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Reference:
2004/0542/01/DET

Proposal:
Erection of two buildings; Building One 5 to 7 storeys in height and Building Two 3 to 6 storeys in height to provide student accommodation (495 bedrooms in total) with ancillary reception area, laundry, administrative and security offices and bin stores, erection of 2.4m high security fencing and wall and railings and sub-station and provision of 18 car parking spaces and cycle parking as amended by plans received 10 June and 26 August 2004 and supplemented by plans received 2nd July and 5 October 2004.

Location:
Land at Junction of Camden Street and A167(M)

Applicant:
Victoria Hall Limited

Report by:
Acting Head of Planning & Transportation

Ward Implications:
Ouseburn

Planning Control Area 1

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

1. 
The site to which this application relates is an area of 0.757 hectares comprising the air space over the Metro line to the rear of Byron Street, land bounded by Camden Street, Gladstone Terrace and Gladstone Place and the bottom end of the Council owned, St George’s car park (accessed from Sandyford Road).  Some of the development would be facilitated by constructing a deck over the Metro line for a length of approximately 120m.  The remainder of the application site comprises land adjacent to the Metro line at the corner of Byron Street and Gladstone Place and a tapering area of land to the west of the Metro line, which is used in part as a public car park and includes grassed banks and areas of vegetation.  To the east of the application site is the residential area of Shieldfield.  This area comprises a mixture of housing types from traditional terraced streets, such as Gladstone Terrace to tower blocks and low rise flats.  Immediately to the east, fronting onto Byron Street is a commercial property, land used informally for car parking and a site, under construction, to provide 26 beds and two self contained flats of student accommodation in a four storey building.  To the south are University of Northumbria buildings; Glenamara House, built in 1995 and used for student accommodation (313 bedspaces) and Pandon Building used for teaching accommodation.  Further south along Camden Street is the recently occupied Unite student scheme, Camden Court (345 bedspaces).  Beyond that, on the Camden Street car park, Members have granted planning permission for the erection of a twelve storey building to provide 457 student bedspaces (application 2004/0465/01/DET).  Bounding the site to the west is a section of the A167(M) Central Motorway.

2. 
The proposal is to construct two buildings that vary in height from five to seven and from three to six storeys.  A reception area, laundry, administrative offices and bin stores would be provided in addition to 18 car parking spaces (including six parking bays for disabled drivers), cycle parking and accommodation for 495 students in cluster flats.  Building One is situated immediately behind the premises fronting onto Byron Street, this building is ‘C’ shape on plan, with the long side being sited over the Metro line, with the ‘arms’ coming forward towards Byron Street. Building Two runs from the Gladstone Place / Byron Street corner back (west) towards the Central Motorway, crossing the Metro line and onto the St Georges Car park, the building then turns south towards the motorway slip-road to form a roughly ‘L’ shape on plan.  Vehicular access to the site would be from Byron Street (an amendment to the scheme as originally submitted which had an additional vehicular access point off the motorway slip-road) and runs west into the site in front of Building Two, terminating at a number of parking spaces in the corner of the site formed by the end of Building Two, the rear of Building One and the motorway slip-road.  Pedestrian access to and from the site would be focussed at the corner of Camden Street and the motorway slip road; facilities such as the reception and offices are located in this part of the building.

3. Building One’s lowest parts are at the ends of the ‘arms’; to the rear of 24-27 Byron Street and to the rear of the site under construction at the Camden Street end of Byron St where it is at five storey height.  This building then increases in height to six storeys (behind 24-27 Byron Street) and then to seven storey height for the long side of the ‘C’ shape until it meets the other ‘arm’.  Building Two begins at three storey height adjacent to the terraced houses on Gladstone Place, the building rises through four and five storeys to the point where it turns south and rises from there again to a final height of six storeys; this being the point farthest away from residential properties immediately adjacent to the motorway.  No part of the proposed development is taller than the ridge height of Glenamara House.

4. This application is the third made by Victoria Hall Ltd on land incorporating part of this application site.  The first, reference 2002/0492/01/DET related to a site area comprising the air space over the Metro line for a length of approximately 180m (compared with 120m in this application) plus an area of land at the corner of Byron St and Gladstone Place; this part of the site has been included in all three submissions.  The site area was therefore an elongated ‘T’ shape, extending a significant distance along Gladstone Terrace.  This application proposed the erection of a single building of between three and seven storeys in height and could have accommodated 499 students.  Victoria Hall Ltd lodged an appeal against the Council’s non-determination of this application; however, this appeal was subsequently withdrawn before the appeal was considered.  The second application, reference 2002/2493/01/DET proposed a shorter deck over the Metro line (approx 120m), plus the area at the junction of Byron St and Gladstone Place, forming more of an ‘L’ shaped site.  This development was also for a single building between three and nine storeys in height and would provide accommodation for 399 students.  This application has been held in abeyance following the submission of the third application.  The site of the third and current application is far less linear that the earlier two applications due to the inclusion of land to the west at the bottom end of the St George’s Car Park.

CONSULTATION AND PUBLICITY

5. 
324 direct notification letters were sent to residents of Gladstone Terrace, Gladstone Place, Harrison Place, Chester Street, Milton Close, Milton Place, Milton Green, Napier Street, Shield Street, Falconar Street and Byron Street.  In addition a press and a site notice were published.  42 letters have been received.  26 of these are copied letters signed by residents that also refer to planning applications on New Bridge Street and at the Camden St Car Park.  Eight of the 42 letters are from the same three addresses.  The letters make the following objections:

· The proposed development is overlarge and crammed onto the site.

· Damage to the Wildlife Corridor and loss of habitat.

· Overprovision of one type of student accommodation in Shieldfield.

· Noise and disturbance from students often late at night.

· Insufficient car parking.

· Too much traffic will be generated, including servicing vehicles.

· Overshadowing and loss of privacy creating a claustrophobic effect.

· Poor design that is out of character with the area.

· A strategy for privately financed student accommodation should be produced following consultation with resident and agreed by the Council.

· Already a large student population in the area.

· The character of the area will change making it undesirable for families and professionals.

· Anti-social behaviour by students, including vandalism, damage to property and theft will increase.

· Limited recreational provision within the site.

· A more modest and in-keeping development could be acceptable.

· The amendments don’t go far enough.

· Loss of views; the skyline would be obliterated.

· The site is unsuitable.

· The developer is not interested in the views of existing residents.

· Reference is made to Leeds where a newspaper report suggests that the Council are proposing to ban new purpose-built student housing in parts of the City.

· Double glazing is now a necessity.

· Electric bills will increase as lights will have to be on during the day due to the high buildings blocking light.

· Don’t want cobbles taken up from the street or new trees put in or car parking in front of me.

· The site address does not refer to Byron Street however, this road gives the only vehicular access plus pedestrian access; the site description is misleading.

· The plans locate the electricity substation at the point of greatest nuisance for neighbouring housing.

· Priority for student accommodation should be given to the Warners Cinema site, which lies below the eye line of existing buildings and does not encroach onto residential property.

· There are no redeeming features for the community.

· Other sites would be more suitable; potential to convert existing buildings or out of town locations.

· More emphasis has been given to the development when viewed from the motorway and not enough from residential areas.

· Highway safety could be compromised.

· There are already too many tower blocks in Newcastle.

· Community facilities should be built instead.

6. Two petitions have been received of eighty-eight and 13 signatures respectively; 12 people having signed both petitions.  The signatories include residents of Gladstone Terrace, Milton Green, Milton Close, Milton Place, Harrison Place, Lowden Court, Chester Street, Napier Street and Falconar Street. The petitions list the following grounds for objection:

· Too tall and long – the buildings should be limited to smaller blocks of two to four storey maximum height to match existing buildings north of Camden Street.  Traditional brick should be used.

· Too dense – the minimum spacing standards in the UDP should be achieved with rules applied to limit the size of the proposed building in every case to ensure proper design and so as to minimise the displacement effect of the building.

· Requirement – Metro cuttings are a designated Wildlife Corridor and UDP Policy NC1.5 only allows Wildlife Corridors to be developed in exceptional circumstances.  A case therefore needs to be made for the requirement for student accommodation.

· The substation is an unnecessary imposition which will unacceptably adversely impact on the character of the local build environment.

· The proposed development should rather have 3 car parking spaces less and locate the substation within the area of the main development at the location of those 3 car parking spaces. 

7. There is a request on the petition that the application should be dealt with promptly (while giving proper consultation and notification to local residents) to avoid further anxiety to residents from the lengthy planning process which has been ongoing over the past two years in connection with the applicant’s previous two proposals.

8. A copy of all local representations received have been placed in Members Services for reference purposes.

9. Jim Cousins MP objects on the following grounds: 

· Previous objections to the earlier applications are reiterated.

Scale and massing 

· The building will be a huge and an unacceptable intrusion on the visual amenity of neighbouring residents.

· Height of the building is far in excess of what is considered appropriate, especially in context of existing two storey terraced housing on Byron St and Gladstone Place.

Access and Parking

· Clear safety issue in connection with the access from the motorway slip road.

· Internal roadway appears inadequate for proper access to all parts of the site, the views of the emergency services should be sought.

· Whilst 18 parking spaces meets statutory provisions, it does not reflect the reality of car ownership levels amongst students.

· The results of a survey on car usage by students should be incorporated into the consultation process for this application.

· This is another example of town cramming at its worst and will create an unacceptable level of stain on both car parking and traffic in surrounding streets.

Cumulative effect of student developments

· The cumulative effect of so many new student developments on one neighbourhood has not been properly assessed.  There is no planning strategy in place.

· Whilst it is understandable why this area is attractive to developers, it is clear that the concentration of such development in one small area will have a negative effect on the whole city.  An agreed strategy for purpose built student housing should be adopted in advance of the determination of this application.

· A wider range of types of student accommodation should be considered, specifically for students with families, students with disabilities and older students.

· How student accommodation could be incorporated into mixed use development should be considered, along with a growing number of sites in the West of the city.

· No opportunity has been taken to seek the views of the student community to establish the housing type that they would prefer.

· No opportunity has been taken to seek the views of private landlords in Newcastle about the impact such development would have on their businesses and the housing market in Sandyford.

· No opportunity has been taken to consult the wider community in Shieldfield about their views on the enormous number of hostel type accommodation that is being planned in their neighbourhood.

· Potential conflict with the Pathfinder Housing Market Strategy; this application should be refused on the grounds of prematurity.

The airspace above the Metro line

· Concerned about the way in which the rights to this air space were sold and the consultation procedures used.

· The Metro cutting is a designated Wildlife Corridor in the UDP and as such should only be built on in exceptional circumstances.  It does not appear that a case has been made that this is an exceptional circumstance nor is it easy to see how an argument could be made for it.

· The development also seems to conflict with the Supplementary Planning Guidance document “Your Wildlife” that is the Newcastle Biodiversity Action Plan.

· This application would set a precedent for other areas in the city where rights to the air space over the Metro line could also be sold.

Noise

· The impact of noise from Metro and traffic has not been properly addressed.  Adequate noise attenuation is required.  Local residents also need to be protected from the noise from the development.

Design

· A building of this scale should be of outstanding architectural merit.  This is not such a building; the design has been driven by commercial factors.  The result is desperately unappealing.

· The design of student accommodation should meet the same exacting standards of any other commercial building.

· If amendments to the scheme are received there is an absolute need to re-consult those in the area to allow residents to comment on these changes.

10. Councillor Stephen Psallidas objects on the following grounds:

· It would be completely overbearing in the proposed location due to its proximity to Glenamara House – it would lead to a canyon effect on Camden Street, as well as overshadowing Napier Street and Gladstone Terrace too, despite the slight pulling southwards of the profile.

· Given the plethora of new halls being proposed, it is important to maintain at least some open sky in the area – it is not really suitable to be enclosed and blocked in like this.

· The building is simply too high and massive.

· There would be an increase in traffic on Byron Street and its approaches.

· It would directly affect the Wildlife Corridor along the Metro line.

11. Councillor Gareth Kane objects on the following grounds:

· Increased traffic in a restricted area with limited parking.

· The size of the proposed building will dominate the surroundings and is out of scale with the buildings on Napier Street

· Potential disruption to the important wildlife corridor on the Metro/railway line.

12. Ouseburn Labour Team opposes all recent planning applications for ‘student hostels’ on the following grounds:

· Could destroy the sense of community in Shieldfield.

· Too much strain on the environment and public services.

13. Northumbrian Water recommends that the developer makes early contact regarding water supply and any new connections to the sewerage system.  The sewerage system to which the development would discharge has reached its design capacity and may not be able to accept the anticipated flows, contact should be made to discuss the implications of discharges to the public sewerage system.  They also refer to the proximity of an existing public sewer that may be affected by the development.  No new buildings, structures, tree planting or alterations to the land within at least 3m of the sewer will be allowed without the permission of Northumbrian Water.

14. 
The Environment Agency has no objections in principle to the proposed development, but recommends that should consent be granted a condition relating to protection of the water environment be imposed.  The development is located outside the indicative floodplain, however the scale of the scheme is such that reference to the Flood Risk Standing Advice Matrix is made.  This advice sets out the general water drainage advice that should be taken into consideration in the development proposal.

15. 
The Coal Authority have recommended in a standard reply that appropriate technical advice is sought prior to works being undertaken on site, as the site is in an area where coal is believed to exist at or close to the surface that may have been worked at some time in the past.

16. 
Nexus acknowledged that it has a commercial interest in the site, and therefore restricted its comments to those of a technical nature.  Full details of the proposals are required by Nexus to take account of the operational, maintenance and safety requirements of the Metro line over which the building would be constructed.

17. 
The Head of Public Health and Environmental Protection has considered a noise survey dated 22 December 2003 submitted by the applicant.  This survey has indicated that there are high levels of noise to the façade proposed to face the A167(M).  The report goes on to recommend that a combined glazing and ventilation system is installed in order to achieve “good” internal noise levels.  However, due to the high noise levels, it is difficult to be confident that a particular system, when installed, would indeed achieve an adequate level of attenuation.  As a result, the applicant will need to carry out a noise survey on completion of the development, prior to first occupation, to demonstrate that the “good” internal noise levels have been achieved.  This noise report has subsequently been updated following consultation with Officers in PHEP and was reissued on 8 April 2004.  This report includes noise specification designations particular to this scheme’s floor plans.

18.  
The Head of Public Health and Environmental Protection goes on to suggest that proposed development is located within an area being considered for declaration as an Air Quality Management Area.  He indicates that consideration should be given to a contribution towards future monitoring and modelling costs.  

19.  
Northumbria Police do not raise any objection to the application, but make reference to their Secured By Design and Secured Car Park schemes intended to help promote a safe and secure environment.

20. 
The Highways Agency has no objection in principle to the development, but request that the views of the local Highway Authority’s highway development control team should be taken into account prior to determining the application.

DEVELOPMENT PLAN PROVISIONS

21. Government advice in PPG3 is that development plans should provide clear guidance as to the location of new development so that it meets housing requirements in the most sustainable way, allocating sites according to a search sequence.  Local planning authorities should only seek to identify sufficient land in the development plan to meet the housing requirement set through Regional Planning Guidance.  The final version of Regional Planning Guidance for the North East (RPG1) was published on 18 November 2002.  With effect from 28 September 2004 when the relevant provisions of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 were implemented, Regional Planning Guidance became the Statutory Regional Spatial Strategy.  In effect RPG1 now forms part of the statutory development plan for the area, the primary consideration in the determination of planning applications.  

22. The Regional Economic Strategy (RES) provides a framework for economic development, development of skills and training, and regeneration priorities. It emphasises the need for concerted action between all the key players in the region and the need to integrate and harmonise policies, plans and programmes across a broad agenda.  RPG1 draws on these priorities and needs to determine broad areas of land for economic development, how to make optimum use of infrastructure and assets, and to identify priorities for regeneration and improvement. The RES concentrates on the needs of the region’s people (in terms of job skills, training, etc), while RPG1 complements and supports its priorities through a land use and spatial development strategy.  The RES has set a series of broadly comparable objectives (inter alia):

• 
place the universities and colleges at the heart of the North East economy.

23. The RPG (now RSS) refers further to the region’s universities and colleges having a central role to play in the economic regeneration of the region. One North East and the region’s five universities have prepared a North East Universities Economic Compact. The main objectives of this Compact are to:
• 
expand the Universities;

• 
increase employment and the Universities’ contribution to the region’s wealth;

• 
accelerate two-way knowledge transfer between the Universities and industry; and

• 
mobilise University skill resources to contribute to the region’s efforts to build more inclusive, sustainable communities.

24. On 20 October the Executive agreed revisions to the Interim Planning Guidance on Release of Land for Housing, to take immediate effect.  The main changes are to Policy H2.  It was further agreed by Executive that a footnote be added to the effect that purpose built student accommodation is not covered by the IPG, on the proviso that occupancy is restricted by planning condition to students engaged in full-time further or higher education.  The consideration of this application therefore is not subject to the Policy requirements as set out in the revised IPG.
25. The site straddles the defined City Centre as indicated in the Unitary Development Plan (UDP), with the majority of the site falling within the City Centre.

26. The Metro line is a designated Wildlife Corridor.  The relevant Polices are NC1.1, NC1.5 and NC1.7.  These state:


NC1.1
DEVELOPMENT WHICH WOULD CAUSE DEMONSTRABLE HARM TO AN EXISTING OR PROPOSED SITE OF SPECIAL SCIENTIFIC INTEREST (SSSI) WILL NOT BE ALLOWED.  DEVELOPMENT WHICH WOULD CAUSE SUCH HARM TO A SITE OF NATURE CONSERVATION IMPORTANCE (SNCI) OR SITE OF LOCAL CONSERVATION IMPORTANCE (SLCI) WILL BE ALLOWED ONLY:

A. WHERE THERE IS A PROVEN PUBLIC INTEREST WHICH OUTWEIGHS THE HARM TO THE SITE; OR

B. WHERE IT CAN BE SHOWN THAT THE NEED FOR THE DEVELOPMENT CANNOT BE MET IN OTHER LOCATIONS WHERE LESS HARM TO WILDLIFE INTERESTS WOULD BE CAUSED, OR BY REASONABLE ALTERNATIVE MEANS; OR

C. WHERE IT IS POSSIBLE TO IMPOSE CONDITIONS, OR WHERE PLANNING OBLIGATIONS HAVE BEEN ENTERED INTO, WHICH PREVENT DAMAGING IMPACTS ON WILDLIFE HABITATS OR IMPORTANT NATURAL FEATURES.

NC1.5
DEVELOPMENT WHICH WOULD HARM THE NATURE CONSERVATION VALUE OF A WILDLIFE CORRIDOR WILL BE ALLOWED ONLY IN EXCEPTIONAL CIRCUMSTANCES (AS DEFINED BY POLICY NC1.1).

NC1.7
IN DETERMINING APPLICATIONS FOR PLANNING PERMISSION FOR DEVELOPMENT LIKELY TO HAVE A SIGNIFICANT IMPACT UPON WILDLIFE, THE COUNCIL WILL HAVE REGARD TO THE FOLLOWING CONSIDERATIONS:

A. AN ASSESSMENT SUBMITTED BY THE APPLICANT AS AN ECOLOGICAL APPRAISAL OF THE NATURE CONSERVATION VALUE OF THE SITE AND THE IMPACT OF DEVELOPMENT ON A DESIGNATED WILDLIFE SITE OR WILDLIFE CORRIDOR OR PROTECTED SPECIES;

B. THE DESIRABILITY OF RETAINING NATURAL FEATURES AND HABITATS AND OF PROTECTING THEM DURING CONSTRUCTION;

C. MAINTAINING AND IF POSSIBLE INCREASING THE NATURE CONSERVATION VALUE OF THE SITE BY ENHANCEMENT OF EXISTING OR CREATION OF NEW WILDLIFE HABITATS;

D. USING A SIGNIFICANT PROPORTION OF LOCALLY NATIVE SPECIES IN LANDSCAPING AND PLANTING SCHEMES;

E. INCORPORATING THE MAXIMUM POSSIBLE AREA OF PERMEABLE GROUND SURFACES AND OTHERWISE MAINTAINING EXISTING NATURAL DRAINAGE AS FAR AS POSSIBLE WHEN DEVELOPING PREVIOUSLY OPEN SITES;

F. PROVIDING APPROPRIATE MEASURES EITHER ON OR OFF SITE TO OFFSET THE LOSS OR DISTURBANCE OF WILDLIFE HABITATS WHERE THIS IS UNAVOIDABLE; AND

G.
PREPARING AND IMPLEMENTING SUITABLE MANAGEMENT ARRANGEMENTS TO SECURE THE LONG TERM SUCCESS OF ANY OF THE ABOVE.

27. The following UDP policies are also considered relevant to this application:

H1.5
APPLICATIONS FOR PLANNING PERMISSION FOR STUDENT ACCOMMODATION WILL BE CONSIDERED AGAINST THE FOLLOWING CRITERIA:

A. PROXIMITY OF THE SITE TO THE CAMPUS, OR ITS SUITABLE LOCATION WITHIN THE CITY CENTRE OR A DISTRICT CENTRE;

B. SATISFACTORY CONVERSION OR REDEVELOPMENT OF NON-RESIDENTIAL PREMISES;

C. SUITABLE CONVERSION AND/OR ADAPTION OF LOCAL AUTHORITY HOUSING STOCK;

D. CONVENIENT ACCESS TO GOOD PUBLIC TRANSPORT SERVICE.

H2
DEVELOPMENT WHICH WOULD HARM THE AMENITY OF ANY DWELLING, OR GROUP OF DWELLINGS WILL NOT BE ALLOWED.  IMPACT ON RESIDENTIAL AMENITY WILL BE ASSESSED WITH PARTICULAR REGARD TO:


A.
PROTECTING THE CHARACTER OF THE LOCALITY AND OF THE EXISTING BUILDING IN THE CASE OF ALTERATIONS, EXTENSIONS OR CONVERSIONS;


B.
PROTECTING TREES AND OTHER SOFT LANDSCAPING OF AMENITY VALUE;


C.
ENSURING SATISFACTORY DAYLIGHT, SUNLIGHT, OUTLOOK AND PRIVACY FOR ALL DWELLINGS, EXISTING AND PROPOSED, PARTICULARLY IN RELATION TO GOOD EXISTING STANDARDS IN THE LOCALITY;


D.
AVOIDING THE INTRODUCTION OF SUCH ADDITIONAL ACCESSES, TRAFFIC OR PARKING AS WOULD INCREASE VISUAL INTRUSION, NOISE OR DISTURBANCE, OR PREJUDICE ROAD SAFETY; AND


E.
ENSURING THAT NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT AND/OR ASSOCIATED OPERATIONS WILL NOT HARM RESIDENTIAL AMENITY THROUGH AN INCREASE IN NOISE, DISTURBANCE, SMELLS, FUMES OR OTHER HARMFUL EFFECTS.

SD1.1
ENERGY CONSUMPTION AND CARBON DIOXIDE EMISSIONS WILL BE REDUCED BY:

A. 
LOCATING THE MOST INTENSIVE FORMS OF DEVELOPMENT AT THE CITY CENTRE AND ITS FRINGES, CLOSE TO METRO STATIONS, AND ALONG MAJOR BUS ROUTES;

B. ENCOURAGING MIXED USE DEVELOPMENT AND ACTIVITY;

C. RETAINING AREAS OF MIXED USE DEVELOPMENT AND ACTIVITY;

D. EFFICIENT USE OF ROAD SPACE;

E. ENCOURAGING THE DEVELOPMENT OF RENEWABLE ENERGY; AND

F. MAINTAINING THE COMPACT NATURE OF THE CITY.


EN1.1
ALL DEVELOPMENT WILL BE REQUIRED TO MEET HIGH STANDARDS OF DESIGN IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE FOLLOWING PRINCIPLES:

A. RETAINING THE BEST BUILDINGS;


B.
TAKING FULL ADVANTAGE OF LANDFORM, LANDSCAPE AND OTHER SITE FEATURES;


C.
INTEGRATING DEVELOPMENT INTO ITS SETTING WITH REGARD TO THE SCALE AND PATTERN OF SURROUNDING BUILDINGS AND SPACES, AND LINKS IN THE PEDESTRIAN ROUTE NETWORK;


D.
RELATING TO THE MATERIALS AND DESIGN CHARACTERISTICS OF SURROUNDING BUILT DEVELOPMENT;


E.
FACILITATING SAFE PEDESTRIAN MOVEMENT;


F.
DESIGNING FOR EQUAL ACCESSIBILITY FOR ALL USERS REGARDLESS OF AGE OR DISABILITIES, AND MINIMISING OPPORTUNITIES FOR CRIME;


G.
ENSURING NEW BUILDINGS ARE ADAPTABLE TO USE FOR OTHER PURPOSES;


H.
A COMPREHENSIVE AND CO-ORDINATED APPROACH TO NEW DEVELOPMENTS OF MORE THAN ONE BUILDING;


I.
INCORPORATING HARD AND SOFT LANDSCAPING AS AN INTEGRAL PART OF DESIGN, MAXIMISING TREE PLANTING WHERE APPROPRIATE, AND PROVIDING FOR ITS LONG TERM MAINTENANCE;

J.
MINIMISING ADVERSE IMPACTS ON NEARBY LAND USES;


K.
MINIMISING IMPACTS ON ACTIVITIES ON NEIGHBOURING OPEN LAND AND COUNTRYSIDE; AND

L. MAXIMISING THE USE OF BUILDINGS, STRUCTURES AND LAND FORMS TO SCREEN NOISE SENSITIVE DEVELOPMENT AND SPACES.

EN2
THE APPEARANCE OF THE CITY FROM MAIN APPROACHES AND FROM MAJOR MOVEMENT CORRIDORS THROUGH THE BUILT UP AREA AND FROM OR ACROSS THE RIVER TYNE WILL BE ENHANCED BY:

A. ENCOURAGING, ASSISTING AND CARRYING OUT IMPROVEMENTS TO LAND AND BUILDINGS;

B. REQUIRING IMAGINATIVE DESIGN IN NEW DEVELOPMENT, WITH SENSITIVITY TO ITS SETTING, AND HIGH STANDARDS OF MATERIAL AND LANDSCAPING; AND

C.
PROMOTING LANDSCAPED CORRIDORS INTO THE HEART OF THE BUILT UP AREA TO LINK THE CITY WITH THE COUNTRYSIDE.

EN2.1
DEVELOPMENT WHICH WOULD HARM THE FOLLOWING VIEWS WILL NOT BE ALLOWED:

A. FROM MAIN APPROACHES TO THE CITY AND CITY CENTRE;

B. FROM MAJOR MOVEMENT CORRIDORS;

C. FROM OR ACROSS THE RIVER TYNE;

D. TO THE NORTH TOWARDS THE CHEVIOTS, SIMONSIDE, AND OPEN COUNTRYSIDE; AND

E.
OF HISTORIC BUILDING OR SKYLINES OR OTHER DISTINCTIVE LANDMARK BUILDINGS AND STRUCTURES.

EN2.3
THE FOLLOWING MAIN APPROACHES TO THE CITY AND TO THE CITY CENTRE, AND MAJOR MOVEMENT CORRIDORS, ARE IDENTIFIED FOR THE PURPOSES OF POLICIES EN2 AND EN2.1:


MAJOR MOVEMENT CORRIDORS THROUGH CITY


Road:
34.
B1318/A167(M) Brunton Park to Tyne Bridge

EN3
THE QUALITY OF THE CITY’S LANDSCAPE WILL BE ENHANCED BY PROTECTING AREAS OF GREATEST VALUE, RETAINING TREES AND WOODLANDS, AND GREATLY INCREASING THE AMOUNT OF PLANTING.

EN3.2
WHERE APPROPRIATE, DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS SHALL RETAIN WOODLAND, TREES, HEDGEROWS AND SHRUBS, AND THE COUNCIL WILL ATTACH CONDITIONS FOR THEIR PROTECTION DURING AND AFTER CONSTRUCTION; WHERE SUCH FEATURES ARE WORTHY OF PROTECTION BUT THEIR LOSS IS UNAVOIDABLE REPLACEMENT PLANTING WILL BE REQUIRED.

OS1.1
DEVELOPERS WILL BE REQUIRED TO PROVIDE OPEN SPACE IN ASSOCIATION WITH HOUSING DEVELOPMENT AND MAJOR DEVELOPMENTS FOR OTHER LAND USES.

OS1.2
IN THE DETERMINATION OF PLANNING APPLICATIONS FOR RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, THE COUNCIL WILL HAVE REGARD TO THE FOLLOWING STANDARDS IN ASSESSING THE APPROPRIATE AMOUNT AND DISTRIBUTION OF OPEN SPACE REQUIRED AS PART OF, AND AS A RESULT OF, THE PROPOSALS;

A. NEIGHBOURHOOD AND CITY CENTRE PARKS – SUBSTANTIAL PUBLIC SPACES PROVIDING FOR A RANGE OF ACTIVE AND PASSIVE PURSUITS FOR PEOPLE OF ALL AGES AND ABILITIES.  MOST HOUSEHOLDS SHOULD BE WITHIN 0.5 KM OF A PUBLIC PARK OF 6 HECTARES MINIMUM;

B. LOCAL OPEN SPACES – 1.2 HECTARES FOR 1,000 PERSONS;

C. SPACES FOR OUTDOOR SPORT – PROVIDING FACILITIES FOR INDIVIDUAL PARTICIPATION IN SPORT AS WELL AS FOR ORGANISED TEAM GAMES – 1.1 HECTARES PER 1,000 POPULATION, INCLUDING EDUCATION FACILITIES USED BY THE PUBLIC;

D. OTHER SPECIALIST RECREATION FACILITIES – SPACES PROVIDING OPPORTUNITIES FOR HORTICULTURE AND KEEPING ANIMALS, E.G. ALLOTMENTS AND STABLES -–ALLOTMENT PLOTS SHOULD BE AVAILABLE FOR APPROXIMATELY 5% OF THE POPULATION OF 30-75 YEARS; AND

E. THE AVAILABILITY OF AREAS OF NATURE CONSERVATION VALUE, COUNTRYSIDE CHARACTER, COMMUNITY WOODLAND OR COUNTRY PARKS WHICH CAN PROVIDE FOR A WIDE RANGE OF PASSIVE RECREATIONAL ACTIVITY.

NC1
THE NATURE CONSERVATION RESOURCES OF THE CITY WILL BE MAINTAINED AND ENHANCED BY THE PROTECTION OF HABITATS AND FEATURES AND A REQUIREMENT ON ALL NEW DEVELOPMENT TO TAKE ACCOUNT OF THE NEEDS OF WILDLIFE.

POL6
DEVELOPERS WILL BE REQUIRED TO UNDERTAKE A THOROUGH SITE INVESTIGATION WHERE A SITE IS, OR MAY BE CONTAMINATED.  THE INVESTIGATION MUST IDENTIFY THE NATURE OF CONTAMINATION TOGETHER WITH THE REMEDIAL MEASURES REQUIRED TO TREAT OR REMOVE IT IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE BEST PRACTICABLE ENVIRONMENTAL OPTION APPROPRIATE TO THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT AND THE NATURE OF THE SITE.  DEVELOPMENT WILL NOT BE ALLOWED TO COMMENCE UNTIL THESE MEASURES HAVE BEEN COMPLETED, UNLESS THEY ARE AFFECTED AS PART OF THE ACTUAL DEVELOPMENT PROCESS.

POL8
NOISE SENSITIVE DEVELOPMENT EXPOSED TO UNACCEPTABLE LEVELS OF NOISE FROM ROADS, EXISTING INDUSTRIAL AREAS OR OTHER NOISE GENERATING USES WILL ONLY BE ALLOWED IF IT COMPLIES WITH THE DEVELOPMENT CONTROL POLICY STATEMENT 22 - NOISE AND VIBRATION AND INCORPORATES SATISFACTORY ATTENUATION MEASURES.

POL10
NOISE SENSITIVE DEVELOPMENT WILL NOT BE ALLOWED WITHIN 30 METRES OF ANY RAILWAY TRACK OR WHERE THE 24 HOUR leq EXCEEDS 60dB(A) OR WHERE THE AVERAGE MAXIMUM LEVEL OF TRAIN PASS BYS EXCEEDS 80dB(A).


POL11
PROPOSALS FOR RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT WITHIN 60 METRES OF ANY RAILWAY TRACK SHALL INCLUDE AN ASSESSMENT OF THE IMPACT OF VIBRATION AND SHALL INCORPORATE ANY NECESSARY PRECAUTIONARY OR PREVENTIVE MEASURES AS PART OF THE SCHEME.

T4.5
DEVELOPMENT SHALL PROVIDE PARKING WHICH SATISFIES OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTS.  PROVISION IN EXCESS OF THIS REQUIREMENT WILL BE DETERMINED IN RELATION TO THE IMPACT OF DEVELOPMENT ON THE ENVIRONMENT.  PARKING PROVISION WILL BE MET BY:

A. THE IMPLEMENTATION OF PARKING STANDARDS ON SITE; OR

B. THE PAYMENT, BY DEVELOPERS TO THE CITY COUNCIL, OF A COMMUTED SUM SO THAT ALTERNATIVE PROVISION CAN BE MADE ELSEWHERE; OR

C. THE PROVISION OF CAR PARKING SPACES BY THE DEVELOPER ON AN ACCEPTABLE SITE ELSEWHERE IN THE LOCALITY.

T4.7
ON AND OFF STREET PARKING SPACES WILL BE PROVIDED SPECIFICALLY FOR PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES.

T5.1
THE SAFETY AND CONVENIENCE OF PEDESTRIANS, PARTICULARLY THOSE PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES AND THE LESS MOBILE, WILL BE FULLY TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT AND GIVEN PRIORITY WHERE APPROPRIATE IN:

A. TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT MEASURES;

B. ALL CENTRAL AREA INITIATIVES;

C. THE DESIGN OF ALL DEVELOPMENT AND HIGHWAY IMPROVEMENT SCHEMES.


T5.3
CYCLING IN NEWCASTLE WILL BE ENCOURAGED BY:

A. PROVIDING A SIGNED CITYWIDE NETWORK OF CYCLE ROUTES SEPARATE, WHERE POSSIBLE, FROM MAJOR TRAFFIC FLOWS;

B. ENSURING CYCLISTS’ NEEDS ARE TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT IN THE DESIGN OF HIGHWAY AND TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT SCHEMES;

C. ENSURING CYCLISTS’ NEEDS ARE CONSIDERED AS PART OF NEW DEVELOPMENT AND WHERE APPROPRIATE, REQUIRING THAT FACILITIES, INCLUDING PARKING, ARE PROVIDED, TO SATISFY OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTS AND STANDARDS;

D. PROVIDING CYCLE PARKING FACILITIES AT APPROPRIATE LOCATION IN THE CITY CENTRE, LOCAL SHOPPING CENTRES AND ELSEWHERE;

E. PROVIDING ACCESS TO ROAD SPACE OTHERWISE SHARED BY BUSES AND SERVICE VEHICLES WHERE APPROPRIATE; AND

F. PROVIDING EDUCATION, TRAINING AND PUBLICITY WHICH ENCOURAGE SAFE AND GOOD CYCLING PRACTICE.

T7.2
DEVELOPMENT REQUIRING IMPROVEMENTS TO THE PUBLIC HIGHWAY WILL NOT BE ALLOWED UNLESS:

A. APPROPRIATE CONTRIBUTIONS ARE OBTAINED FROM DEVELOPERS.

B. THE OPERATIONAL, ECONOMIC AND ENVIRONMENTAL INTERESTS OF THOSE AFFECTED BY DEVELOPMENT ARE PROPERLY SAFEGUARDED;

C. IT IS IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE STANDARDS OF THE HIGHWAY AUTHORITY; AND

D. APPROPRIATE PROVISION IS MADE FOR PUBLIC TRANSPORT, PEDESTRIANS, CYCLISTS AND HORSERIDERS.

IM1
THE INTERPRETATION AND IMPLEMENTATION OF ALL POLICIES AND PROPOSALS SHALL BE SUBJECT TO ANY OTHER RELEVANT POLICIES.

IM4
PLANNING APPLICATIONS FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF SITES MUST INCLUDE PROVISION FOR INFRASTRUCTURE WHERE APPROPRIATE, PLANNING PERMISSION FOR DEVELOPMENT REQUIRING NEW, OR IMPROVEMENTS TO EXISTING, INFRASTRUCTURE WILL NOT BE GRANTED UNLESS THE COUNCIL IS SATISFIED THAT SUITABLE ARRANGEMENTS, BY WAY OF LEGAL AGREEMENTS IF NEED BE, HAVE BEEN MADE TO ENSURE THAT THE WORKS WILL BE UNDERTAKEN.

IM6
WHERE APPROPRIATE, THE COUNCIL MAY SEEK TO ENTER INTO A PLANNING OBLIGATION OR OBLIGATIONS WITH THE DEVELOPER(S) WHERE THIS IS NECESSARY TO THE GRANTING OF PLANNING PERMISSION.  DEVELOPER CONTRIBUTIONS MAY BE SOUGHT TO MEET THE INFRASTRUCTURE OR OTHER CONSEQUENTIAL NEEDS OF DEVELOPMENT, EXAMPLES OF SUCH NEEDS INCLUDE:

A. TRANSPORT INFRASTRUCTURE, INCLUDING PUBLIC TRANSPORT, HIGHWAYS, CAR PARKING AND FACILITIES FOR PEDESTRIANS AND CYCLISTS.

B. FOUL AND SURFACE DRAINAGE AND OTHER MAIN SERVICES;

C. SOCIAL, RECREATIONAL AND COMMUNITY FACILITIES, INCLUDING SCHOOLS;

D. OPEN SPACE AND ACCESS TO COUNTRYSIDE;

E. COMMUNITY WOODLAND;

F. AFFORDABLE OR SPECIAL NEEDS HOUSING;

G. TRAINING;

H. PROTECTION AND ENHANCEMENT OF THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT; AND

I. PROTECTION AND ENHANCEMENT OF THE BUILT AND HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT.

IM7
PLANNING OBLIGATIONS AND DEVELOPER CONTRIBUTIONS WILL BE SOUGHT TO SECURE PROVISION OF INFRASTRUCTURE OR OTHER CONSEQUENTIAL NEEDS BY:

A. DIRECT PROVISION ON OR OFF SITE; OR

B. A FINANCIAL CONTRIBUTION TO THE CITY COUNCIL OR OTHER STATUTORY BODY FOR PROVISION IN THE AREA AS A WHOLE; OR

C. A FINANCIAL CONTRIBUTION TO A TRUST OR OTHER SUITABLE AGENCY SET UP FOR THAT PURPOSE; OR

D. A COMBINATION OF THE ABOVE.

28. In addition, Development Control Policy Statements 1 – Access For All, 16 – Crime Prevention, 17 – Spacing Standards, 19 – Landscaping, 22 – Noise and Vibration and 23 – Parking Standards for Cars and Cycles contain relevant information.

PLANNING ASSESSMENT

29. The main issues requiring assessment are the suitability of the site in terms of:

a) The principle of student accommodation on this site

b) the scale and design of the development

c) ecology and landscaping

d) traffic and parking arrangements

e) impact on the development from surrounding noise and vibration sources.

f) issues relating to residential amenity 

g) wind analysis

Student Accommodation

30. A report to Committee on 7 March 2003 – attached as Appendix 1 to this report - provided an update on trends, issues and possible future provision of student halls of residence.  The report acknowledged that whilst the Council undoubtedly supports the future development and expansion of the Universities, it is nevertheless clear that accommodating large numbers of students within the wider communities, as well as benefiting these communities, can give rise to potential problems and tensions.  The potential of sites to provide purpose-built student accommodation raises a number of issues.  

31. The Unitary Development Plan provides guidance under Policy H1.5 (reproduced above) this lists the criteria against which applications for student housing are to be assessed.  In particular criterion A and D relate to sustainability issues.  It is clear that student halls of residence in close proximity (ie within ½ mile of the campus) will encourage journeys on foot or by bicycle and are therefore more sustainable than sites some distance from the universities.  In this context City Centre or fringe of City Centre sites are preferred.  The application site is in close proximity to the Northumbria University campus, with access via an existing footbridge across the motorway from Camden Street.  Provision has been made within the development for car parking with the potential to provide adequate cycle parking.  In addition, Manors, Haymarket and Monument Metro stations are within walking distance.  It is therefore considered that the location complies with the UDP requirement set out in Policy H1.5(A & D) that student accommodation should be in close proximity to the campus and with convenient access to public transport.

32. In addition, the supporting text to this Policy suggests that sites within or near existing residential areas are the preferred locations for purpose built accommodation; the application site falls between the residential area of Shieldfield and the commercial activity of the City Centre.

Scale and Design

33. As referred to in the Introduction the applicants have made significant changes to their scheme since the submission of the first application.  The application site itself has been amended to avoid the strongly linear form that resulted from a reliance on building, for the most part, only over the line of the Metro.  This application includes land in the St Georges Car Park allowing the creation of a greatly widened site.  This has enabled the buildings to be brought further away from the existing residential properties and allows far greater flexibility of footprint and site layout for the development.  The other significant change from the earlier applications has been the decision to construct two separate buildings rather than the single one proposed before.  This has allowed the overall length and mass of the development to be reduced and a more attractive internal space to be created within the site between the buildings.  

34. The location and definition of the main pedestrian entrance (at the Camden St / motorway slip-road junction) with the reception and other facilities is good and will clearly encourage pedestrian movement directly over the footbridge across the Central Motorway towards the City Centre and campuses rather than through the surrounding residential streets.

35. The general architectural approach of this submission is considered acceptable, using a contemporary style, incorporating a parapet detail at roof level.  The treatment of the portion of Building Two closest to the terraces of Gladstone Place / Chester Street is such that the ridge height of houses on Chester St is matched by the parapet height of the Building Two and a cream coloured render finish would match the paint colour used on this terrace.

36. Since its receipt, this application has been amended by reducing the overall building heights by lowering floor to floor heights from 2850mm to 2700mm throughout, Building One has also been reduced in height by one storey at the north end of the longer section and to the east wing adjacent to Camden Street; the scale and massing of the proposal is now considered acceptable as the building is now the same height as the ridge of Glenamara House and there is an acceptable relationship adjacent to the Gladstone Place / Chester St terraces, two storeys to three storeys with a 19m separation distance.  Other amendments have included indenting all stair cores around the perimeter of both buildings; an increase in the area above the Metro line to be decked over, thereby allowing the creation of additional amenity space within the site and avoiding a void area that would have needed to be made safe; redesign of the car parking spaces and bin store locations has increased the useable amenity space available.

37. The plans indicate that both buildings would make use of a blue engineering brick to create a ‘plinth’.  This is to be separated from a Sto through-colour render system proposed for the upper levels by a recessed channel detail.  A further recessed channel detail is proposed between the lower and top part of the rendered parapet,  with the parapet itself having PPC aluminium coping.  The horizontal feature slot windows would comprise a double glazed window system with Kingspan composite panels between the windows.  The main entrance feature, to Building One, shows decorative facing blockwork in place of the engineering brick.  In addition, floor to floor glazing is proposed for the building above the main entrance to create a design feature on this corner.

38. The assessment of the visual impact and appearance of this development has been greatly aided by the high quality photomontages provided by the applicant.  These show the buildings from a number of key view points, identified by Officers.

39. The development is therefore considered to comply with the relevant design policies in the UDP.

Ecology and Landscaping

40. The site is part of the designated Metro Line Wildlife Corridor as defined in NC1.6 of the UDP.  Policy NC1.5 therefore applies.  This Policy states that development which would harm the nature conservation value of a wildlife corridor will only be allowed in exceptional circumstances and Policy NC1.7 lists the requirements imposed on developers.  Wildlife Corridors provide an inter-connecting network of habitats, allowing movement of species between what would otherwise be isolated islands and maintain species and habitat richness and variety.  The Wildlife Corridors identified in the UDP vary greatly in character, in urban areas, as in this example, many corridors follow transportation routes, created by roads, rail or Metro lines.  It is important to note that Wildlife Corridors exist only as designations in the UDP and that they have no legislative status, unlike SSSI’s for example.

41. The applicant has commissioned a number of ecological surveys and has provided an assessment of the impact of their development on the Wildlife Corridor.  A field study of the site has been conducted using the methodology of English Nature’s Phase 1 survey, as outlined in their habitat mapping manual (Handbook for Phase 1 habitat survey, A Technique for Environmental Audit, English Field Unit, Nature Conservancy Council, 1990).  Each parcel of land has been classified as one of about ninety habitat types.  As a result, three main areas from east to west were identified.  Of these two are considered to have Low conservation value when assessed against a regional scale developed from English Nature’s guidelines for the selection of SSSI’s (nationally important sites of special scientific interest) with the third being of Parish level value.  A Low value area supports limited semi-natural communities of low conservation value, for example species-poor hedges, poor semi-improved grassland or recent woodland.  Impacts on such habitats can generally be mitigated through careful design and habitat creation.  Parish value sites are areas which have good floristic diversity of common species and a good semi-natural character.  These areas are generally only re-creatable in the long term.  Features such as diverse mature hedgerows, small areas of semi-natural woodland and semi-improved neutral grassland would fall within this category.  Wherever practicable such features would be retained to minimise adverse impacts.

42. The development would cause the loss of a section of Wildlife Corridor of Low to Parish level quality habitat and would also increase the existing severance in this area caused by the construction of Glenamara House, which spans the Metro line.  Due to the height and extent of Glenamara House there is already significant severance of the Wildlife Corridor and therefore the primary impact of this development would be due to loss of habitat.  Losses would include approximately 950 square metres of woodland, 3,560 square metres of coarse grassland / ephemeral short perennial communities, 1,650 square metres of dense scrub and 1,240 square metres of tree cover, approximately 0.4ha of semi-natural habitats in total.  The dominant tree and shrub species are non-native ornamental species and Japanese Knotweed (a highly invasive weed; that it is an offence “to plant or otherwise encourage” and that needs to be disposed of at a licensed, lined landfill site).  A moderate range of birds and butterfly species are present in the area, but no bats were recorded during a dusk survey.

43. There is little scope within the site layout as proposed to allow for the creation of significant areas of green-space and as a result the applicant has opted for a high-quality hard landscaped approach; albeit the landscaping of the site has been amended and greatly improved following discussions with Officers.  Additional planting is proposed to bolster existing planting along the boundary with the Central Motorway, off-site planting is proposed for the end of the St George’s car park, a grassed sitting out area is now shown and a reinforced grass surface (Hoofmark Golpla) is shown as surface treatment for some of the car parking areas, with mitigation off-site being offered too.

44. The amended layout of the external spaces within the development provide a better facilities for recreational use and the arrangement of parking, refuse storage and cycle storage are more sensitively integrated into the setting.  The vehicle routes for emergency access and refuse collections do not now dominate the landscape and as such the layout is acceptable.

45. The inclusion of the green roofs on the bin stores is an interesting concept and careful detailing will be required to ensure that they do not become unsightly due to failure of any vegetation.  In addition, 30 nest boxes and 10 bat boxes are proposed for the site.

46. UDP Policy OS1.2 Local Open Spaces, suggests a minimum 1.2 ha of open space for 1000 persons therefore, 0.6 ha. is required for 500 people. The nearest green spaces currently are the Civic Centre grounds and Warwick Street City Stadium about 0.6 km walk away.  For ‘doorstep’ space (0.1 hectare) there is green space in Shieldfield (Napier Street) some 80 to 100 metres away and at Wretham Place. 
47. Due to the relatively low quality of the Metro line habitat, the existing severance in the course of the Wildlife Corridor caused by the construction of Glenamara House, the efforts made by the applicant to enhance as far as possible the landscape quality of the site and the potential to provide off-site ecological mitigation it is considered that, the impact on the ecological quality of the site would not be so detrimentally affected as to warrant refusal of the application. 

48. It is considered that the applicant has gone a long way since the initial submission in providing functional external spaces for use by the residents and on the whole the scheme is generally now acceptable, subject to the approval of detail, as referred to above, which could be conditioned.  This site is unable to fully compensate for the loss to biodiversity or for provision of all the amenity and recreational needs of the residents.  These would have to be provided at locations as near to the site as possible and the use of a s.106 agreement is the most appropriate means of achieving this.

49. Based on the figures given, the Council’s landscape officers estimate that the physical loss of habitat could be replaced (including five years maintenance) for approximately £30,000.  A scheme for a ‘community garden’ and play area in nearby Wretham Place is currently being developed and this would appear to be a suitable recipient for a compensatory contribution arising from this development.  
Traffic and Parking Arrangements

50. The application has been amended to remove an emergency vehicular access point that would have formed a junction onto the motorway slip-road.  This leaves a single point of vehicular entry and egress to the site on Byron Street, which is considered acceptable in highway safety terms.

51. As referred to above, the application site straddles the City Centre boundary as defined in the UDP; the boundary line runs along the Metro line.  Car parking standards for student accommodation vary dependant on whether the site is within or outside the City Centre.  As the majority of the site lies within the City Centre, it is this parking standard that is considered appropriate for this development.  Accordingly to comply with the guidelines contained within DCPS23 – Parking Standards this development generates a requirement for 27 car spaces.  However, the actual wording of the Policy (T4.5) specifically relates to the provision of parking to meet operational requirements.

52. This development includes 18 parking spaces, with six of these being designated for disabled drivers, in addition provision is made within the site for secure cycle parking.  This level of car parking provision has been supported by information provided by Victoria Hall Ltd relating to their experience at a number of their other sites.  The average number of car parking spaces / bed spaces in 10 other Victoria Hall Ltd schemes across the country is 1 per 28 (giving a requirement for 18 for this development).  This level of provision is considered acceptable.  The surrounding streets are subject to various parking restrictions including residents parking schemes. It is therefore considered that, should there be any ‘overspill’ parking generated that the existing parking restrictions would deter indiscriminate parking by students in the surround streets.  However, for certainty on this point it would be necessary to enter into a legal agreement for the applicant to cover the cost of amending the terms of the existing parking restrictions.

53. The development has been designed so that the main focus of pedestrian activity is via the Camden Street / A167(M) slip-road end of the site, directly over the existing footbridge over the motorway to the city centre and University campuses.  With this in mind, there would be greater pedestrian movement across Camden St, and measures to improve ease of pedestrian movement and safety, including the use of road markings and pavement widening are deemed necessary.  A legal agreement would be necessary to secure these works. 

54. It is considered that the application, as amended, complies with the requirements in the UDP for parking to meet operational needs and for highway safety matters to be fully addressed.


Noise and Vibration

55. This site is affected by noise generated by Metro train movements on the track (and vibration) and the significant volume of traffic using the Central Motorway.  This particular stretch of Metro line is used to move stock around, there is therefore far less potential for noise and vibration nuisance from the Metro than if it were a passenger route.

56. Nexus has advised that the number of train movements along the Metro line in this location is approximately 16 in a day.  This is more than was allowed for in the noise and vibration report submitted with the application.  However, since the noise report was conducted the application has been amended to increase the area of decking to a void down to the Metro line that was to have been sited between the two ‘arms’ of Building One.  This would reduce the train noise that would reach the building and subsequently the windows that look out over this area could require a lower standard of sound insulation.  Due to the number of trains passing, there would also be likely to be an increase in vibration, however, the agent has confirmed that this could be dealt with as part of the detailed design of the structural deck.

57. As referred to earlier the Head of Public Health and Environmental Protection is content that it will be possible to adequately noise attenuate what is recognised as a noisy site through the use of appropriately designed acoustic glazing and ventilation.  A condition could require the noise attenuation to be tested after construction and prior to first occupation.


Residential Amenity

58. One of the principal objections to the scheme made by respondents is to the concentration of such a number of students in this location and concerns relating in particular to noise and disturbance.  Whilst this is a perhaps understandable concern, it is important to look at the detail of what is actually proposed in relation to the immediate locality. 

59. It is known that there is a continuing pressure of student occupation on Tyneside flats particularly in Heaton, Jesmond and Sandyford.  Frequent concerns raised by members of the public and councillors about such occupation relate to boisterous behaviour by students returning home late at night through these communities and also boisterous behaviour within the flats which can also cause disturbance to other residents.  The location of this proposed on the western side of Shieldfield and the location of the pedestrian entrances at the south west corner of the site would mean that students returning from the City or the university would not need to pass through the Shieldfield community.  It is also worth noting that as this is a purpose built managed facility the problem of “place of occupation” related disturbance would be less problematical.  It is also worth noting that this scheme if implemented would go some way to reducing the pressure of student occupation in the parts of the City outlined above.

60. The applicant has provided a copy of a document entitled ‘The Management of a Victoria Hall Complex’.  This states that caretakers are on site 24 hours a day, throughout the year providing, amongst other duties, security cover.  In addition an average of 20 CCTV cameras are typically to be found on the site and relations are built up with the local police.  The disciplinary proceedings attached to that document outline the action that would be taken against various offences.  Noise complaints and antisocial behaviour can ultimately result in eviction proceedings. 

61. The building has been sited and designed to take account of existing housing around the application site as well as allowing for the future development of sites along Byron St.  All separation distances to and from the site are considered acceptable and are at least, if not in excess of, existing front to front or rear to rear elevation relationships of the current housing layout.  These distances do not always meet the separation distance guidelines set out in DCPS 17, (21m at two storey to two storey height), but are in character with the urban grain of this part of the City.  The applicant has submitted a Daylight and Sunlight Report, based on the Building Research Establishment (BRE) guidelines ‘Site Layout Planning for Daylight and Sunlight’.  This document provides the criteria and methodology for calculating both existing and proposed light levels and the mechanism to assess the statistical results derived, in terms of the actual perception of changing light levels to occupiers of the rooms tested.

62. The report has assessed the levels of day and sunlight reaching the windows of all relevant adjoining residential properties.  These being; Napier Street flats (referred to in the report as Byron Street Apartments), 1 and 1a Gladstone Place, 23-27 Byron Street and 14 and 15 Milton Green.  The report concludes that following detailed daylight and sunlight assessment of the proposal, it is the consultant’s view that the proposed development is acceptable in the context of the BRE document.  This opinion is supported by officers.

63. The separation distances and design of the building are such that it is considered that existing levels of privacy, daylight and sunlight will not be harmed by the development and as such, it complies with the requirements of UDP Policy H2 in this regard.

Wind Analysis

64. The applicant has commissioned a report to consider the impact that the development would have on wind movements, should it be constructed.  This report has undergone a Peer Review undertaken by consultants and further comments received from the applicant’s consultant.  The applicant’s report concludes that for each approaching wind direction, areas have been identified that have the potential for producing unpleasant wind conditions, with wind amelioration measures being suggested.  No conditions were considered to be so windy that they would result in a health and safety risk.  Additionally the areas affected are to the north and west sides of Building Two, these are service areas only and are not intended as pedestrian routes.  Other than one area on the site boundary with Camden Street there would not be any significant increase in wind speed along Camden Street.  Subject to some limited difference of opinion over the precise methodology used, the Peer Review agrees with the findings of the applicant’s report.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

65. This application is to create purpose built student accommodation in the form of two buildings that would house 495 students in study bedrooms.  In addition, provided on the site is car and cycle parking a laundry and management office.  In line with adopted UDP policy relating to the provision of student accommodation, the location of the development is in very close proximity to the University of Northumbria campus, with direct pedestrian access across a footbridge, and in easy reach of public transport provision.  This site therefore complies with UDP Policy regarding the siting of student accommodation.

66. The design of building on this site has significantly changed since the submission of the first application.  The use of two buildings rather than one has greatly enhanced the appearance of the development allowing each of the buildings to be more appropriately sized and designed to better fit within the site.  Whilst the architectural treatment is undoubtedly different to the immediately adjacent terraced housing, the area is characterised by a mixture of building styles and scale, and it is considered there can be no fundamental objection to the contemporary design proposed.  The current submission is therefore acceptable in terms of footprint, scale, mass and elevational detail,  and the application complies with the design policies of the UDP.

67. The buildings are proposed to be constructed over and area formed, in part, by the creation of a deck over the Metro line as it runs parallel to Byron Street.  The Metro line is a designated Wildlife Corridor and as such, development should only be allowed in exceptional circumstances as set out in Policy NC1.1.  It is considered that, the scheme is acceptable when tested against the relevant Nature Conservation policies due to the limited quality of the existing habitat along this stretch of the Metro line, the existing severance in the Wildlife Corridor caused by Glenamara House, the quality of landscaping and planting proposed and subject to a developer contribution towards offsite environmental improvements; secured through a legal agreement.

68. The application has been amended to remove vehicular access from the motorway slip-road, the access arrangements are therefore now considered acceptable.  In addition, adequate car parking to meet operational requirements has been shown as has cycle parking provision.  Works are required to improve pedestrian routes from the site to the footbridge crossing the Central Motorway and as such, a financial contribution from the applicant is required; to be secured through a legal agreement.  This agreement could also be used as a mechanism to restrict the potential for students to obtain residents parking permits.  The scheme therefore complies with policies relating to parking provision and highway safety.

69. Whilst it is accepted that the site is subject to high noise levels the use of appropriate glazing and ventilation specifications can be such that acceptable internal noise levels can be provided.  A condition requiring acoustic testing before first occupation would help ensure attenuation is successful.  

70. The issue of student accommodation and the impact that it has on the existing residential population has been the subject of many of the objections raised by and on behalf of residents.  There are a number of different aspects to this, from the direct impact of a perceived increase in levels of noise and disturbance for example, to issues such as how attractive an area is to other prospective residents that are rather more hard to quantify.  The building is sited on the very edge of the residential area of Shieldfield.  It has been designed in such a way that the focus of pedestrian movement is directed straight towards the Central Motorway footbridge, without the need students to venture into Shieldfield itself.  This development has been proposed in conjunction with Northumbria rather than Newcastle University and therefore there is even less likelihood that movement would be towards the north (more likely for accessing Newcastle University’s campus) than directly west towards Northumbria’s.

71. The location of the buildings within the site is such that adequate separation distances can be provided to and from the site consequently both privacy and light levels would be to acceptable standards as required in UDP Policy H2.

72. Section 54A of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 provides that “Where in making any determination under the planning acts, regard is to be had to the development plan, the determination shall be made in accordance with the plan unless material consideration indicate otherwise.”
73. Inter alia Section 70(2) provides: “In dealing with an application the authority shall have regard to the provisions of the development plan so far as material to the application and to any other material considerations.”
74. I am satisfied in relation to Sections 54(a) and 70(2) that what is proposed accords with the provisions of the development plan in force.  I also consider, that having had regard to all relevant material considerations what is proposed is acceptable.

75. The scheme generates a requirement for highway works to improve pedestrian safety, a parking management scheme, planting at St George’s car park, a contribution to ecological mitigation and recreational space provision.  As these cannot be provided on site, a legal agreement is required to ensure that all these matters are catered for.

76. Department of the Environment Circular 1/97 provides ministerial advice on the issue of planning obligations (Section 106 legal agreements).  An obligation should only be sought where it meets the following tests.

· It is necessary to make the development acceptable

· Is relevant to planning

· Is directly related to the proposed development

· Is fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the proposed development

· Is reasonable in all other matters.

77. The Circular goes onto state inter alia “Where a proposed development would if implemented create a need for particular facilities or would have a damaging impact on the environment or local amenity or would adversely affect national or local policies and these matters cannot be satisfactorily resolved through the use of planning conditions it will usually be reasonable for planning obligations to be sought or offered to overcome these difficulties.  I am satisfied that the requirements for a Section 106 agreement namely – to cover highway works to improve pedestrian safety, a parking management scheme, planting at St George’s car park, a contribution to ecological mitigation and recreational space provision.
78. Whilst I have considered the Head of Public Health and Environmental Protection’s suggestion that a contribution should be made towards air quality monitoring and modelling I do not consider that such a requirement would meet the tests set out in circular 1/97.  Therefore I would not propose to include such a provision within the suggested Head of Terms for the proposed section 106 agreement.
79. In conclusion it is recommended that the Committee indicates that it is minded to grant planning permission subject to a legal agreement to cover 

-
highway works to improve pedestrian safety, 

-
a parking management scheme, 

-
planting at St George’s car park, 

-
a contribution to ecological mitigation and recreational space provision and subject to conditions based on the following:

(a) occupation restricted to students in full time education only

(b) sample materials and the manner of their use;

(c) proposed colour scheme for elevations;

(d) details of surface treatment;

(e) details of means of enclosure/boundary treatment;

(f) no construction work except between 8.00 am to 6.00 pm Mon-Fri and 8.00 am to 1.00 pm Saturday; no Sunday or Bank Holiday work;

(g) details of refuse storage to include vehicle access;

(h) details of works needed to mitigate the effects of unpleasant wind conditions;

(i) implementation of measures required from approved noise survey for sound insulation, to give noise levels in bedrooms of 30 dB(A) and 40dB(A) in other habitable rooms, to be shown to have been achieved prior to first occupation;

(j) details of landscaping scheme;

(k) landscape scheme completion and maintenance;

(l) details of disabled access;

(m) details of plant and equipment including details of sound power levels and attenuation; and

(n) large scale elevations and sections

(o) details of external lighting;

(p) tree protection measures.
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