 15 or 30 years, beyond
the plan period for examination, with guidance recognising that there “may not be certainty and/or
the funding secured for necessary strategic infrastructure at the time the plan s produced.”
Nonetheless, there does need to be an understanding of likely mitigation requirements and a
reasonable prospect of delivery.

Itis recognised that our Client’s site is noted in Policy IN1 to deliver the Burdon Hilllink road
|connecting the A1150 to B6279 Tornado Way and a new link road to Red Hall. While the link road
between the A1150 and B6279 is considered achievable, it is nclear where the link road to Red Hall is
intended to be created, whether itis indeed evidenced as being necessary, and whether this is

achievable. Our Client would welcome further clarification on these matters and in relation to the

Noteing that further work is
required for the extended
plan period.

[Agreed and work will be comissioned.
Once conclusions of modelling work
are known wording may need to be
altered.

No
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LPR104ty [Transport and

Infrastructure

[Andrew Rose

[Taylor Wimpey

[Andrew Rose, Spawforths
Planner & Architects,
Junction 41 Business Court
East Ardsley, Leed, WF 2AB
01924873873 07841
621236

Policy

Policy IN1:
Delivering a
sustainable
Transport
Network
(Strategic Policy)

(Unknown

211 Taylor Wimpey Taylor Wimpey supports the principle of the policy; however, there are concerns
that it is not underpinned by a sufficiently robust and up -to-date evidence base. In the absence of
such evidence, it is unclear how the policy has informed the wider spatial strategy, contrary to the
2024 National Planning Policy Framework’s requirement for policies to be justified, effective and
deliverable.

Justification

21.2 The proposed policy and wider spatial strategy are not underpinned by an up -to-date assessment
of transport modelling for the borough. Reliance is placed on evidence prepared to support the
adopted Local Plan, which no longer provides a sufficiently robust or current basis for
decision-making. As a result, the evidence does not adequately reflect existing conditions or future
lgrowth assumptions, nor does it provide a sound foundation for identifying infrastructure
requirements within the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

21.3 In accordance with the 2024 National Planning Policy Framework, transport evidence should
inform the spatial strategy through the testing of reasonable alternatives, including a broader range of
potential housing allocation options. In the absence of such modelling, it is unclear how site selection
decisions have been validated, raising concerns regarding whether the Plan is justified and effective.
21.4 Taylor Wimpey's site at Berrymead Farm, Darlington represents one such alternative that should
be assessed as part of an updated transport evidence base. The site benefits from strong accessibility
and functional connections to the main urban area of Darlington and should therefore be considered
both for allocation and within any revised assessment of the highway network.

Proposed Approach

21.1To address the comments, the following approach is proposed

« Provide an up to date assessment of the transport modelling to provide a robust evidence base.

« Consider further options of other sites within the transport modelling to meet increase housing and
employment needs.

« Allocation Taylor Wimpey site at Berrymead Farm, Darlington

Further evidence is required.
| The absence of this work
makes it unclear how site
selection has taken place.

Itis noted further work need to be
undertaken. However the housing
sites proposed are either small in
scale, located within sustainable
locations or have been reallocated
from other uses. Itis therefore
considered impact would be minimal.
Additional employment land will also
need testing.

No

LPR105u [Transport and

Infrastructure

Andrew Rose

[Taylor Wimpey

[Andrew Rose, Spawforths
Planner & Architects,
llunction 41 Business Court
East Ardsley, Leed, WF 2AB
01924873873 07841
621238

Policy

IN1 - Delivering a
Sustainable

(strategic Policy)

Neutral

[Taylor Wimpey Taylor Wimpey supports the principle of the policy; however, there are concerns that
it is not underpinned by a sufficiently robust and up -to-date evidence base. In the absence of such
evidence, it is unclear how the policy has informed the wider spatial strategy, contrary to the 2024
National Planning Policy Framework’s requirement for policies to be justified, effective and
deliverable. The proposed policy and wider spatial strategy are not underpinned by an up -to-date
assessment of transport modelling for the borough. Reliance is placed on evidence prepared to
support the adopted Local Plan, which no longer provides a sufficiently robust or current basis for
decision-making. As a result, the evidence does not adequately reflect existing conditions or future
lgrowth assumptions, nor does it provide a sound foundation for identifying infrastructure
requirements within the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

21.3 In accordance with the 2024 National Planning Policy Framework, transport evidence should
inform the spatial strategy through the testing of reasonable alternatives, including a broader range of
potential housing allocation options. In the absence of such modelling, it is unclear how site selection
decisions have been validated, raising concerns regarding whether the Plan is justified and effective.
21.4 Taylor Wimpey's site at Coniscliffe Road, Darlington represents one such alternative that should
be assessed as part of an updated transport evidence base. The site benefits from strong accessibility
and functional connections to the main urban area of Darlington and should therefore be considered
both for allocation and within any revised assessment of the highway network. To address the
comments, the following approach is proposed

« Provide an up to date assessment of the transport modelling to provide a robust evidence base.

« Consider further options of other sites within the transport modelling to meet increase housing and
employment needs.

« Allocation Taylor Wimpey site at Coniscliffe Road, Darlington

[See comment LPR104tu above

See comment LPR104tu above

LPR127,128 & 1290 [Transport and

Infrastructure

Ros Kain

Historic England

Policy

IN1 - Delivering a
Sustainable

(strategic Policy)

Neutral

[The text should be more specific to require delivery of the S&DR walking and cycling route.
Suggested text (remove words in brackets): (Identification and development creation) Deliver a
walking and cycling route in keeping with the original Stockton and Darlington Railway line as close as
practicable.

Minor alteration of wording
for greater clarity

No objection to incorporating this
suggested wordingin IN 1 A) v

Ves

[See suggestion.

LPRO32f [Transport and

Infrastructure

Richard Cowen

(CPRE Durham

Policy

IN2 -~ Improving
|Access &

| Accessibility
(strategic)

Support

Clearly, in view of our comments about this Policy in our comments on Policy IN1, we support this
Policy, especially the reference to routes being both safe and attractive.

Support policy and the
reference to routes being safe
and attractive.

Support noted

No

N/A

LPROS [Transport and

Infrastructure

[Andrew Simmons

Resident

Policy

IN2 - Improving
|Access and
[Accessibility

Object

[The only time it s safe for children to cross a busy road to get to and from school is if al traffic is
stationary when they are crossing.

My report entitled AUDIT OF PV2 ASSESSMENT FOR SCHOOL ROAD CROSSINGS first published in
|August 2025 and revised April 2026 identifies problems regarding walk routes to school.

ITo ensure ambitions and objectives mentioned in the Darlington Local Plan Review Transport section
are met the plan must include policy statements with more commitment, such as:

Al roads that children have to cross to get to school will have crossing places risk assessed using
assessment standards defined in Department for Education publication ““Travel to school for children
of compulsory school age - statutory guidance for local authorities” that is supported by Department
for Transport method described in “Local Transport Note 1/95".

+1f roads are classified as difficult to cross provision will be made to stop traffic so that children can
cross safely —for example traffic lights, zebra crossings or school crossing patrols.

Need to strengthen wording
around safe routes to schools.

This report has been submitted to the
Highway Authority previously and
whilst they do not agree with the
findings some additional modifications
to the wording in the plan are
suggested including in the
education/school places section on
safe routes to school,

Plan viabi

workis being prepared.

Ves

In Policy IN 10 which covers the
provision of new communtiy
facilites (including schools)
further clarification is proposed
as to what constitutes good
accessibility including a range of
\walking, cycling, public transport]
and parking facilities

LPROS1n [Transport and

Infrastructure

Chris Martin

HBF

Policy

IN2 - Improving
|Access and
|Accessibility

Neutral

[This policy seeks to retain the requirement that 80% or more of dwellings on a site will be within a 400
metre walking distance of a bus stop served by a regular daytime service (at least every 30 minutes).
[Whilst the HBF can see the benefit of this approach in promoting sustainable travel, we consider such
an approach is a blunt tool which can create a crude ‘pass/fail’ system for sites. Whilst the distance to
bus stops is a useful indicator, the quality of the route is also important as this also effects how far a
person is willing to walk. There is also no indication on how this is balanced with other sustainable
forms of travel, as a site may exceed the 400 metre distance but provide excellent cycle and wheeling
links. These points need clarifying within the policy.

The Council has also sought to add in a per dwelling financial contribution towards improve-ments to
the wider walking and cycling network. The Council will need to ensure that such a contribution
passes the statutory tests found in Regulation 122(2) of the Community Infrastruc-ture Levy
Regulations (2010) in that it is:

«Necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms.

«Directly related to the development.

+Fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development.

On this basis, the HBF considers that such a contribution is unlikely to apply to all development

proposals and should in any event be tested in the whole plan viability assessment.

Concern that the 400m to a
bus stop is too inflexible.

Financial contribution towards
sustainable transport will
need to be justified and tested
in whole plan viability work.

[ATE Guidance is all buildings should be
within 400m so this is more flexible
and we would consider some flexibility
if a high frequency service was within
500m for example.

A degree of flexibility will be afforded
on a case by case basis considering
other factors as appropriate, this was
agreed in the previous local plan
examination.

Plan viabi

workis being prepared.

No
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LPRO59 & 60m [Transportand  |Dominic Crowley [Lichfields Policy IN2 -~ Improving Object | Whilst within the adopted Local Plan, Hallam Land do not consider the retention of an arbitrary Concern that the 400m toa | ATE Guidance is all buildings should be |No
Infrastructure |Access & requirement for all new major development to be expected to ensure 80% or more of new dwellings  [bus stop is too inflexible. within 400m so this is more flexible
| Accessibility lbe within a 400m walking distance of a bus stop to be appropriate. The policy should be reviewed to and we would consider some flexibility
(strategic) ensure sufficient flexibility to allow for appropriate of wider andActive  [Financial towards|if a high frequency service was within
Travel measures incorporated within development proposals, as opposed to a simple pass/fail sustainable transport will 500m for example.
exercise based on a 400m distance. Ineed to be justified and tested A degree of flexibility will be afforded
in whole plan viability work. |on a case by case basis considering
It important the Council provide evidence to demonstrate that the new contributions they are other factors as appropriate, this was
seeking for walking and cycling network improvements (as per part f of Policy IN2) meet the relevant agreed in the previous local plan
CIL tests. examination.
Plan viability workis being prepared.
LPROG4 & 065q [Transportand | Nick Pleasant _|Stantec on behalf of Policy IN2 - Improving Support | Vistry supports the intention of the amendments to Policy IN2, which seek to promote better Financial contributions may | The policy includes the wording ‘where | Yes Insert 'and/or necessary’
Infrastructure Vistry |Access and connected and more accessible developments. However, the policy has insufficient regard to site not be required in all considered appropriate’ which is
(Accessibiity specific d constraints. The to seek fixed financial contributions towards ~[circumstances and this should |considered sufficient. The inclusion of
(strategic) | wider walking and cycling network improvements is of significant concern regarding proportionality  |be clarified. an/or necessary would also be
and evidential justification. The proposed per-dwelling charges do not reflect varying site accepatable.
circumstances or existing infrastructure provision and risk placing an unreasonable financial burden
on development. Itis also unclear how these contribution levels have been calculated. Vistry expects
a robust evidence base is produced to underpin the policy, including a PPG compliant viability
assessment demonstrating that the costs have been appropriately tested. In any event, greater
flexibility will be required to ensure that such contributions do not undermine scheme viability or the
delivery of See submitted attachment.
LPROSTT [Transportand _|loe Smith Savills for Miller Joe Smith, Savills, The Policy Policy IN2 - Object | Generally, our Client supports the Council's intentions to improve access and connectivity throughout|Concern that the 400m toa _|ATE Guidance is all buildings should be |No
Infrastructure Homes and Durham ~|Lumen, St James Improving development sites to ensure existing and future residents benefit from active connections. That said, ~[bus stop is too inflexible. within 400m so this is more flexible
Cathedral Boulevard, Newcastle Helix, |Access and our Client has some concerns with the thresholds and methodologies to be implemented by the and we would consider some flexibility
Newcastle upon Tyne NE4 |Accessibility Council in order to achieve such goals. There is no evidence of how  [if a high frequency service was within
Firstly, it is recognised that the Council intend to carry forward the existing DBLP requirement that at  [the costings of finacial 500m for example.
least 80% of dwellings on a site are to be within 400m walking distance of a bus stop that is to be contributions have been A degree of flexibility will be afforded
serviced by a regular daytime service of at least one bus every 30 minutes. Our Client understands  [arrived at nor tested for on a case by case basis considering
|Active Travel England's position on this matter whereby “most buildings within the application site [viability implications. other factors as appropriate, this was
should be within 400m of a high-frequency bus stop”, as stated within their June 2024 Standing Advice agreed in the previous local plan
Note. However, it appears that the Council has taken this advice and applied a fixed threshold, examination.
resulting in an overly prescriptive requirement for developers. Active Travel England'’s standing advice
allows for a degree of flexibility in its expectations, and our Client would anticipate that the Council's Plan viability work is being prepared.
approach would align accordingly.
Similarly, the requirement for developers to ensure 80% of all dwellings on a site are within 400m
Iwalking distance of a bus stop does not capture the overall aims of draft Policy IN 2. It is understood
that the Council’s broader ambitions seek to promote accessibility and permeability for pedestrians,
cyclists, and users of bus and rail services. While our Client recognises the importance of each mode of
active travel, it is considered that these should be assessed holistically across a development site, with
due regard to the full range of active travel measures proposed, rather than focusing solely on
proximity to a single form of public transport.
secondly, and in relation to the same matter, our Client would remind the Council that any financial
contributions sought to provide an extended bus service for up to 5 years, and bus stop infrastructure,
will need to be demonstrably necessary to make the development acceptable. Specifically, they
should ensure full alignment with Regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations
2010 (as amended).
The Council has now included reference to ‘Walking and Cycling network improvements’, with
contributions sought for both residential and non-residential development. When focusing on
residential only, such vary significantly from £300 to £1800 per dwelling
LPRO92D [Transportand [James Reid Miller Homes Steven Longstaff, ELG Policy IN2 - Improving Object | Miller Homes object to criteria d. of this policy and the requirement for accessibility to be based on _|Concern that the 400m toa _|ATE Guidance is all buildings should be |No

Infrastructure

Planning, Gateway House,
55 Conscliffe Road,
Darlington, DL3 7EH
07725970806

|Access &
|Accessibility
(strategic)

80% or more of the site being within 400 metres walking distance of a bus stop. There is nothing in
national planning policy to support this requirement.

It s envisaged that the suggested 400m requirement has been obtained from the document entitled
‘Guidelines for Planning for Public Transport in Developments’ published in 1999 by the Institute of
Highways and Transportation (IHT) where paragraph 6.20 states:

“the maximum walking distance to a bus stop should not exceed 400m and preferably be no more
than 300m”

However, it should be noted that the document also makes it clear that these walk distances are not
fixed stating that:

“These distances are quoted for guidance, and should not be followed slavishly if that would lead to
complex or indirect bus routes”. (paragraph 6.20, my underlining).

“Bus stops should, ideally, be located to minimise walking distances, yet maximise the potential
catchment areas” (paragraph 6.26).

Furthermore, there appears to be no reference to any research or empirical evidence within ‘Planning
for Public Transport in Developments’ to back up the suggestion that the maximum walk distance to a
bus stop should be 400m and Miller Homes are not aware of any other document that does this.

By contrast, another report published by the IHT in 2000, ‘Guidelines for Providing for Journeys on
Foot', does provide some empirical evidence stating that on average people are prepared to walk
1.0km (paragraph 3.30) and that this figure differs little by age or sex, remaining constant since 1975,
In the same section of the document Table 3.2 goes on to suggest that the same 1.0km distance is an
acceptable walking distance for commuters,

In summary the two IHT documents do not appear to ‘marry up'. The more recent document suggests

lbus stop is too inflexible.

within 400m so this is more flexible
and we would consider some flexibility
if a high frequency service was within
500m for example.

A degree of flexibility will be afforded
on a case by case basis considering
other factors as appropriate, this was
agreed in the previous local plan
examination.
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LPRO9AI [Transport and

Infrastructure

David Marjoram

[Mandale Homes.

David Marjoram, ELG
Planning, Gateway House,
55 Conscliffe Road,
Darlington, DL3 7EH 01325
469245

Policy

Policy IN2
Improving
|Access and
|Accessibility

Support/O|

[Mandale Homes object to criteria d of this policy and the requirement for accessibility to be based on
80% or more of the site being within 400 metres (m) walking distance of  bus stop. There is nothing
in national planning policy to support this requirement and no empirical evidence to justify this.
stipulated distance.

it is assumed that the suggested 400m requirement has been taken from the Guidelines for Planning
for Public Transport in Developments published in 1999 by the Institute of Highways and
Transportation (IHT) where paragraph 6.20 states:

g distance to a bus stop should not exceed 400m and preferably be no more

However, it should be noted that the document also makes it clear at paragraph 6.26 that these
\walking distances are not fixed stating that (underlined is ELG emphasis)
‘These distances are quoted for guidance and should not be followed slavishly if that would lead to
complexor indirect bus routes'.

|And

‘Bus stops should, ideally, be located to minimise walking distances, yet maximise the potential
catchment areas’.

In contrast, a later report published by the IHT, in 2000, Guidelines for Providing for Journeys on Foot,
does provide some empirical evidence stating that on average people are prepared to walk one
kilometre (km) (paragraph 3.30) and that this figure differs little by age or sex, remaining constant
since 1975. In the same section of the document Table 3.2 goes on to suggest that the same 1km
distance is an acceptable walking distance for commuters, thus implying that people are prepared to
walk greater distances to different land uses and their associated ‘attractiveness'.

In view of all the above, the 400m threshold proposed by the policy is inappropriate and inflexible and
Iwould not align with the NPPF. Indeed, it would not take into consideration the attractiveness of the

Concern that the 400m to a
bus stop is too inflexible.

[ATE Guidance is all buildings should be
within 400m so this is more flexible
and we would consider some flexibility
if a high frequency service was within
500m for example.

A degree of flexibility will be afforded
on a case by case basis considering
other factors as appropriate, this was
agreed in the previous local plan
examination.

No

LPR102i [Transport and

Infrastructure

Kevin Ayrton

Story Homes Ltd

ELG Planning, 55 Coniscliffe
Road, Darlington, DL3 7EH

Policy

IN2 - Improving
|Access and
|Accessibility
(Strategic Policy)

Object

[This policy is seeking contributions from all developments for sustainable travel measures. The
contributions for residential development are significant, ranging from £300 to £1,800 per dwelling,
and it would appear that they would be applied on a blanket basis. However, there is no available
evidence (e.g. Local Plan Viability Assessment) to support this policy, either in terms the justification
for the contributions to be sought for all developments, or to understand its implications (alongside
other requirements in the draft Local Plan) on viability. We therefore reserve our rights to comment
in further detail on this critical matter at the next stage of consultation.

Financial contribution towards
sustainable transport will
need to be justified and tested
in whole plan viability work.

Plan viability work is being prepared.

No

LPR104v [Transport and

Infrastructure

Andrew Rose

[Taylor Wimpey

[Andrew Rose, Spawforths
Planner & Architects,
llunction 41 Business Court
East Ardsley, Leed, WF 2AB
01924873873 07841
621237

Policy

Policy IN2:
Improving
|Access and
|Accessibility
(strategic Policy)

Unknown

22.1 Taylor Wimpey understands the objective of promoting sustainable transport; however, the
proposed reliance on fixed walking distance thresholds to bus stops represents an inflexible approach
lwhich fails to adequately reflect site-specific circumstances. This risks undermining the Framework’s
requirement for policies to be sufficiently flexible and responsive to different local contexts.

22.2 Taylor Wimpey also has concerns regarding the proposed financial contributions towards the
enhancement of the wider walking and cycling network. In particular, it is unclear how such
contributions would consistently satisfy the statutory tests set out in the Community Infrastructure
Levy Regulations 2010.

22.3 Furthermore, no evidence has been published to demonstrate that the proposed policy

have been subject to viability testing. In the absence of such evidence,
the approach risks conflicting with the 2024 National Planning Policy Framework, which requires Local
Plan policies to be deliverable and supported by a robust and up -to-date evidence base.
Justification
22.4 This policy proposes to retain a requirement that 80% or more of dwellings on a site should be
\within a 400-metre walking distance of a bus stop served by a regular daytime service (at least every
30 minutes). Taylor Wimpey considers this to be an overly rigid criterion which risks creating a
simplistic ‘pass/fail’test for sites. While proximity to public transport is a relevant indicator of
sustainability, the 2024 National Planning Policy Framework requires decision-making to be flexible
and responsive to site-specific circumstances. In this regard, factors such as the quality, safety and
attractiveness of walking routes, as well as the availability of other sustainable travel options, are also
material considerations influencing travel behaviour.
22.5 The policy provides no clarity as to how compliance with the walking distance threshold would be
balanced against strong cycling, wheeling or other sustainable transport connections where a site
marginally exceeds the stated distance. In the absence of such clarification, the approach risks being
insufficiently flexible and inconsistent with the Framework's emphasis on proportionate and effective
policy application.
22.6 The Council also proposes a p g financial towards to the
|wider walking and cycling network. Any such requirement must be supported by evidence and

Concern that the 400m to a
bus stop is too inflexible.

[ATE Guidance is all buildings should be
within 400m so this is more flexible

and we would consider some flexibility
if a high frequency service was within
500m for example.

A degree of flexibility will be afforded
on a case by case basis considering
other factors as appropriate, this was
agreed in the previous local plan
examination.

No

LPR105v [Transport and

Infrastructure

Andrew Rose

[Taylor Wimpey

[Andrew Rose, Spawforths
Planner & Architects,
unction 41 Business Court
East Ardsley, Leed, WF 2AB
01924873873 07841
621239

Policy

IN2 - Improving
|Access and
|Accessibility
(strategic Policy)

Neutral

Taylor Wimpey understands the objective of promoting sustainable transport; however, the proposed
reliance on fixed walking distance thresholds to bus stops represents an inflexible approach which
fails to adequately reflect site-specific circumstances. This risks undermining the Framework's
requirement for policies to be sufficiently flexible and responsive to different local contexts.

22.2 Taylor Wimpey also has concerns regarding the proposed financial contributions towards the
enhancement of the wider walking and cycling network. In particular, it is unclear how such
contributions would consistently satisfy the statutory tests set out in the Community Infrastructure
Levy Regulations 2010.

22.3 Furthermore, no evidence has been published to demonstrate that the proposed policy

have been subject to prop viability testing. In the absence of such evidence,
the approach risks conflicting with the 2024 National Planning Policy Framework, which requires Local
Plan policies to be deliverable and supported by a robust and up -to-date evidence base.This policy
proposes to retain a requirement that 80% or more of dwellings on a site should be within a
1400-metre walking distance of a bus stop served by a regular daytime service (at least every 30
minutes). Taylor Wimpey considers this to be an overly rigid criterion which risks creating a simplistic
‘pass/fail test for sites. While proximity to public transport is a relevant indicator of sustainabilty, the
2024 National Planning Policy Framework requires decision-making to be flexible and responsive to
site-specific circumstances. In this regard, factors such as the quality, safety and attractiveness of
walking routes, as well as the availability of other sustainable travel options, are also material
considerations influencing travel behaviour. The policy provides no clarity as to how compliance with
the walking distance threshold would be balanced against strong cycling, wheeling or other
sustainable transport connections where a site marginally exceeds the stated distance. In the absence
of such clarification, the approach risks being insufficiently flexible and inconsistent with the
Framework's emphasis on proportionate and effective policy application
22.6 The Council also proposes a per-dwelling financial contribution towards improvements to the
wider walking and cycling network. Any such requirement must be supported by evidence and
demonstrably comply with Regulation 122(2) of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010,
by being necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms, directly related to the

Concern that the 400m to a
bus stop is too inflexible.

[ATE Guidance is all buildings should be
within 400m so this is more flexible
and we would consider some flexibility
if a high frequency service was within
500m for example.

A degree of flexibility will be afforded
on a case by case basis considering
other factors as appropriate, this was
agreed in the previous local plan
examination.

No

LPR1071 [Transport and

Infrastructure

[James Litherland

CityHeart

[leremy Good, ELG
Planning, DL3 7EH,
101325469236,
ljeremy@elgplanning.co.uk

Policy

IN2 - Improving
[Access and
|Accessibility
(strategic Policy)

Neutral

it would appear that this policy is being introduced without the benefit of an update Whole Plan
|Viability Assessment. Prior to that being undertaken it is unclear whether such a measure would
impact on the deliverability of schemes in the town when taking account of new additional costs such
as Nutrient Neutrality and Biodiversity Net Gain.

| With respect to Cityhearts interests, the level of contribution for those sites in the most sustainable
locations, which already benefit from good access and accessibility, should be reconsidered and only
introduced with the benefit of a full understanding on the viability of such schemes which are often in
the most challenging areas to deliver viable schemes.

| Additional contributions need
o be tested in whole plan
viability assessment.

[Agreed. Plan viability work s being
prepared.

No
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PRI11 & 112k [Transportand |Ben Westwood / JqBarratt David Wilson [Savills UK Ltd, The Lumen, [Policy IN2 - Improving Object  |Broadly speaking, our Client supports the Council's intentions to improve access and v Financial contribution toward d_ Plan viability work is being | No
Infrastructure Homes 5t James Boulevard, |Access and throughout development sites to ensure existing and future residents benefit from active sustainable transport will |prepared.
Newcastle Helix, Newcastle | Accessibility connections. need to be justified and tested
lupon Tyne, NE4 5BZ (strategic) this, we note that additional policy wording has been inserted with reference to  |in whole plan viability work.
‘Walking and Cycling network improvements’ within the draft policy, with financial contributions
sought for both residential and non-residential development as part of the draft policy “where
considered appropriate”.
Focusing on residential the proposed 8 y from £300to
£1,800 per dwelling depending on size and locational factors. There is no published evidence to
demonstrate how these financial contributions have been calculated, and we would reiterate that the
Council has not undertaken viability testing to inform this Local Plan Review Regulation 18
consultation. Noting that any contributions sought should be justified in line with Regulation 122 of
the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (as amended). Therefore, in the absence of any
such evidence, at this time Draft Policy IN 2 cannot be said to be justified, in accordance with
paragraph 36 of the NPPF, and thus the soundness of the draft policy must be established through the
provision of supporting evidence.
Our Client reserves the right to comment further on Draft Policy IN 2, and any supporting evidence,
during latter stages of the Local Plan Review process.
LPR113 & 1141 Transportand |Rachel Coates |Bellway Homes Rachel Coates, Stantec. _|Policy IN2 - Improving Neutral |Bellway supports the intention of the amendments to Policy IN2, which seek to promote better Financial contribution towards |Agreed. Plan viability work s being |No
Infrastructure |Access & connected and more accessible developments. However, the policy appears to give insufficient regard [sustainable transport will |prepared.
|Accessibility tosite specific and constraints. The t0 seek fixed financial contributions  |need to be justified and tested
(strategic) towards wider walking and cycling network improvements is of significant concern regarding in whole plan viability work
proportionality and evidential justification. The proposed per -dwelling charges do not reflect varying
site circumstances or existing infrastructure provision and risk placing an unreasonable financial
burden on development. It s also nclear how these contribution levels have been calculated. Bellway
[will therefore expect a robust evidence base is produced to underpin the policy, including a PPG
compliant viability assessment demonstrating that the costs have been appropriately tested. In any
event, greater flexibility will be required to ensure that such contributions do not undermine scheme
viability or the delivery of
LPR115e Transportand  |Emma Williams | Church Commisioners |Emma Williams, Deloitte, _|Policy IN2 - Improving Object | The Commissioners support the principle of improving access and connectivity. However, the Object to the inclusion of a | Plan viability workis being prepared. |No
Infrastructure for England - Deloitte [Access and Commissioners object to the proposed of specific tariff-styl financial contribution towards
|Accessibility sustainable travel measures, as detailed in the proposed policy. While the adopted Local Plan already ~[sustainable transport will
(strategic) seeks contributions for sustainable transport measures where appropriate, the introduction of need to be justified and tested
specific tariff-style contributions per dwelling and per car parking space represents a new and in whole plan viability work
additional cost burden on developments. These new costs, particularly when considered alongside
other proposed policy changes that increase build costs and reduce scheme Gross Development
Value, will have a significant adverse effect on scheme viability. The proposed contributions lack clear
ustification and supporting evidence regarding their calculation and viability. The Commissioners urge
the Council Church Commissioners for England to undertake a comprehensive viability assessment of
all new costs and policy requirements to ensure that the cumulative impact does not render allocated
sites unviable for development. Any contributions sought must be justified in line with Regulation 122
of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (as amended) and demonstrate consistency
with the NPPF's requirements for sound policy.
LPRO67 & 68m Transportand |Georgina Cox _ |Gladman Policy IN2 - Improving Neutral | Gladman support the need for schemes to be located sustainably where they are accessible to all. The |Concern that the 400m toa _|ATE Guidance is all buildings should be |No
Infrastructure |Access and policy seeks for 80% or more of schemes to be located within a 400-metre walking distance of a bus  [bus stop is too inflexible. within 400m so this is more flexible
| Accessibiity stop. This policy could become a constraint on many sites, and while the walking distance should be and we would consider some flexibility
(strategic) included as a material consideration in decision making, other factors also contribute to the level of  [The inclusion of a financial [if a high frequency service was within
sustainability of schemes, such as their proximity to a train station. The Council have sought to include |contribution towards 500m for example.
a per dwelling financial contribution towards improvements to the wider walking and cycling network. [sustainable transport will | degree of flexibility will be afforded
The council will need to ensure that such a contribution passes the statutory tests found in Regulation |need to be justified and tested on a case by case basis considering
122(2) of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations (2010) to ensure the contributions are in whole plan viability work. |other factors as appropriate, this was
reasonable in terms of the scale of development and do not significantly affect the viability of agreed in the previous local plan
schemes. examination.
Plan viability workis being prepared.
LPR116g [Transportand |Jack Conroy [Tiviot Way Jack Conroy, Savills, The _|Policy IN2 - Improving Object | Draft Policy IN2 now includes reference to ‘Walking and Cycling network improvements’ with Financial contribution towards | Plan viability work is being prepared. |No
Infrastructure Investments Ltd Lumen, St James |Access and contributions sought for both residential and idential oward said sustainable transport will
Boulevard, Newcastle Helix, | Accessibility improvements. These contributions range from £300 to £1,800 per dwelling, depending on unit size  [need to be justified and tested
Newcastle upon Tyne, NE4 (strategic) and locational factors. in whole plan viability work.
582 Firstly, it is unclear how the Council has arrived at these figures, and what evidence exists to support
the inclusion of the financial contributions for walking and cycling improvements, particularly when
such provisions can often be delivered on a site-by-site basis through Section 106 obligations tailored
to a Site's given context. Therefore, our Client cannot fully comment on the proposed revisions within
Draft Policy IN2 until such information is made available.
Furthermore, noting that Local Plan viability testing has yet to be undertaken (Paragraph 6.6.3 of the
Regulation 18 document) it is unclear whether the Council has considered the viability implications of
introducing this for financial
LPRO510 [Transportand | Chris Martin HBF Policy IN3 Transport Neutral | The Council has sought to include the following additional text: Suggested change of wording |Wording to be changed to ‘have Yes See suggested wording.
Infrastructure |Assessments and “Travel Plans must be prepared in line with the Council’s latest Travel Plan Policy 2024 Docu-ment (or [to 'have reguard to' the latest |regard to'
Travel Plans subsequent replacement).” lguidence on Travel Plans.
|As the Travel Plan Policy Document is not part of the development plan, it is not appropriate to
require compliance with the document through Policy IN3 as to do so, effectively gives the doc-ument
development plan weight when it has not undergone the same degree of scrutiny as a development
plan document. As such, the HBF considers the wording should be amended to:
“Travel Plans should have regard to the Council's latest Travel Plan Policy 2024 Document (o
LPRO8TS [Transportand |loe smith Savills for Miller [loe Smith, Savills, The Policy Policy IN3 - Object | Draft Policy IN 3 generally carries over the adopted DBLP Policy IN 3; however, it is recognised that the |Concern raised with [Wording to be changed to 'have Yes See suggested wording,
Infrastructure Homes and Durham ~|Lumen, St James Transport Council have sought to add reference to their latest Travel Plan Policy 2024 Document, or subsequent [prescriptive wording relating ~|regard to'
Cathedral Boulevard, Newcastle Helix, |Assessments and replacement. o travel plan guidence.
Newcastle upon Tyne NE4 Travel Plans Our Client has no concerns with the principal intentions of the Council to include reference to this
(strategic Policy) document; however, there are some concerns that in its current form, the Policy is over-prescriptive
given there is a definitive requirement to prepare a Travel Plan in line with the document. Our Client
considers the Council should soften the wording of this requirement to include a mechanism that
allows developers to take account of the Policy document instead.
LPROG7 & 68n Transportand  |Georgina Cox |Gladman Policy IN3 - Transport Neutral | The council directs travel plans to be prepared in line with the council's latest Travel Plan Policy 2024 |Suggested change of wording |Wording to be changed to ‘have Yes Change wording to have regard
Infrastructure |Assessments and Document, this document has not been examined alike the development plan. Policy IN3 effectively  [to 'have reguard to’ the latest |regard to' to..!
Travel Plans gives this document development plan weight, and instead Gladman considers the wording needs to  |guidence on Travel Plans.
be amended to: ‘Travel Plans should have regard to the Council's latest Travel Plan P
Document.”
LPRO32g [Transportand |Richard Cowen |CPRE Durham Policy INa —Parking Support | Parking has to be considered in respect of all new development. We are pleased to see that this Policy [Support the consideration of |Support noted No
Infrastructure Provision considers cycle parking and changing facilities in new development, something which we believe is  [cycling parking and changing
cluding Electric very important if people are to be encouraged to use active travel to commute to work or shop. facilities which are important
Vehicle Charging We also support the inclusion of electric vehicle charging in this Policy to promote active travel.
Isupport inclusion of EV
charging.
LPROS1p [Transportand | Chris Martin HBF Policy IN - Parking Neutral | This policy inter alia requires that new residential properties are required to provide suitable electric _|Suggestion to delete the part | The policy wording is more focued on |No
provision vehicle charging points. The Council will however no doubt be aware that the require-ment for of the policy relating to EV  |giving thought to how charging
including EVC electric vehicle charging points is contained in Part S of the building regulations. This is the national  [charging as this is now set out facilites are provided and avoiding
which th expects all new tofollow and as such, this  [in Part S of building creating highway saftey concerns. Itis
part of Policy IN4 is superfluous and should be deleted. regulations. not considered this dumplicates
building regulations.
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LPRO64 & 0651 [Transportand  |Nick Pleasant _ [Stantec on behalf of Policy IN - Parking [Neutral |Vistry supports the principle of electric vehicle charging provision. However, the requirement for new |Suggestion to delete the part | The policy wording is more focued on |No
Infrastructure Vistry Provision residential development to provide EV charge points is already set out in Part § of the Building of the policy relating to V. |giving thought to how charging
including Electric Regulations and secured through the building control process. As a result, the additional policy charging as this is now set out |facilites are provided and avoiding
Vehicle Charging \wording serves no purpose. The requirement should therefore be removed from the policy or in Part S of building creating highway saftey concerns. Itis
amended to refer to compliance with Building Regulations in the interest of plan soundness. regulations. not considered this dumplicates
building regulations.
LPROS7L Transportand  [1oe Smith Savills for Miller Joe Smith, Savills, The Policy Policy IN4 - Object [Itis recognised that the Council have sought to include text within draft Policy IN 4 to ensure all [suggestion to delete the part | The policy wording is more focued on [No
Infrastructure Homes and Durham ~|Lumen, St James Parking Provision residential and non-residential development provide suitable electric vehicle charging points. In this  [of the policy relating to EV  giving thought to how charging
Cathedral Boulevard, Newcastle Helix, cluding Electric regard, Miller Homes offer Electric Vehicle charging points as standard with all their plots, as has charging as this is now set out |facilites are provided and avoiding
Newcastle upon Tyne NE4 Vehicle Charging become required through Building Regulations in 2022. As such, we would recommend the Council  [in Part § of building creating highway saftey concerns. Itis
consider the inclusion of this text so not to duplicate the requirements set out under the Building  [regulations. not considered this dumplicates
building regulations.
LPR104w Transportand  |Andrew Rose |Taylor Wimpey (Andrew Rose, Spawforths _|Policy Policy INa: Unknown [23.1 Taylor Wimpey do not consider that this policy is needed in the Plan as it repeats requirements _|Suggestion to delete the part | The policy wording is more focued on |No
Planner & Architects, Parking Provision set out in other legislation. of the policy relating to EV |giving thought to how charging
unction 41 Business Court including Electric Justification charging as this is now set out |facilites are provided and avoiding
East Ardsley, Leed, WF 2AB Vehicle Charging 23.2 The requirement for electric vehicle charging points is contained in Part § of the building in Part S of building creating highway saftey concerns. Itis
01924873873 07841 regulations. This is the national mandatory standard which the Government expects all new regulations. not considered this dumplicates
621238 development to follow and as such, this part of Policy IN is therefore not required and should be building regula
deleted to avoid duplication.
Proposed Approach
23.3 To address the comments, the following approach is proposed
« Remove the policy to avoid duplication
LPR105W Transportand |Andrew Rose |Taylor Wimpey |Andrew Rose, Spawforths ~|Policy IN - Parking [Neutral — [Taylor Wimpey do not consider that this policy is needed in the Plan as it repeats requirements set |Suggestion to delete the part [The policy wording is more focued on [No
Infrastructure Planner & Architects, Provision out in other legislation. The requirement for electric vehicle charging points is contained in Part S of  [of the policy relating to EV  giving thought to how charging
llunction 41 Business Court couding the building regulations. This is the national mandatory standard which the Government expects all  |charging as this is now set out [facilites are provided and avoiding
East Ardsley, Leed, WF 2A8 Electric Vehicle new development to follow and as such, this part of Policy IN4 is therefore not required and should be [in Part S of building creating highway saftey concerns. Itis
01924873873 07841 Charging deleted to avoid duplication. To address the comments, the following approach is proposed: regulations. not considered this dumplicates
« Remove the policy to avoid duplication building regulations.
LPRI13 & 1145 Transportand  |Rachel Coates |Bellway Homes Rachel Coates, Stantec. _|Policy IN4 — Parking Neutral |Bellway supports the principle of electric vehicle charging provision. However, the requirement for _|Suggestion to delete the part |The policy wording is more focued on_|No
Infrastructure Provision new residential development to provide EV charge points is already set out in Part S of the Building  [of the policy relating to EV  giving thought to how charging
including Electric Regulations3 and secured through the building control process. As a result, the additional policy charging as this is now set out |facilites are provided and avoiding
Vehicle Charging \wording serves no purpose. The requirement should therefore be removed from the policy or in Part S of building creating highway saftey concerns. Itis
amended to refer to compliance with Building Regulations in the interest of plan soundness. regulations. not considered this dumplicates
building regulations.
LPRO51q [Transportand | Chris Martin HBF Policy ING - Utilities Neutral _|Policy IN6 requires that proposals for new development must be capable of being accommodated by _|Inclusion of a Utilities policy is |For completeness we propose to No
Infrastructure infrastructure existing or planned utlities. not considered necessary as it |retain the utilities policy at present.
considered to be cosidered can be tested at examination.
Whilst well intentioned, the HBF does not support this policy. Paragraph 201 of the NPPF is very clear |sufficiently in other processes
that the focus of planning policies and decisions should be on whether proposed develop-ment is an  [and legislation.
acceptable use of land, rather than the control of processes or emissions (where these are subject to
separate legislation). This policy appears to go over and above what planning should focus on and
covers areas which are beyond the control of the development industry and instead are the
responsibility of utility providers.
If there are anticipated to be any issues with utilities provision over the plan period, these should be
proactively addressed separately through the plan making process, rather than relying on Pol-icy INV6
lwhich could instead stall and frustrate delivery.
LPRO59 & 60] [Transportand | Dominic Crowley |Lichfields Policy ING — Utilities Object | Hallam Land acknowledge that no amendments are proposed to the wording of Policy IN6 as part of _[Inclusion of a Utilities policy is |For completeness we propose to No
Infrastructure Infrastructure this review. Hallam Land, however, wish to highlight issues encountered elsewhere in the country  [not considered necessary as it [retain the utilties policy at present.
(strategic) regarding utilties provision, particularly with respect to foul and surface water drainage, which may  [considered to be cosidered  |This can be tested at examination.
be of interest to the Council. sufficiently in other processes
and legislation.
We are now aware of a number of instances where planning policy considerations have overlapped
with provisions made under separate legislation, which has in turn significantly frustrated and delayed
the planning application determination process. In this respect, it is important that in reviewing the
Local Plan, the Council are cognisant of the issues which have unfolded since the current Local Plan
lwas adopted, and use the opportunity of the Local Plan review to amend Policy IN6 accordingly to
ensure it is wholly aligned with the provisions of the NPPF, namely paragraph 201 which is explicit in
stating:
“The focus of planning policies and decisions should be on whether proposed development is an
acceptable use of land, rather than the control of processes or emissions (where these are subject to
separate pollution control regimes). Planning decisions should assume that these regimes will operate
effectively. Equally, where a planning decision has been made on a particular development, the
planning issues should not be revisited through the permitting regimes operated by pollution control
authorities.” (our emphass).
'We understand similar concerns have been raised by the Home Builders Federation (HBF) who are live
o the impli such problems are causing for housing delivery across the country.
LPRO87u [Transportand _|loe Smith Savills for Miller [loe Smith, Savills, The Policy Policy ING - Object | Draft Policy IN 6 is brought forward from the DBLP, with the Council offering no amendments. In this _|Inclusion of a Utilities policy is |For completeness we propose to No
Infrastructure Homes and Durham ~|Lumen, St James Utilities instance, our Client cannot support the retention of draft Policy IN 6 n its current form. This objection [not considered necessary as it [retain the utilities policy at present
Cathedral Boulevard, Newcastle Helix, Infrastructure s on the basis that there is no formal requirement at planning policy level to duplicate pollution considered to be cosidered  [This can be tested at examination.
Newcastle upon Tyne NE4 control regimes outside of the planning system, particularly in relation to foul sewage capacity. Indeed [sufficiently in other processes
paragraph 201 of the NPPF makes very clear that “The focus of planning policies and decisions should [and legislation.
lbe on whether proposed development s an acceptable use of land, rather than the control of
processes or emissions (where these are subject to separate pollution control regimes). Planning
decisions should assume that these regimes will operate effectively”.
In this regard, it is evident that Policy IN 6 creates unnecessary duplication, and subsequently conflicts
with paragraph 16(f) of the NPPF, which requires plans, and by association the underpinning planning
policies, to serve a clear purpose and avoid any such duplication.
LPR116h [Transportand |lack Conroy [Tiviot Way Jack Conroy, Savills, The _|Policy ING - Utilities Object | Our Client acknowledges that Policy IN6 is an existing policy within the adopted Local Plan, whichis _[Inclusion of a Utilities policy is |For completeness we propose to No
Infrastructure Investments Ltd Lumen, St James Infrastructure retained in full as part of the Local Plan Review Regulation 18 document. Policy ING requires proposals [not considered necessary as it |retain the utilities policy at present.
Boulevard, Newcastle Helix, (strategic) for new development to demonstrate that they are capable of being accommodated by existing or  |considered to be cosidered [This can be tested at examination.
Newcastle upon Tyne, NE4 planning utilities infrastructure. sufficiently in other processes
582 NPPF Paragraph 201 states clearly that: and legislation.
“The focus of planning policies and decisions should be on whether proposed development is an
acceptable use of land, rather than the control of processes or emissions (where these are subject to
separate pollution control regimes). Planning decisions should assume that these regimes will operate
effectively.”
On this basis, there is no formal requirement for planning policy at a local level to duplicate separate
pollution control regimes outside of the planning system, particularly in relation to foul sewage
capacity. Policy IN6 therefore creates unnecessary duplication, conflicting with NPPF Paragraph 16(f)
lwhich requires plans, and by association the underpinning planning policies, to serve a clear purpose
and avoid any such duplication.
To ensure compliance with NPPF Paragraphs 16(f), we would recommend that Policy IN6 is deleted.
LPRO67 & 680 Transportand |Georgina Cox _ |Gladman Policy ING - Utilities Neutral _|Policy ING requires proposals for new developments must be capable of being accommodated by Inclusion of  Utilities policy is |For completeness we propose to No
Infrastructure Infrastructure existing or planned utilities. Gladman considers the policy is in excess of what planning should focus  [not considered necessary as it |retain the utilities policy at present.

on and consider this is the responsibility of utility providers, and so should be removed.

considered to be cosidered
sufficiently in other processes
and legislation.

This can be tested at examination.
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LPROS 1 [Transportand ~|Chris Martin HBF Policy IN8 - Broadband Neutral  [The HBF does not consider Policy IN8 to be needed. The requirement for broadband infrastruc-ture Inclusion of a broadband For completeness we propose to No
Infrastructure Infrastructure for new development s contained in Part R of the building regulations. These are the man-datory | policy is not considered retain the broadband policy at
national standards provided by Government which all local planning authorities should follow and  [necessary as it considered to  [present. This can be tested at
therefore this does not need to be included in the Local Plan Review. be cosidered sufficiently in
other processes and
Iegislation
LPROS7Y [Transportand |Joe Smith Savills for Miller Joe Smith, Savills, The Policy Policy IN8 - Object | Our Client acknowledges the importance of providing broadband infrastructure and already delivers _|Inclusion of a broadband For completeness we propose to No
Infrastructure Homes and Durham ~|Lumen, St James Broadband this as part of all new residential development, in accordance with the requirements of Part R of the  |policy is not considered retain the broadband policy at
Cathedral Boulevard, Newcastle Helix, Infrastructure Building Regulations introduced in 2022. In this context, our Client considers the retention of draft  [necessary as it considered to [present. This can be tested at
Newcastle upon Tyne NE4 Policy IN 8 to represent unnecessary duplication, contrary to paragraph 16 of the NPPF be cosidered sufficiently i |examination
other processes and
legislation.
LPR104ty, Transportand |Andrew Rose |Taylor Wimpey (Andrew Rose, Spawforths _|Policy Policy INS: Unknown |24.1 Taylor Wimpey do not consider that this policy is needed in the Plan as it repeats requirements _|Inclusion of a broadband For completeness we propose to No
Planner & Architects, Broadband set out i other legislation. policy is not considered retain the broadband policy at
unction 41 Business Court Infrastructure Justification necessary as it considered to|present. This can be tested at
East Ardsley, Leed, WF 2AB (strategic Policy) for broadband for new is contained in Part R of the |be cosidered sufficientlyin |examination.
01924873873 07841 building regulations. These are the mandatory national standards provided by Government which all  [other processes and
621240 local planning authorities should follow and therefore this does not need to be included in the Local  [legislation.
Plan Review.
Proposed Approach
24.3 To address the comments, the following approach is proposed
« Remove the policy to avoid duplication
LPRO67 & 68p Transportand [Georgina Cox  |Gladman Policy ING - Broadband Neutral |Policy IN8 is not required as it’s a requirement which is included in Part R of the building regulations. _|Inclusion of a broadband For completeness we propose to No
Infrastructure Infrastructure These are mandatory national standards which all local planning authorities should follow and so do  |policy is not considered retain the broadband policy at
not need to be included within the development plan documents. necessary as it considered to |present. This can be tested at
be cosidered sufficiently i~ |examination
other processes and
legislation.
LPR105x Transportand |Andrew Rose |Taylor Wimpey (Andrew Rose, Spawforths _|Policy IN - Broadband Neutral | Taylor Wimpey do not consider that this policy is needed in the Plan as it repeats requirements set _|Inclusion of a broadband For completeness we propose to No
Infrastructure Planner & Architects, Infrastructure out in other legislation. The for broadband i for new is policy is not considered retain the broadband policy at
unction 41 Business Court (strategic Policy) contained in Part R of the building regulations. These are the mandatory national standards provided ~[necessary as it considered to  [present. This can be tested at
East Ardsley, Leed, WF 2AB by Government which all local planning authorities should follow and therefore this does not need to _[be cosidered sufficiently in |examination.
01924873873 07841 be included in the Local Plan Review. To address the comments, the following approach is proposed:  [other processes and
621241 + Remove the policy to avoid duplication. legislation.
LPRO32h [Transportand |Richard Cowen |CPRE Durham Policy IN9 — Renewable Neutral | While CPRE supports renewable energy, we have concerns about this Policy s drafted. Comment raises a range of | No detailed assessment has taken |Yes. Policy IN9 a i. - amend to
Infrastructure Energy There are already wind farms within the Borough and neighbouring areas. They have a dominant points which the policy is not |place regarding the size of turbines residential amenity including
Infrastructure impact on the area and the places where large turbines can be placed are limited, especially if considered to currently that could be accommodated wi shadow flicker and noise. Policy
(strategic) turbines up to 200 metres tall are used. address including height of |different parts of the Borough so it IN9 b vi. - amend to the
[We represent that the Policy should turbines, residential amenity, would be difficult to justify a policy of proposal has adequately
1) consider turbine size and whether large turbines should not be permitted in certain areas while  [noise, cumulative effects of |this nature without such an mitigated the individual and
smaller turbines could be solar, solar panels on roofs [assessment. It is considered the policy cumulative visual impact on the
2) include residential amenity, including noise (as well as shadow flicker) and anaerobic digestors. s sufficiently robust to enable this to landscape and the effect of glint
Large areas of the Borough have now been given permission for solar arrays, including the National be assessed at the application stage by and glare on neighbouring uses
Infrastructure Project at Byers Gill that will occupy a significant area of land to the north of Darlington. assessing the impact including and aircraft safety.
We represent that the Policy should refer to this and include a criterion relating to the cumulative cumulatively upon visual dominance
effect with existing or permitted sites. and landscape character and fabric. It
Further, we represent that the Policy should encourage solar panels on roofs, especially large is proposed to include reference to
commercial buildings. residential amenity including noise
We note there is no reference in this policy to anaerobic digesters. Is this deliberate? within the policy. A reference to
cumulative effect in relation to solar
proposals will also be added. Solar
panels are encouraged on roofs
through the Climate Change policy.
The lack of reference to anaerobic
digestors is not deliberate as proposals
for these can be considered through
the application of other policies.
LPRO33b [Transportand |Richard Cowen | Durham Bird Club Policy IN9 — Renewable Neutral | We are pleased to see that protected species and habitats are specified in relation to wind turbines. |No reference to protected | The Local Plan should be readasa  |No
Infrastructure Energy However, there is no similar provision in relation to solar arrays. species and habitats in whole. Policies ENV7 and ENVS would
Infrastructure While the Club takes a neutral position on this subject, we are concerned that there is evidence that  [relation to wind turbines. be applied to any solar proposals so
(strategic) solar arrays can appear as water features, especially in poor light, and so potentially induce waterfow! [Evidence the solar can appear this will ensure impact on protected
or waders to land there. We therefore represent that solar arrays should avoid areas close to water  [as water features so should  [species and habitats such as birds is
features. In addition, solar arrays should be subject to a monitoring condition to determine whether  [avoid solar arrays closeto  |considered.
waterfowl are in fact attracted to them leading to injury or death to the birds (and damage toany  |water features. Monitoring
panels struck). Information we have received from the British Trust for Ornithology states that there is |condition required to
insufficient evidence, one way or the other, in respect of this and so such evidence should help determine if waterfowl are
determine future suitable sites for solar arrays from a bird point of view. attracted. Evidence fron BTO
It is accepted that there is evidence that farmland species may benefit from solar arrays because of  still uncertain on this issue.
the hedges etc that are included in proposals but this does not affect issues relating to water species.  |Farmland species may benefit
from solar array proposals.
LPRO33c [Transportand |Richard Cowen |Durham Bird Club Policy IN9 — Renewable [Neutral — [in addition to Anaerobic Digestors, this Policy does not cover Battery Energy Storage Systems. These [Policy should be expanded to |A section will be added to the policy |Yes [Additional wording on BESS.
Infrastructure Energy are now either part of an application for a solar array or just for the BESS itself. Given public concerns [cover battery storage uses.  |covering BESS.
Infrastructure about these and fire issues that may result from them, should there not also be a policy to address
(strategic) how such applications will be considered?
LPROB7W [Transportand _|loe Smith Savills for Miller Joe Smith, Savills, The Policy Policy IN10 - Object | While much of draft Policy IN 10 is retained from the adopted DBLP, it is noted by our Client that the _|Further clarification is needed |Further work will be undertakento |To be
Infrastructure Homes and Durham ~|Lumen, St James Supporting the Council have sought to add an additional requirement to ensure development contributes towards  [on the proposed 20 dwellings  |clarify thresholds but also test the  |determined
Cathedral Boulevard, Newcastle Helix, Delivery of ‘Health Contributions for GP Provision’ In principle, our Client does not object to ensuring that health ~[or more threshold for health |overall plan viability prior to
Newcastle upon Tyne NE4 Community and facilities within the Borough are able to meet the needs of residents; however, as currently drafted, |contributions. submission.
social there are a number of elements within the Policy that are either unsupported by evidence or overly
Infrastructure rigid. |All financial contributions
Firstly, our Client questions the basis on which the Council has established a threshold requiring should be considered on a site-
contributions from developments comprising 20 dwellings or more. Whilst it is acknowledged that the [by-site basis and subject to
nature and scale of our Client’s allocated site exceeds this threshold, our Client maintains thatany  |viability testing.
threshold applied by the Council must be robustly justified by supporting evidence. This position
reflects the requirements of national policy, as set out at paragraph 36(b) of the NPPF.
secondly, and to reiterate, our Client would remind the Council that any financial contributions in this
regard could be bespoke to each individual scheme, and considered on a site-by-site basis. As such,
the wording of Policy IN 10 should allow for the submission of a site-specific viability assessment,
| where such infrastreuture requirements would impact the general viability of a site. This would be
particularly more pressing in regard to our Client’s site, which is allocated for residential development
at Policy H 2. Our Client would also reiterate to the Council that any contributions sought should be in
full alignment with Regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (as
amended).
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LPRO39 [Transportand  |Sophie Colella Policy IN1O— Object | The Local Plan recognises the importance of supporting infrastructure such as GP provision and school |Concern raised over ability of |Provision of helth facilties will always |No
Infrastructure Supporting the places alongside housing growth, and sets out mechanisms for securing developer contributions policy to secure health be dependent on numerous factors.
Delivery of [ where capacity s exceeded. infrastructure in a timely All a Local Plan can do is secure land in
Community & However, it is not clear how this will translate into timely and guaranteed delivery in practice. The [fashion. Especially asitis |suitable locations and ecourage new
social approach appears to rely on future coordination with external providers and the use of planning dependent on external provision. Financial contributions can
Infrastructure obligations, rather than clearly defined triggers or commitments to ensure infrastructure is in place at [factors. help to facilitate some new capacity at
(strategic) the point itis needed. existing or new surgeries but this may
Given the scale of proposed development, there is a risk that existing GP practices and schools will not be appropriate in all cicumstances.
experience increased pressure in the early phases of delivery, before mitigation measures are
implemented.
It would therefore be helpful for the Plan to provide greater clarity on how infrastructure delivery will
be phased alongside development, and how delays in provision will be mitigated to avoid impacts on
existing i
LPROS1s [Transportand | Chris Martin HBF Policy IN10- Neutral | The Council has chosen to add a requirement for development to contribute towards the physical _|Principle of seeking Provision of helth facilities will always |No
Infrastructure |supporting the expansion of GP practices in instances where sufficient capacity does not exist. The HBF accepts the  [contributions towards be dependent on numerous factors.
Delivery of principle of this approach provided it adheres to the aforementioned statutory tests for plan-ning  [expansion of GP services All a Local Plan can do is secure land in
Community and obligations contained in Regulation 122(2) of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regula-tions (2010). [accepted. suitable locations and ecourage new
Social This cost will also need to be accurately reflected in the whole plan viability assess-ment. provision. Financial contributions can
Iseeking flexibility for site help to facilitate some new capacity at
The HBF also considers that the policy would benefit from allowing applicants to submit a site-specific |specific viability asessments to existing or new surgeries but this may
viability assessment where such infrastructure requirements would affect the delivera-bility of a site. ~|ensure deliverability isn't  [not be appropriate in all cicumstances.
This would allow discussions with the Council to explore how such requirements can then be affected.
(eg. by looking at phasing of provision or payments).
LPRO64 & 0655 [Transportand | Nick Pleasant _|Stantec on behalf of Policy IN10 - [Neutral | Vistry acknowledges the proposed methodology for calculating Health Contributions for GP provision |Further clarity is required on _|Provision of helth facilties will always |No
Infrastructure Vistry Supporting the is logical in structure. However, the formula relies heavily on a number of variable assumptions such  [all of the variables that go into |be dependent on numerous factors.
delivery of as household occupancy rates, space standards and premises costs. These are not set out within the  [the health contributions All 2 Local Plan can do is secure land in
Community and policy and although reference is made to a separate guidance note, there is insufficient clarity asto  [formula. suitable locations and ecourage new
social how these inputs have been calculated, how often they will be updated or whether they have been provision. Financial contributions can
Infrastructure tested through a PPG compliant viability assessment. The policy does also not outline whether Robust evidence is required to |help to facilitate some new capacity at
(strategic) flexibility will be applied where cumulative policy costs risk i Vistry additional existing or new surgeries but this may
therefore believes robust evidence needs to be produced which provides clarity and viability do not y [not be appropriate in all
safeguards to ensure the health contributions are proportionate and justified. impact delivery.
A viability assessment is being
produced to test the impcat of
contributions.
LPR113 & 114t Transportand |Rachel Coates  |Bellway Homes Rachel Coates, Stantec. _|Policy IN10— Neutral |Bellway acknowledge the proposed methodology for calculating Health Contributions for GP provision |Concern raised about the | Provision of helth facilties will always |No
Infrastructure Supporting the is logical in structure. However, the formula relies heavily on a number of variable assumptions such ~[number of variablesinthe  [be dependent on numerous factors.
Delivery of s household occupancy rates, space standards and premises costs. These are not set out within the  [health contributions policy not|All a Local Plan can do is secure land in
Community & policy and although reference is made to a separate guidance note, there is insufficient clarity as o [set out in the document. suitable locations and ecourage new
social how these inputs have been calculated, how often they will be updated or whether they have been provision. Financial contributions can
Infrastructure tested through a PPG compliant viability assessment. The policy does also not outline whether Needs to be tested for help to facilitate some new capacity at
(strategic) flexibility will be applied where cumulative policy costs risk undermining deliverability. Bellway viability. existing or new surgeries but this may
therefore believes robust evidence needs to be produced which provides clarity and viability not be appropriate in all cicumstances.
safeguards to ensure the health contributions are proportionate and justified.
A viability assessment is being
produced to test the impcat of
contributions.
LPR117D [Transportand |James Beackon | NHS Property Sen Policy IN10— Neutral |Health Contributions for GP Provision General support for seeking | The council is looking to apply a Yes Proposed Modification to
Infrastructure |supporting the Draft Policy IN 10 sets out th hing policy for ensuring tribute i towards flexible approach to implementation. Supporting Paragraph 10.11.16:
Delivery of to the physical expansion of existing GP practices to meet the additional need generated by proposals. [healthcare provision. Some sites may ook to deliver [Where healthare facilities are
Community & This is supported by the methodology in supporting paragraph 10.11.7. NHSPS welcome the structures or land others may soley formally declared surplus to the
Social of healthare as necessary infrastructure to support housing growth (supporting | flexible approach is rely on contributions. Some may be a operational healthcare
Infrastructure paragraph 10.11.6), and support continued engagement with the ICB in the identification and proposed in order to meet |combination. This will be considered requirements of the NHS or
(strategic) implementation of suitable forms of mitigation to ensure the NHS can continue to provide the needs this could include at the time of determination with identified as surplus as part of a
required healthcare service provision and in the preparation of the supporting evidence base, contributions towards advice from relevant professional published estates strategy or
including the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP). extensions or modifications to |health bodies. service transformation plan, this
Healthcare providers should have flexibility in determining the most appropriate means of meeting  [existing facilities, land or the will satisfy the requirement
the relevant healthcare needs arising from a new Where new creates a of new facilities. |The proposed modification to para under Part C of Policy IN10.
demand for health services that cannot be supported by incremental extension or internal 10.11.16 will be applied.
modification of existing facilities, this means the provision of new purpose-built healthcare |Acknowledgement that there
infrastructure will be required to provide sustainable health services. Options should enable financial [will need to be ongoing
contributions, new-on-site healthcare free ,ora dialogue beween the NHS and
combination of these. It should be emphasised that the NHS and its partners will need to work with  [Council.
the Council in the formulation of appropriate mitigation measures.
Protection of Existing Community Facilties /A proposed modification is
Part C of Draft Policy IN10 also focuses on the loss of existing community facilities, which includes  |suggested to the supporting
health as confirmed by Policy HC1, which will be permitted where (ii. it can be demonstrated that the [text of IN 10 to better clarify
community facility is no longer needed. NHSPS supports the provision of sufficient, quality community when NHS facilities may
facilities but does not consider the proposed policy approach to be effective in ts current form. Itis  [longer be needed.
noted that paragraph 10.11.16 requires the loss of a community facility to extensively evidence that
there is no accessible alternative suitable facility where itis the only remaining facility in a community.
The approach taken in supporting paragraph 10.11.16 does not reflect the approach taken in Part C of
Draft Policy IN10, which suggests that fulfilling an individual Criterion would satisfy the loss of an
existing community facility.
[ Where healthcare facilities are included within the Local’s Plan definition of community facilities,
PR123a [Transportand | Martin Bonner  |Hellens Land and Martin Bonner, Savills, The |Policy HI1- Burtree Support |Its purpose is to support the Local Plan representation by considering the likely impacts of Phase 2 on_|General support for Burtree |Support noted No
Infrastructure Homes England Lumen, St James Garden Village - the local highway network, the strategic road network and the wider movement strategy for Burtree | Allocation
Boulevard, Newcastle Helix, Site Allocation Garden Village. Please see document attached.
Newcastle upon Tyne NE4 (strategic)
587 0191 3233146
LPROAAS Transportand  |Vanessa Section 10. Transport and [Object |Sustainable Transport Networks are moved from policy IN1 a) i) into IN2. The wording must not Itis proposed to move [We consider the Sustainable Transport [No

Infrastructure

infrastructure

change, to ensure permeability by active travel so it's the default.
Developers must by default be required to provide or contribute funding to active travel routes to
connect the development to local shops, services & town centre.

Blue infrastructure routes (along rivers) cannot count as commuter active travel routes, as many
lood, s0 are unusable in wet weather. Access, lighting, surfacing and gritting standards for commuter
routes should be developed and included.

Sustainable Transport
Networks from P
IN 2

IN1to

Developers should be paying
|towards active travel routes.

River corridors should not be
councted as commuter active
travel routes as many ar
impacted by flooding.

Networks element of the policy is in
the right place in the opening strategic
policy. It's location is however
secondary toit's detail and meaning as
the plan should be read as a whole.

Developer contributions are being
sought towards sustainable transport
(including the improvment of routes)

River corridors do serve a key finction
in the sustainable transport network
Contributions could be used to rectify
some local flooding impacts.
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LPROAL] [Transportand  |Vanessa [Section 10. Transport and [Object | "Darlington Northern Link Road (DNLR) Objection to the removel of | The Darlington Northern Link Road  |No
Infrastructure infrastructure It is unsuitable to put a bypass through a new housing estate for resident health and wellbeing, and  [the reference to the proposal s being led by TVCA. Itis still
incompatible with requirements for the local distributor road in the Skerningham Garden Village (GV) [interdependance of the at the early stages of feasibility the
Design Code. Darlington Northern Link Road allocation s not
| object to removal of statement that GV can be deli D DNLR route. Its |and the Skerningham dependent on the progress of the
route impacts everything, so must be set before planning permits. allocation. Northern Link Road. This will be
[ The original DNLR route must stay safeguarded until the route is decided. revisited in subsequent reviews of the
Viability: the original cost £40m, now £140m, so viability needs reassessing. plan.
Land beyond the road must remain protected for nutrient neutrality (NN) and Biodiversity Net Gain
(BNG) for the required 30yrs, not used for more housing. This comment has been dealt with in
Object to wording change from local distributor road to link road. Policy H10, points f) and g) still state more detail in the ‘Skerningham’
the former. This should stay, and all other mentions realigned. section.
Mismatch of Policy H10, point g) i) with Masterplan. A167 to East Coast Mainline (ECML) connection
must be delivered after 450 homes on this site.
DNLR options appraisal misses directing HGVs on existing A9 and A689 route - no new road required,
5o much cheaper & less environmentally damaging.
LPRO36 [Transportand |suzy Hill Darlington Library Section 10. Transport and |Neutral |'d just like to offer some information about our library service in Darlington. In section 9.17 it names |References to Crown Street _|Change to be made. Yes References to Crown Street
Infrastructure infrastructure the library as Crown Street Library. The name is Darlington Library - can this be altered please in the  [Library should be changed to Library should be changed to
final version. 1 also note our libraries are not mentioned under Arts and Cultural Facilities, where the ~|'Darlington Library. 'Darlington Library' and include
Hippodrome, Hopetown, Art Gallery feature. Can provision of the statutory library service be i list of ‘Arts and Cultural
included please? Suggest... Darlington's Central Library has recently benefited from a £3.7 million facilities'
restoration and refurbishment, delivering significant improvements that support and enhance STEM
learning. This investment has been further recognised through the library's inclusion in the Libraries
Development Framework, highlighting its success and strategic impact. Across both libraries,
Darlington residents are offered a wide range of high-quality reading, learning, digital, and cultural
LPRO53b Transport and Resident Section 10. Transport and Land allocated for services is too often undelivered. The Plan must include mechanisms—such as Concern over non-delivery of |The local plan does contain No
Infrastructure infrastructure developer guarantee delivery. Forums should/could help manage [infrastructure. mechanisms to secure contributions
community green spaces and avoid problematic leasehold arrangements. for infrastructure. These are
Developers must contribute to active travel links; riverside “blue routes” cannot be counted as considered on an application by
commuter routes due to flooding. application basis and typically
stipulated in legal agreement should
permission be granted.
LPROS3f [Transportand _|Patricia Meredith |Resident Section 10. Transport and |Object | The proposed approach to the DNLR remains unsound. Routing a bypass through new housing is The approach to the The wider alignment to the north of _|Yes Consisntency of wording re
Infrastructure infrastructure incompatible with resident health and wellbeing and contradicts the Skerningham Garden Village (GV) [Darlington Northern Link Road i was not in i link
Design Code. The Plan must retain the statement that Skerningham GV cannot and must not proceed  [is not considered appropriate. |the adopted plan. road/distributor road has been
until the DNLR route is fixed. The original safeguarded updated.
route should remain in place. |Minor changes are proposed to esure
The original safeguarded route must remain in place untila final decision is made. With costs rising the highway mitigations are
from £40m to £140m, a full viability reassessment is essential. Land beyond the DNLR must rema Objection to the use of the | referenced consistently.
protected for 30 year nutrient neutrality (NN) and Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) commitments. wording 'local distributor
road" and link road'. The DNLR Appraisal is produced by the
| strongly object to the wording change from “local distributor road” to “link road”, as Policy H10 Combined Authority.
continues to rely on the former. The DNLR appraisal also fails to consider the cheaper, lower impact
|A19/A689 HGV alternative. Why is this?
LPRO54 [Transportand |Ken Maddison |Resident Section 10. Transport and |Object _[In the section Utilties under paragraph 10.10.5 regarding infrastructure capacity. | am very interested |Objection raised to the A detailed consultation response has |No
Infrastructure infrastructure in how you have written the fact that Stressholme Sewage Treatment works has sufficient capacity for [percieved lack of sewage been received from Northumbrian
the plan’s delivery of around 9000 extra houses along with a number of commercial and Indust Water Limited (LPR 133). No objection
business for the period. | assume, as you have eluded too you have made contact with NWL and they is raised at this stage and NWL will
are in agreement with this statement? You will be aware NWL have publicly said back in early 2024 continue to be consultees on major
that Stressholme is 96% full and only has extra capacity to handle another 6,010 people or 2,500 applications.
houses. The current companies business plan specifically due to Nutrient Neutrality are only dealing
with the Phosphorus element between 2025 and 2030 to comply with the NN, nothing for increased
capacity at the treatment works until their next business plan which would run from 2030 and 2040 if
approved.
If the Local Plan delivery remains as it is, then Stressholme is already at capacity and simply the
network will be backed up from the works and will be overflowing into the Skerne more often. Based
on this, a detailed dovetailed plan wil be required to match the annual delivery of new developments
and NWL capital programme otherwise it would be the Skerne that will be paying the price and DBC
do have an obligation under the WFD to ensure watercourses are improved.
Maybe this section requires much more attention and is fully endorsed and documented in the review
from NWL
LPRO6S [Transportand |Iude Murray Resident Section 10. Transport and |Object |"As per the Planning Inspector’s comments regarding the 2016-2036 Local Plan, it should be made _|Objection to the removal of _|The removal of this wording was more |No
Infrastructure infrastructure clear that the Local Plan is not reliant on the Darlington Northern Link Road (DNLR) the wording in para 10.5.9.  [to do with the fact the options for the
road has been revisited. Therefore the
Para 10.5.9— I strongly object to the removal of the wording that the local Plan s not reliant on the route may not connect directly to the
DNLR. Removing it suggests that the revised Plan is reliant on this road. A66 for example.
The DNLR will have a major impact on Policy H10 Skerningham Site Allocation. The route for the DNLR
must therefore be decided prior to any planning applications for the Skerningham Garden Village
being approved.”
LPRO74a [Transportand |Leanne Carroll _|Resident 10. Transport and |Neutral |10.5.9 on page 179 says: “A long term improvement to the strategic road network is being pursued by |Objection to the removal of | The removal of this wording ws more |No
Infrastructure infrastructure 2 number of partners including TVCA, Transport for the North and the Borough Council to provide  [the wording in para 10.5.9. |to do with the fact the options for the
improved connectivity along the A66 corridor. As part of these improvements a new Darlington road has been revisited. Therefore the
Northern Link Road has been identified to support the Tees Valley SEP.” This bit has been removed route may not connect directly to the
“The Local Plan is not reliant on the delivery of this route...” Is the Local Plan now reliant on the A66 for example.
delivery of the DNLR and more crucially is Skerningham now reliant on the delivery of the DNLR? If so,
this needs to be written into Policy H10.
LPROT6 Transportand  |Ruairi Feakes | Durham Policy and Section 10. Transport and |Support _|2. Developer Contributions and Funding for Policing, Developer contributions [At present we are not looking to seek |No

Infrastructure

Crime Commissioners
Office

infrastructure

The PCC supports the inclusion of clear policy mechanisms within the Local Plan to secure developer
contributions towards policing infrastructure and operational needs where development creates
additional demand.

The PCC recommends that:

« Section 106 ts and/or the Community Levy (CIL) are explicitly framed to
allow contributions towards policing and community safety infrastructure where justified

« Contributions may support

o Police estate and facilties.

o Technology and equipment.

o Neighbourhood policing capacity in areas of significant growth.

« The Local Plan recognises policing as essential infrastructure, alongside health, education, and
transport.

This approach will help ensure that new developments are sustainable and do not adversely impact

existing

should be sought towards
policing.

towards pol
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LPRO762 [Transportand  [Ruairi Feakes | Durham Policy and [Section 10. Transport and [Support |3. Designing In Community Safety and Crime Prevention Support for approach to Support noted No
Infrastructure Crime Commissioners infrastructure design and in particular pu
Office The PCC strongly supports policies that promote secure by design principles and crime prevention  [transport hubs.
through environmental design (CPTED).
The Draft Local Plan should
+ Embed community safety considerations across all relevant policies.
« Encourage early consultation with Durham Constabulary’s Designing Out Crime Officers,
« Promote:
o Well-designed public spaces
o Appropriate lighting, layout, and natural surveillance.
o Safe transport hubs and routes.
« Ensure that town centre regeneration and nighttime economy proposals fully address safety,
antisocial behaviour, and violence reduction
Designing in safety at the earliest stages can significantly reduce crime, antisocial behaviour, and long-
term policing demand.
LPRO78. Transportand | Matt Verlander |Avison Young for 10. Transport and |Neutral _|Provides guidance in relation to notifying National Gas see submission and asset map. More of a signpost to find | Noted No
National Gas i thana
LPROBIC [Transportand |1 Murray Secretary - Whinfield Section 10. Transport and [Object |Para 10.5.9 - we strongly object to the removing of the wording that the Local Plan is not reliant on _|Objection to the removal of _|The removal of this wording ws more |No
Infrastructure Residents Association infrastructure the Darlington Northern Link Road (DNLR). As per the Planning Inspector’s recommendation in the  [the wording in para 10.5.9.  [to do with the fact the options for the
inc Friends of Beech 20162036 Local Plan, it should be made clear that the Local Plan is not reliant on the DNLR. road has been revisited. Therefore the
Wood route may not connect directly to the
Para 10.5.9 - we strongly object to the suggestion that the Local Plan is now reliant on the delivery of A66 for example.
the DNLR. This should not be the case
Para 10.5.9 - if the wording regarding the DNLR is to remain then its route impacts on everything,
especially Policy H10 Skerningham Site Allocation. The route for the DNLR must therefore be set prior
to any planning applications for Skerningham being approved
LPROB4a [Transportand  [Tony Gillam Resident section 10. Transport and [Object |Infrastructure, Services & Transport Concern over non-delivery of [The local plan does contain No
Infrastructure infrastructure Land allocated for services s too often undelivered. The Plan must include has i to secure
developer guarantee delivery. Forums could help manage for infrastructure. These are
community green spaces and avoid problematic leasehold arrangements. considered on an application by
Developments near high pressure traffic areas require modelling and early parking controls. Travel application basis and typically
plans should be mandatory for developments over 10 homes, with escrow payments to Modeshift to stipulated in legal agreement should
ensure implementation permission be granted
Developers must contribute to active travel links; riverside “blue routes” cannot be counted as
commuter routes due to flooding.
LPROBAd [Transportand  |Tony Gillam Resident Section 10. Transport and |Object  [sewage & Wastewater Objection raised to the A detailed consultation response has  |No
Infrastructure infrastructure The Plan does not adequately address sewer and treatment capacity constraints. This omission is not |percieved lack of sewage been received from Northumbrian
credible given national scrutiny. The council must demonstrate how Water Framework Directive capacity within the borough. | Water Limited (LPR 133). No objection
obligations will be met is raised at this stage and NWL will
Evidence is required of Northumbrian Water's upgrade plans, including South Park CSO and continue to be consultees on major
Stressholme (2030-40). Baseline water and sewerage policies must apply to all developments, not applications.
only those over 100 homes.
LPRO8Sd [Transportand | Matthew Hewitt |Hamilton Willis Section 10. Transport and [Neutral |DBC Local Plan Review: New 30-Month Local Plan [Anew style plan shouldbe | This is a separate ongoing process lead [No
Infrastructure Infrastructure In the event that following the outcome of this consultation DBC seek to pursue the preparation of a  [pursued due to the ongiong  |by the Combined Authority. The plan
new style 30-month Local Plan then we would seek clarity on the following points: consultation on Northern Link |review is not dependent on a
15 the published Darlington Northern Link Road options sufficient to warrant consideration of anew  [Road Options. conclusion to this work nor is there
style 30-month Local Plan which holistically reviews the future Spatial Strategy rather than pursue a sufficient certainty at this stage to
DBC Local Plan Review under the transitional arrangements? ljustify any sort of safeguarded route.
+How would a new Local Plan reflect the implications of the published Darlington Northern Link Road
options? Would this have any implications on existing development allocations? Itis unlikely that even were a new
What documents will be produced to form the supporting evidence base? style plan purused there would be
much more certainty as this would
need to start this year.
Progress on the Northern Link Road
will be closely monitored and reflected
in future plan updates.
LPROS6 Transportand  |Roger Fitzpatrick-O|Resident Section 10. Transport and [Object |As per the Planning Inspector’s comments regarding the 2016-2036 Local Plan, it should be made clear [Objection to the removal of |The removal of this wording ws more [No
Infrastructure Infrastructure that the Local Plan is not reliant on the Darlington Northern Link Road (DNLR) the wording in para 10.5.9. |to do with the fact the options for the
road has been revisited. Therefore the
Para 10.5.9 - | strongly object to the removal of the wording that the local Plan is not reliant on the route may not connect directly to the
DNLR. Removing it suggests that the revised Plan is reliant on this road. A66 for example.
I The DNLR will have a major impact on Policy H10 Skerningham Site Allocation. The route for the DNLR
must therefore be decided prior to any planning applications for the Skerningham Garden Village
being approved
It is unsuitable to put a bypass through a new housing estate for resident health, safety and wellbeing,
and incompatible with requirements for the local distributor road in the Skerningham Garden Village
Design Code. A bypass and a local distributor road are very different and perform very different
functions and mashing them together would result in the worst of both worlds.
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LPR123f

[Martin Bonner

Hellens Land and
Homes England

Martin Bonner, Savills, The
Lumen, St James
Boulevard, Newcastle Helix,
Newcastle upon Tyne NE4
582 0191 3233146

Policy

|Access and
|Accessibility -
costs per
dwelling- Policy -
IN2

HLL/HE note requirements within criterion f) for extended bus services and other sustainable travel
measures. This also includes a new cost per dwelling for the walking and cycling network. Whilst draft
policy IN2 states that contributions will be “sought from all developments, where considered
appropriate”, in its current format HLL/HE object to the current wording to ensure that the plan is
clear on where such developer contributions would or would not be appropriate. It i also unclear
[what the impact of such costs would be upon local plan viability.

In this instance the cost per dwelling in the “remaining urban area” for the remaining 1,250 homes at
Burtree Garden Village could range from £937,500 to £1,875,000 as a simple estimate. A cost which is
not factored into development viability and would not be reasonably related in scale or kind as per
the requirements of the CIL regulations.

|As a plan wide matter, criterion e) of this policy should state at the outset that “requirements for

will be assessed on asite by site basis taking into account the accessibility connections
demonstrated within the proposals. Contributions will be sought, where appropriate for the following
sustainable travel measures on a proportionate basis”

Using Burtree Garden Village as a site specific example, the provision of  subsidised bus service (to be
extended), active travel routes and connection to existing routes on site boundaries has already been
captured within the phase 1 planning consent. Future planning applications would also provide
further contributions toward active travel on site. In this instance it would be clear that further costs
per dwelling would not be appropriate for a larger, multi-phase strategic site that may be more
applicable to other developments. For clarity, the supporting text (10.6.2) to policy IN2 could include
the following:

“For larger strategic sites delivered across plan periods, including masterplanned mixed-use Garden
Village allocati
account the work to date on infrastructure delivery and previously agreed planning obligations. It will
also account of the delivery of active travel measures within allocations which create a new

ns; the considered need for planning obligations relating to sustainable travel will

Objection to lack of clarity as
to when developer
contributions towards
sustainable transport would
be sought.

This additional contribution
will impact viability.

Suggested wording provided
for resoned justification
relating to larger
masterplanned sites.

The representation highlights the need
on larger allocations to consider the
provision as a whole and not
necesserily at each application. Such
large allocations may even provide
their own facilities that need suitable
access.

The suggested wording has been
adapted but is considered beneficial

Ves

In paragraph 10.6.2 add

“For larger strategic sites
delivered across extended
periods of the plan, the
considered need for planning
obligations relating to
sustainable travel will take
account of the work delivered
'to date on infrastructure
delivery and previously agreed
planning obligations. It will also
account of the delivery of active
|travel measures within
allocations which create a new
community with access to new
schools, retail and other
services”.

LPR123g

[Martin Bonner

Hellens Land and
Homes England

Martin Bonner, Savills, The
Lumen, St James
Boulevard, Newcastle Helix,
Newcastle upon Tyne NE4
582 0191 3233146

Policy

[The Strategic
Road Network —
Policy IN1

Policy INT and
supporting text
105

HLL/HE comments in relation to Policy IN1 reflect those made on Policy H1L. In particular the
comments relate to the anticipated amount of housing and employment which could be delivered
within the plan period to 2042 based on known mitigation requirements. As stated in paragraph 115
of the NPPF, in allocating sites it should be considered whether any “significant” impacts upon the
highway network can be cost-effectively mitigated to an acceptable degree through a vision-led
approach. The test for an un-acceptable highways impact is one that is “severe” post implementation
of mitigation, taking into account all reasonable future scenarios

HLL/HE do not have specific comments on Policy IN1 as drafted, noting the requirement for Darlington
Borough Council and applicants to work with National Highways “to ensure the existing route of the
|A1 and A66 is maintained and improved in order to maintain it's in line with its strategic function and
enables residents and businesses to continue to benefit from good links to the strategic road network,
[with contributions sought from developers to a programme of highway improvements where
applicable”.

e list of strategic
adopted plan to 2036, suggesting that mitigation requirements for committed and allocated
development to 2042 also remains as previously identified. This is re-iterated further in paragraph
10.5.18 (un-tracked version) noting that highways modelling was undertaken for allocations to 2036
| which largely remain unaltered. It is noted also that this part of the consultation document states that
further work will be undertaken to understand the impact of the proposals in this plan review prior to
submission. HLL/HE would welcome further discussions with officers on the nature of this work and its
envisaged conclusions. Nonetheless, in the absence of further information, it is vital, for the drafting
of ajustified and effective plan, that this work and the next iteration of the plan accounts for the
following:

That some allocations in the adopted plan to 2036 are now commitments via implemented planning
consents and form part of highways and traffic baseline moving forward. This is an alteration from the
previously presented highways evidence.

The prior examination of the now adopted Local Plan included a detailed understanding of highways
impact and mitigation required for any development allocated to 2036. However, a range ofal\oca(ed

igation schemes in draft policy IN1 remains largely unchanged from the

Noteing that further
modelling work is to be
produced and encouraging
further dialogue with National
Highways.

Noteing that there are no
significant changes to the
proposed highway mitigations
at this time.

Updated highway moddeling work s
being produced to verify proposed
mitigations remain sufficient.

Once this work is conculded we will
look to develop a statement of
common ground with National
Highways on ant strategic highway
issues.

LRP1230

[Martin Bonner

Hellens Land and
Homes England

Martin Bonner, Savills, The
Lumen, St James
Boulevard, Newcastle Helix,
Newcastle upon Tyne NE4
582 0191 3233146

Policy

Burtree

Park (Policy £2)

IN8- Broadband

Neutral

[The reference to gigabit capable broadband is noted, however, “gigabit capable broadband or suitable
alternative” will enable greater flexibility across a plan period where technology advances and
requirements change.

Suggested alternative
wording.

No objection to incorporating this
suggested wording. It would allow an
element of future proofing.

Insert gigabit capable
broadband or suitable
alternative’

LRP123p

(Martin Bonner

Hellens Land and
Homes England

Martin Bonner, Savills, The
Lumen, St James.
Boulevard, Newcastle Helix,
Newcastle upon Tyne NE4
582 0191 3233146

Policy

Burtree
Employment
Park (Policy E2)

IN10-
Community and
Social

Object

HLL/HE note the inclusion of criterion “B) Health Contributions for GP provision” which seeks to
address impacts on upon GP services where existing capacity is not present. This is supplemented by a
formula in supportin text 10,1118 o estabish thelvel o contrbution or developments of 20

I more. With regard to Burtree Garden Village, healthcare provision is part of the H11
requiremen( and is part of the local centre as approved. As such, additional financial contributions for
larger strategic sites with their own provision are not applicable. This is clarified in relation to school
provision at both Burtree Garden Village and Skerningham at 10.11.6 and as such HLL/HE would
request that a similar clarification is added to paragraph 10.11.13 on GP Provision. Which states:
“To ensure health and GP provision is provided close to the strategic housing growth, where
|skerningham and Burtree Garden Village Strategic Allocations (Policy H 10 and H 11) include provision
of alternative facilities within the allocations , this will be in lieu of developer contributions.”

On sites where land is secured
the provision of alternative
facilties should be in lieu of
developer contributions.

At present we are no looking to
change this. Whilst we acknowlege
that land reservations should help to
deliver new facilities it does not
guarentee it

This will need to be considered on a
case by case basis. It may be thata
land reserviation is not taken up or
needed anymore in which case a
contribution may be sought.

LPR120e

Green Party
Councillor Bryony
Holroyd

Section

Object

Delivery of services on sites:a.Land is often set aside for facilties, but there is no method to enforce
provision of such facilities. DBC must build in such mechanisms throughout the planning process,
including back-up options, such as Section 106 payments towards service provision, if the developer
does not provide them.

b.Mention of Neighbourhood Forums to manage community / green spaces and other services on a
site - whether these (and Neighbourhood Plans) can be used as a mechanism to ensure essential local
services get built.

c.Where development sites are adjacent to sites which attract high traffic movements and parking
pressure, it should be a requirement to build in parking restrictions, and resident parking zones, as
part of the development. This includes developments in close proximity to the town centre, large
employment sites, education sites, railway stations, the airport, sports venues such as rugby / football
pacts
on amenity/access to residents. Also, in travel planning and traffic modelling for these sites, the
additional impact of the existing vehicles and parking must also be built into the modelling & design,
o ensure it can cope.

d.For all new sites of more than 10 homes, and employment sites, travel plans must be generated,
and escrow payment to Modeshift (or equivalent organisation) to ensure that the travel plan mode
shift requirements are actually delivered. For too many sites, travel plans are witten then never
implemented.

lgrounds and golf courses, parks and even large popular allotment sites, to prevent negat

Concern over non-delivery of

The local plan does contain

to secure
for infrastructure. These are
considered on an application by
application basis and typically
stipulated in legal agreement should
permission be granted.

No
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LPR120f

Green Party
Councillor Bryony
Holroyd

[Section

[Wording on Sustainable Transport Networks is moved from policy IN1, paragraph a) ii) into Policy
IN2, but there it has been watered down and needs improving. Policy IN2 should be strengthened:

. Point c) should be reworded to emphasise the five core principles of good active travel design:
Coherent, Direct, Safe, Comfortable and Attractive.

i Similarly, the inclusivity of design accessibility should be included to ensure that infrastructure
meets all needs.

. Developers should be expected to consider connections outside the red line boundary when
designing active travel infrastructure.

iv. New development must be permeable for walking and cycling, and we must ensure sustainable
transport s prioritised - 5o it's the most direct, convenient and default method of getting around
[within and from new developments - if not, this would contradict national policy to improve active

travel permeability (which hasn't changed), and our local climate change and transport policies.

h. It must become routine to require developers to provide - or contribute towards - the connection
of new sites by safe segregated LTN 1/20 standard active travel routes tolocal services, jobs, and the
town centre, via Section 106 contributions - these should not just be for public transport, road
connections, education and health.

|Additional comments can be seen in the submitted attachment.

tis considered the wording
|that has been moved from IN
1to IN 2 has been weakened.

Developer contributions
should be sought for more
than just public transport,
road connections and links to
education and health.

[We consider this wording has been  |No
strengthended

Policy IN 2 sets out that contributions
will be sought for a range of mitigation
measeures certainly not limited to
those listed in the representation.
Please see those mentioned in piont e.

LPR133C

Katherine Dobson

NWL

Section

10. Transport and
infrastructure

Object

[We strongly encourage Darlington Council to consider the inclusion of a policy on the topic
of Asset Protection and Encroachment in relation to the effective and safe operation of our
| wastewater and water infrastructure seeking to minimise impact on sensitive receptors.
[such a policy would be appropriate either in this section o in the Sustainable Design section
of the Local Plan. We request that the Council considers policy and supporting paragraph
|wording similar to this:

“Development will only be permitted where it can de demonstrated that there will be

no unacceptable impact. Sensitive development (such as housing, schools and

hospitals) will not be permitted near to an existing polluting or hazardous operation
including wastewater and water operational facilities. Regard should be had for the
outputs from such existing operations including air quality, noise, odour, traffic

lgeneration and general amenity loss.”

Development of sensitive uses within close vicinity of such existing potentially polluting or
lhazardous land use operations should be considered inappropriate development with long
term amenity issues likely to be of concern to those future sensitive receptors. Appropriate
technical bodies should be fully consulted, and appropriate buffer zones should be
integrated into any development design.

[A policy should be included in
the plan for "Asett Protection’
for NWIL facilties.

We do not consider such a policy No
necessary at this stage. Also, if one is
included for one utilty other utilities
would need to be afforded similar
protection. NWL continue to be a
statutory consultee on applications

and there are considered to be

sufficient other protections in place to
ensure new development in unsuitable
locations is resisted.

LPR134 [Transport and
Infrastructure

Peter Thomson

Northern Gas
Networks

Section

10. Transport and
Infrastructure

Northern Gas Networks (NGN) can confirm that, at a strategic level, there are currently no known gas
network capacity constraints affecting the Darlington area. While network conditions are dynamic and
subject to change over time, our assessment indicates that currently the wider network has sufficient
capacity to support forecast demand.

|Ata more local level, our network generally has the capability to accommodate new developments
and connections. However, detailed capacity assessments are undertaken on a site-specific basis in
response to individual connection applications to ensure that local network requirements can be
appropriately considered.

We also discussed future energy infrastructure and the role of hydrogen within the region. In
particular, the East Coast Hydrogen project is now focused on supporting industrial cluster
decarbonisation. Following the Government's decision not to progress hydrogen for domestic heating
at this stage, the project is not anticipated to extend to the Darlington area. Based on current
investment plans, NGN is not aware of any major strategic gas infrastructure projects proposed within
or directly affecting Darlington. However, NGN will continue to undertake ongoing investment in the
network through the replacement of metallic lower-pressure mains as part of our asset management
and safety programmes.

No currently known gas
network capacity issues. This
may be subject to change.

Detailed capacity asessments
will be undertaken in due
course.

Detials on capacity and future No
consultation are noted.

LPROG2a [sustainable
Design and
Climate Change

David Clark

Resident

Policy

IN6 - Utilities
Infrastructure

Object

Northumbrian Water Limited current sewage capacity at Darlington’s only waste water treatment
plant at Stressholme

Revised Local Plan 10.10.4 and 5 does not mention the current limits on water treatment or sewer
capacity and works (and timescales for major capacity upgrades) required for these to be met.
Evidence must be provided in the revised Local Plan of how DBC plans to work with NWL to help
reduce overflows as in an Environment Information Request dated February 2026 which is now
showing their publicly accessible register NWL stated the following:

‘Based on the updated dataset, the most recent assessment now shows that Stressholme is operating
at 91.6% of its capacity this gives a headroom of 2,414 cubic metres pd, being the equivalent of 12,573
people and 5,239 houses. The additional capacity at Stressholme WwTW is therefore 8.4% of the DWF
Northumbrian Water will continue to work with Darlington BC Planning Authority to provide
responses when invited to comment on any proposals for the Skerningham development Stressholme
WWTW has been identified as requiring a DWF compliance upgrade at some point between 2030 and
2040

DBC as a competent Local Planning Authority must really demonstrate in the proposed revised Local
Plan how for the members of public it can help meet NWL's Water Framework Directive requirement,
to ensure water quality improves for the health and wellbeing of the public and our local
environments including the Rivers Skerne and Tees water quality and do everything in their power to
help reduce raw sewage spills. The recent Channel 4 ‘Dirty Business) series highlights what happens

I when local authorities do not take raw sewage spills seriously and help prevent them from occurring
by working closely with the likes of NWL. Should works be required by the council, to separate car
park & road drainage from combined sewers to reduce overflows to help Stessholme Water
Treatment plan lack of capacity improve?

NPPF & National Policy Requirements.

«Infrastructure Coordination: The NPPF requires local planning authorities to collaborate with public

bodies and water companies to ensure development is accompanied by sustainable water suppl

Objection raised to the
percieved lack of sewage
capacity within the borough.

A detailed consultation response has  |No
been received from Northumbrian
Water Limited (LPR 133). No objection
is raised at this stage and NWL wil
continue to be consultees on major
applications.

LPR120i Sustainable
Design and
Climate Change

Councillor Bryony
Holroyd

Policy

IN6 - Utilities
Infrastructure

Neutral

10.Sewage / wastewater treatment capacity issues
2.1n 10.10.4 and 5, no limits are mentioned of our infrastructure for wastewater treatment
(stressholme currently running at 91.6% of ts dry weather flow (DWF) capacity), and sewer capacity
to get wastewater to the treatment works without overflowing via combined sewer overflows (CSOs)
in periods of high rainfall. Given recent publicity, this is not believable by the public.

b.Nor is it covered how DBC will meet its Water Framework Directive requirements, that the council
ensure water quality in our waterways improves. Are works required by the council, e.g. separating
car park / road drainage from combined sewers to reduce chance of CSO overflows?

c.Northumbrian Water Ltd (NWL) must carry out works on South Park CSO to significantly cut its spill
frequency. Have NWL been consulted? Their delivery plans, timescales and requirements should be
presented as evidence that they can meet extra needs (e.g. Stressholme DWF upgrade in 2030-40,
sewer capacity upgrades).

d.The gency only s of 100+ homes (a small proportion of
our planning applications), requesting Grampian conditions if needed. The remainder pass under the
radar with no conditions required - unless we set policies in the Local Plan for water & sewerage -
these should be added now.

Objection raised to the
percieved lack of sewage
capacity within the borough.

A detailed consultation response has |No
been received from Northumbrian
Water Limited (LPR 133). No objection
is raised at this stage and NWL will
continue to be consultees on major
applications.
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LPROS3e Sustainable Patricia Meredith |Resident [Section ING - Utilities [The Plan does not adequately address sewer and treatment capacity constraints. This omission is not | Objection raised to the A detailed consultation response has  |No
Design and Infrastructure credible given national scrutiny. The council must demonstrate how Water Framework Directive percieved lack of sewage
Climate Change obligations will be met capacity within the borough. | Water Limited (LPR 133). No objection

is raised at this stage and NWL will
continue to be consultees on major
applications.

Evidence is required of Northumbrian Water's upgrade plans, including South Park CSO and
Stressholme (2030-40). Baseline water and sewerage policies must apply to all developments, not
only those over 100 homes.
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LPR reference Topic Organisation Agent name and address  Site / Policy / Sec Site Details Policy Details  Section Details  Object /Su Comments Comment Summary Officer Response  Change Required Yes/N Proposed Changes
(starting at LPRO21)

MrJ N & Mrs N J Swinbank Andrew Moss, Ward . The definition of 'infill development' The definition of 'infill The defintition

Hadaway LLP, Sandgate should include the filling of gaps and development' should include  |includes 'the filling of|
House, 102 Quayside, rounding off. the filling of gaps and rounding [gaps' between
Newcastle upon Tyne, NE1 off. buldings. Other gaps
3DX Tel: 07899878420 and 'rounding off' is
andrew.moss@wardadawa considered to

y.com introduce too much

uncertainty.
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LPR reference (starting Topi [ Orga e / Policy / Set Site Detai Object /St Comments Comment Summary Response Change Required Yes/N Proposed Changes

LPROS & 60K [Appendix Dominic Crowley |Lichfields [Section [Appendix A Object [The g traj the Local Plan ighlig jectory highlights that the Council willfail to meet its minimum [As stated a review of the Local Plan will take  |No
(Council will ail to meet its minimum annual housing requirement from 2037 [annual housing requirement from 2037 onwards. Acknowledged that a further [place prior to 2037. There is also overall a
onwards. Whilst Hallam Land acknowledge that a further Local Plan review will Local Plan review wil be required prior to 2037. However, the Council should ~[sufficient land supply buffer within the draft
be required prior to 2037, the Council should be planning to meet their annual [be planning to meet their annual requirements across the full Plan period.  [plan. Flexibility is included via the windfall
requirements across the full Plan period. Provision of additional allocations  [Provision of additional allocations with clear evidence of deliverability, such as [mechanism in policy H1.
with clear evidence of deliverability, such as Hallam Land’s site west of Hallam Land's site west of Roundhill Road would help to achieve this. it is
Roundhill Road would help to achieve this. y s built into planning policy to allow

sustainable windfall sites to be delivered should they be required. It is essential
In addition, it is essential that sufficient flexibilty is built into planning policy to that sufficient flexibility is built into planning policy to allow sustainable
allow sustainable windfall sites to be delivered should they be required. windfall sites to be delivered should they be required.

LPROGA & 0658 [Appendix Nick Pleasant | Stantec on behalf of [Section Appendix A (Object |Upon review of the draft plan housing trajectory against the adopted plan | Delivery rates in comparison to the adopted plan remain unchanged. No Further evidence on the delivery of housing _|No
housing trajectory and historic delivery rates across the Borough, it s clear the [evidence provided to explain why delivery rates that have not been achieved  [allocations is to be provided at the next stage of
[majority of site-specific delivery rates within the Draft Plan trajectory remain — [previously are now considered achievable. The three new allocations require  [plan preparation (reg 19). The Councilis
materially unchanged from those previously published by DBC in December  [planning consent and infrastructure being delivered, as well as being confident that a number of allocations will begin
2025.3.12.2 No clear evidence has been provided to explain why delivery rates|vulnerable to market risks. They will deliver later in the plan period. The draft [on site within five years and there is clear
that have not been achieved previously are now considered realistic or plan relies on a number of large strategic sites which have no record of evidence to support this. Such as development
achievable within the Draft Plan period. [housing completions to date (skerningham, Burtree GV, Land south of the  [progress and clarification from house builders
Vistry have been included in Burtree Lane). Despite this the trajectory forecasts that these site |and partners. The Council considers that an
however none of these sites are committed developments and are proposed asfwill begin delivering immediately (2026/27).The trajectory is backloaded and  [appropriate range of sites have been proposed
new allocations. As proposed allocations, they remain subj delivery risk. should anticipated delivery ~ [for allocation in the draft Local Plan. This has
[planning consent and infrastructure being delivered, as well as being [not occur as they previously have. been informed by the draft HELAA and SA
ulnerable to market risks. Fundamentally they will deliver at a slower rate in process. A housing land supply buffer has also
the early years of those sites and will not deliver until much later in the plan [been incorporated. The NPPF is clear in that the
period. See submitted attachment. supply of a large numbers of new homes can

often be best achieved through planning for
larger scale development. This is the approach
the Council i taking,

LPRII3 & 1140 [Appendix Rachel Coates _|Bellway Homes Rachel Coates, Stantec. _[section [Appendix A (Object |Upon review of the draft housing trajectory contained within the Draft Plan _|Concerns raised that delivery rates in the draft plan trajectory remain Further evidence on the delivery of housing sites|No
against the adopted housing trajectory y rates across the the adopted Local Plan. No evidence provided to explain why [will be produced at the Reg 19 stage. The
Borough, it is clear the majority of site-specific delivery rates within the Draft ~|delivery rates that have not been achieved previously are now considered  [Council s confident that a number of allocations
Plan trajectory remain y iged from those pr v realistic The still require planning consent [will begin on site within five years and there is
by DBC in December 2025. and infrastructure being delivered, as well as being vulnerable to market risks. [clear evidence to support this. Such as
No clear evidence has been provided to explain why delivery rates that have | The trajectory is reliant on large strategic sites which have no meaningful |development progress and clarification from
not been achieved previously are now considered realistic or achievable within [record of housing completions to date and estimates show delivery occuring [house builders and partners. The Council
the Draft Plan period. immediately within 2026/27. The approach has substantial delivery risk with  [considers that an appropriate range of sites have|
Bellway do acknowledge that three additional sites have been included, little contingency. [been proposed for allocation in the draft Local

of these sites are ! d Plan. This has been informed by the draft HELAA
d allocations. As d allocations, they remain subject to [and SA process. A housing land supply buffer has
further planning consent and infrastructure being delivered, as well as being also been incorporated. The NPPF is clear in that
vuinerable to market risks. the supply of a large numbers of new homes can
[Appendix 2 of the Draft Plan outlines a housing trajectory which is heavily often be best achieved through planning for
reliant on the delivery of a small number of large strategic sites, including larger scale development. This is the approach
kerningham, Land South the Councilis taking,
of the Railway and Land South of Burtree Lane. Many of these sites have no
[meaningful record of housing completions to date, having remained
undelivered since their allocation within the adopted plan. Despite this, the
housing trajectory forecasts that these sites will begin delivering immediately
(2026/27) following adoption of the Draft Plan (see submission) The Draft Plan
jectory loaded, especially g this strategy is
supposed to be the continuation of an overarching housing strategy coming
into its 9th year of operation assuming a rapid acceleration in delivery from
sites which historically have shown a limited or non-existent delivery track
record. This approach introduces substantial delivery risk and provides little
contingency should the anticipated delivery rates fail to materialise as they
previously have.

LPROB7 [Appendix o€ Smith Savills for Miller [Joe Smith, Savill, The [Section 20 Great Burdon [Appendix B (Object _[Client fully supports the retained allocated at Great Burdon (site ref 20). Long |Broadly supportive of much of the criteria within draft Appendix B however | There are no changes proposed to criteria (a) _|Yes [Amend allocation statement for
Homes and Durham |Lumen, St James Boulevard, submission. Please refer to document. there are a number of comments which will ensure the criteria is sound and it remains as adopted. As mentioned details site 20 Great Burdon criteria e to
Cathedral Newcastle Helix, Newcastle Criteria (a) - there is no clarity provided on the expectations of this of site access will be undertaken at the planning read - Parts of the site are

lupon Tyne NE4 582 infrastructure to be delivered in terms of responsibility, contributions and  [application stage. No changes are proposed to susceptible to surface water
timecsales of delivery. This islikely to be discussed through the planning criteria (c) and it remains as adopted. Evidence flooding. This should be taken
application. Criteria (b) i Criteria (c) - layout come from the into account when devising the
by limiting development in certain locations. Consideration should be given to [sites associated heritage impact assessment. No drainage strategy for the site.
aitering the wording to align more closely with the NPPF. Criteria (d) - lacks  [changes are proposed to criteria (d) and remains
flexibility and is not consistent with national policy. Conider rewording. Criterialas adopted. This was drafted with input from the|
(e) - i unjustified and inconsistent with the NPPF and PPG in relation to Environment Agency. Comments noted with
surface water floodrisk. The criteria could preclude development in areas that [regards to criteria (e) and wording change is
could be acceptable by undertaking a ste-sepcific flood risk assessment. proposed. Criteria (f) does include a new
Criteria (f) - includes an amendment which references the Skerne as an existing|reference to an existing green corridor which is
ereen corridor. This simply duplicates policy requirements of ENV3, ENV4 and illustrated on the adopted policies map. It could
ENVS. The criteria should be returned to its former wording or removed from |be argued that it duplicates existing
appendix . Criteria (g) - concern that no evidence has been provided to requirements however it highlights to
support the designation of green corridors. Also potential duplication with  [developers and stakeholders the environmental
ENV7. Request that criteria g is removed. Criteria (h) - requests that flexibility ~[characteristics of the site. Criteria (¢) again
is added. “Local recreati ding Red Hall [highlights to devel d stakeholders the
Local Wildiife Site could here site-specific d f the site. The
lopportunities allow”. Criteria (i - concern that it doesn't take into account [ Darlington Green Infrastructure Strategy
broad text. “These provided evidence on the green corridors
opportunities should be sought where appropriate, taking into account any  [identified. Criteria (h) remains unchanged.
other relevant site-specific opportunities and constraints”. Duplication with  [Increased flexibility is not considered necessary.
policies ENVA4 and ENVS, therefore questioned whether necessary. Criteria (j) - [Criteria (i) remains unchanged from the adopted
no specific comment. Criteria (k) - no specific comment. Criteria () - duplicates [plan. No changes required. No changes are
requirements set out under criteria (n) and is over prescriptive and duplicates[proposed to criteria (1) and (n) and therefore are
national policy. Concern with definition of significant buffer. Rewording /  [stil considered appropriate. A significant buffer

(PRI27, 128 & 120V |Housing Ros Kain [Historic England Site 11 Cattle Mart _|Appendix 8 Support [See Appendix B of submission. Existing allocation. Same total yield over Plan _[Site ref 11, Cattle Mart - We support the retention of the site-specific Support noted. No
period. requirements as set out in the allocation statement for Site 11-d), e}, f) and g
[Appendix B~ Site 11~ Issues & Existing
allocation. Same total yield over Plan period.

[ Appendix 8 - Site 11~ Issues &

LPROS2¢ Housing Louise Tait Environment Agency Site 20 Great Burdon [Appendix B Neutral |[Site ref: 20, Great Burdon Site ref 20, Great Burdon - The River Skerne is a main river and major source of [Criteria d within the allocation statement directs |No
[The River Skerne s a main river and major source of fluvial flood risk along the |fluvial flood risk along the western boundary of this site. A large swath of this |development away from flood zones 2 and 3. It
western boundary of this plot. A large swath of this floodplain is n the 1in  [floodplain is classified as functional floodplain (Flood Zone 3b). The also states that there should be no development
30yr return period risk of lassified floodplain Age not support in any area of site that iswith FZ3b with exception to essential
(Flood Zone 3b). The i t would not in_[within Flood Zone 3b except for essential (subject to pa: i water compatible
any area of site that is within Flood Zone 3b except for essential exception test) and Climate change will development. It is considered that the criteria
(subject to passing the exception test) and water compatible development.  [significantly expand the Skerne floodplain in this area by up to S0m in places. ~[covers the comments raised.

Climate change will significantly expand the Skerne floodplain in this area by up|There are also two unnamed ordinary watercourses, one runs along the
to 50m in places. southern boundary. Development should avoid Flood Zone 3 along this.
[There are also two unnamed ordinary watercourses, one runs along the watercourse as flooding has potential to impact the Red Hall housing estate
southern boundary. Development should avoid Flood Zone 3 along this. along Coombe Drive. The other, shorter, ordinary watercourse is entirely
watercourse as flooding has potential to impact the Red Hall housing estate  [within flood zone 3 of the River Skerne.
along Coombe Drive. The other, shorter, ordinary watercourse is entirely recommend is avoid of the Great
within flood zone 3 of the River Skerne. Burdon Farm access track.

recommend is avoid of the Great
Burdon Farm access track.
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(PR127,128& 1295 |Housing Ros Kain Historic England Site 20 Great Burdon [Appendix B [Neutral [See Appendix B of submission. Existing allocation. Same total yield over Plan _|[Site ref 20, Great Burdon - Support the retention of the site-specific [Comments noted. The Stockton & Darlington _|No
period requirements as set out in Appendix B -}, j), I, m) and n). railway falls outside of the site along the
[Appendix B - 20 - Issues & Requirements. Suggested change - We support the [We suggest the following amendment to the text to ensure delivery of the  [southern boundary. It s considered that the
retention of the site-specific requirements as set out in Appendix B -Site 20 - ~[S&DR walking and cycling route. (m) existing criteria covers the points raised
<), i), 1), m) and n). The historic route of the Stockton & Darlington Railway falls within the site
e suggest the following amendment to the text to ensure delivery of the  [The route of the historic track bed, or an alternative adjacent to it where itis
5&0R walking and cycling route.(m). live railway line, must be retained and incorporated into the development
The historic route of the Stockton & Darlington Railway falls within the site.  [layout. It must be legible. publicly accessible and subject to appropriate hard
The route of the historic track bed, or an alternative adjacent to it whereitis |and soft landscaping and interpretation. This is to ensure the significance of
live railway line, must be retained and incorporated into the , enhanced and can by future
layout. It must be legible. publicly accessible and subject to appropriate hard |generations.
and soft ping “This s to ensure of the|
heritage asset is conserved, enhanced and can be celebrated by future
(PR127,128& 1292 |Housing Ros Kain Historic England Site 95 Beech Appendix B Neutral [See appendix B of submission. Existing allocation. We support the retention of |Site ref 95, Beech Crescent East, Heighington - We support the retention of site| Comments noted. No
Crescent East, Site 95 - b &c. 95 and criteria b and ¢ within the allocation statement
Heighington
LPROSF Housing Louise Tait Environment Agency Site 100 Hall Farm _|Appendix 8 Neutral |Site ref-100, Hall Farm, Branksome. Site ref 100, Hall Farm - Baydale Beck is situated along the southern boundary |Criteria b of the allocation statement outlines _|Yes [Add in to allocation statement
Branksome The Baydale Beck is a main river and major source of fluvial flood risk along the of the site and within functional floodplain (Flood Zone 3b). The EA would not_[that no development should take place within for site 100 Hall Fram,
Southern boundary of this plot. The majority of this floodplain is i the 1in 30 _[support development in any area of site that is within Flood Zone 3b except for[FZ3b with the exception of essential Branksome - There s also a
return period risk of flooding which is classified as functional floodplain (Flood  [essential infrastructure (subject to passing the exception test) and water  [infrastructure and water compatible watercourse along the eastern
Zone 3b). The Environment Agency (EA) would not support There is a watercourse along the eastern boundary |development. It can be added into the allocation| lboundary of the site and no.
area of site that is within Flood Zone 3b except for essential infrastructure  [of the site. We do not have any modelling data for the majority of its course.  [statement that there is also a watercourse along floodrisk data s available for this
(subject to passing the exception test) and water compatible development.  [As a result, there are no flood zones but this does not mean there is no flood  [the eastern boundary of the site and that no area. Asa
There is an ordinary watercourse along the eastern boundary of this plot. We ~ [risk near this river. floodrisk data is available for this area. It can be be ground level surveys
do not have any modelling data for the majority of its course. As a result, there [Additionally, the houses immediately opposite this river bank could be at risk ~[stated that, as a minimur there should be undertaken to determine risk
are o flood zones but this does not mean there is no flood risk near this river. [of flooding. At a minimum, there should be ground level surveys undertaken tolground level surveys undertaken to determine from the river and hydraulic
Additionally, the houses immediately opposite this river bank could be at risk  [determine risk from the river. Hydraulic modelling may be required. This risk from the river and hydraulic modelling may [modelling may be required.
of flooding from any development along this section of land. At a minimum, [allocation is located within 250 metres of a known closed landfill ite that s |be required.
there should be ground level surveys undertaken for any potentially pr gas. Our records indicate that the site accepted
of the site from the river. may be [household, industrial, commercial, non-hazardous industrial (potentially
required. flammable) and construction wastes.
This allocation is located within 250 metres of a known closed landfill ite that
is potentially producing landfil gas. The former landfill ite is called Hall Farm
Landfil and is located off Newton Lane, Darlington and adjacent to the AL
0ad. The licence (Licence reference number: EAWML 67088) was issued on 15
[ April 1980 and surrendered on 4 October 1988. Our records indicate that the
site accepted household, industrial, commercial, non-hazardous industrial
(potentially flammable) and construction wastes
PR127,128& 129t |Housing Ros Kain [Historic England [Site 100 Hall Farm _|Appendix 8 Neutral |Existing allocation. Same total yield over Plan period. Site ref 100, Hall Farm - Existing allocation. Same total yield over Plan period. |Comments noted. No.
Branksome No changes proposed.
PRITS Housing Emma Willams | Church Commisioners |Emma Williams, Deloitte, _[Site. 100 Hall Farm, _|Appendix 8 Object [The Commissioners support the continued allocation of the Hall Farm site for _[Site ref 100, Hall Farm - Criteria (c) - on is overly prescript ‘omments noted on surface water flood risk. _|Yes. [Allocation statement site 100,
for England - Deloitte Branksome residential development. They does not allow for full consideration of the NPPF and PPG. It should be [Amendments are proposed to the criteria to be aiter criteria c to read -Parts of
consider the proposed allocation policy set out in Appendix B of the draft Local [removed or amended to reference the ability to justify site-specific layout  [less prescriptive on layout and so these areas the site are susceptible to
Plan should be amended in line mitigation, supported by a site-specific flood risk assessment. Criteria (d) - [can be mitigated via an appropriate drainage surface water flooding, This
with the following: insertion of reference to existing and proposed green corridors is not strategy. Although there may be the view that should be taken into account
(Criterion (c) - Surface Water Flooding Inecessary and duplicates policy within ENVA. The inserted wording should be _[inserting references to green corridors is when devising the drainage
The Commissioners consider the proposed wording for Criterion (c), which  [deleted. Criteria (e) - concern with the wording 'significant’ landscape buffer  [duplication, it highlights to developers and strategy for the site.
directs development away from areas of surface water flooding, to be overly |should be provided along the A1(M). This is overly prescriptive and lacks stakeholders the green infrastructure
[prescriptive. While supporting efforts to mitigate flood risk, this ljustification. '8 "A landscape be provided al at are within the site which can
[not fully align with national planning policy. The Planning Practice Guidance  [the A1(M), the details of which are to be informed by technical assessments  [be useful. Criteria e regarding the landscape
(PPG) (September 2025, Paragraph: 027 Reference ID: 7-027-20220825) and detailed design". Critreia (f) - suggests adding text at the end tomake [ buffering to the A1(M) was considered
advises that site layouts can be designed to ensure safety from surface water  [reference to the need to balance considerations for the potential appropriate and sound via the previous Local
flood risk, negating the need for a seq the public right of way as part of the site layout as part of a |Plan examination. This wording has not been
specific flood risk assessment. The current wording i also contrary to NPPF | wider consideration and balancing exercise with other constraints that may |altered for the review draft and landscape
Paragraph 16(f), which states that plans should serve a clear purpose and avoid|impact on et developable area. buffering will provide noise mtigation to the
unnecessary duplication. The Commissioners request that Criterion (c) be [A1(M) and reduce landscape impacts. Again
either removed or amended to explicitly reference the ability to justify site- critreia f was found to be appropriate and sound
specific layout mitigation, thereby ensuring flexibilty for development via the previous exmaination. No alterations are
proposals in line with national guidance. [proposed to ths.
(Criterion (d) - Green Corridors
The Commissioners note the proposed additional text inserted into Criterion
(d) regarding Cocker and Baydale
Becks being “identified as existing and proposed green corridors”. Itis unclear
why this additional text is necessary.
It appears to serve no purpose as the point is already addressed in adopted
[policy wording that is proposed to be
retained as part of the review (in Policy ENV 4(a) and (b)). The Commissioners
therefore request that this additional proposed text is removed from the draft
PRI11& 112 [Appendix Ben Westwood / Ja[Barratt David Wilson _[Savils UK Ltd, The Lumen, | e 100 Hall Farm | Appendix B (Object |As noted in the submitted text at supporting paragraph 6.2.16, Appendix B of _|Site ref 100, Hall Farm - Criteria (c) - on is overly pr omments noted on surface water flood risk. _|Yes [Amend allocation statement for

Homes

st James Boulevard,
Newcastle Helix, Newcastle
upon Tyne, NE4 5BZ

the Plan Review provides guidance for each housing allocation, outlining site-
specific requirements, constraints and relevant contextual information.

does not allow for full consideration of the NPPF and PPG. It should be
removed or amended to reference the ability to justify site-specific layout

[Comments on behalf of our Client on of the site
statement, with proposed amendments under the Regulation 18 consultation,
will be provided in turn below.

Criterion (c)

(Criterion (c) is a new site-specific requirement proposed as part of the
Regulation 18 document. The new criterion states that development should be
directed away from areas of surface water flooding across the Site.

supported by fic flood risk assessment. Criteria (d) -
insertion of reference to existing and proposed green corridors is not
necessary and duplicates policy within ENV4. The inserted wording should be
deleted. Criteria (€) - concern with the wording ‘significant’ landscape buffer

[Amendments are proposed to the criteria to be
less prescriptive on layout and so these areas
can be mitigated via an appropriate drainage
strategy. Although there may be the view that
inserting references to green corridors is
duplication, it highlights to developers and

should be provided along the A1(M). Given the number of site

the green

[and the ambition to maximise housing delivery the req for
significant’ buffer is not justified. This wording should be removed. Critreia (f)

[While our Client
increase the risk of flooding elsewhere, and that homes are designed in a way.
that i sensitive to both fluvial and surface water flooding, the insertion of
Criterion (c) is considered to be overly prescriptive, and does not allow for full
consideration of the NPPF and PPG.

Updates to the PPG in September 2025 (Paragraph: 027 Reference ID: 7-027-
20220825) advise that where a site layout can be designed to ensure that
(occupiers and users would remain safe from current and future surface water
flood risk for the lifetime of the development (therefore addressing the risks
identified e.g. by Environment Agency flood risk mapping), and where this can
be ithin a si flood risk t, the sequential
test need not be applied owing to the fact that surface water flood risk has
been m
I this regard, Criterion (c) is not consistent with PPG in respect of mitigating
surface water flooding, We would request that Criterion (c) i either removed
in full, or where retained, be amended to reference the ability to justify site-
specific layout mitigation, supported by a site-specific flood risk assessment, to
overcome any identified surface water flooding risks.

ts adding text at the end to make reference to the need to balance
considerations for the potential enhancement of the public right of way as part]

hat are within the site which can
be useful. Criteria e regarding the landscape
buffering to the AL(M) was considered
appropriate and sound via the previous Local
ion. This wording has not been

of the site | rt of a wider
other constraints that may impact on net developable area.

altered for the review draft and landscape
buffering will provide noise mtigation to the
[A1(M) and reduce landscape impacts. Again
critreia f was found to be appropriate and sound
via the previous exmaination. No alterations are
proposed to this.

site 100 Hall Farm, Branksome
criteria c to read - Parts of the

site are susceptible to surface

water flooding. This should be
taken into account when

devising the drainage strategy
for the site!
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LPRO94a Housing David Marjoram _|Mandale Homes David Marjoram, ELG Policy. 392 Eim Tree Farr| Appendi B Object [Turning to the Housing and Employment Allocation Statements set outat _[Site ref 392, Elm Tree Farm (housing allocation statement). Additional criteria_|Comments noted on surface water flood risk. [ Yes. [Amend allocation statement for
Planning, Gateway House, [ Appendix B of the Local Plan Review, for Elm Tree Farm some additional have been added. No concerns with criteria f relating to a public footpath ~[Amendments are proposed to the criteria to be site 392 Elm Tree Farm criteria
55 Conscliffe Road, criteria have been added. These state that: being considered in site layout. In relation to criteria (e] it is requested that t isfless prescriptive on layout and so these areas to read - Parts of the site are
Darlington, DL3 7EH 01325 ‘e. Parts of the site p reworded as follows: ‘Parts of the site are susceptible to surface water can be mitigated via an appropriate drainage susceptible to surface water
469237 should be directed away from these areas in site layout.” flooding. This should be taken into account when devising the drainage strategy. flooding. This should be taken
And strategy for the site” into account when devising the
drainage strategy for the site.
. A pt the part of the d should be
considered in layout.”
i terms of criterion f, Mandale Homes have no concerns with the wording. In
relation to criterion e, however, it is requested that this be reworded as
follows:
‘e. Parts of the site are susceptible to surface water flooding. This should be
taken into account when devising the drainage strategy for the site.’
The above change is requested because it may be possible to develop in areas
g, subject to a robust di -
positively resolves any current or potential future issues.
PRI27, 128 & 120p _|Appendix Ros Kain [Historic England Policy. [Appendix C st Jhitorc England's Conservation Principles Conservation Principles, Policies and |Amend to add reference to designed and fortuitous c dand proposed as |Ves [Amend significance of heritage
( and associative and illustrative (historic value). Also refer to the NPPF definition of [suggested. assets in Darlington to read ' The
fortuitous), historic (associative and illustrative), evidential and communal.  [significance / heritage interest. significance of a heritage asset is
[Whilst this is still relevant the NPPF glossary uses the terminology to heritage the sum of ts heritage values
interest under the definition of significance (for heritage policy). (interests). Annex 2: Glossary of
8 may be hitectural, artistic or historic the NPPF (2024) defines
Significance derives not only from a heritage asset’s physical presence, but also significance (for heritage policy)
from its setting. as "the value of a heritage asset
to this and future generations
because of its heritage interest.
The interest may be
archaeological, architectural,
LPRO4GA [Appendix Ben Westwood | Durham Archaeology [Section Appendix C Neutral [ NDHAs — this states that once identified, these will be recorded in IDOXand | Mechanism for adding non-designated heritage assets to historic environment |Comments noted and contact will be made to | No None
Section added to the HER. Naturally, we do not disagree with this but the mechanisms [record needs to be reviewed. discuss this further.
for achieving this need to be reviewed ( see attachment)
LPRO4GD [Appendix Ben Westwood | Durham Archacology [Section (Appendix C Neutral |Figure C 1 Areas of High Archacological Potential - we just wanted to [Areas of High Archaeological Potential are not static and need to be updated | Comments noted and amendment proposed to_|Yes [Addition of - The areas of high
Section highlight that these ‘Areas' are not static, and need to be updated periodically [p dded [make clear this is not static and is regularly archaeological potential are
s new data is added to the HER, and/or existing information us upgraded. The |updated. Newversion due very soon. updated llustrated in Figure C.1 below. It
version you have s due an update, and we plan to generate a new version very should be noted that these are
so0n. Again, discussing a mechanism for achieving this would be great. not static and need to be
updated periodically as new or
updated data is added to the
Historic Environment Record. So
the interactive policies map
should be consulted for the
latest information.
PRI258126p [Appendix Josh White: Natural England [Appendix [Monitoring [Neutral [ Monitoring and review arrangements focus primarily on puts; |Monitoring and revi focus primarily on puts;  |Arange of g indicators and No

framework and
review

these could be strengthened by including monitoring of health and wellbeing
loutcomes associated with nature recovery, LNRS delivery and BNG investment.

these could be strengthened by including monitoring of health and wellbeing
loutcomes associated with nature recovery, LNRS delivery and BNG investment.

targets are proposed which will address some of
the points raised.
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LPR reference (starting Topic

Organisation

Site / Policy / Set

Policy Details

Section Details

Object /Su Comments

Comment Summary

Officer Response

Change Required Yes/N Proposed Changes

LPRO34h Policies Map |Ross Chisholm |Friends of the Policies Map S&DR Croft The policies maps show the route of the S&DR Croft | Correction of the S&DR Croft Branch Line on |Comment noted and Amendment to S&DR Croft
stockton&. Darlington Branch Branch sited to the west of the present day East Coast |Proposals Map amendment Branch made on policies map
Railway Mainline between Haughton Road and Smithfield Road proposed
and to the west of Darlington station buiding. This is
incorrect. Appendix A of the Historic Environment Audit
of the Croft Branch, prepared by Archaeo-Environment
in 2019 shows that this follows the present day through
line. https://sdr1825.org.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2021/03/APPENDIX-A-MAPS-OF-
ROUTE-AND-ADDED-SITES.pdf The Friends recommend
that the maps be amended accordingly.
LPRO98A Policies Map _|Angela and Michae|Parkland Heritage Section Policy Map SUPPORT |See attached documents Proposes Blackwell Local Wildlife Site is Comment noted and |Yes Extend Blackwell Local Wildlife
Network (Blackwell) WITH A extended to encompass the whole of the it is proposed to Site on Policies Map to include
REQUEST/ naturalistic parkland. extend the Local whole of parkland.
CONSIDER Wildlife Site to
ATION include the whole of
FOR the parkland area to
EXTENSIO the north.
N OF LWS
LPRO98e Policies Map _|Angela and Michae|Parkland Heritage Section Policy Map o that consideration be given to extend the Proposes Blackwell Local Wildlife Site is Comment noted and |Yes Extend Blackwell Local Wildlife
Network (Blackwell) present designated Local Wildlife - See attached extended to encompass the whole of the it is proposed to Site on Policies Map to include
documents naturalistic parkland. extend the Local whole of parkland.
Area northwards, and to encompass the whole of the Wildlife Site to
Naturalistic Parkland as include the whole of
designated Local Wildiife Site (Policy Map 9) the parkland area to
the north.
LPRO99d Policies Map _|Angela and Michae|Parkland Heritage Section Policy Map SUPPORT |See attached documents Proposes Blackwell Local Wildlife Site is Comment noted and |Yes Extend Blackwell Local Wildlife
Network (Blackwell) WITH A extended to encompass the whole of the it is proposed to Site on Policies Map to include
REQUEST/ naturalistic parkland. extend the Local whole of parkland.
CONSIDER Wildlife Site to
ATION include the whole of
FOR the parkland area to
EXTENSIO the north.
N OF LWS
LPRO99e Policies Map _|Angela and Michae|Parkland Heritage Section Policy Map o that consideration be given to extend the Proposes Blackwell Local Wildlife Site is Comment noted and |Yes Extend Blackwell Local Wildlife
Network (Blackwell) present designated Local Wildlife - See attached extended to encompass the whole of the it is proposed to Site on Policies Map to include
documents naturalistic parkland. extend the Local whole of parkland.
Area northwards, and to encompass the whole of the Wildlife Site to
Naturalistic Parkland as include the whole of
designated Local Wildiife Site (Policy Map 9) the parkland area to
the north.
LPR100d Policies Map _|Angela and Michae|Parkland Heritage Section Policy Map SUPPORT |See attached documents Proposes Blackwell Local Wildlife Site is Comment noted and |Yes Extend Blackwell Local Wildlife
Network (Blackwell) WITH A extended to encompass the whole of the it is proposed to Site on Policies Map to include
REQUEST/ naturalistic parkland. extend the Local whole of parkland.
CONSIDER Wildlife Site to
ATION include the whole of
FOR the parkland area to
EXTENSIO the north.
N OF LWS
LPR100e Policies Map __|Angela and Michae|Parkland Heritage Section Policy Map o that consideration be given to extend the Proposes Blackwell Local Wildlife Site is Comment noted and |Yes Extend Blackwell Local Wildlife
Network (Blackwell) present designated Local Wildlife - See attached extended to encompass the whole of the it is proposed to Site on Policies Map to include
documents naturalistic parkland. extend the Local whole of parkland.
Area northwards, and to encompass the whole of the Wildlife Site to
Naturalistic Parkland as include the whole of
designated Local Wildiife Site (Policy Map 9) the parkland area to
the north.
LPR101d Policies Map __|Angela and Michae|Parkland Heritage Section Policy Map SUPPORT |See attached documents Proposes Blackwell Local Wildlife Site is Comment noted and |Yes Extend Blackwell Local Wildlife
Network (Blackwell) WITH A extended to encompass the whole of the it is proposed to site on Policies Map to include
REQUEST/ naturalistic parkland. extend the Local whole of parkland.
CONSIDER Wildlife Site to
ATION include the whole of
FOR the parkland area to
EXTENSIO the north.
N OF LWS
LPR10Ie Policies Map __|Angela and Michae|Parkland Heritage Section Policy Map o that consideration be given to extend the Proposes Blackwell Local Wildlife Site is Comment noted and |Yes Extend Blackwell Local Wildlife
Network (Blackwell) present designated Local Wildlife - See attached extended to encompass the whole of the it is proposed to Site on Policies Map to include
documents naturalistic parkland. extend the Local whole of parkland.
Area northwards, and to encompass the whole of the Wildlife Site to
Naturalistic Parkland as include the whole of
designated Local Wildiife Site (Policy Map 9) the parkland area to
the north.
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LPR reference (starting Topic

Organisation

Agent name and address

Site / Policy / Se« Site Details

Policy Details

Section Details

Object /Su Comments

Comment Summary

Officer Response

Change Required Yes/N Proposed Changes

the context and purpose of ion, the Local

Suggest a new policy is

approach, the review having been prepared under the
transitional arrangements. Suggests a new Policy 1 -
Reviewing the Local Plan: “New Policy

Policy 1 - Reviewing the Local Plan 2042

Darlington Borough Council have prepared the Local Plan
2042 under the legacy plan-making system. As such, the
Council will prepare a new Local Plan under the new plan:
making system introduced by the Levelling Up &
Regeneration Act 2023 as required by national
Government. More specifically, Darlington Borough
Council will:

«No later than 4 years and 8 months from adoption of
this Local Plan give notice of intention to commence plan:
making; and

No later than 5 years from adoption of this Local Plan
publish the Gateway 1 self-assessment.

*No later than 7 years and 6 months from adoption of
this Local Plan adopt a new Local Plan.

In the event that the timescales set out above are not
adhered to, then the policies in the Local Plan 2042
which are most important for determining planning
applications for new development will be deemed to be
‘out of date’ in accordance with paragraph 11 d) of the

National Planning Policy Framework.”

relating to the
review of the Local Plan setting
out timescales and process.

LPR026/027i General David Barton Community Section 11. Glossary Neutral  [Traditional Architecture Design Codes should be a central{Comments noted The Council will
Campaigner, Civic across this entire ion and its various prepare a seperate
Heritage, InYouArea chapters and sections especially concerning new Design Code. Non-
Ambassador for construction. It performs strongly on economic, designated heritage
Southport ecological and environmental grounds as can be attested assets are protected
to by leading figures and organisations with academic in accordance with
studies that corroborate this. Please see my PDF the requirements of
Umbrella Representation for the various merits outlined national policy.
including Placemaking and Greenery Proposals. A ban on
demolition of buildings constructed prior to 1950 should
be enacted as soon as possible with reconstructions of
previ historic buildings listed or not
given full support for restoration and reuse.
Non-Designated Heritage Assets and unclassified historic
buildings should also be given full protection and support
against their demolition, such as selling of publicly owned|
historic buildings that will be demolished otherwise.
Historic buildings should be duly reconstructed
authentically as they were.
LPRO58 General Colin Griffiths Satnam Planning Comments made about - please see ‘omments relating to Comment already  |No
Services for Tiviot Way attachment. soundness of Polices E2 and addressed in
H10 response to Policies
E2 and H10
LPROSS General Matthew Hewitt |Hamilton Willis Section General Unknown |See attached submission. Comments made in relation to [The proposed policy |No

is not considered
necessary as this
'would duplicate
national policy and
legislation so would
add nothing in
addition to this.
There is also the risk
that national policy
or legislation could
be amended.
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LPR104b

General

Andrew Rose

[Taylor Wimpey

Andrew Rose, Spawforths
Planner & Architects,
Junction 41 Business Court
East Ardsley, Leed, WF 2AB
01924873873 07841
621217

General

Unknown

Taylor Wimpey are concerned that the Regulation 18

has not been supported by the publication
of an updated evidence base to justify the conclusions
reached in the Local Plan Review.

If the Council is relying on the evidence base that
underpins the adopted Darlington Local Plan, this
material is now significantly out of date and does not
reflect current national policy, guidance or market
conditions.

Taylor Wimpey are also concerned that the Sustainability
Appraisal does not appear to have adequately considered|
reasonable alternatives. Although described as a scoping
exercise, it has been prepared alongside what appears to
be a preferred approach, which raises concern that the
Sustainability Appraisal has not been undertaken in an
iterative manner, contrary to the requirements of the
Framework.

The Local Plan does not seem to have explicitly
considered the evidence from the Housing and Economic
Land Availability and no of best
alternatives has been conducted.n this context, Taylor
Wimpey considers that the Local Plan Review must more
fully and explicitly respond to the 2024 National Planning
Policy Framework, particularly in relation to ambition,
growth and the requirement to positively plan to meet

needs. See for further|
comments.

Range of evidence base
documents not available or
published.

Evidence Base will be]
published alongside
Reg19 plan.

3
5

LPR105a

General

Andrew Rose

Taylor Wimpey

Andrew Rose, Spawforths
Planner & Architects,
Junction 41 Business Court
East Ardsley, Leed, WF 2AB
01924873873 07841
621218

General

Taylor Wimpey are concerned that the Regulation 18

has not been supported by the publication
of an updated evidence base to justify the conclusions
reached in the Local Plan Review.

If the Council is relying on the evidence base that
underpins the adopted Darlington Local Plan, this
material is now significantly out of date and does not
reflect current national policy, guidance or market
conditions.

Taylor Wimpey are also concerned that the Sustainability
Appraisal does not appear to have adequately considered|
reasonable alternatives. Although described as a scoping
exercise, it has been prepared alongside what appears to
be a preferred approach, which raises concern that the
Sustainability Appraisal has not been undertaken in an
iterative manner, contrary to the requirements of the
Framework.

The Local Plan does not seem to have explicitly
considered the evidence from the Housing and Economic
Land y and no of best
alternatives has been conducted.n this context, Taylor
Wimpey considers that the Local Plan Review must more
fully and explicitly respond to the 2024 National Planning
Policy Framework, particularly in relation to ambition,
growth and the requirement to positively plan to meet
identifi needs. See for further|

comments.

Range of evidence base
documents not available or
published.

Evidence Base will be
published alongside
Reg19 plan.

z
5

LPR125&126a

General

Josh White

Natural England

Section

Habitat
Regulations
Assessment

Neutral

The Local Plan should be screened under Regulation 105
of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations
2017 (as amended) at an early stage so that outcomes of
the assessment can inform key decision making on
strategic options and development sites. It may be
necessary to outline avoidance and/or mitigation
measures at the plan level, which will usually need to be
considered as part of an Appropriate Assessment,
including a clear direction for project level HRA work to
ensure no adverse effect on the integrity of
internationally designated sites. It may also be necessary
for plans to provide policies for strategic or cross
boundary approaches, particularly in areas where
designated sites cover more than one Local Planning
Authority boundary.

Natural England would welcome early discussion on the
Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) of the plan and
can offer further advice as policy options are progressed.

The Local Plan should be
screened under Regulation 105!
of the Conservation of Habitats
and Species Regulations 2017
(as amended) at an early stage
so that outcomes of the
assessment can inform key
decision making on strategic
options and development sites|
It may be necessary to outline
avoidance and/or mitigation
measures at the plan level,
which will usually need to be
considered as part of an
Appropriate Assessment,
including a clear direction for
project level HRA work to
ensure no adverse effect on
the integrity of internationally
designated sites. It may also be
necessary for plans to provide
policies for strategic or cross
boundary approaches,
welcome early discussion on
the Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA) of the plan
and can offer further advice as

policy options are progressed.

Comments noted
and HRA has been
undertaken. Offer of
support welcomed.

None
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LPR125&126q Site Allocations  |Josh White Natural England Section Land Allocations  [Neutral In accordance with the paragraph 181 of NPPF, the plan |In accordance with the Comments noted No None
should allocate land with the least environmental or  |paragraph 181 of NPPF, the [and the SA and HRA
amenity value. Natural England expects sufficient plan should allocate land with [do take the listed
evidence to be provided, through the SA and HRA, to  [the least envi or i into
justify the site selection process and to ensure sites of |amenity value. Natural England|account when
least environmental value are selected, e.g. land expects sufficient evidence to [assessing and

should avoid sites and be provided, through the SA  allocating sites.

and significant areas of best and most versatile and HRA, to justify the site

agricultural land and should consider the direct and selection process and to

indirect effects of development, including on land outside|ensure sites of least

designated boundaries and within the setting of environmental value are

protected landscapes. selected, e.g. land allocations
should avoid designated sites
and landscapes and significant
areas of best and most
versatile agricultural land and
should consider the direct and
indirect effects of
development, including on
land outside designated
boundaries and within the
setting of protected
landscapes.

LPRO38 General Melanie Lindsley [The Coal Authority Section Introduction - Neutral Email submission. Highlight a small area of coal |Comments noted No None

Paragraph 1.6.1 Based on the information we hold there is a small area of | mining legacy. Not seeking a
coal mining legacy along the northern edge of the policy relating to coal mining
Borough, west of Newton Aycliffe and south of Shildon, it|legacy due to the limited
appears to lie outside of the urban area and the places  [nature. Welcome reference to
where new development is likely. Due to its limited the minerals and waste plan.
nature, we would not be seeking inclusion of a policy
specifically relating to coal mining legacy. We are
however pleased to see that reference is made to the
Tees Valley Joint Minerals and Waste Plan and that
reference is made in the plan to the Coal Authority’s coal
legacy and coal resources information. As you are aware
any formal planning application submitted for
development in areas where recorded coal mining
features are present at surface and shallow depth should
be supported by a CMRA, which will make an assessment
of the risks posed at that time.
In light of the above we have no more detailed
comments to make in respect of the draft Local Plan.

LPRO51t Chris Martin HBF Section Monitoring Neutral  The HBF recommends that the Council includes an The HBF recommends that the [Comments noted. A |Yes Monitoring Framework
appropriate monitoring framework which sets out the | Council includes an monitoring
monitoring indicators along with the relevant policies,  |appropriate monitoring framework is to be
the data source and where they wil be reported. This |framework which sets out the [included in the REG
should also include the targets that the plan is hoping to |monitoring indicators along |19 plan.
achieve and actions to be taken if the targets are not  |with the relevant policies, the
met. The HBF recommends that the Council provides  |data source and where they
details as to how the plan will actually be monitored, and |will be reported. This should
identifies when, why and how actions will be taken to [also include the targets that
address any issues identified. the plan is hoping to achieve

and actions to be taken if the
targets are not met. The HBF
recommends that the Council
provides details as to how the
plan will actually be
monitored, and identifies
when, why and how actions
will be taken to address any
issues identified.
LPRO84c Tony Gillam Resident Section 4. Sustainable Object While some brownfield are key Some Comments noted. No None
Design and design and climate sites such as Rolling Mills and Garden Street remain welcomed but some key sites [Many of the site

Climate Change

change

unallocated. Opportunities for positive change of
use—Skinnergate, Binns upper floors, Wilkinsons/multi
storey car park—should be pursued.

Employment land near the Auction Mart is unsustainable
due to car and poor ivity. New

remain unallocated and
opportunities for positive
change of use in town centre
should be pursued.

land near Auction

employment sites must meet higher standards, including
insulation, renewables, battery storage, green roofs, and
rainwater harvesting.

Mart i located

referenced are
located within
development limits
so can still be brough
forward for

and new employment sites
should meet higher standards.
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Combined Officer Response to Reg. 18 Comments relating to Tees Grange Farm

(Site 467)

1. Failure to comply with NPPF in assessing Local Green Spaces

In relation to the assessment process there is ho set way of doing this. Each
local authority has to set it’s own methodology to assess Local Green Space
(LGS) submissions.

Darlington Borough Council first published a LGS assessment methodology
in February 2018 and have used the same methodology to inform the
adoption of the Local Plan in 2021 through to the current review. We have not
received any comments previously that the methodology, assessment
criteria or it’s implementation are flawed.

Numerous iterations of the assessment report have been issued in June
2018, January 2022 and most recently in March 2026. Significant
opportunities have also been offered for sites to be submitted for
consideration throughout this time and all submissions have been subject to
the same assessment process.

We are therefore confident the Council has done all that is necessary to
comply with national policy and associated guidance.

2. Lack of transparency in LGS Methodology

The methodology used by Darlington Borough Council is considered to be
very transparent. As set out above we have issued numerous update reports
and offered multiple opportunities for sites to be submitted for
consideration. Anecdotally, we have been contacted by a number of
authorities looking to adopt a similar approach and methodology having seen
ours.

The site assessments are undertaken by the council’s Principal Planning
Policy Officer who also produced the methodology. Reports are presented as
supporting evidence at key stages of plan preparation.
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An assessment of this nature is subjective but through a consistent
application of a robust methodology we are confident this approach is
appropriate.

3. Potential bias in assessment process

We strongly contest any accusations of political bias in the assessment
process. The other sites (Tommy Crooks Park and Bellburn Field)
recommended for inclusion at this stage in the review are clearly very
differentin nature. One is a clearly defined park and the other is an area
retained and enhanced after development on the remainder of the site.

Who submitted these sites has had no bearing on the conclusion of the
assessments.

4, Lack of consultation
The Local Planning Authority has undertaken consultation in line with the
requirements of plan making legislation and it’s own Statement of
Community Involvement (SCI). Interested parties were notified directly and
comments received have been considered in preparing the next ‘submission
draft’ of the plan which will be subject to a further consultation period of at
least six weeks in due course. Comments received at this stage will be
passed directly to the nominated planning inspector to determine if the plan

is legally compliant and sound.

5. Brownfield sites should be prioritised olgreenfield sites such as Tees
Grange Farm

We agree and the plan does encourage the development of brownfield land
where possible. However we need to produce a plan that is deliverable and
can meet the borough’s housing needs. In reality many brownfield sites in the
borough are currently not financially viable.

6. Impact on the operations offithe neighbouring Northumbrian Water
Treatment Plant
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10.

Discussions are ongoing with Northumbrian Water on this matter as part of
the current application process. No objection has been received to the local
plan proposals at this stage.

The site will not be able to provide sufficient Biodiversity Net Gain
All sites now have to demonstrate a mandatory 10% Biodiversity Net Gain. At
application stage this will need to be demonstrated that it can either be met

on site or if this is not possible off site contributions may be necessary.

Concerns ofoverlooking existing properties
This detail will be considered at application stage. Protecting residential

amenity of existing and new residents is a key priority of the planning process.

The site is ‘greenbelt’

Darlington does not have any designated greenbelt.

The council should be tackling empty homes first

Officers maintain a database of empty residential properties to gain a better
understanding of the reasons behind this. Owners of privately owned empty
homes are encouraged to bring them back into use by providing an investors
list of potential buyers, keen to purchase empty properties in the borough.
Officers also use a range of enforcement powers to target and bring
problematic properties back into use, through cross departmental working,
focussing on those empty for more than two years. More broadly we are
looking to review the Council’s regeneration policy for empty properties

across the town.
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