37. The Caravan Club

HAloz02116 51 Great
; Marlborough Street,
London W1F 7T
27 Janvary 2017
0370 777 6292
Policy Planning Team infoi@rapleys.com
Peak District National Park Authority rapleys.corm
Aldern House
Basiow Road
Bakewel
DE45 1AE
Dear SirfMadam,

RE: REPRESENTATION TO PEAK DISTRICT NATIONAL PARK'S PUBLICATION VERSION
CONSULTATION ON THE DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT POLICIES DOCUMENT WITH
REGARD TC CASTLETON CARAVAN CLUB SITE, CASTLETON, DERBYSHIRE, 533 8WB

This letter contains cur representation to the publication version of the Development
Management Policies document. This representation refers specifically to Policy DMR: Touring
camping and caravan sites, and DMR2: Holiday occupancy of camping and caravan sites.

The Castiedon Caravan Club site is located to the north of the A6187, approximately half a mile
northeast of Castledon. The site has a total of g4 pitches, of which all are hardstanding. It
includes internal tarmac roads, a reception, an information room, a laundry, a toilet block, baby
and toddler facilities, a dishwashing area, a play area, a dog walking area, and accommodation
for both a Warden and Assistant Warden.

Proposed Policies:

DMR2: Touring camping and caravan sites

a) The development of a new touring camping or touring caravan site, or small extension
to an existing site will not be permitted unless its scale, location, access, landscape
setting and impact upan neighbouring uses are acceptable, and it does not dominate its

. surroundings.

b) Shopping, catering or sport and leisure facilities at camping and caravan sites will be
permitted provided that there is no significant adverse effect on the vitality and
viability of existing facilities in surrounding communities and the develepment is of a
nature suited to the needs of the site itself.

¢) Exceptionally, the development of structures may be permitted where these are small,
simple, wooden pod structures in woodland locations with minimal landscape impact,
or a single shepherd’s hut where this can be located close to facilities of a farmstead
without harm to the natural or historic landscape.

DMRz: Holiday occupancy of camping and caravan sites
a) Where the development of a touring camping or touring caravan site is acceptable, its
use will be restricted to holiday accommodation.
b) For an existing camping or caravan site, the removal of any existing condition that
stipulates months of occupation, and its replacement by a holiday occupancy condition,
will be permitted, provided that the site is adequately screened in winter months and
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37. The Caravan Club

that there would be no adverse impact on the valued characteristics of the area or
residential amenity.

The Caravan Club supports the approach being taken through Palicies DMR1 and DMRz2. These
policies support the presence of Holiday Caravan sites within the national park, and allow The
Caravan Club to continue to provide a storage facility for private caravans.

The Caravan Club may wish in the future to diversify the accommodation provided at Castledon
by adding Lodges or Camping Pods on the site. These are generally small scale, permanent or
semi permanent structures of varying sizes, typically of timber construction and containing a
bedroom as well as cooking facilities and/or bathroom facilities depending on their size. The
provision of this type of accommodation ensures that The Caravan Club can continue to meet
the changing needs of their members and the visitor economy as a whole.

The inclusion of policies DMR1 and PMR2 in the emerging Local Plan, providing specific
guidance over caravans and caravan sites, is welcomed by The Caravan Club. However, The
Caravan Club would welcome more detailed policies regarding the operation of existing caravan
sites within the area. The Caravan Club provides supporting economic benefits to the wider area
by providing visitor accommodation, and the inclusion of positive policies giving support for the
development of existing tourist facilities and accommodation will help to ensure their continued
economic health and success.

Tourism policies must be sufficiently flexible to allow businesses to adapt to changing economic
trends and changes in the demands of tourists. Supporting the growth of the local economy by
ensuring the ability of existing tourist accommodation sites to develop and enhance their
facilities will help ensure the future viability of the business, and support the tourist industry
within the Peak District.

Flexibility is key for The Caravan Club to ensure that their site remains economically viable, and
can continue to support the local economy, local employment, and the tourism industry. The
Caravan Club are supportive of Policies DMR1 and DMR2 as they set out support for caravan
sites and caravan storage areas within the region. However, it would be beneficial for policies to
set out more positive guidance with regard to supporting existing touring caravan sites

Yours faithfully,

Henry Asson

Surveyor

Town Planning
henry.asson@rapleys.com
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38. NHS Property Services

Policy Planning Team, NHS Property Services Ltd
Peak District National Park Authority, 85 Gresham Street
Aldern House, London
Baslow Road, EC2V 7NQ
Bakewell, DE45 1AE local.plans@property.nhs.uk

www.property.nhs.uk
Date: 27" January 2016

Dear Sir/Madam

NHS Property Services — Consultation on Development Management Policies Part 2 of the
Local Plan for the Peak District National Park

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

Foreword

NHSPS manages, maintains and improves NHS properties and facilities, working in partnership
with NHS organisations to create safe, efficient, sustainable and modern healthcare and working
environments. NHSPS has a clear mandate to provide a quality service to its tenants and minimise
the cost of the NHS estate to those organisations using it. Any savings made are passed back to
the NHS.

Policy DMS2 — Change of use of shops, community services and facilities

As drafted, NHSPS strongly objects to the wording and requirements of Policy DMS2 in
considering the change of use of vacant and surplus ‘community facilities’.

An essential element of supporting the wider transformation of NHS services and the health estate
is to ensure that surplus and vacant NHS sites are not strategically constrained by local planning
policies, particularly for providing alternative uses (principally housing).

Faced with financial pressures, the NHS requires flexibility in its estate. In particular, the capital
receipts and revenue savings generated from the disposal of unneeded or unsuitable sites and
properties for best value is an important component in helping to provide funding for new or
improved services and facilities.

It is noted that Paragraph 7.12 excludes health facilities from the types of ‘community facilities’ that
would be expected to require viability and marketing tests. Whilst supporting the exclusion of
health services from this list, NHSPS seeks formal clarification that health facilities would be
explicitly excluded from the requirements of this policy (for the reasons below). NHSPS would
strongly object to any inclusion or interpretation that health facilities would be considered under
this policy.

NHSPS notes the advice received from the Planning Advisory Service in 2015 on the soundness
of this emerging policy:
‘NPPF paragraph 28 promotes the retention and development of local services and
community facilities in villages, including local shops. This policy sets out to achieve the
NPPF aim, by regulating change of use (to a non-community use). However, the steps
required could potentially be overly onerous (i.e. the requirement to undertake

NHS Property Services Limited, Registered in England & Wales No: 07888110 Page 201


mailto:local.plans@property.nhs.uk

38. NHS Property Services

investigations over a period of 6 months, and draw on the findings of a Housing Needs
Survey).”

It is important to note that there are separate, rigorous testing and approval processes employed
by NHS commissioners to identify unneeded and unsuitable healthcare facilities. These must be
satisfied prior to any property being declared surplus and put up for disposal. This often includes
extensive public consultation on any proposed service relocations.

Restrictive policies, especially those which require substantial periods of marketing, could prevent
or delay required investment in new/improved services and facilities.

The NHS in England has undergone a major restructuring. The Health and Social Care Act 2012
transferred responsibility for commissioning of most healthcare services to consortia of GPs,
known as clinical commissioning groups (CCGs). A new national body, NHS England, has also
been established, with direct responsibility for commissioning hon-CCG commissioned services
(including primary care, specialist acute services and some public health services). The Act gives
authorities strategic responsibility for promoting joined up local commissioning of health, social
care and public health services, through the establishment of statutory health and wellbeing
boards (comprising strategic leaders from the local health and care system).

In April 2013, the Primary Care Trust and Strategic Health Authority estate transferred to NHSPS,
Community Health Partnerships and NHS community health and hospital trusts. All organisations
are looking to make more effective use of the health estate and support strategies to reconfigure
healthcare services and improve the quality of care, and ensure that the estate is managed
sustainably and contributes to carbon reduction targets. This will result in surplus sites being
released for other purposes.

Much surplus NHS property is outdated and no longer suitable for modern healthcare or other C2
or D1 uses without significant investment. Where NHS commissioners can demonstrate that
healthcare facilities are no longer required for the provision of services, there should be a
presumption that such sites are suitable for other appropriate uses (including housing), and should
not be subject to restrictive policies or periods of marketing.

NHSPS would only support Policy DMS2 if it is clear that evidence of the wider NHS estate
reorganisation programme would be accepted as justification for the loss of a community facility,
and would therefore be excluded from the requirements of this policy. NHSPS would support the
inclusion of the following:

“The loss or change of use of existing health facilities will be acceptable if it is shown that
this forms part of a wider estate reorganisation programme to ensure the continued delivery
of services. Evidence of such a programme will be accepted as a clear demonstration that
the facility under consideration is neither needed nor viable and that adequate facilities are
or will be made available to meet the ongoing needs of the local population. In such cases
Part A of Policy DMS2 would not apply, and no viability or marketing information will be
required.”

This would be in accordance with the requirements of NPPF Paras 28 and 70, and adopted Core
Strategy Policy HC4. This would also ensure that the wider transformation of NHS services and
the health estate are not strategically constrained or delayed.

With this in mind it is felt that without this further clarity, NHSPS would strongly object to Policy
DMS2. The requirements of this policy as drafted are considered overly-onerous and inflexible.
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This approach is also in conflict with the requirements of adopted Core Strategy Policy HC4
(referenced within supporting text). As written any change of use of an existing community facility
would be required to meet a number of separate and very different tests for demonstrating that a
change of use is acceptable, regardless of whether services are being re-provided either on/off site
and continue to serve the population. The policy as drafted would likely prevent or delay required
investment in services and facilities.

The policy also provides no flexibility for alternative forms of development, for example to
accommodate continuing community use on part of a site in new fit for purpose facilities, with
redevelopment of the wider site for an alternative use.

Policy DMS6 — Safeguarding sites for community facilities

As above NHSPS objects to Policy DMS6, where evidence from a wider NHS estate
reorganisation programme should be accepted as justification for the loss of a community facility,
and should therefore be excluded from the requirements of this policy. This policy provides no
flexibility for sites where existing services are to be re-provided either on or off site, to continue to
serve the local population.

Without prejudice to the above, the policy wording should recognise that the sites allocation as a
‘community facility’ needs to form part of an adopted development plan document (as with DMH6
below).

Policy DMH®6 - Re-development of previously developed land to dwelling use

NHSPS supports the principle of Policy DMHG6, recognising that the effective re-use of previously
developed land represents an important supply of housing.

However, NHSPS objects to point two of the policy, which seeks to restrict permission for an
alternative use of a brownfield site where an adopted Neighbourhood Plan has identified the land
for continued community or employment use or open space. As with the comments on DMS2
above (lack of flexibility), there will be circumstances where the loss of a community facility (e.g an
agreed programme of social infrastructure reprovision) is acceptable, and an alternative use of the
building/site should be considered, and not strategically constrained or subject to restrictive
policies or excessive periods of marketing.

Summary

Within the NHS property portfolio, a number of sites are outdated and no longer suitable for
modern healthcare or other C2 or D1 uses without significant investment. In those cases, and
where NHS commissioners can demonstrate that healthcare facilities are no longer required for
the provision of services in that particular location, a more flexible approach should be applied
when considering a change of use to non-community uses.

This should include a presumption that those sites are suitable for other uses, including for
residential development, and should not be subject to overly restrictive planning policies or periods
of marketing, particularly where services are being re-provided or improved elsewhere.

Like other public service providers, the NHS relies in part on the sale of surplus property to help
fund new and improved services and facilities. In the event of redeveloping a healthcare facility for
an alternative use, a separate and rigorous testing and approval process is undertaken by NHS
commissioners to identify the site as surplus to the operational healthcare requirements of the
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NHS. These must be satisfied prior to any property being declared surplus and put forward for
disposal.

NHS PS would welcome any further discussion on these matters. We look forward to receiving
confirmation that these representations have been received. Should you have any queries or
require any further information on the enclosed, please don’t hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely

Mark Adams
Town Planner (MRTPI) — NHS Property Services Ltd
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39. CEMEX

Ref.Noa....cocuaarena
{For office use only)
PEAK DISTRICT NATIONAL PARK AUTHORITY PEAK
DISTRICT

Development Management Policies NATIONAL
PRE-SUBMISSION DOCUMENT PARK
November 2016
Reprosentation Form
Please retum thig form to the Peak Disfrict National Park by 5 27 Janua 17

Thig form has two parts:

PART A — Parsonal details

PART B - Your representation(s). Please fill in a separate sheet for @ach representation you
wish to make.

PART A
1. Personal - - .2 Agents Detalls (i applicabls)
. Datalls*’ LT TR
Tithe | _ _ | [me |
First Name | | [stmun
Last Nama [ | [Domy
Job Title | | [Principte Planning Officar |
{whare relevand)
Organisation | CEMEX UK Mabsriala Lid. | |[CEMEX UK Opaeations L. |
{whem mievart]
Addrass Line 1 | CEMEX House | [wetvarhampton Ross |
Line2 | Coldharbour Lame | |otdbury |
Line 3 - [hampe [wartay 1
Line 4 | Egham, Sumey | wisst Midands |
FPostcode FI"&WI'.IHI-H Eﬂg 4R I
Telephone Number  [01632 562633 | o121 569 7459 |
Email Address | | [shaun.gennyggcomax.com |
(whom rafevant}

* if an agent is appointed, please complete only the title, name and organisation boxes below but
compiate the full contact details of the agent.
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PART B - Pleaso use a separate sheet for each representation

Name or arganisation:

3. Towhich part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Peolicy |DMMWA1 Paragraph Policies Map

4. Do you conslder the DPD Is:
{1} Legally compllant Yes i:} No

O
(2} Bound* | Yes | () o [ (8

(3) Complles with the Duty  Yes | (®) No | ()
to cooperate .
Please tick as appropriate

5. Please give detalls of why you consider the Development Managemant Policiea ..
document I8 not legally compllant of is unsound or falls to comply with the duty to co-'
operats. Please bé as precize as possible. If you wish fo support the jogal complianca or.-
soundness of the document or lis compllance with the duty to co-operate, ploass also use
this box to st out your comments.. . T T T

The policy is considered unsound as it is not consistent with National Policy — the policy
will not enable the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the policies in
the National Planning Policy Framework {NPPF).

The policy omits mention of any national considerations of need, consideration of the
impact of permitting or refusing a development upon the local economy (given that the
mineral industry Is an important component of the ecenormic fabric of the Park's economy),
and the costs of developing elsewhere as advised by NPPF para 116, and to the
sustainability of long term mineral conservation (NPPF para 142). Al of these
considerations are an integral part of national policy but have not been incorporated into

proposed development plan p_nIicy. -

{Continue on a separate shest fexpand box if necessary)
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§. Pieasze set out what modification(s} you nanmdar nocessary to make the Devalopment
Managament Policles document legally compllant or sound, having regard to the Matter -
you have identified at 5 above where this relates to soundnass. (NB Please niote that any
non-compliance with the duty to co-operats Is Incapable of miodlification at exaniination).
You will nesd to say why this modification will make the document legally compliant or -
sound. It will be helpful if you are able fo put forward ]mur suggasted mnad wurdlng of
any pollcy or taxt. Please be as pracise is possible. .

A. Mineral and waste developmeant will only be permitted where evidencs is pmwded in
relation to the viability and need for the development. This should include evidence of.

(i} the availability of other permitted or allocated mineral supply or the availability of
secondary or racycled materials;

(i) the availability of other permitted or allocated sites or developments, both within and
outside the National Park;

(iii) of the proximity of the mineral extraction to the end-user market or the proximity of the
waste operation to the supply-chain where relevant and appropriate;

{(iv) Evidence by way of suitable geological and other information on the quality, availability
and vofume of the mineral reserves, ensuring that high quality materials are retained for

appropriate end uses.

{v) Evidence of the durability and aesthetic qualities of the stone together with precise
details of its compatibility with the repair or restoration project it is proposed to supply its
proposed market;

(vi} The need for the mineral including any national considerations;

(vii) The impact of permitting or refusing the development on the local economy, and;
(viii} The cost of, and scope for, developing elsewhere outside the National Park.

{Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necsssary}

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

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

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

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination. O

No, | do not want to participate at the oral examination @

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

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish fo @articipate at the oral part of the examination.
/

Signature

Date |97th January 2017
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39. CEMEX

Rael. No....ccovicime
(For office use oniy)
PEAK DISTRICT NATIONAL PARK AUTHORITY
BIeTRICT
Developmeant Management Policies NATIONAL
PRE-SUBMISSION DOCUMENT PARK
November 2016

Reprosantation Form

Plaase retum this form to the Peak i

This form has two paris:
PART A — Personal details
PART B - Your representation(s). Please fill in a separate sheet for each representation you

ict Natlonal Park Authori

m on 27 January 2017

wish to make.

PART A
1. Personal - 2. Agents Details (¥ applicabls)
" Details* = SR

Title | [wr

Flrst Name | [shaun

Last Nams | [Denny

Job Title | [Frincipie Ptanning Officer

(whars ralevant) :

Organisation [cEMEX LK Muterata Lin. [ cEMEX UK Cporations Lid.

{where refovant)

Addreas Lina 1 [ cEMEX Houes [ Weivermarmpton Road

Line 2 | Coliharbaur Lane | owtbury

Line 3 [ Thorpe | waarley

Line 4 [Egham, Surmey | ot Mickands

Postcode [ w20 aHA (B85 4RJ

Telephona Number [n10a2 5e8a3s | 0121 560 7458

Email Address | [ohaun dony@ssme.com

{whorm refavant)

* if an agent is appointed, please complete only the title, name and organisation boxes befow but
complate the full contact details of the agent.
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PART B - Please use a separate sheet for aach representation

MNama or organisation:

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relata?

Policy |DMBWS3 Paragraph Policles Map

4. Do you considerthe DPD Is:
{1) Lagally compllant Yes @ No

O
No @

{2} Sound* Yoo

(3} Complles with the Duty  Yaa @ No O
to cooperate )

Please tick as appropriate

5, Please give details of why you conslder the Development Management Policiea -
document I8 not legally compllant or is unsound of falls to comply with the duty to co-"
operats. Pleaso big as procise as pmlhh if you wish to support the legal compliance or
soundnass of the decument or Its ::nmpllannu Illﬂl Hm duty to cn-upnrata. pleass alm use
this box to set out your cominents.. -

The policy is unsound because it is not cnnslstant WIth Natlnnal Fullcy tha plan dnes nat
enabie the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the -
Framework.

This policy is considered unsound as it contains some elements that stray outside of a
planning remit and into that of parallel regulatory regimes. As such a conflict with the
requirements of other legislation, e.g. health and safety, would be likely, which would be
contrary to national policy, whose aim is to avoid potential overlap between regulatory
regimes.

It is also considered somewhat perverse that an applicant would be required to provide
avidence of the likelihood of it carrying out a development as proposed (criterion (viil)). It
would be illogical for an applicant to seek permission for a development whilst intending to
undertake it in an altemnative manner.

The Company does not accept that the efficiency and effectiveness of working schemes or
the prevention of unauthorised access to sites are valid concemns of the minerals planning
authority (criteria (viiD & {d)). As such, these criteria should be deleted.

{Ceontinua on a separate sheet fexpand box if necessary)
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6. Please st out what medification(s) you consider necessary to make the Development
Management Poficies document legally compllant or sotnd, having regard to the Matter
you have Identified at 5 above where thia relates to scundness: (NB Ploase note that any
non-compllance with the duty fo co-operata Is Incapable of modification at examination).
You will need fo say why this modification will make the document legally compliant or-
sound. It will be helpful If you are able to put forward your suggntad mhad wurdmn of
any pollcr or taxt. Please be as precise as possible.

A. Mineral development or the development of waste management fac::lrhes will only be
permitted wheve the impacts of the development on the environment of the National Park
ane reduced to an acceptable level, or eliminated, in relation to:

() The risk and impact and potential pollution on environmental receptors;

(ii) The need to minimise landscapa and visual impact;

{iii} The need to minimise impacts on cuitural herlitage assets and the setting of these
assets;

(iv} The need to minimise the residual waste arising from the development along with the
proposals for the disposal of residual waste;

(v} Any potential effects on groundwater, rivers or other aspect of the water environment;
{vi) The potential effects of land instability;

(vii} The impact on agricultural and forastry interests, including to soil resources;

{viii) The phasing of the proposed development;

(ix} The proposed scale, siting, colour and design of buildings plant and structures,

() The functional nesd for any buildings, plant and structures.

{Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary)

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

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

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

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination. O

No, | do not want to participate at the oral examination @

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

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature

Date | 27th January 2017
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Ref. No.....cceeeeeeees
{For office use only)
PEAK DISTRICT NATIONAL PARK AUTHORITY PEAK
DISTRICT
Devalopment Management Policies NATIONAL
PRE-SUBMISSION DOCUMENT PARK
November 2016
Representation Form
Please retum this fo District National Pa rity by Spm on 27 January 2017

This form has twe parts:

PART A — Personal detalls

PART B - Your representation{s). Please fill in a separate sheet for sach representation you
wish to make.

PART A
1. Personal =~ = - . S 2. Agents Details (i applicable}
. Detalls* - o K S

Tithe I _I |Hr

First Name | | | [shaun

Last Name | | |Demy

Job Title | | [Prncipte Flanning Omcer

fwhere refaveant)

_Organisation | cEMEX UK Materials Ltd. | [CEMEX UK Oparatons Lit.

fwhere mlevant) .

Address Line 1 | GEMEX Housa | | wolerhampion Road

Line 2 | Coldnarbour Lane ' | [Owdoury

Line 3 [ Thorpe . | | warey

Line 4 | Egham, Sumey | [wwest Midiands

Postcoda | TW20 BHA BEY

Telephone Number | o1saz 558833 | o121 560 7458

Email Address | | [ 2haun dernygcemex.com ]

fwhare ralavant]

* if an agent is appointed, please compiste only the titfe, name and organisation boxes below but
complete the full contact delails of the agent.
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PART B - Please use a separate sheet for each reprasentation

Name or organisation:
3. To which part of the DPD does this represeritation relata?

Polley Paragraph [11.13 Policles Map

4. Do you considerthe DPD Is:
{1) Lagally compilant Yos l:} No

e
(2) Sound* Yes [ () No | (®)
O

(9) Complies with the Duty  Yes | (®) No
to cooperate '
Please tick as appropriate

5. Ploase give details of why you conaider the Developmant Managament Pollcles
document Is not legally complfant or Is unsound or falls to comply with the duty to ¢o-
operate. Please bo as pracise as poasible. if you wish to sipport the legal compliance or
soundneas of the document or its mmpllann- with the i.'li|.|I.7,||r to m—nparatu. pluau nlsu un
this box to set out your commients.. :

This paragraph is considerad unsound as lt requires a pre-suhmlssmn publm mnsultaﬂun
exercise to be undertaken prior to submiasion of any ROMP scheme which extends further
than national guidance and policy. Aithough pre-application engagement is encouraged by
NPPF para 189 it is explicitly stated there that mineral planning authorities cannot compel
developers to engage before submitting an application. Paragraphs 20-001 20-014
reiterate thls advice.

As the paragraph appears to contradict NPPF and PPG guidance on this matter and no
justification has been advanced as to why national guidance is not considered appropriate
in this matter it is concluded that this proposed paragraph is unsound and should be
deleted.

(Continue on a separate shest fexpand box if necessary)
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6. Ploase set out what modHication{s) you consider neceasary to make the Development
Management Pollcles document legally compllant or sound, having regard fo the Matter
you have identified at 5 above whare this relates 1o soundness: (NB Please note that any
non-compilance with the duty to co-operate is incapable.of modification at examination).
You wlill need to say why this modification will make the document legally compllantor -
sound. it will be hekpful if you are able to put forward your suuuustud revised wnrdinu of
any pollcy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

The paragraph shouid be deleted in its entiraty.

(Cantinue on a separate shest /expand box if nacessany}

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

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

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

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination. O

No, | do not want to participate at the oral examination @

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

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature

Date | 57th January 2017
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40. Castleton PC

From: The Clerk <clerkrfo.cpc@gmail.com>

Sent: 27 January 2017 13:11

To: Policy

Subject: Development Management Policies - Part 2 of the Local Plan for the Peak District

National Park Consultation

Dear Sir

Castleton Parish Council have asked me to advise you that they fully support the response made by the Peak Park
Parishes Forum.

Kind Regards
Lynne

Lynne Gibbs
Clerk and RFO to Castleton Parish Council

This e-mail has been scanned for all viruses by Claranet. The

service is powered by MessageLabs. For more information on a proactive
anti-virus service working around the clock, around the globe, visit:
http://www.claranet.co.uk

Page 217



41. Edale PC

From: Edale Parish Council <edaleparishcouncil@gmail.com>

Sent: 27 January 2017 13:55

To: Policy

Cc: Philip Thompson

Subject: Peak District National Park Local Plan consultation 18th Nov 2016-27th Jan 2017
Dear Mr Taylor

This matter was discussed at the Edale Parish Council meeting of the 11th January 2017 (17/01/8.5),
followed by the attendance of the Edale Parish Council Chairman at the meeting of the Peak Park Parishes
forum on the 23rd January.

The Peak Park Parishes forum have made representation to you regarding the Peak District National Park
Local Plan consultation in their document entitled

"RESPONSES TO THE CONSULTATION BY THE PEAK DISTRICT NATIONAL PARK
AUTHORITY ON DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT POLICIES CONTAINED IN THE LOCAL
PLAN"

Edale par ish Council are in full agreement with the above representation and give it their full support.

Yours sincerely,

Nick Faulks
Clerk to Edale Parish Council

edaleparishcouncil@gmail.com

This e-mail has been scanned for all viruses by Claranet. The

service is powered by MessageLabs. For more information on a proactive
anti-virus service working around the clock, around the globe, visit:
http://www.claranet.co.uk
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42. Mrs Patricia Miles

Development Management Policies Consultation
Mineral Extraction

As a parishioner of Great Hucklow | have been asked by the Chairman of the Parish
Council to comment specifically on the granting of permission for underground
workings.

I would like to call special attention to the inadequate research undertaken before the
granting of planning permission for mining activities.and to the failure of the Peak
Park to research adequately the likely effects upon those living and working in the
area above the excavations.

. When the current mining company British Flourspar Ltd, applied for planning
permission to open up and extend the Fluorspar mine beneath Great Hucklow none
of the reports from the Peak Park highlighted all the ancient lead mines that flank the
course of the modern mine, The hydrology report failed to mention that all the lead
mines were forced to close from serious flooding and that many shafts had collapsed
because of the instability of the shale. No use was made of the many mine maps that
are available The Peak District Historical Mines Society who have excavated mines
either end of the village.were not consulted although the man who led both
excavations was DrJohn Barnatt, who was then employed by the PDNPA as Senior
Survey Archaeologist and could have provided detailed information had he been
consulted

It was left to people such as myself who have made a detailed study of the historical
mines and published a book of their history with a grant from HLF to point out the
folly of undertaking such a commercial excavation without taking into account the
possible underground problems.

Problems of shafts falling in, sink holes appearing overnight and road closures could
possibly have been forestalled had any notice been taken of the historical evidence
available. The local residents have suffered enormous inconvenience and a huge
expense is likely to be incurred by the Derbyshire County Council and indirectly by
the local residents, not to mention the financial problems incurred by the Derbyshire
and Lancashire Gliding Club .

Mrs.Patricia Miles
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43. Great Hucklow, Grindlow, Windmill, Little Hucklow and Coplowdale PC

Parish of Great Hucklow, Grindlow, Windmill, Little Hucklow and Coplowdale
The Old Methaodist Chapel
Great Hucklow
Buxton
SK17 8RG

Ms Sarah Fowler

Chief Executive

Peak District National Park Authority
Alder House

Baslow Road

Bakewell

Derbyshire

DE45 1AE.

27117
Dear Ms Fowler,

Re: Peak District National Parks Authority Consultation
Development Management Policies

| write to advise that the Parish Council fully supports the response made by the Peak Park
Parishes Forum.

In addition, following consultation with parishoners, we have the following comments: -

General Comments

1. We are concerned with the general tone of the policies which seem to impose a common set
of planning criteria across all the villages in a way that ignores the individual characteristics
and history of each and could if imposed insensitively result in all villages becoming a
pastiche of identical vistas, more like a television set than living villages. The Council
therefore objects to policy DMC3 as far as it imposes a common set of design criteria that do
not consider the individual characteristics of each village.

2. The Council is concerned about the comments on paras. 1.29 and 1.30 which assert (1.24)
that ‘there is minimal strategic infrastructure need' since there is a very clear need for better
broadband and mobile infrastructure (as identified in Para. 4.49) and this should not just rely
on national investment. The Council therefore objects to policies DMU1 and DMU4 where
implementation of the policies would lead to a less effective service. Para. 4.49 illustrates a
feeble approach to broadband provision on the part of PDNPA. Enhanced broadband
facilities are already vital to the rural economy in many places, including within the Park, and
the PDNPA should have a much stronger and more cogent policy to lobby the County
Councils and government for support for the required investment in infrastructure. If the
objectives for developing high grade employment opportunities are to be achieved it is
essential that the communications infrastructure is enhanced to at least national levels
without holes in the coverage.

3. The words “sustainable” and "affordable” are widely used in the document, therefore there is

an urgent need for proper definitions of 'sustainable’ and ‘affordable housing’. These are
defined (fairly tightly in the case of 'sustainable’, less so in the case of ‘affordable’) in the
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43. Great Hucklow, Grindlow, Windmill, Little Hucklow and Coplowdale PC

Parish of Great Hucklow, Grindlow, Windmill, Little Hucklow and Coplowdale
The Old Methodist Chapel
Great Hucklow
Buxton
SK17 8RG

National Planning Policy Framework and while there is nothing wrong with the PDNPA
adapting these definitions if it can justify doing so, there is currently no proper basis for this
in the document. In particular, it is clearly nonsense to define 'affordable’ in anything other
than purely financial terms, and given that lenders all have a reasonably uniform basis of
affordability for borrowing, and income data for social groups is widely available, it should
not be too complicated to come up with a justifiable benchmark figure which can be inflation
adjusted over the life of the planning policy.

The word “sustainable” appears to be applied to developments that are restricted to younger
people i.e. houses that are cheap enough for younger families to afford, provided they fulfill
certain residential criteria. This ignores the fact that a viable, lively community needs a full
range of ages, and experience. The retired are essential to a village because they have the
leisure time, knowledge and experience to organise events yet in the policy new housing is
restricted to those of age 40 or below. In our Parish there are several retired people who
would like to downsize from their family house and build themselves a smaller
environmentally sustainable house in their unnecessarily extensive gardens, which of
course are in Conservation areas. They could then release their houses for use by people
with children. However, this is not classed as 'sustainable' and leaves the elderly residents
having to move out of the homes and villages they have occupied for many years, taking
with them the valuable attributes required to engage with and help build/organise strong
local communities,

We need to encourage high guality low impact jobs and ensure that there is suitable housing
for the entrepreneurs and workers that will make these successful (i.e. families with principal
earners in their 30s & 40s). PDNPA policy needs to encourage the appropriate provision of
both domestic and commercial premises.

Specific Comments

1.

DMCT - Consent for alterations to listed buildings should take into account the original
reasons for listing and should not unnecessarily prevent alterations which do not alter the
characteristics on which listing was based.

DMC8(F) — we question if the requirement for a contract to be signed is actually enforceable
in practice. Unless the PDNPA are sure that such a contract can be legally water tight and
enforceable then an altemative way to achieve the required assurance that re-development
will actually take place as proposed needs to be determined.

DMCB8(G) - PDNPA need to more proactively encourage the timely replacement of selected
clder trees in such a way as to ensure that stands of trees with a significant amenity value
do not all reach an age where they all become unsafe or unviable at about the same time.

4. DMES3 - Cartledge Farm Business Park in Great Hucklow should be added to the list.
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44, United Utilities

Developer Services &
Planning

1% Floor, Grasmere House
Lingley Mere Business
Park

Lingley Green Avenue
Warrington

WAS 3LP

jenny.hope@uuplc.co.uk

Your ref
Our ref DC/16/5020
Date 27 January 2017

Planning Policy Team

Peak District National Park Authority
Aldern House

Baslow Road

Bakewell

DE45 1AE

By Email (policy@peakdistrict.gov.uk)

Dear Sir / Madam,

DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT POLICIES - PART 2 OF THE LOCAL PLAN
FOR THE PEAK DISTRICT NATIONAL PARK - PUBLICATION DRAFT
CONSULTATION

Thank you for your consultation seeking the views of United Utilities as part of the
Development Plan process.

United Utilities wishes to build a strong partnership with all Local Planning
Authorities (LPAs) to aid sustainable development and growth within its area of
operation. We aim to proactively identify future development needs and share
our information. This helps:

- ensure a strong connection between development and infrastructure planning;
- deliver sound planning strategies; and

- inform our future infrastructure investment submissions for determination by
our regulator.

When preparing the Development Plan and future policies, we can most
appropriately manage the impact of development on our infrastructure if
development is identified in locations where infrastructure is available with
existing capacity. It may be necessary to co-ordinate the delivery of
development with the delivery of infrastructure in some circumstances.

(Continued...)

United Utilities Water Ltd

Registered in England & Wales No. 2366678
Registered office: Haweswater House, Lingley
Mere Business Park, Lingley Green Avenue,
Great Sankey, Warrington, WAS5 3LP.

Page 223



44, United Utilities

Upon adoption, the emerging Local Plan (Part 2) will set out development
management policies to guide development in the Borough over the next 20
years.

United Utilities wishes to submit the following comments to the Council as part of
the current Publication Draft consultation, in accordance with the consultation
deadline of 27™ January 2017.

GENERAL COMMENTS

United Utilities wishes to highlight that we will work closely with the Council
during the Local Plan process to develop a coordinated approach to delivering
sustainable growth in sustainable locations which are accessible to local services
and infrastructure. United Utilities will continue to work with the Council to
identify any infrastructure issues and most appropriately manage the impact of
development on our infrastructure during the preparation of the Local Plan.

POLICY SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Policy DMC3: Siting, Design Layout and Landscaping

United Utilities supports the inclusion of the following sentence under point B of
draft Policy DMC3, which deals with the design of new development:

“Particular attention will be paid to:

v) flood risk, water conservation and sustainable drainage;”

We wish to highlight the importance of understanding the implications that the
design of new development can have on flood risk, water conservation and
sustainable drainage. All new development should be designed so as to minimise
potential flooding and they should incorporate water efficiency measures as part

of the design process.

Policy DMC14 (Pollution and Disturbance)

United Utilities supports part C of Policy DMC14, which deal with (inter alia)
development affecting Groundwater Source Protection Zones:

"Development affecting a Source Protection Zone, Safeguard Zone or Water
Protection Zone must assess any risk to water quality and demonstrate that it will
be protected throughout the construction and operational phases of
development”.

Whilst it is acknowledged that the DMD does not allocate specific sites, we feel it
is important to highlight that new development sites are more appropriately
located away from locations which are identified as Ground Source Protection
Zone 1 (SPZ1). Groundwater is a vital resource, supplying around one third of
mains drinking water in England, however groundwater supplies are under
pressure from development associated with an increasing population.

Policy DMU1l (Development that Requires New or Upgraded Service

Infrastructure)

United Utilities supports Policy DMU 1 which deals with service infrastructure
required to support development:

United Utilities Water Ltd

Registered in England & Wales No. 2366678
Registered office: Haweswater House, Lingley
Mere Business Park, Lingley Green Avenue,
Great Sankey, Warrington, WAS5 3LP.
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"A. New or upgraded service infrastructure will be provided to development
provided that it:

(i) does not adversely affect the valued characteristics of the area; and
(ii) can be provided before any new land use begins.”

In some instances it may be necessary to coordinate infrastructure improvements
with the delivery of development. In accordance with paragraphs 156 and 162 of
the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), we recommend the following
wording is included as part of the emerging Local Plan in relation to infrastructure
provision:

"Once more details are known on development sites, for example the approach to
surface water management and proposed connection points to the foul sewer
network, it may be necessary to coordinate the delivery of development with
timing for the delivery of infrastructure improvements.”

Policy DMC 15 (Contaminated Land and Unstable Land)

United Utilities supports Part B of Policy DMC15, which deals with development in
close proximity to (among others) sewage treatment works:

"B. Development will not be permitted in the vicinity of sewage treatment works,
high pressure or gas pipelines, or other notifiable installations, where they would
present an unacceptable loss of amenity or risk to those using the development.”

We wish to highlight that a wastewater treatment works can result in emissions
which include odour and noise. Therefore in determining proposals for new
development near to a wastewater treatment works, you should carefully
consider the site with your Environmental Health colleagues. The position of
United Utilities is that when considering sites to meet housing needs, it would be
more appropriate to identify new housing sites, which are sensitive receptors,
which are not close to a wastewater treatment works.

Summary

Moving forward, we respectfully request that the Council continues to consult with
United Utilities for all future planning documents. We are keen to continue
working in partnership with Peak District National Park Authority to ensure that all
new growth can be delivered sustainably and with the necessary infrastructure
available in line with the Council’s delivery targets.

If you have any queries or require f n the above matters,
please do not hesitate to contact me on

Yours faithfully

Jenny Hope

LDF Planning Manager
Developer Services & Planning
United Utilities Water Ltd

United Utilities Water Ltd

Registered in England & Wales No. 2366678
Registered office: Haweswater House, Lingley
Mere Business Park, Lingley Green Avenue,
Great Sankey, Warrington, WAS5 3LP.
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45. Heaton Planning on behalf of Tarmac Ltd

Heat()anlanning

Planning Consultants

My Ref: TAR-049-M/CB/1J/002
Your Ref:
Date: 27" January 2017

Planning Policy Team

Peak District National Park Authority
Aldern House

Baslow Road

Bakewell

DE45 1AE

Sent via Email to policy@peakdistrict.gov.uk

Dear Sir/Madam,

PEAK DISTRICT DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT POLICIES DOCUMENT -
PUBLICATION VERSION CONSULTATION

REPRESENTATIONS ON BEHALF OF TARMAC LTD

We are writing on behalf of our clients Tarmac Trading Ltd and Tarmac Cement and
Lime Ltd (Tarmac) who carry out limestone extraction and supplementary but
significant mineral operations at Ballidon and Tunstead limestone quarries and
surrounding landholdings. Please find below our comments relating to the
Development Management Policies document currently out for consultation.

There are a number of points within the Publication version Development
Management Policies document that we consider to require revision. The points of
relevance to Tarmac are discussed below:

Policies DMMW?2 — The Impact of Mineral and Waste Development on Amenity

This Policy states that mineral and waste management development will only be
permitted ‘where the adverse impacts on amenity can be reduced to an acceptable
level or eliminated’. The scope of impacts lists the elements to consider in
determination of applications for minerals and waste development which must be
satisfied in order for an application to be permitted.

For noise, it is contained within overarching national-level planning policy (at
paragraphs 28 and 29 of NPPF Technical Guidance) that removal/elimination of
unavoidable noise emissions can be considered by mineral planning authorities.
However, consideration of removal/elimination does not extend to the full list of
amenity issues listed in DMMW?2. The potential for planning controls to require the

9 The Square, Keyworth, Nottingham, NG12 5]JT
Tel 0115 937 5552 email joel@heatonplanning.co.uk

Heaton Planning is the trading name for Heaton Planning Ltd.
Registered office — 12 Bridgford Road, West Bridgford, Nottingham, NG2 6AB. Registered No. 4786259
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45. Heaton Planning on behalf of Tarmac Ltd

elimination of potential adverse amenity impacts where this is not supported within
NPPF and Technical Guidance should be revised through the re-wording of Policy
DMMW?2.

Policy DMMW3 — The Impact of Minerals and Waste Development on the
Environment

Policy DMMWS3 addresses the need to make acceptable the impact of mineral and
waste management development proposals on the environment. Policy DMMWS3
includes an even wider scope of potential features and receptors that are typically
impacted upon by mineral development than the list within Policy DMMW?2. Similar
to Policy DMMW?2, this Policy states that development will only be permitted where
‘the impacts of the development on the environment of the National Park are reduced
to an acceptable level, or eliminated’. As with Policy DMMW2, DMMWS3 should be re-
worded as the potential for planning controls to require the elimination of potential
adverse environmental impacts where this is not supported within NPPF and Technical
Guidance is not compliant with adopted national-level planning policy.

Policy DMMW?7 — Safeguarding local building and roofing stone resources and
safeguarding existing permitted minerals operations from non-mineral development
Policy MIN4 ‘Mineral safeguarding’ of the adopted Peak District National Park Core
Strategy DPD (October 2011) protects the National Park’s limestone resources from
sterilisation by non-mineral surface development. Tarmac support the safeguarding
of surface infrastructure in Policy DMMW?7 and the protection of existing permitted
mineral sites from new and adjacent development as discussed in paragraph 11.23 of
the Development Management Polices Publication version. However, the
safeguarding of the limestone resources across the National Park that facilitate the
building and roofing stone resources (which are safeguarded) should be included in
the Development Management Policies document going forward. The inclusion of
safeguarding limestone resources would bring the document into greater alignment
with the Core Strategy.

Policy DMMWS8 — Ancillary mineral development

Policy DMMWS8 states that ancillary mineral-related development is to be permitted
provided that all plant, buildings and machinery are removed upon cessation of
mineral working or if a plant becomes redundant prior to cessation. Tarmac consider
that this is unnecessarily onerous on the mineral operator, as at certain phases
throughout the greater scheme of development across large-scale quarry operations,
plant, buildings and machinery may become temporarily redundant.

Furthermore, in exceptional circumstances there remains a need for the retention of
mineral-related facilities upon cessation of mineral extraction. The retention of
mineral-related plant, buildings and machinery should be considered on a case-by-
case basis, and it is suggested that this Policy be revised to remove the requirement
for all plant, buildings and machinery to be removed when not in use in order to make
development proposals for ancillary mineral-related development acceptable.

9 The Square, Keyworth, Nottingham, NG12 5]JT
Tel 0115 937 5552 email joel@heatonplanning.co.uk

Heaton Planning is the trading name for Heaton Planning Ltd.
Registered office — 12 Bridgford Road, West Bridgford, Nottingham, NG2 6AB. Registered No. 4786259
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45. Heaton Planning on behalf of Tarmac Ltd

| trust that these comments are helpful. Should you wish to discuss in more detail,
please do not hesitate to contact us.

Kind regards,

Joel Jessup
Heaton Planning Ltd

9 The Square, Keyworth, Nottingham, NG12 5]JT
Tel 0115 937 5552 email joel@heatonplanning.co.uk

Heaton Planning is the trading name for Heaton Planning Ltd.
Registered office — 12 Bridgford Road, West Bridgford, Nottingham, NG2 6AB. Registered No. 4786259
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46. IBA Planning on behalf of Mr D. Clapham

Eplanning

Mr J Scott

Head of Planning

Peak District National Park Authority
Aldern House

Baslow Road

Bakewell

DE45 1AE

ClaphamBakewellLP/1 27 January 2017
Dear Mr Scott

Peak Park National Park Authority Development Management Policies Publication Version for
Consultation (October 2016)

Further to the above consultation, please find below representations on behalf of Mr D
Clapham, longstanding owner of Deepdale Business Park, Ashford Road, Bakewell.

Mr Clapham has owned Deepdale Business Park since it was allocated and originally granted
outline consent as a business park in 2000. He has constructed all of the buildings on the site to
date himself (on a part speculative/part design and build basis) to a very high standard.

Whilst our client generally supports the objectives of the Development Management Policies
Publication Version, he wishes to raise a strong objection to this latest consultation draft in its
current form.

In short, my client’s objection to the latest consultation draft is twofold and relates to:
e the extent of the designated ‘Safeguarded Employment Site’ at Deepdale Business Park;

and

e the omission of a specific policy allowing some market housing to facilitate the provision
of significant additional affordable housing to meet local needs.

Deepdale Business Park is currently one of the designated ‘Sites for General Industry or Business
Development’ in Bakewell under ‘saved’ Policy LB6 of the Local Plan (2001).

The Studies Church Farm Edwinstowe Mottingham NG21 9NJ
01623 822006 < ask@ibaplanning.co.uk rwww.ibaplanning.co.uk

184 Planning Limited, Registered in England No. 08904999, Registered OFfice: 12 Bridoford Rd, West Bridgford, Mottingham MG2 4B
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46. IBA Planning on behalf of Mr D. Clapham

However, despite this long-standing designation (establishing clear policy support for the
delivery of B1, B2 and B8 uses on the land), my client has, as the Park Authority is eminently
aware, experienced great difficulty in attracting sufficient interest to warrant constructing any
further buildings on the site and in keeping/maintaining viable occupancy levels within those
buildings already present?.

Indeed, a number of the vacant office premises towards the front of the site have, as a
consequence of the above, since been adapted for an alternative (open market) residential use.
These, together with a new block of six apartments granted at appeal?, now comprise an
established residential quarter, with the business park remaining to the rear.

Despite the known difficulties (and lack of historical demand on the site3), the current
designation has been carried forward in the Development Management Policies Publication
Version as a ‘Safeguarded Employment Site’, as set out in draft Policy DME3 and shown on the
proposed Policies Map, as below.

Draft Development Management Policies Map

Given the known (and evident) lack of demand for B1, B2 and B8 uses within Deepdale Business
Park, my client considers the designation of the whole of the business park as a ‘Safeguarded
Employment Site’ to be unjustified and will in its present form serve to unnecessarily restrict
the development of some of those undeveloped plots within the site for alternative uses that
could perhaps more usefully benefit the Bakewell community (and help achieve the other
objectives of the National Park) rather than be left undeveloped, under-utilised in perpetuity.

1 as acknowledged in the Bakewell Employment Land and Retail Review (May 2016) - paragraphs 5.27, 7.49 and
9.14

2 Appeal reference APP/M9496/W/14/3001876

3 some plots have never been developed (for over 16 years) for their original allocated employment use

2
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46. IBA Planning on behalf of Mr D. Clapham

The justification for safeguarding the whole of Deepdale Business Park is further eroded given
the known limited demand for office accommodation in Bakewell (and the increased
competition for that limited demand created by the Park Authority itself within its own offices!)
and the 1.0 Ha surplus of potential employment land within Bakewell as identified in the
Bakewell Employment Land and Retail Review (May 2016).

The above is not only unnecessary (and misses the opportunity to enable alternative beneficial
uses from coming forward within the business park if B1, B2 and B8 uses cannot be found), but
is also contrary to national planning policy which advises that planning policies should avoid
the long-term protection of sites allocated for employment use where there is no reasonable
prospect of a site being used for that purpose®.

In the above connection, whilst our client remains happy for the majority of the business park
to be identified in the ultimately adopted Development Management Policies DPD as a
‘Safeguarded Employment Site’ (and will continue to do everything possible to market and
develop the business park for B1, B2 and B8 uses), he objects to the inclusion of the two vacant
plots® closest to the residential quarter at the front of the site within the ‘Safeguarded
Employment Site’ designation given the lack of market interest in for business uses within the
business park - and the fact that these plots have never been developed/used for employment
purposes since the business park was originally allocated some 16 years ago!

My client considers that 16 years comprises sufficient time to conclude that there is no
reasonable prospect of these plots being used for the originally allocated employment use —
particularly since there are of course other vacant plots already within the extent of the
proposed ‘Safeguarded Employment Site’ which would be available (and more suitable given
the proximity of plots 3 and 11a to neighbouring residential properties) to take up any demand
if/whenever this presented itself.

Moreover, when assessing the potential supply of employment land in Bakewell, the Bakewell
Employment Land and Retail Review (May 2016) did not take into account these two vacant
plots (plots 3 and 11a) within Deepdale Business Park and considered only the vacant land with
development potential to the rear of the site.

Plots 3 and 11a were therefore specifically not included in the ‘0.4Ha of potential employment
land’ identified (within the business park) in the Employment Land Review and therefore
neither the Authority nor the Plan relies on the delivery of business uses on either plot to meet
its future employment requirements.

Omitting plots 3 and 11a from the ‘Safeguarded Employment Site’ would therefore clearly not
prejudice the development of the remainder of site for B1, B2 and B8 uses or the provision of
B1, B2 and B8 uses on these plots.

4 Paragraph 22 of the NPPF
5Plots 3 and 11a
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My client therefore objects to the extent of the designation as shown in the latest consultation,
rather than the principle of the designation/policy itself.

My client’s objection can be remedied by re-configuring the extent of the designation (to
exclude plots 3 and 11a) as shown below:

Proposed amended Development Management Policies Map

As can be seen from the above, that part of the current designation proposed to be excluded
comprises land closest to the established residential quarter towards the front of the site (and
also to those adjoining residential properties to the north of the business park).

Our client also wishes to object to the omission of a specific policy in the Development
Management Policies Consultation Version allowing some market housing within the National
Park where it would facilitate the provision of significant additional affordable housing to meet
local needs.

Whilst the issue of cross-subsidising affordable housing by permitting open market housing was
considered by the Inspector during the examination of the Core Strategy®, the Development
Management Policies DPD should not be automatically constrained by this given the
subsequent introduction of national planning guidance which places far greater emphasis on
the delivery of housing and affordable housing.

Indeed, since the examination of the Core Strategy, the Government has published the NPPF, to
which Local Plans should be consistent’. Paragraph 54 of the NPPF states that, in rural areas,

6 as outlined in paragraph 6.29 of the Development Management Policies Consultation Version
7 Paragraph 151 of the NPPF confirms that Local Plans should be consistent with the principles and policies set out
in the NPPF, including the presumption in favour of sustainable development.

4
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local planning authorities should be responsive to local circumstances and plan housing
development to reflect local needs, particularly for affordable housing. It advises that local
planning authorities should in particular consider whether allowing some market housing would
facilitate the provision of significant additional affordable housing to meet local needs.

In its failure to include a specific policy allowing some market housing to facilitate the provision
of affordable housing, the Development Management Policies Consultation Version is
inconsistent with the NPPF (and therefore with national planning advice) and fails to reflect the
increased support for the delivery of affordable housing — a problem as (if not more) relevant in
the National Park as in the rest of country.

Indeed, the Development Management Policies Consultation Version acknowledges that
addressing the community’s need for housing is a key part of the Authority’s aim to support
vibrant and thriving communities and that the high demand for housing means that
affordability across the wider Peak District area continues to be a huge barrier to many local
people wanting to enter the housing market?.

To remedy the above objection, the Council is asked to revisit its approach to market housing,
and, without prejudicing the acknowledged need to conserve and enhance the valued
characteristics of the National Park, include specific policy support for the delivery of market
housing where it facilitates the provision of affordable housing, in order to help support the
communities within the National Park and meet the un-met need for affordable® (and lower-
cost market) housing.

Such an approach would essentially be no different to the objectives behind Policies DMC10
and DMH6 where market housing can be accepted within the National Park where it helps to
achieve other aims - where it would be required in order to achieve the
conservation/enhancement of a Heritage Asset, or where it would re-develop previously
developed land and conserves and enhances the valued character of the built environment.

For all of the above reasons, my client considers the draft Development Management Policies
DPD as presently worded cannot be regarded as ‘sound’ in that it has not been positively
prepared, is neither justified nor effective and does not comply with national planning policy.

| trust the above is helpful in progressing the draft Development Management Policies DPD and
look forward to being consulted on each and every subsequent consultation stage.

8 paragraph 6.1 and 6.7 of the Development Management Policies Consultation Version
9 paragraph 6.1 of the Development Management Policies Consultation Version

5
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Should you require any further information about the site in the interim, please do not hesitate
to contact me.

MA(Hons)
Director

MRTPI

January 2017
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(For office use only)

PEAK DISTRICT NATIONAL PARK AUTHORITY PEAK
DISTRICT
Development Management Policies FI;JAAQ?NAL

PRE-SUBMISSION DOCUMENT
November 2016

Representation Form

Please return this form to the Peak District National Park Authority by 5pm on 27 January 2017

This form has two parts:

PART A — Personal details

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

PART A

1. Personal 2. Agents Details (if applicable)

Details*

Title [MR | [wr |
First Name E | [nick
Last Name [cLAPHAM | |BASELEY
Job Title | | |DIRECTOR |
(where relevant)
Organisation | | [1BAPLANNING LTD |
(where relevant)
Address Line 1 | | |THE sTUDIOS |
Line 2 | | |cHURCH FARM |
Line 3 | | [ MANSFIELD ROAD |
Line 4 | | [EDWINSTOWE |
Postcode | | [No21 9Ny |
Telephone Number | | |o1623 822006 |
Email Address | | |ask@ibaplanning.co.uk |

(where relevant)

*if an agent is appointed, please complete only the title, name and organisation boxes below but
complete the full contact details of the agent.
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PART B - Please use a separate sheet for each representation

Name or organisation:

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Policy |DME3

Paragraph

4. Do you consider the DPD is:

(1) Legally compliant

(2) Sound*

(3) Complies with the Duty
to cooperate
Please tick as appropriate

5. Please give details of why you consider the Development Management Policies
document is not legally compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-
operate. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or
soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use

Yes

O

Yes

O

Yes

O]

this box to set out your comments.

Policies Map

No O

No @

No O

Please see attached letter reference ClaphamBakewellLP/1

(Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary)
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46. IBA Planning on behalf of Mr D. Clapham

6. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Development
Management Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter
you have identified at 5 above where this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any
non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the document legally compliant or
sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of
any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Please see attached letter reference ClaphamBakewellLP/1

(Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary)

*See accompanying notes.
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46. IBA Planning on behalf of Mr D. Clapham

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

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

7. If your representanon is seeking a modifi cation, do you consider it necessary to
participate in the oral part of the examination? e :

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination. O

No, | do not want to participate at the oral examination @

. If you wish to participate at the orai part of tt
consuder this to be necessary. e o ;

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature

Halo 27/01/2017
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PEAK DISTRICT NATIONAL PARK AUTHORITY

Development Management Policies
PRE-SUBMISSION DOCUMENT

November 2016

Representation Form

47. Historic England

(For office use only)

PEAK
DISTRICT
NATIONAL
PARK

Please return this form to the Peak District National Park Authority by 5pm on 27 January 2017

This form has two parts:
PART A — Personal details
PART B — Your representation(s). Please fill in a separate sheet for each representation you

wish to make.

PART A

1. Personal

Details*
Title
First Name
Last Name
Job Title

(where relevant)
Organisation

(where relevant)
Address Line 1
Line 2

Line 3

Line 4

Postcode

Telephone Number

Email Address

(where relevant)

2. Agents Details (if applicable)

| Miss

| Rosamund

| Worrall

| Historic Environment Planning Adviser

| Historic England

| 2nd Floor

| Windsor House

| Ciftonville

| Northampton

[NN1 5BE

07917 596058

| rosamund.worrall@historicengland.org.uk

*if an agent is appointed, please complete only the title, name and organisation boxes below but
complete the full contact details of the agent.
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47. Historic England

PART B - Please use a separate sheet for each representation

Name or organisation:

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Policy |All

Paragraph

4. Do you consider the DPD is:

(1) Legally compliant

(2) Sound*

(3) Complies with the Duty
to cooperate
Please tick as appropriate

5. Please give details of why you consider the Development Management Policies
document is not legally compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-
operate. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or
soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use

All

Yes

O

Yes

©

Yes

O]

this box to set out your comments.

Policies Map

No O

No O

No O

n/a

(Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary)

Page 240



47. Historic England

6. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Development
Management Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter
you have identified at 5 above where this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any
non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the document legally compliant or
sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of
any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

n/a

(Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary)

*See accompanying notes.
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47. Historic England

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

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

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

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination. O

No, | do not want to participate at the oral examination @

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

n/a

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Digitally signed by WORRALL, Rosamund

Signature |\ WORRALL, Rosamund £ e e Pate 127-01-17

son: | am the author of this docur
Date: 2017.01.27 15:04:08 Z
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48. Emery Planning

PEAK DISTRICT NATICNAL PARK AUTHORITY PEAK

DISTRICT

Development Management Policies NATIONAL
PRE-SUBMISSION DOCUMENT PARK
November 2016

Representation Form

Pleasg return this o to the Peak [isirict Matisnal Sark Autnority by Spmoon 27 January 2017

This form has two parls:

FAT A - Porsona detals

PART B — Your representation(s). Please fitl in a separate shect for each repreosentation you
wish to make,

PART A
1. Personal 2. Agents Detaiis (if appiicabie)
Details*
Title o - e -
First Mame [ B B B R _ _ -
Last Name L o | | Gascoie ' T
Job Tl i i ) ~ S
fwhere refovant)
ng anisation . ! Crzry Zimnit s
iwihers rasvant] h T T
Address lLine 1 | | LFH:. 2 1 Soath Park Girsingss ol
Line 2 |.I-:-tu9-:" ._-.l|u_--.-'t__ B o
Line 3 [ T [Mzeniestior:
Linc 4 | J |Chr_-5h|E _ _ o
Puostcode BB o o
Telephone Number | ] _ lotgzs 33 881 ]
Email Address | supnp:_wi(@@."nc-ryp';um._wm T |

fwhore refevant]

Tif anagend v appomited, please compiele only the title, name and oryanisation hoxes balow bui
cotnplete the fulf confact details of the agent.
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48. Emery Planning

PART B - Please use a separate sheet for each representation

Name or organisation:

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Policy [DcHh Paragraph E,-_}-'-] Policies Map o

4. Do you consider the DPD is:

(1) Legally compliant Yes ‘ E No @
(2) Sound” Yes ‘T) ] No ‘@ }
(3) Complies with the Duty ~ Yes | (@) | n | (O

fo cooperate
Pleazc tick a= appronriate

5. Pleasc give details of why you consider the Development Management Policies
document is not legally compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-
operate. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to suppeort the legal compliance or
soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use

this box to set out your comments. o

Refer to separate page for commaoents.,

(Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary)
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48. Emery Planning

6. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Development
Management Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter
you have identified at 5 ahove where this relates o soundness. (NB Plcase note that any
non-compliance with the duty to co-opcrate is incapable of medification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the document legally compliant or
sound. It will be helpful if you are aizle to put forward your suggested revised wording of
any policy or text. Please he as precise as possible.

Refer to separate page for comments.

{Coniinue on 3 separate shoct fexrand box T necessary)

*See accompanying notcs.
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48. Emery Planning

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

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

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

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination. @

No, | do not want to participate at the oral examination O

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

We wish to present the evidence and make oral submissions to the Inspector, and to be
respond to his/her questions. We also wish to be able to respond to the Council's
written and oral evidence.

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature

Bate 157/01/2017
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48. Emery Planning

DMCS5 (assessing the impact of development on heritage assets and their
settings) and Paragraph 3.71

Details

It is considered that certain elements of draft Policy DMC5 and the supporting text are not sound
when considered against the paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy Framework.

Paragraph A

Paragraph A, criterion (ii) of DMC5 requires that planning applications clearly demonstrate why the
proposed development or related works are desirable or necessary. This is not a requirement of the
NPPF, which states (at para 128) that applicants should be required to

“describe the significance of any heritage assets affected, including any contribution made by
their setting. The level of detail should be proportionate to the assets’ importance and no
more than is sufficient to understand the potential impact of the proposal on their
significance.”

Paragraph 131 maintains that there are three matters to be considered by Local Planning Authorities
when determining planning applications affecting heritage assets. These are:

e the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and putting
them to viable uses consistent with their conservation;

e the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to sustainable
communities including their economic vitality; and

e the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and
distinctiveness.

There is no general requirement to development to be “necessary”. Paragraphs 132-134 of the
NPPF make it clear that justification for proposed development affecting a heritage asset is only
required in cases where the development would cause harm to the heritage asset or, in the case of
enabling development (para 140), where a departure from planning policy would secure the future
conservation of a heritage asset.

Paragraph D

As policy DMCS5 is worded so as to apply to both designated and non designated heritage assets, it is
considered that paragraph D is unnecessary and should be removed. There is no draft policy relating
specifically to designated heritage assets in isolation and the remainder of policy DMC5 affords
adequate protection for both designated non-designated heritage assets.

Modifications Proposed

e In order to be consistent with the NPPF, criterion (ii) to paragraph A should be removed or
amended to qualify the circumstances under which this applies (in line with paragraphs 132-
134 and 140 of the NPPF).

e Remove Paragraph D
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48. Emery Planning

(For office use only)

PEAK DISTRICT NATIONAL PARK AUTHORITY PEAK
DISTRICT
NATIONAL

Development Management Policies
PARK

PRE-SUBMISSION DOCUMENT
November 2016

Representation Form

Please retum this form to the Peak Cistrict National Cark Authority by Spmeon 27 January 2017

This form has two paris:

PART A — Personal details

PART B — Yeour renresontation(s). Meass fillin a separaie shes! for each reprasentation vou
wish to make.

PART A
1. Personal 2. Agents Details (if appticable)
Details*
Title i - S
First Mame L L | ||?:.-.u.-a'an T -
Last Namz - -

Job Title . . || - ]

SEEr tiennfl

Organisation |y o

fwhere rolevant)

Address Line 1 | | [tits 24 South 1k Business. Conrt
Line # r ;o hresm B

Line 3 | | Macclestiend

Line 4 | |Ch:;\'r|..' :

r’OHT_COde | _ . _ | | Shots e - —‘

Toiephone HNumber

s tezryplatrie o

Fimail Addross

ST releant

Y if an agent is appointed, pleasc complefe only the fitfe. name and organisation boxes hofow but
comnplete the fuft confact detaifs of ffre agent.
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48. Emery Planning

PART B - Please use a separate sheet for each representation

Name or organisation:

3. To which part of the DPD docs this representation relate?
Policy r;ur;,.-q-[“j? Paragraph ’7 - Policies Map o j

4. Do you consider the DPD is:

(1) Legally compliant Yes g {:J l No l { J
(2) Sound” Yes ’7 (I‘ No | (OJ

{3} Complies with the Duty Yes [ @ No [ ( _} ]

o cooperatc
Pleasc lick as appropriale

5. Please give details of why you consider the Development Management Policies
decument is not lcgally compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-
operate. Plcase be as precisc as possible. [f you wish to support the legal compliance or
soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to co-operate, plcase also use
this box to sct out your comments.

—
Refer to separate page for comments,

(Continue on a separats sheel /expard box it neccssaryd
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48. Emery Planning

6. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary toe make the Development
Management Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter
you have identified at 5 above where this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any
non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the document legally compliant or
sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested reviscd wording of
any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Refor 1o separate pagao for comments. ‘

(Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary) |

“mee accompanying nates.
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48. Emery Planning

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

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

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

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination. m

No, | do not want to participate at the oral examination O

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

We wish to present the evidence and make oral submissions to the Inspector, and to be
respond to his/her questions. We also wish to be able to respond to the Council's
written and oral evidence.

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature

Dale: 19710112017
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48. Emery Planning

Policy DMC?7 (listed buildings)
Details

Paragraph A

Criterion A (ii) of draft policy DMC7 requires that planning applications clearly demonstrate why the
proposed development or related works are desirable or necessary. This is not a requirement of the
NPPF, which states (at para 128) that applicants should be required to

“describe the significance of any heritage assets affected, including any contribution made by
their setting. The level of detail should be proportionate to the assets’ importance and no
more than is sufficient to understand the potential impact of the proposal on their
significance.”

Paragraph 131 of the NPPF maintains that there are three matters to be considered by Local
Planning Authorities when determining planning applications affecting heritage assets. These are:

e the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and putting
them to viable uses consistent with their conservation;

e the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to sustainable
communities including their economic vitality; and

e the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and
distinctiveness.

There is no general requirement to development to be “necessary”. Paragraphs 132-134 of the
NPPF make it clear that justification for proposed development affecting a heritage asset is only
required in cases where the development would cause harm to the heritage asset or, in the case of
enabling development (para 140), where a departure from planning policy would secure the future
conservation of a heritage asset.

Modifications Proposed

e In order to be consistent with the NPPF, criterion (ii) to paragraph A should be removed or
amended to qualify the circumstances under which this applies (in line with paragraphs 132-
134 and 140 of the NPPF).
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48. Emery Planning

(For office use only)

PEAK DISTRICT NATIONAL PARK AUTHORITY PEAK
DISTRICT
NATIONAL

Development Management Policies
PARK

PRE-SUBMISSION DOCUMENT
November 2016

Representation Form

Pleass return this form to the Peak District Nalicnal Park Authorily by Som on 27 January 2017

This form has two parts:

PART A — Personal details

PART B — Your representation(s). Please fill in a separate sheef {or each represcntation you
wish to make.

PART A

1. Personal 2. Agents Details (i applicable)

Details*

Title e -
First Name | | [Rawdon -
Last Mamae | _| Gasceigne ]
Job Tille | B B ]
Organlsatlon | | |Emery Planning ]
fwihore rdovand)
Addrecss Line 1 | | | Lnits 2-4 Soutis 1’k Busness Court j
Line = o _ [Hchann S
line 3 | - - Marclesfiold . } o
Line 4 - j E‘-h-.--.v.hire L
Fosteode e
Telephone Number ] o

t

I-mail Address Eu;: grorlFemeanyplanning o

Vit an agent iz appointed, please complete only the title, name and crganization buves belove but
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48. Emery Planning

PART B - Please use a scparate sheet for each representation

Name or organisation:

2. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Policy [DC-0 Paragraph ‘ a7 - 32109 ‘ Policies Map

4. Do you consider the DPD is:

(1} Legally compliant Yes : @ j No 1 /‘
(2) Sound” Yes No m
{3} Complies with the Duty Yes \__(.) No ( —)

to cooperate
Flease tick as appropriate

5. Please give details of why you consider the Development Management Policies
document is not legally compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-
operate. Please he as precise as possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or
soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to co-operate, plcase also use
this box to set out your comments.

Refer to separate page for comments, —‘

(icontinue on a separats sheat fevpand box if necessary;
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48. Emery Planning

6. Plcasc set out what modification(s} you consider necessary to make the Development
Management Policies document legaily compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter
you have identified at 5 above where this relates to soundness. (NB Please notc that any
non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the document legally compliant or
sound. It will be helpful if you arc able to put forward your suggested revised wording of
_any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

- T

Refer to separate page for commaonts.

iContinug o s separate shoct fexoand box if necossany |

"See accempanying notes.
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48. Emery Planning

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

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

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

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination. @

No, | do not want to participate at the oral examination O

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

We wish to present the evidence and make oral submissions to the Inspector, and to be
respond to his/her questions. We also wish to be able to respond to the Council's
wriften and oral evidence.

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature

bate 1 57/01/2017
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48. Emery Planning

Policy DMC10 and Paragraphs 3.107-3.109 (Conversion of heritage assets)
Details

Paragraph A

Criterion A (iii) restricts the locations in which the conversion of heritage assets will be permitted.
This is inconsistent with the NPPF.

Paragraph 28 of the NPPF states that Local Plans should support the sustainable growth and
expansion of all types of business and enterprise in rural areas, including through the conversion of
existing buildings. It also requires Local Plans to “support sustainable rural tourism and leisure
developments that benefit businesses in rural areas, communities and visitors, and which respect the
character of the countryside.” (para 28). It does not restrict such development to that occurring
within settlements, smaller hamlets, farmsteads and in groups of buildings.

Similarly, paragraph 55 of the NPPF indicates that residential conversions in isolated locations may
be acceptable where,

“development would represent the optimal viable use of a heritage asset or would be
appropriate enabling development to secure the future of heritage assets; or where the
development would re-use redundant or disused buildings and lead to an enhancement to
the immediate setting”.

Proposed criterion A (iii) would thwart HC1 compliant proposals that accorded with paragraph 55 of
the NPPF and is therefore not consistent with existing local or national policy.

Paragraph B

Policy DMC10, paragraph B and supporting paragraphs 3.107-3.108 prevent the conversion of
buildings that are not heritage assets, to higher intensity uses (as set out within paragraph 3.96).

Paragraph 3.108 states that these buildings will rarely be worthy of conversion to higher intensity
uses and as such, their conversion “will not be permitted”. The statement that these will “rarely be
worthy of conversion” is contested, however it does (correctly) suggest that there will be instances
where such buildings are worthy of conversion. Indeed there are situations where the conversion of
a disused building could lead to enhancements to the immediate/wider setting in accordance with
paragraph 55 of the NPPF. In view of this, the application of a blanket ban on conversion is not
justified (as required by paragraph 182 of the NPPF). Such conversions can be effectively managed
through existing Core and other Draft Policies.

Paragraph B to DMC10 and the draft paragraphs in the main text, are in conflict with Policy HC1
(New Housing) of the Core Strategy which states that “exceptionally, new housing (whether newly
built or from re-use of an existing building) can be accepted” subject to specified criteria, none of
which restrict conversions to heritage assets alone.

The draft paragraphs also conflict with draft policies DME2 (Farm Diversification), and DMHS5, which
would often involve the conversion of buildings that are not heritage assets.

Page 257



48. Emery Planning

The NPPF states that local plans should “support the sustainable growth and expansion of all types of
business and enterprise in rural areas, both through conversion of existing buildings and well
designed new buildings” (para 28). Paragraph 55 indicates that housing development which would
re-use redundant or disused buildings and lead to an enhancement to the immediate setting is
capable of being a very special circumstance. Neither of these paragraphs are restricted to heritage
assets and consequently, the draft paragraphs are in direct conflict with the NPPF.

Paragraph C

The Policy DMC10 paragraph C states the proposals under HC1 part C1 will only be permitted where
the building is a designated heritage asset, based on the evidence the National Park Authority has
identified the building as non-designated heritage and it can be demonstrated that a market
dwelling is required in order to achieve the conservation and where appropriate the enhancement
of the significance of the heritage asset and the conversion of the setting.

Policy HC1 part C states that housing may exceptionally be allowed where it:

‘is required in order to achieve conservation and for enhancement of valued vernacular or
listed buildings’.

Policy DMC10 paragraph C essentially repeats HC1 part C and is therefore unnecessary.
Modifications Proposed
e Revise paragraphs 3.107-3.109 to read,

“However there are other buildings (i.e. those that do not possess the same qualities as heritage
assets in terms of their materials and traditional design) that may also be the subject of
planning applications for conversion.

All applications to convert such buildings will be assessed against Core Policies GSP1, GSP2 and
GSP3 regarding the conservation and enhancement of the National Park; Core Policies L1, L2
and L3 regarding the conservation of biodiversity, cultural heritage and landscape; and other
detailed policies in this plan. Whilst these buildings are not as valued as heritage assets they
may nonetheless form valuable components of the landscape. Applicants should therefore
propose a standard of conversion and uses that conserve the valued characteristics of buildings
themselves and the wider landscape setting.”

e Remove DMC10, criterion A (iii)

e Remove DMC10, paragraph B

e Remove DMC10, paragraph C and replace with the following:

‘Conversions to open market residential must accord with Policy HC1 C.’
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48. Emery Planning

(For wiice use orly)

PEAK DISTRICT NATIONAL PARK AUTHORITY PEAK
DISTRICT
NATIONAL

Development Management Policies
PARK

PRE-SUBMISSION DOCUMENT
Novemiber 2016

Representation Form

Please return this form to the Peak District MNational Park Authorily by Spm on 27 January 2017

This form has two parts;

CAERT A — [Mersonal detalls

PART B — Your represcntation(s). Please filt in a separate sheet ior each representation you
wish to make.

PART A

1. Personal 2. Agents Details (if appiicable)
Details®

Title |

First Name - _ e

Last Name | B - _ | Gancoigre T :‘

Job Titl B B ] -
fwhere rofevant)

Organisation \_ __ __ ] | FCniery Planmin

fwhers pomvant!

Address Line 1 , N L Sell Bl Banine e oan :|
Line 2 TbsonSvort -
Line 3 | _ Mocieshea L

Line 4 ! L _ _ bl eheanin - ]
Posicode - -

Telzphone Mumber '_ - - L

Fmail Address - - - | [suppaliiemeryplanng rom

fwher refevant)

T an agent iz appoinicd. pleasce complete wnly the Hile. name and organisation boxes boiow but

complete the full contact details of Hhie agent.
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48. Emery Planning

PART B - Please use a separate sheet for cach representation

Name or organisation:

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Policy D_Eé ' FParagraph ‘ ‘Po[icies Map [

4, Do you consider the DPD is:

{1) Legally compliant Yes [ GZ ‘ No [ @
(2} Sound* Yes ‘ ( } No { ™ } ‘
(3) Complies with the Duty Yes ] ( ;-_} No @

to cooperate
Flzase tirk as approsriats

5. Pleasc give details of why you consider the Development Management Policies
document is not legally compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-
operate. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to support the lcgal compliance or
soundness of thc document or its compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use
this box to set out your comments.

Refer to separata page for comments,

{Continue on a scparate shoet /expand box it necessary)
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48. Emery Planning

6. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Developmoent
Management Policies document icgally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter
you have identified at 5 above where this relates to soundncss. (NB Please note that any
non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the document legally compliant or
sound. [£ will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of
_any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Re:ler wo soparate page for commoenis.

(Confinuc on a separate sheel /expand box if necessary) J

wl
T+
i

2 ACSOMPanying noies,
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48. Emery Planning

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

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

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

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination. m

No, | do not want to participate at the oral examination O

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

We wish to present the evidence and make oral submissions to the Inspector, and to be
respond to his/her questions. We also wish to be able to respond to the Council's
written and oral evidence.

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature

Date 157/01/2017
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DME?2 (Farm Diversification)
Details

Paragraph A

It is considered that certain elements of draft Policy DME2 are not sound when considered against
paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy Framework.

In particular, no justification is provided for the restrictions that would be imposed by paragraph A.
Paragraph 206 of the NPPF makes it clear that such restrictive planning conditions should only be
imposed where they are necessary, relevant to planning and to the development to be permitted,
enforceable, precise and reasonable in all other respects. There is no evidence that the above could
be demonstrated in the case of every application for farm diversification and the issues should
therefore be addressed through the imposition of conditions on a case by case basis, where the
relevant tests are met. Accordingly, paragraph A is both unjustified, unnecessary, in conflict with the
NPPF and does not represent the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable
alternatives and proportionate evidence.

Modifications Proposed

Remove paragraph A and clarify that restrictive conditions to planning permissions will only be used
where these meet the tests outlined at paragraph 206 of the NPPF.
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{For office use anlyl

PEAK DISTRICT NATIONAL PARK AUTHORITY PEAK
DISTRICT
NATIONAL

Development Management Policies
PARK

PRE-SUBMISSION DOCUMENT
Novembcer 2016

Representation Form

CMease refurn this form to the Peax Dislnat Nalion:s! Parg Authority by Spmoon 27 January 2017

This form has two parts:

FPART A - Personal dstails

PART 5 — Your representationis). Placze fill in 2 separale sheet o each reprosentation youl
wish to make.

1. Perscnal 2. Agents Details if appiinahiv)
Details”
Title | _ M _ _
Firat Mame | Aol o
Last Name | 1 Taaecaigne ]
Job Tille | | S
fwhicre relevant)

- . - - —_— —_— |
Organisation | Ev, Foannicg )
CrEIGvERD T
Address Line 1 | Limits 2 Scuth urk Business Court J
Line = e on et
Line 3 - o o —| |Tﬂ;-lr,-.:|pf.ﬁe[d
Line £ N - o mrezkie
Postcode | |s—;|<-1 1884
Telephonz Number _ _ S (L F E R
Finail Address | | | suppori@emearyplanning com
CRare reler 4 -

*if an agent is appointed, please complete only the title, name and organisation hoxes bolow but
complete e full contact defails of the ogent

Page 264



48. Emery Planning

PART B - Please use a separate sheet for each representation

Name or crganisation:

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Policy DME5-_ Paragraph Policies Map

L | —

4. Do you consider the DPD is:

(1) Legally compliant Yes @‘ No ‘@ ‘
{2) Sound” Yes | CZl o ‘Z?Zl

(3) Complies with the Duty Yes ‘ (@ ) No ( )

to cooperate
Flease tick as appropriate

5. Please give details of why you consider the Development Management Policies
document is not legally compliant or is unsound or fails fo comply with the duty to co-
operate. Pleasce be as precise as possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or
soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to co-operate, pleasc also use
this box to set out your comments.

’Eefer to separate page for comments.

(Lontinue on a separatg sneel /expand box if necessary)
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8. Please set cut what modification{s} you consider necessary to make the Development
Management Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter
you have identificd at 5 above where this relates to soundness. {NB Please note that any
non-cempliance with the duty to co-cperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will nced to say why this modification will make the decument legaily compliant or

sound. It will be helpful if you are able te put forward your suggested revised wording of
any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Refer to separate page for comments.

(oontinue: on a separate sacet foxpand hox if necessary; ‘

*See eac_com[_):emying notes.
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Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further
representations based on the original representation at publication stage.

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

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

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination. Il
No, | do not want to participate at the oral examination g 2

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

We wish to present the evidence and make oral submissions to the Inspector, and to be
respond to histher questions, We also wish to be able to respond to the Council's
written and oral evidence.

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate af the oral part of the examination.

Signature

P2t 27/01/2017
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DMES (Class B1 Employment uses in the countryside outside DS1
Settlements)

Details

Paragraph B

Paragraph B to policy DME5 is not the most appropriate strategy when considered against
reasonable alternatives. In order to accord with national planning policy and guidance, such
restrictions as those outlined should only be used exceptionally and where justified. For example
National Planning Policy Guidance states that “Unless the permission otherwise provides, planning
permission runs with the land and it is rarely appropriate to provide otherwise” (Paragraph: 015
Reference ID: 21a-015-20140306).

While there may be circumstances where the withdrawal of permitted development rights or the
grant of a personal or temporary permission does meet the tests for a valid planning condition, this
would be only be the case where it were necessary to ensure compliance with other local and
national policy requirements. As such, an assessment of proposals in the normal manner, would
identify whether restrictive conditions were required. It is therefore unnecessary to include a policy
relating to the exceptional use of restrictive conditions and no justification has been given for doing
so.

Modifications Proposed

Delete section B and associated criterion.
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PRE-SUBMISSION DOCUMENT
November 2016

Representation Form

Slease returr this torm to the Peak Liistrict National Pars Adthority by Spm oon 27 January 2017

This form has two parts;

PART A — Personal details

PAIRT B = Your representation(s). Please till in a separatc shoaot for each repraseniation you
wisin to make.

PART A
1. Personal 2. Agents Dctails (i applicable)
Details*
Tille: | _ j e
First hame | j

Last Name | | | Capmaaii]ne o o

Job Title | B - || _

pwliere relavant!

ranisation | _ [ =r, Tanning

b sl Ee L Pana Bl e Do

Srldress Line 1

Line 2 | Cubeon Street ' ]
Line 3 - oz _l
Line 4 - _ | Cresbiig _ 3
Posicodc | IRESIES O
Telephone Number \_ 01525 433 84 -
Emall Addreas _ B S I R et ol _
i an agend s appointed. please camplete anly the (il name and ooganisation boxes polow b

compcte the full contact details of the agent.
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PART B - Please use a scparate shect for each representation

Name or organisation:

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?
Policy |DMR4 i j Paragraph ‘ ‘ Policies Map ‘

4. Do you consider the DPD is:

(1) Legally compliant Yes ’7@ ] No ‘ E
(2) Sound* Yes | | | ) No E ‘
(3} Complies with the Duty Yes Z‘; No | { )

to cooperate
Please tick as appropriate

5. Please¢ give details of why you consider the Development Management Policies
document is not legally compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-
operate. Please be as precisc as possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or
soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also usc
this box to set out your comments.

Refer to separaie page for comments.,

(Confinue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary)
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6. Please sct out what modification(s} you consider necessary to make the Development
Managenment Policies document legally compliant or sound, having rcgard to the Matter
you have identified at 5 above where this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any
non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the document legaily compliant or

sound. It will be helpful if you arc able to put forward your suggested revised wording of
any policy or text. Pleasc be as precise as possibie.

Refer to scparate page for comments.

{Continue on a separate sheot fexpand box if nccessary)

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

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

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

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination. m
No, | do not want to participate at the oral examination ljz

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

We wish to present the evidence and make oral submissions to the Inspector, and to be
respond to his/her questions. We also wish to be able to respond to the Council's
written and oral evidence.

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature

27/01/2017

/ Date
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DMRA4 (facilities for keeping and riding horses)

Details

DMR4, C requires that new facilities for keeping and riding horses are located adjacent to existing
buildings or groups of buildings. While it is appreciated that this can reduce the visual effects of
development, it is not always possible (for example where the land owned is not adjacent to existing
buildings or groups of buildings). As any proposals will be assessed against paragraph D of this policy
(which requires that facilities do not, “alter the valued landscape character by changing the landform
or in any other way have an adverse impact on its character and appearance”), it is considered that
locational effects of proposed development can be adequately addressed through the remainder of
the policy.

Modifications Proposed
Reword to read:

“is located adjacent to existing buildings or groups of buildings wherever possible”.
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Representation Form

Clease refuin this form 1o the Peak District National Park Authority by Spnnon 27 January 2017

This form has two parts:

PAIRT A - Porsonal detalls

PART B — Your representation(s). Please fill in a separate sheet for cach representation you
WisH {0 mitke,

PART A
1. Personal 2. Agents Detalils (if applicablo)
Details*
“itle _ L o L | I - N
First Name B - | TRawetan - ]
Last Naima L - ] @\c.nlt]np— i
Job T tie: j - - ] -
CErs reicegntl

Crganisation
fwhere rclovant)

Crery Flanning :|

Address Line 1 _ drifz 2 se W =k S ness T o
Line 2 - | s

lLine = o - T —_ beac =cloc

Line 4 | - o _ Cheshire o

Fosteode |  eieES . L L
Telephone Number - D lezsamaen

Email Address | J |.\::n!.:pori_rr]_)crm:wy[.ulanni.'1g.cur|| B -

(whore refevind}

Tifan agent iz appoinfed, please complets only tha liile, name and aiganisation boxes below but
complete the full conlact details of the agont.
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PART B — Please use a separate sheet for cach representation

Name or organisation:

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Policy DME l Paragraph ( ) Policies Map T

4. Do you consider the DPD is:

(1) Legally compliant Yes @
{2} Sound* Yes | ( 1

(3} Complies with the Duty Yes 46) :‘

to coopcerate
Please tick as appropriate

No | O]
No | (8) |
vo ! (O]

5. Pleasc give details of why you consider the Development Management Pelicics
document is not legally compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-

operate. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or
soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use

this box to sct out your comments.

Refer to separate page for comments,

Loontinue on a separcle sneel fexoand box if neczssary;
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6. Please set out what maodification(s) you consider hecessary to make the Develoepment
Management Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter
you have identified at 5 above where this relates to soundncss. (NB Please note that any
non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the document legally compliant or

sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of
any policy or texf. Please be as precise as possible.

Refer tu separate page for comments. ‘

_ {Continue on a separate sheet /fexpand box if nccessary)

“See accomopanying notes.

Page 276



48. Emery Planning

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

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

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

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination. @

No, | do not want to participate at the oral examination IZ‘

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

We wish to present the evidence and make oral submissions to the Inspector, and to be
respond to his/her questions. We also wish to be able to respond to the Council's
written and oral evidence.

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish fo participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature

P 127/01/2017
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DMHS5 (Ancillary dwellings in the curtilage of existing dwellings by conversion
or new build).

Details

It is noted that in the vast majority of cases, the use/conversion of domestic outbuildings within the
curtilage of existing dwellings, for ancillary domestic accommodation, will not require planning
permission and it would be unlawful for DMH5 to impose restrictions on permitted development.

Where permission is required for either the conversion (where the building is not currently in
ancillary residential use or not within the curtilage or where the alterations exceed permitted
development), or building of a new build ancillary dwelling, it should always be possible to secure its
ancillary status through use of a planning condition.

National Planning Practice Guidance states that “It may be possible to overcome a planning objection
to a development proposal equally well by imposing a condition on the planning permission or by
entering into a planning obligation under section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. In
such cases the local planning authority should use a condition rather than seeking to deal with the
matter by means of a planning obligation.” (Paragraph: 011 Reference ID: 21a-011-20140306).

The Planning Inspectorate has a model condition for securing the ancillary status of an
outbuilding/extension/annex: “The extension (building) hereby permitted shall not be occupied at
any time other than for purposes ancillary to the residential use of the dwelling known as [ ]”. It is
therefore unnecessary to provide for restricting occupancy by way of a section 106 agreement.

Modifications Proposed

Delete the final sentence to DMHS5, B (relating to section 106 agreements) or reword to indicate that
planning conditions will be used to restrict the occupancy of such buildings.
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Representation Form

Pleasc return this form to the Peak District National Park Authority by Spim on 27 January 2017

This ferm has two parts;
FARET A —Personal dofails
PALLT 13 = Your repris:
wish to make.

PART A
1. Personal 2. Agents Details i spgiinable;
Details*
Title ]
First Name ) " Rewdon |
Last Name 0 Gasten
Job Title ] _ ]
fwhere refevanf!
Org anisation :| Emeny [<lanning
Address Line 1 |L.|"|'.:-' o b arg B rese Laol
Line 2 | [Fopson farset -
line 3 | - © Macskeudield
Linie 4 | ) _ L B Lhesh v
Poztoonz | | |} it aRs L
Telephone Number | | [v1695 433 881 |

| I R T R T R R T TR |

Tif an agont (s appointod, please compivic only the ttle, nanve und organisation hoxes befow i
complefe the full contact delalls of the agent.
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PART B - Please usc a separate shect for each representation

Name or organisation:

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Paragraph

Policy |DMHS

4, Do you consider the DPD js:
ves | (o) ]
{2} Sound” Ycs { l

Yes ’7_(_0

(1) Legaliy compliant

N

(3} Complies with the Duty
to coopcerate
Please Lick as appropriatc

‘ Policies Map ‘

Ne | (D
no L (0) ]
No | ()

5. Please give dctails of why you consider the Development Management Policies
document is nof legally compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-
operate. Pleasc he as precise as possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or
soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use

this box to sel out your comments.

Refer toy separate page for comments.

~ {Continue on a separate sneet /expand Dox il necessary) |

Page 280



48. Emery Planning

6. Please set out what modification{s)} you consider necessary to make the Deveclopment
Management Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter
you have identified at 5 above where this rclates to soundness. {(NB Please note that any
non-compliance with the duty toc co-operate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will neced to say why this maodification will make the document legally compliant or
sound. It will be helpfui if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of
any policy or iext. Please be as precise as possible.

Reier to separate page for comments.

{Continue on a separate sheet /expand box il necassary)

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

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

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

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination. m
No, | do not want to participate at the oral examination E

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

We wish to present the evidence and make oral submissions to the Inspector, and to be
respond to his/her questions. We also wish to be able to respond to the Council's
written and oral evidence.

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature

Date 197/01/2017
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DMHS8 (New outbuildings for domestic garaging and storage use in the
curtilage of dwellings houses)

Details

One of the statutory purposes of the National Park is to conserve and enhance natural beauty,
wildlife and cultural heritage. Clearly there will be situations where it is possible to conserve the
desirable features of the National Park, but where there are no opportunities for further
enhancement. In these circumstances, it would be illogical suggest that conservation was not
desirable in the absence of opportunities for enhancement.

Policy DMHS8 as it is currently worded does not support applications for new outbuildings that
conserve the immediate dwelling and curtilage (and the other features/characteristics referred to in
the draft policy) but may not enhance. Such proposals (provided they complied with other local and
national planning policies) would not undermine the purposes of the National Park and the policy is
therefore unduly restrictive. This would be reasonable as the policy is a permissive policy meaning
that the principle of development has already been considered to conserve and enhance in the
context of National Park objectives.

Modifications Proposed
Revise the wording of DMH8 A, to read:
“the scale, mass, form and design of the building conserves or enhances...”

This is a more appropriate wording that would enable the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the policies in the NPPF and the purposes of the National Park.
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This form has two parts:
PAIRT A = Personal details

PART B — Your represenlation{s). Please Till in a separate sheef for each represcentation you

winh Lo make,

PART A

1. Personal
Details*

Tille |

First Mame

Lasl Name |

Laenid Gl

Job Title

AT TRIE

| T = aming

pvliers relavantl

Address Line 1

| Uil 21 :‘\_ouln FPark Bugini-:s Court |
Line 2 MS:DH Alreet __
Linc 2 ' N )
Ling £ L Chesho= —|
Postcode N - i |sKii 883 ]
Telephonc Number ’— - 016725 433 05 1 J
sAniorlEEel - s pla iy

“if an agoent is appointed, pleasoe complete only e title, name and organisation boxes below but

complele the full contact details of the agent.
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PART B - Please use a scparate sheet for each representation

Name or organisation:

3. To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Policy DMHH Paragraph  §.107 Policies Map ’7 -

4. Do you consider the DPD is;

(1) Legally compliant Yes (@) No ' (_- }
(2) Sound* ves | () No | (®) |
(3) Complies with the Duty Yes ( : ) No l;/ )

to coopcerate
Pleas=e lick as appropriate

5. Please give dctails of why you consider the Development Management Policies
document is not legally compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-
operate. Pleasc be as precisc as possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or
soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to co-operate, pleasce also usc
this box to set out your comments.

Refer to separate page for comments.

_ (Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary)
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6. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Development
Managcement Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter
you have identified at 5 above where this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any
non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the document legaily compliant or

sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of
any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible,

Refer 1o separate page for comiments. ‘

{Continue on & seoaraic sheet faxpand box If necessary)

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

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

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

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination.

No, | do not want to participate at the oral examination O

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

We wish to present the evidence and make oral submissions to the Inspector, and to be
respond to his/her questions. We also wish to be able to respond to the Council's
written and oral evidence.

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature

Deile |\ 97101/2017
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DMH11 (Section 106 agreements) and Paragraph 6.107

Details

Paragraph 6.107 suggests that Section 106 agreements have been successful in preventing breaches
of condition and for this reason, the Authority will continue to use them in the manner set out in
draft Policy DMH11. However, there is no evidence to support this assertion and this is inconsistent
with national planning policy. National Planning Practice Guidance makes it clear that where it is
possible to deal with a matter by means of a planning condition, this approach should be adopted,
instead of using a Section 106 agreement (Paragraph: 011 Reference ID: 21a-011-20140306).

It is considered that in almost all circumstances, the issues covered in draft policy DMH11 could be
effectively dealt through the imposition of planning conditions. Indeed, the Planning Inspectorate
has model conditions to account for such circumstances as outlined in the draft policy.

The purpose of Section 106 agreements is not to address breaches of planning control and there is
no suggestion within national planning policy or guidance that this is an appropriate reason for
imposing such agreements. Breaches in planning control should be dealt with through the
Authority’s planning enforcement powers and procedures, as outlined in the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990 (as amended) and in line with the National Planning Practice Guidance. These
procedures have been specifically developed to enable the Authority to investigate and remedy such
breaches of planning control.

Modifications Proposed

DMH11 should be retitled and reworded to set out the manner in which “planning conditions” will
be applied to housing development (as opposed to section 106 agreements).

Page 288



48. Emery Planning
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Representation Form

Pleasa return this form to the Meak Districl Nalional Park Authority by Spm on 27 January 2017

This form has two parnis:

PART & — Personal deiais

PART 5 = Your representatienis). Meaze fill in & separate sheet for each representation yeu
wish to make,

PART A
1. Personal 2. Agents Details (i appfiania)
Details*®
Title —| |M.—
First Name | | [Rawdon j
Last Name | B |Gascoigne
Job Title | _
{where refovant)
Organisation | | [Emery Pranning ]
(where relevant)
Address Line 1 | ] | Units 2-4 South Park Business Cour
Line 2 | ] | Hooss Sl
Line 3 _ Waczlsslold
|||]\" ‘i |'_:'|:'-'i|"4
Fostonde | TR R

Telephione Number | L
| ail Acdeiross S

Y if an agent is appointed, please complete anly the fitle, name and orgarnisalion boxoes below but
complete the iult contact details of the agent.
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PART B - Pleasc use a separate sheet for each representation

Name or organisation;

3. To which part of the DPD docs this representation relate?

Policy ‘I_)P-;"ISQ Paragraph . B Policics Map

4. Do you consider the DPD is:

{1) Legally compliant Yes (O) No Z) ‘
{2} Sound’ Yes [C) :| No ‘ E.“
(3) Complies with the Duty  Ycs (0) B No | ( )

to cooperate
Pleasa tick as aopropriate

5. Please give details of why you consider the Development Management Policies
document is not legally compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-
operatc. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or
soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to co-operate. please also use
this box to set out your comments.

Refer to soparate page for comments.

fiontnue on & separatc sheet /expand box il n2ressary;
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48. Emery Planning

6. Please set out what modification(s} you consider necessary to make the Development
Managemeont Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter
you have identified at 5 above where this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any
non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is incapable of modification at examinaiion}.
You will need to say why this modification will make the document legally compliant or
sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of
any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible,

[Refer to separate page for comments.

(Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary)

YHz gccorpanying noeles.
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48. Emery Planning

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

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on
the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

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

Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination. @

No, | do not want to participate at the oral examination O

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

We wish to present the evidence and make oral submissions to the Inspector, and to be
respond to his/her questions. We also wish to be able to respond to the Council's
written and oral evidence.

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

Signature

27/01/2017

1 Date
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48. Emery Planning

DMS2 (Change of use of shops, community services and facilities)

Details

In cases where a business is failing, it is considered that paragraph A (i) of this policy is overly
restrictive and would result in unnecessary financial hardship for business owners, which could be
alleviated by a shorter marketing period or the provision of reasonable alternative evidence that
would still achieve the objectives of the policy. In view of this, the policy does not represent the
most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives. Furthermore, the
policy is more restrictive than the DCLG Advice Note entitled “Community Right to Bid” (2012). This
advice note is aimed at helping local authorities to implement Part 5 Chapter 3 of the Localism Act
2011 and the Assets of Community Regulations 2012.

This advice note suggests a 6 week period, from the point the owner notifies the local authority of
their intention sell a property to allow community interest groups to make a written request to be
treated as a potential bidder. If none do so, the owner is free to sell their asset at the end of the 6
weeks. If a community interest group does make a request during this interim period, then it is
advised that a 6 month moratorium (again from the point the owner notifies the local authority)
should operate.

Given that the national policy position suggests that the absolute maximum marketing period should
be 6 months, it is considered a policy which requires marketing for a minimum of 12 months is
entirely unjustified and is not consistent with Government guidance.

Modifications Proposed

It is suggested that the marketing period should be amended to no more than 6 months.
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49. Bakewell TC

From: Town Clerk <townclerk@bakewelltowncouncil.gov.uk>

Sent: 27 January 2017 16:17

To: Policy

Subject: PDNPA Development Management Plan Consultation response

| have been instructed by Bakewell Town Council to make the following response to the above
consultation:

“‘Bakewell Town Council notes the comprehensive Peak Park Parishes Forum (PPPF)
consultation response and commends it to the Authority.

Our comments will concentrate mainly on the Bakewell chapter., and should be taken in the
context of constructive criticism.

Paragraphs 8.1 to 8.4 “Strategic Context” Whilst the paragraphs may add to the Core Strategy, on
their own they appear to be disjointed. It is suggested that the information is either expanded to
provide a fuller picture or, (as this is available elsewhere) the introduction signposts the other
sources.

Paragraph 8.5 states “This plan does not include policies that are specific to Bakewell...” then lists
policy DMB1 “Bakewell’s Settlement Boundary”. Suggest this be reworded.

Paragraph 8.8 and 8.9 “Bakewell is the only settlement boasting a wide range of shops...”
contrasts poorly to the “modest settlement” and “modest size” in paragraph 8.9. It is suggested a
better balance can be struck here.

Paragraph 8.10 “national park” should be “National Park”

Paragraph 8.11 there is a spare comma at end of first sentence.

Paragraph 8.15 it is felt that this paragraph should be reviewed and reworded to make its intent
clearer to the reader.

Non-Bakewell specific policies
Bakewell Town Council welcomes Transport policies DMT1 and DMT2

The Town Council agrees with the PPPF comment regarding DMT3 item D. This policy would
appear to preclude a development such as the extension of the heritage railway from Matlock to
Bakewell, for example.”

John Rowe

Town Clerk/Responsible Financial Officer

Bakewell Town Council

Town Hall, The Square, Bakewell, Derbyshire. DE45 1BT
Tel: 01629 813 525
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50. National Trust

Peak District National Park Authority Development Management Policies
Pre-Submission Document, November 2016

NATIONAL TRUST RESPONSE

PART A

Kim Miller

Planning Adviser

National Trust

Hardwick Consultancy Office
Doe Lea, Derbyshire

S$44 5Q)

Kim.millerl @nationaltrust.org.uk

National Trust Response to PDNP Pre-Submission DM Policies 1
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50. National Trust

PART B

National Trust

3. Paragraph 2.1 (bullet point 1)
4. (2) Not Sound

5. Detailed Comments

This is not consistent with (or at least does not fully reflect) national policy. Paragraph 116 is a key
policy restricting major development in National Parks and should therefore be highlighted
alongside paragraphs 14 and 115.

6. Modifications

Paragraph 116 is a key policy restricting major development in National Parks and should therefore
be highlighted alongside paragraphs 14 and 115.

7. Participate at Examination: No

Signed: Kim Miller Date: 27/01/2017

National Trust Response to PDNP Pre-Submission DM Policies 2
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50. National Trust

PART B

National Trust

3. Policy DMC1: Conservation and enhancement of nationally significant landscapes
4. (2) Not Sound

5. Detailed Comments

National Trust supports policy DMC1 as a whole. However, minor clarifications are required to
ensure that the policy is consistent with national policy and other industry standards. Specifically,
the policy refers to ‘landscape assessment’ rather than Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment.

It is currently unclear whether part A(ii) of the policy refers to the impact of development within the
National Park on places outside (e.g. because of views) or the impact of development outside the
National Park on views of/from the National Park.

6. Modifications

Part A of the policy should ideally refer to Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment with supporting
text referencing the Guidelines for LVIA, which are the standard industry guidelines prepared by the
Landscape Institute and IEMA.

We suggest that part A(ii) recognises that in consideration of cumulative impacts, developments
both inside and outside of the National Park should be considered in terms of their impacts on both
the National Park and its setting.

7. Participate at Examination: No

Signed: Kim Miller Date: 27/01/2017

National Trust Response to PDNP Pre-Submission DM Policies 3
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50. National Trust

PART B

National Trust

3. Policy DMC2 Protecting and managing the Natural Zone
4. (2) Not Sound

5. Detailed Comments

National Trust is concerned that Part B of this policy is overly restrictive and conflicts with Part A of
the policy. Part A(i) indicates that development for ‘management of the Natural Zone’ may be
acceptable, whereas Part B states that development ‘that would serve only to make land
management or access easier will not be regarded as essential’.

Depending on the interpretation of this policy it may not allow, for example, a temporary access
track to enable cutting of heather for blanket bog restoration. It may therefore inhibit effective
conservation management.

If part B is to be interpreted as referring to management of, or access to, areas where access (albeit
difficult) already exists then this needs to be clarified.

6. Modifications

Revise Policy DMC2 Part B to ensure that it will not inhibit effective management and restoration of
the landscape.

7. Participate at Examination: No

Signed: Kim Miller Date: 27/01/2017

National Trust Response to PDNP Pre-Submission DM Policies 4
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50. National Trust

PART B

National Trust

3. Policy DMC3: Siting, design, layout and landscaping
4. (2) Sound

5. Detailed Comments

National Trust supports Policy DMC3: siting, design, layout and landscaping.

Signed: Kim Miller Date: 27/01/2017

National Trust Response to PDNP Pre-Submission DM Policies 5
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50. National Trust

PART B

National Trust

3. Policy DMCS Assessing the impact of development on heritage assets and their settings
4. Not Sound

5. Detailed Comments

National Trust supports Parts A-E of this policy. While we support the general direction of Part F
(which guards against any adverse effects on heritage assets) we consider that Parts F(i), (ii) and (iii)
are currently unsound as they are not consistent with national policy. NPPF paragraphs 133-134
require decision makers to weigh harm/loss against public benefits. By comparison DMC5 Part F
appears to allow no harm or loss (however minor) to any heritage assets. This fails to recognise that
alterations and additions to heritage assets are sometimes required in order to keep them in good
repair, fit for purpose and viable for the future. The policy is also negatively couched and does not
recognise the scope for enhancements to be secured, for example by removing inappropriate
modern elements.

6. Modifications

We suggest that parts F(i), (ii), and (iii) of the policy are modified to clarify that adverse
effects/loss/damage will not be permitted unless they are justified and off-set by enhancements
achieved through the wider scheme. For the scheme as a whole, public benefits will also need to
outweigh harm/loss.

7. Participate at Examination: Yes
8. Reason

To ensure that policy DMCS5 allows for sensitive alterations and additions to heritage assets and their
settings, recognising the particular significance of the asset.

Signed: Kim Miller Date: 27/01/2017

National Trust Response to PDNP Pre-Submission DM Policies 6
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50. National Trust

PART B

National Trust

3. Appendix 4: Source list for further information on historic environment
4. Clarification

5. Detailed Comments

The National Trust owns around 15,000 hectares of land within the Peak District including listed
buildings, scheduled monuments and archaeological remains. These are recorded in the National
Trust’s Historic Buildings and Sites and Monuments Record (NT HBSMR). The NT HBSMR is available
as an online resource but is not currently listed as a source of information in Appendix 4.

6. Modifications
Amend list at Appendix 4 to include the NT HBSMR, as follows:

“The National Trust’s Historic Buildings and Sites and Monuments Record (NT HBSMR) lists heritage
assets within National Trust owned lands: https://heritagerecords.nationaltrust.org.uk/”

7. Participate at Examination: No

PART B - National Trust

3. Appendix 5: Guidance for preparing a heritage statement
4. Clarification

5. Detailed Comments

On page three of this document there is a reference to information about sites on National Trust
land, which can be found on Heritage Gateway. As above, for full information and mapping of these
sites, we recommend that people refer to the NT HBSMR online.

6. Modifications

Amend the relevant paragraph as follows: “Other material, notably photographs, additional details
of parks and gardens, and details of archaeological sites and finds on the National Trust’s estates,
can be found in other sections of www.heritagegateway.org.uk or for National Trust sites

specifically: https://heritagerecords.nationaltrust.org.uk/”

7. Participate at Examination: No

Signed: Kim Miller Date: 27/01/2017

National Trust Response to PDNP Pre-Submission DM Policies 7
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50. National Trust

PART B

National Trust

3. Policy DMC6 Scheduled Monuments
4. Comment

5. Detailed Comments

National Trust supports policy DMC6. Consideration should be given to the need to incorporate the
NPPF 133-134 planning balance, for example in relation to wider settings.

Signed: Kim Miller Date: 27/01/2017

National Trust Response to PDNP Pre-Submission DM Policies 8
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50. National Trust

PART B

National Trust

3. Policy DMC7: Listed Buildings
4. (2) Not Sound

5. Detailed Comments

Parts A-C of the policy repeat text that is already found in DMC5 on heritage assessments. It is not
necessary to repeat this policy wording and subtle differences between the two policies may result
in issues of interpretation when preparing or determining an application.

We support the general direction of Parts D(i), (ii) and (iii). However the policy is overly restrictive in
relation to alterations to listed buildings and therefore appears to conflict with NPPF paragraphs
133-134 requiring harm/loss to be weighed against public benefits. The policy is also negatively
couched and does not recognise the scope for enhancements to be secured, for example by
removing inappropriate modern elements.

6. Modifications

We suggest that Parts A-C are reviewed in relation to Policy DMC5 in order to remove repetition
and/or to avoid any conflicts between the different wording.

Parts D(i), (ii) and (iii) should be modified to clarify that adverse effects will not be permitted unless
they are justified and off-set by enhancements achieved through the wider scheme. For the scheme
as a whole, public benefits will also need to outweigh harm/loss.

7. Participate at Examination: Yes
8. Reason

To ensure that policies DMC5 and DMC7 reflect national policy and conserve buildings and features
according to their significance, recognising that minor adjustments may need to be made to secure a
sustainable future for the building.

Signed: Kim Miller Date: 27/01/2017

National Trust Response to PDNP Pre-Submission DM Policies 9
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50. National Trust

PART B

National Trust

3. Paragraph 3.82 (supporting text to policy on conservation areas)
4. Not Sound

5. Detailed Comments

Paragraph 3.82 suggests that ‘where a building (or other element) does not make a positive
contribution to the significance of the [conservation] area, the loss of that building or feature should
be treated as less than substantial harm.’

This is not correct as presumably some buildings of this sort could be removed without causing any
harm at all, while potentially enhancing the outlook of the area.

6. Modifications
Remove or amend this statement within paragraph 3.82.

7. Participate at Examination: No

Signed: Kim Miller Date: 27/01/2017

National Trust Response to PDNP Pre-Submission DM Policies 10
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50. National Trust

PART B

National Trust

3. Policy DMCS8 Conservation areas
4. Not Sound

5. Detailed Comments

National Trust supports this policy but considers that certain adjustments are required to ensure
that the policy is sound.

The policy currently does not commit the Council to periodic preparation and review of Conservation
Area Character Appraisals in line with statutory obligations.

Where views ‘into or out of’ the conservation are referred to, we suggest that views ‘within or
across’ the conservation area should also be protected.

6. Modifications

We suggest that the policy includes a positive commitment by the National Park Authority to
prepare and review Conservation Area Character Appraisals.

We also suggest that views ‘within and across’ conservation areas are recognised and protected.

7. Participate at Examination: No

Signed: Kim Miller Date: 27/01/2017

National Trust Response to PDNP Pre-Submission DM Policies 11
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50. National Trust

PART B

National Trust

3. Policy DMC9: Registered Parks and Gardens
4. Not Sound

5. Detailed Comments

Policy DMC9 currently states how applications will be assessed, but not how they will be
determined. We therefore suggest a ‘Part B’ is required (refer to Modifications) or that the
supporting text clarifies that applications will be determined according to NPPF policies for
designated heritage assets.

The supporting text refers to four Registered Parks and Gardens within the Peak District. It is also
worth noting at that at llam Park is on Staffordshire’s local list of Historic Parks and Gardens.

6. Modifications

Policy DMC9 would benefit from a Part B setting out the approach to protecting Registered Historic
Parks and Gardens, e.g.

‘Development proposals should conserve or enhance the significance of a Registered Historic Park
and Garden and will be refused if they would result in harm that is not clearly justified and
outweighed by public benefits.’

A reference to llam Park within the supporting text, highlighting its current status as a non-statutory
heritage asset would be beneficial.

7. Participate at Examination: No

Signed: Kim Miller Date: 27/01/2017

National Trust Response to PDNP Pre-Submission DM Policies 12
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50. National Trust

PART B

National Trust

3. Policy DMC10 Conversion of heritage assets
4. Not Sound

5. Detailed Comments

Much of Policy DMC10 is supported by the National Trust. The policy relates to conversions but does
not appear to relate to alterations and extensions. Are these adequately covered by Policies DMC3
(siting, design, layout and landscaping) and DMC5 (Assessing the impact of development on heritage
assets and their settings) or is an additional policy on alterations and extensions required?

Part A(iv) ought to reflect the NPPF 133-134 balancing exercise.

Part B suggests that unless a building is a heritage asset, no conversion to a ‘higher intensity use’ will
be allowed. Does the policy fail to recognise that there may be buildings of architectural merit which
are not heritage assets?

6. Modifications
Consider including a policy on alterations and extensions.

Amend Part A(iv) to conclude with (for example) ‘unless clearly justified and outweighed by public
benefits’.

Amend Part B to say: ‘Buildings which are not deemed to be a heritage asset and do not exhibit

significant architectural merit will not be permitted for conversion to higher intensity uses.’

7. Participate at Examination: No

Signed: Kim Miller Date: 27/01/2017

National Trust Response to PDNP Pre-Submission DM Policies 13
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50. National Trust

PART B

National Trust

3. Policy DMC11 Safeguarding, recording and enhancing nature conservation interests
4. (2) Sound

5. Detailed Comments

National Trust supports policy DMC11 which applies a principle of no net loss and seeks further
enhancement.

Signed: Kim Miller Date: 27/01/2017

National Trust Response to PDNP Pre-Submission DM Policies 14
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50. National Trust

PART B

National Trust

3. Policy DMC12 Sites, features or species of wildlife, geological or geomorphological importance
4. Clarification required

5. Detailed Comments

National Trust supports the general direction of Policy DMC12. However, Part B of this policy is
currently unclear in relation to a number of matters.

‘Exceptional circumstances’ are referred to in Part B and should probably be followed by ‘where
development may be permitted’ (as per Part A). It should also be made clear that the term
‘management’ in DMC12 Bi refers to management for the nature conservation interests for which
the site is important. Otherwise the word can be misinterpreted to refer to all types of management
that do or could take place on that site, some of which might be regarded as ‘essential’ in terms of
another aspect of the management of the site but which would be damaging to the nature
conservation interest.

In relation to Part C of the policy, it is unclear whether ‘loss’/’harm’ relates only to impacts on the
special interest of the site, or to all impacts of the development on wildlife/geology, or to the
impacts of the development taken as a whole. The policy should also make clear at what scale
conservation status of a species or habitat will be judged. Is it at the site level, the locality, the Peak
District, England etc.?

6. Modifications
Amend Part B to include the text ‘where development may be permitted’.

Clarify the meaning of Part C.

7. Participate at Examination: No

Signed: Kim Miller Date: 27/01/2017

National Trust Response to PDNP Pre-Submission DM Policies 15
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50. National Trust

PART B

National Trust

3. Policy DMC13 Protecting trees, woodland or other landscape features put at risk by development
4. (2) Sound

5. Detailed Comments

National Trust supports Policy DMC13

PART B

National Trust

3. Policy DMC14 Pollution and disturbance
4. (2) Sound

5. Detailed Comments

National Trust supports Policy DMC14

Signed: Kim Miller Date: 27/01/2017

National Trust Response to PDNP Pre-Submission DM Policies 16
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50. National Trust

PART B

National Trust

3. Policy DME1 Agricultural or forestry operational development
4. Not Sound

5. Detailed Comments

As part of National Trust’s Land Outdoors and Nature programme the organisation has aspirations to
improve the environmental and welfare performance of farms. For example providing muck storage
to meet standards that would be applied in Nitrate Vulnerable Zones, and providing livestock
housing to RSPCA freedom foods standards.

We are concerned that this policy could constrain farmers and organisations in providing higher
environmental and welfare standards. If so we consider that the policy would be unsound due to
failing to be positively prepared and consistent with National Policy (NPPF paragraph 28)

6. Modifications

National Trust requests clarification and reassurance in either the policy or the supporting text that
where new operational development is required to support higher standards this will be taken into
account and carry positive weight.

7. Participate at Examination: Yes
8. Reason

To ensure that policy DMEL1 is sufficiently flexible to support higher environmental and welfare
standards in the Peak District National Park.

Signed: Kim Miller Date: 27/01/2017

National Trust Response to PDNP Pre-Submission DM Policies 17
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PART B

National Trust

3. Policy DME2 Farm diversification
4. (2) Sound

5. Detailed Comments

National Trust supports policy DME2

6. Modifications

n/a

7. Participate at Examination: No

Signed: Kim Miller Date: 27/01/2017

National Trust Response to PDNP Pre-Submission DM Policies
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50. National Trust

PART B

National Trust

3. Paragraph 5.1-5.4
4. Not Sound

5. Detailed Comments

Paragraphs 5.1-5.4 which introduce the chapter on Recreation and Tourism make no reference to
Recreational Hubs, which we understand to be an important aspect of the Peak District National
Park Authority’s future strategy. We therefore suggest that this section needs to be expanded in
order to include an indication of intentions for Recreational Hubs and any policy documents that will
support their development and use. This will ensure that the plan is positively prepared and
consistent with national policy (NPPF para 28).

6. Modifications

Expand the Strategic Context section (para 5.1-5.4) to clearly set out the Authority’s intentions in
relation to Recreational Hubs. How have/will these Hubs be identified and supported by the National
Park Authority? What policies and/or guidance will be applied to Recreational Hubs?

7. Participate at Examination: Yes
8. Reason

To ensure that the National Park’s most important and visited recreational sites are recognised and
that the planning regime in relation to these sites is flexible enough to ensure their future
conservation, accessibility and economic viability.

Signed: Kim Miller Date: 27/01/2017

National Trust Response to PDNP Pre-Submission DM Policies 19
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50. National Trust

PART B

National Trust

3. Policy DMH6 Redevelopment of previously developed land to dwelling use
4. (2) Sound

5. Detailed Comments

National Trust supports the commitment to re-using previously developed land.

6. Modifications

n/a

7. Participate at Examination: No

PART B

National Trust

3. Policy DMSS5 Outdoor advertising
4. (2) Sound

5. Detailed Comments

National Trust supports policy DMS5

6. Modifications

n/a

7. Participate at Examination: No

Signed: Kim Miller Date: 27/01/2017

National Trust Response to PDNP Pre-Submission DM Policies 20
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50. National Trust

PART B

National Trust

3. Policy DMT1 Cross-park infrastructure
4. Comment

5. Detailed Comments

National Trust particularly supports Part D of this policy which requires a long term environmental
benefit to the National Park as a result of any new cross-park road or rail infrastructure. However,
we consider that the policy as a whole requires clarification.

The Government is currently conducting research into the potential for a ‘Trans-Pennine’ road
tunnel, while we understand that there is also research ongoing into rail options by HS2 and
Network Rail. It would be helpful to understand, perhaps within the supporting text, how this policy
relates to those projects.

It is not clear currently whether the policy would be equally applicable to above ground
infrastructure and below ground infrastructure, i.e. a road or rail tunnel.

6. Modifications

Adapt policy and supporting text as appropriate to (i) place the policy within the context of ongoing
work and (ii) clarify whether the approach to overground and underground infrastructure will be the
same.

7. Participate at Examination: No

Signed: Kim Miller Date: 27/01/2017

National Trust Response to PDNP Pre-Submission DM Policies 21
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50. National Trust

PART B

National Trust

3. Policy DMT2 Access and design criteria

4. (2) Sound

5. Detailed Comments

National Trust supports policy DMT2 Access and design criteria
6. Modifications

n/a

7. Participate at Examination: No

PARTB

National Trust

3. Policy DMT3 Railway construction

4. (2) Sound

5. Detailed Comments

National Trust supports policy DMT3 Railway construction
6. Modifications

n/a

7. Participate at Examination: No

Signed: Kim Miller Date: 27/01/2017

National Trust Response to PDNP Pre-Submission DM Policies 22
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50. National Trust

PART B

National Trust

3. Policy DMT4 Development affecting a public right of way
4. Not Sound

5. Detailed Comments

While much of policy DMT4 is supported by the National Trust, we consider that part D may be
interpreted as overly restrictive without justification. The current wording of the policy suggests that
new walking/cycling routes will not be allowed unless they (i) connect into the wider rights of way
network, and (ii) connect with settlements. This would not appear to allow small scale additions to
existing networks of permissive footpaths, for example at Longshaw estate. While some of these
may indirectly connect with Public Rights of Way and ultimately settlements, this may not be so in all
cases

6. Modifications

Amend policy to ensure that small scale footpath developments, for example within an existing park
or network of permissive routes, will also be supported.

7. Participate at Examination: No

Signed: Kim Miller Date: 27/01/2017

National Trust Response to PDNP Pre-Submission DM Policies 23
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50. National Trust

PART B - National Trust

3. Policy DMT6 Visitor parking
4. Not Sound

5. Detailed Comments

The supporting text to this policy at paragraph 9.63 recognises the need for additional parking
capacity at popular visitor destinations. It goes on at 9.64 to suggest that appropriate visitor facilities
are needed in line with Defra’s 8 Point Plan for National Parks.

National Trust has been aware for a number of years of the National Park Authority’s intension to
identify key Recreational Hubs. In order to manage access and conservation at these Hubs we
suggest that a more flexible policy regime would be appropriate. The final sentence of paragraph
9.64 suggests that Hubs will be dealt with through a Supplementary Planning Document (SPD).
According to the NPPF SPDs are ‘Documents which add further detail to the policies in the Local
Plan’. However, without a specific policy on Hubs or any references to Hubs in relevant policies such
as DMT®, it is not clear which policies a SPD would expand upon? To ensure that the plan is sound
(positively prepared and consistent with national policy) we think this issue needs to be addressed.

Focusing specifically on Policy DMT6 Visitor parking, the policy is very restrictive in relation to new or
expanded carparks. Part A allows for expansion where ‘a clear, demonstrable need can be shown’.
However, Part B is more problematic. This states that ‘for visitor car parking additional off-street
parking will normally only be permitted where it replaces equivalent on-street parking spaces’. In
certain places where there are already significant parking issues (such as at llam and Dovedale) the
scope for restricting on-street parking is likely to be much less than the current parking demand. The
ability to restrict parking also may not be within the gift of the party seeking planning permission.
While we recognise that the word ‘normally’ allows some flexibility, we suggest that it would be
most appropriate to exercise this flexibility at Recreational Hubs and in places that are close to the
boundary of the National Park. This accords with the Recreation and Tourism section of the National
Park Authority’s Core Strategy which states that:

“One of the Authority’s main aims is to increase awareness of what the National Park has to
offer people who currently do not know about it and find it hard to visit. Developments which
provide opportunities for understanding and enjoying the National Park will be welcomed in
locations close to its boundary or with easy access by sustainable means, taking into account
the landscape character and setting of the National Park.”

6. Modifications

Provide further clarification within policy of the potential for additional parking to be provided at
Recreational Hubs and accessible locations close to the National Park boundary, including in places
where there is little scope for on-street parking restraint.

7. Participate at Examination: Yes
8. Reason — to ensure policies are appropriate for Recreational Hubs and accessible visitor sites

Signed: Kim Miller Date: 27/01/2017

National Trust Response to PDNP Pre-Submission DM Policies 24
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50. National Trust

PART B

National Trust

3. Policy DMMWS5 Restoration and aftercare
4. Comment

5. Detailed Comments

National Trust supports this policy but suggests that it could be more positive and aspirational in
outlook. Vision and planning are required upfront to ensure that a quarry can be shaped towards an
end use throughout its lifetime.

There should also be recognition that in some cases it will not be possible or desirable to reinstate
the original landform. Early recognition of the constraints to restoration at a specific site will allow
for creative solutions to be found. Where infilling is not possible it may be appropriate to allow some
parts of the quarry with thin soil to be colonised through natural processes, creating biologically
diverse areas that are rare in the wider environment. This may take longer than five years to develop
into something interesting.

Forward planning is also required to ensure that water systems and connectivity are considered and
managed throughout extraction and restoration. If open water is to be created as an after-use then
this should be planned to ensure that it has visual and ecological interest, for example by creating
shallow areas and islands that will support breeding birds and enable aquatic and wetland plant
communities to establish.

Given the twin purposes of the National Park the role of worked sites in absorbing and therefore
mitigating some of the impacts from recreation on the wider Park should be a serious consideration
in deciding on after-uses. Examples would be mountain biking, climbing and other adventure sports.
It may be instructive to look at how Snowdonia is approaching this issue as it promotes itself as the
outdoor adventure sport capital (e.g. http://www.visitwales.com/explore/north-wales/snowdonia-

mountains-coast/great-activity-ideas).

6. Modifications

Adjust policy and supporting text in order to:

(i) Promote early visioning and planning for after use

(ii) Specifically promote (within the policy) progressive restoration of sites

(iii) Recognise that in circumstances natural regeneration may be the best option for a site
(iv) Promote careful planning of water systems throughout the lifetime of a development

and as part of restoration and aftercare
(v) Be open to the incorporation of an imaginative recreational end use that is relevant to a
National Park but reduces pressure on other parts of the Park.

7. Participate at Examination: No

Signed: Kim Miller Date: 27/01/2017

National Trust Response to PDNP Pre-Submission DM Policies 25
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51. Youlgrave PC

From: Youlgrave Parish Clerk <youlgraveclerk@youlgrave.org.uk>

Sent: 26 January 2017 16:23

To: Wilkins Clare

Cc: Philip Thompson

Subject: RE: Reminder: Peak District National Park Local Plan consultation 18th Nov

2016-27th Jan 2017

Youlgrave Parish Council fully endorses the comments of the Peak Park Parishes Forum.
Local issues of parking and housing are reflected in their comments and more scrutiny needs to be given to ensure
the policies reflect sustainable villages local requirements and community needs.

Regards
Matthew Lovell
Clerk
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52. Fisher German

From: Kay Davies <Kay.Davies@fishergerman.co.uk>

Sent: 27 January 2017 18:24

To: Policy

Subject: Part 2 of the Local Plan for the Peak District National Park
Importance: High

Dear Sir,

| write to provide comments in relation to the above Local Plan document:
Policy DMC7 Listed Buildings

It is considered that elements of the policy are too onerous as they would be equally applicable to small
scale planning applications that would normally benefit from Permitted Development rights but, due to the
buildings Listing, require a full planning application. Proposed amendments are suggested to allow some
proportionate flexibility. (underlined wording should be inserted and Strike through wording should be
deleted)

It is considered that criteria D(vii) and (viii) are too restrictive as an overriding policy stance. There could be
some instances were extensions to the front of a Listed building or of two storey to a terrace house would
be acceptable and to prevent this as a starting point in policy is too restrictive. If the development is
inappropriate it would fail to meet sufficient other criteria to warrant refusal. As such the criterion should be
deleted. As such the criteria should be deleted.

Criterion E of the policy is again considered too onerous and would be disproportional to smaller scale
developments when the details of the application itself provide sufficient record of the changes to the
Listed Building. As such the criterion should be deleted.

D. In particular, development will not be permitted if it would directly, indirectly or cumulatively lead
to:

(i) unnecessary removal of original walls, stairs, or entrances, or subdivision of large interior spaces;

(ii) unnecessary removal, alteration or unnecessary replacement of structural elements including walls, roof
structures, beams and, floors;

(iii) the unnecessary removal, alteration or replacement of features such as windows, doors,
fireplaces and plasterwork;

(iv) the unnecessary loss of curtilage features which complement the character and appearance of the listed
building (e.g. boundary walls, railings or gates);

(v) repairs or alterations involving materials, techniques and detailing inappropriate to a listed
building;

(vi) the replacement of traditional features other than with like for like, authentic or original
materials and using appropriate techniques;

Policy DMCS8 Conservation areas
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52. Fisher German

It is considered that three of the criteria of this policy are unjustified when having regard to National Planning policy and do not allow
flexibility, placing too great a restriction on development which could make small scale proposals unreasonably costly. It is therefore
considered that criteria C, E and F of Policy DMC8 be deleted. More specific reasoning is provided against each point below.

C. Outline applications for development will not be permitted. (The confirmation that the principle of development would be acceptable
remains an important part of the development process, providing certainty to landowners and developers alike. There remains full control over

reserved matters to assess the detail of any development.)

E. Where development is acceptable, a record of the current site, building or structure and its

context will be required, prior to or during development or demolition. (This is onerous on small scale development where the details contained

in any planning application would be sufficient to provide a record of the existing and proposed development.)

F. Plans for re-use of an area where demolition is proposed must be agreed and a contract for

redevelopment signed before the demolition is carried out. (Whilst it is acceptable that some form of basic restoration of a site is required after
demolition in a Conservation Area, to require a contract for this is not considered expedient. A planning condition would be acceptable and

enforceable. The policy criteria should be amended accordingly)

DME2: Farm diversification

Objection is raised to Policy DME2 in criteria A and B. Criterion A does not provide flexibility to the rural and farming economy. Where a
business unit becomes vacant there needs to be flexibility to market that building to a wide variety of businesses and secure continued support
and growth to the local rural economy in line with the NPPF and Government Policy in the Rural Productivity Plan. Similarly, Criterion B also
restricts the growth and development or rural businesses. There should not be a restriction on suitable rural businesses becoming a greater part
of any traditional farm business, this would stifle sustainable economic growth and would be contrary to Government policy. The policy criteria
below should therefore be deleted.

I trust that these comments can be taken on board. Should you have any queries please do not hesitate to contact me.

Regards,
Kay Davies

Kay Davies MRTPI

For and on behalf of Fisher German LLP

Download Outlook vCard
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East Midlands Planning Consultancy of the Year
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Market Harborough, Leicestershire, LE16 7NX.
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53. Gordon Rooke

From:

Sent: 27 January 2017 22:37

To: Policy

Subject: Comments on Peak Park Consultation

| would like to comment on the policy of not allowing any cross park road improvements. My view
is that there should be improvements on roads such as the A623 for the following reasons:

1. The increased traffic is caused partly by the Peak Park encouraging more tourism so that there
are tailbacks of traffic especially in the summer at Baslow and Calver.

2. This road is extremely dangerous for cyclists as the road is of insufficient width therefore it
would be a good idea to widen such a road for a cycle lane on each side of the road.

3. For the development of business for those who live in the Peak Park and along the edges of it
e.g. transport of goods in places such as Whaley Bridge, Chapel and New Mills to Chesterfield.

4. In bad wintry weather the A623 is often the only route passable and therefore is of strategic
importance.

Regards
Gordon S. Rooke

This e-mail has been scanned for all viruses by Claranet. The

service is powered by MessageLabs. For more information on a proactive
anti-virus service working around the clock, around the globe, visit:
http://www.claranet.co.uk
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54. John Youatt

From: John Youatt

Sent: 29 January 2017 11:11

To: Wilkins Clare

Cc:

Subject: Re: Reminder: Peak District National Park Local Plan consultation 18th Nov
2016-27th Jan 2017

Dear Clare,

Thank you for the reminder and my apologies for being two non working days late.

I haven't made time to read the text. However there are two issues that concern me
which | hope to discuss with colleagues.

Housing.

| share the concern of the Hartington Parish Council and its many supporters at the
appeal decision and our inability to challenge it by JR. My review is that four factors
contributed to the failure of the LPA and local case. These were the LPA's initial
recommendation of approval; the non - completion of a neighbourhood plan; the
lack of a local CLT to deliver a credible alternative; and the LHA's reluctance to stress
the obvious alternative site.

My concern has been picked up by PDRHA's Secretary, who has invited me as a Trustee
to the next Board meeting in February.

What | would like to explore is an argument and policy that gives far more weight to
local views, perhaps even a requirement that all development be community led.
Which would not rule out a commercial partner and betterment, but would place the
community in control.

Renewables

| note with puzzlement that the document includes all forms of development except
carbon reduction proposals. | recall a "final" letter from John Scott which softened
the apparent block on a multi farm AD at Friden.

We also have two dismissals of farm wind turbines that will have harmed the economy of those two farms and a
cheese factory and prevented carbon saving.

Have these developments been dealt with elsewhere?

| gather there will be a meeting of the YCLT which | hope will review progress on the climate change chapter in the
village guidelines and follow up to the work of Sustainable Youlgrave.

Next Steps

So | hope that you will acknowledge these two events and take into account their
findings and discuss them as appropriate.

John

John Youatt: community and renewables planner

green activist ||| G
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55. Woodland Trust

#29 COMPLETE

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link)

Started: Friday, January 27, 2017 4:30:09 PM

Last Modified: Friday, January 27, 2017 4:34:00 PM
Time Spent: 00:03:50

PAGE 1: Representation Form

Q1: Your personal details*

Title Mr

First Name Nick

Last Name Sandford

Job Title (where relevant) Government Affairs Officer

Organisation (where relevant) The Woodland Trust

Address Line 1 Kempton Way

Address Line 2 Dysart Road

Address Line 3 Grantham

Address Line 4 Lincs

Postcode NG31 6LL

Telephone number 08452 935 564

Email address (where relevant) nicksandford@woodlandtrust.org.uk

Q2: Agent's details (if applicable) Respondent skipped this
question

Q3: To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?
Policy DMC13

Q4: Do you consider the DPD is:

(1) Legally compliant Yes
(2) Sound (see accompanying notes) Yes
(3) Complies with the Duty to cooperate Yes

Q5: Please give details of why you consider the Development Management Policies document is not legally
compliant or unsound or fails with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to
support the legal compliance or soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to cooperate
please also use this box to set out your comments.

We would like to support the policy on trees and woodland DMC13 and the strong protection which it gives to
woodland and to ancient woodland in particular, saying that it should only be lost to deveopment in exceptional
circumstances.

Q6: Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Development Management
Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 5 above
where this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
document legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

The policy could be improved by saying that ancient and veteran trees will be given a similar level of protection, as
they are also of great environmental and often historic and cultural significance.
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Q7: If your representation is seeking a modification, do No, | do not want to participate at the oral
you consider it necessary to participate in the oral part €xamination
of the examination?

Q8: If you wish to participate at the oral part of the Respondent skipped this

examination, please outline why you consider this to question
be necessary.
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56. Martin Beer

#24 COMPLETE

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link)

Started: Friday, January 27, 2017 10:33:12 AM

Last Modified: Friday, January 27, 2017 1:40:23 PM
Time Spent: 03:07:11

Your personal details*

Title Dr

First Name Martin

Last Name Beer

Job Title (where relevant) Parish Councillor

Organisation (where relevant)
Address Line 1

Address Line 2

Address Line 3

Address Line 4

Postcode

Telephone number

Email address (where relevant)

To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?
Policy DMH1 &DMH2-

Do you consider the DPD is:

(1) Legally compliant Yes
(2) Sound (see accompanying notes) No
(3) Complies with the Duty to cooperate No

Please give details of why you consider the Development Management Policies document is not legally
compliant or unsound or fails with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to
support the legal compliance or soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to cooperate
please also use this box to set out your comments.

The economic and housing policies are intimately linked. Changes in the UK economy mean that there will be many
opportunities to develop high value, low impact industrial activity within the Park. There are already several
businesses that meet this description located either within or close to the Parish and we wish to encourage more.
Not only does it bring enhanced economic activity to the villages, but provides opportunities for higher income
employment than is available with traditional employment opportunities without the need to commute out of the
Park. Currently opportunities are limited by the availability of suitable locations, lack of communications and
transport infrastructure and the limited availability of suitable mid-range housing at affordable prices due to the large
premium placed on open market housing in the National Park. | therefore objects to the restrictions placed on
affordable housing by policies DMH1 and DMH2 as these do not provide effective means of supporting those that
can develop new high quality employment opportunities and need the full range of mid-market housing as their
families grow. Also, there needs to be better provision for suitable elderly accommodation so that residents can stay
in their communities and not have to move away because there is no suitable accommodation to meet their needs.
This has the added benefit of freeing family accommodation for new residents.
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Q6: Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Development Management
Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 5 above
where this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
document legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

I would like to see a wider specification of eligibility for affordable housing to include family formation, local
employment and a more graduated expansion of applicable area rather than just local parishes and then the whole
park.

Q7: If your representation is seeking a modification, do  Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination
you consider it necessary to participate in the oral part
of the examination?

Q8: If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary.

The availability of suitable housing is likely to be a key driver for developing high quality employment opportunities
within the Park.
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#25 COMPLETE

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link)

Started: Friday, January 27, 2017 1:40:28 PM

Last Modified: Friday, January 27, 2017 1:51:53 PM
Time Spent: 00:11:25

Your personal details*

Title Dr

First Name Martin

Last Name Beer

Job Title (where relevant) Parish Councillor

Organisation (where relevant)
Address Line 1

Address Line 2

Address Line 3

Address Line 4

Postcode

Telephone number

Email address (where relevant)

Do you consider the DPD is:

(1) Legally compliant Yes
(2) Sound (see accompanying notes) No
(38) Complies with the Duty to cooperate No

Please give details of why you consider the Development Management Policies document is not legally
compliant or unsound or fails with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to
support the legal compliance or soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to cooperate
please also use this box to set out your comments.

DMT1: The policy should consider transport developments both inside and outside the park such as the
Manchester Airport Relief Road and developments along the Woodhead route. Two cross park corridors pass
through or close to the parish (the A263 and the B6049) and congestion on other routes is encouraging increased
traffic on these more rural and less sustainable routes. | would like to see a coordinated policy that considers both
local traffic needs and the effects of other developments. For example, the construction of a road tunnel under
Woodhead is likely to reduce traffic on the A623 but the routing of the Manchester Airport Relief Road opening a far
better corridor from the M56 to the A6 may well have the effect of increasing it. These developments may make it
desirable for some enhancement of the routes in the park.

DMT3: | would welcome further development of railway travel opportunities particularly along the Hope Valley route.
It considers easy and frequent services connecting to HS2 when that opens to be essential to the development of
new and vibrant businesses. | would also welcome opportunities for development of regular services to Buxton and
Matlock whether these are part of the national rail network or local heritage initiatives. | therefore object to DMT3D.
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Q6: Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Development Management
Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 5 above
where this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
document legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

DMT1 should provide for the coordinated management of the cross-park routes taking account of developments both
inside and outside the Park.

DMT3 needs to support ongoing development of the Hope Valley rail route and encourage reinstatement of the
Woodhead route in preference to significant road investment such as the 30 mile road tunnel.

A rail connection between Buxton and Matlock should be encouraged to encourage sustainable travel, reduce car
parking in difficult locations and to spread the visitor load more effectively.

Q7: If your representation is seeking a modification, do  Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination
you consider it necessary to participate in the oral part
of the examination?

Q8: If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary.

Transport infrastructure needs to be enhanced to encourage the sort of economic development which will enhance
the national park. It needs to be done in such a way that the tourist traffic does not conflict with the needs of local
businesses and residents to go about their normal activities effectively.
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#28 COMPLETE

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link)

Started: Friday, January 27, 2017 1:51:55 PM

Last Modified: Friday, January 27, 2017 2:23:44 PM
Time Spent: 00:31:48

Your personal details*

Title Dr

First Name Martin

Last Name Beer

Job Title (where relevant) Parish Councillor

Organisation (where relevant)
Address Line 1

Address Line 2

Address Line 3

Address Line 4

Postcode

Telephone number

Email address (where relevant)

To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?
Paragraph 1.29 & 1.30
Policy DMU1 & 4

Do you consider the DPD is:

(1) Legally compliant Yes
(2) Sound (see accompanying notes) No
(3) Complies with the Duty to cooperate No

Please give details of why you consider the Development Management Policies document is not legally
compliant or unsound or fails with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to
support the legal compliance or soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to cooperate
please also use this box to set out your comments.

| am concerned about the comments on paras. 1.29 and 1.30 which assert (1.24) that ‘there is minimal strategic
infrastructure need’ since there is a very clear need for better broadband and mobile infrastructure (as identified in
Para. 4.49) and this should not just rely on national investment. The Council therefore objects to policies DMU1 and
DMU4 where implementation of the policies would lead to a less effective service. Para. 4.49 illustrates a feeble
approach to broadband provision on the part of PDNPA. Enhanced broadband facilities are already vital to the rural
economy in many places, including within the Park, and the PDNPA should have a much stronger and more cogent
policy to lobby the County Councils and government for support for the required investment in infrastructure. If the
objectives for developing high grade employment opportunities are to be achieved it is essential that the
communications infrastructure is enhanced to at least national levels without holes in the coverage.
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Q6: Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Development Management
Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 5 above
where this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
document legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested

revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Para 1.24 should be modified to make it clear that a planning objective is to provide a full high quality mobile and
broadband infrastructure to the whole of the national park and that all avenues will be pursued to obtain the
necessary funding. Policies DMU1 & DMU4 should also be modified to reflect the need to minimise the impact on

the valued characteristics of the park rather than prioritise them.

Q7: If your representation is seeking a modification, do  Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

you consider it necessary to participate in the oral part
of the examination?

Q8: If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be

necessary.
To emphasise the importance of universal high quality mobile and broadband communication for both residents and

businesses.
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57. Litton Properties

#26 COMPLETE

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link)

Started: Friday, January 27, 2017 2:11:21 PM

Last Modified: Friday, January 27, 2017 2:20:44 PM
Time Spent: 00:09:23

PAGE 1: Representation Form

Q1: Your personal details*
Organisation (where relevant) Litton Property Group

Q2: Agent's details (if applicable)

Organisation (where relevant) Nathaniel Lichfield Partners
Address Line 1 1 St James's Square
Address Line 2 Manchester

Postcode M2 6DN

Telephone number 0161 8376130

Email address (where relevant) wsockett@nlpplanning.com

Q3: To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?
Policy DME3

Q4: Do you consider the DPD is:
(1) Legally compliant No

(2) Sound (see accompanying notes) No
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Q5: Please give details of why you consider the Development Management Policies document is not legally
compliant or unsound or fails with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to
support the legal compliance or soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to cooperate
please also use this box to set out your comments.

The policy is considered to be unsound and does not comply with the objectives and requirements of the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).

1 In considering the PDNPA’s desire to safeguard the identified sites from non B class uses, Litton Property Group
(Litton) believe that these sites should be regarded as sites of strategic importance to the National Park and its wider
economic and social development objectives. Indeed in relation to Policy DS1(f) of the Core Strategy, the PDNPA
express the strategic importance of such sites in paragraph 8.11 of the DMP document :

“The strategic need for employment sites mean that the policy safeguards existing employment sites.....

2 Litton therefore consider that the reference to the inclusion of the reference to “any adopted neighbourhood plan
evidence or policy” within the presently proposed draft policy is inappropriate and conflicts with paragraph 184 of
the NPPF which clearly provides that it is for the Local Plan to take a clear planning policy lead on key sites:
“Neighbourhood Plans must be in general conformity with the strategic policies of the Local Plan....Neighbourhood
Plans should reflect these policies and neighbourhoods should plan positively to support them. Neighbourhood
Plans should not promote less development than set out in the Local Plan or undermine its strategic policies”.

3 Litton agree that Neighbourhood Plans have an important role to play within the planning system; however, Policy
DME3 in its current form could result in an unreasonable restriction on the future development potential of sites.

4 Paragraphs 160 and 161 of the NPPF clearly state that it is for the local authority to collate an appropriate
evidence base and have a clear understanding of business needs and economic markets within its area.

5 The utilisation of evidence derived through a neighbourhood plan for decision-making purposes, in conjunction
with the additional policy requirements is considered to be inappropriate. The burden of policy requirements is a
particularly important consideration where sites are subject to constraints, and the effective double layering of policy
requirements could result in a failure to take full account of wider economic and employment impacts. In doing so it
could prevent viable and achievable development proposals from coming forward. Consequently it is considered
that the proposed Policy DME3 is contrary to the objectives of paragraph 21 of the NPPF, which provides that
investment in business should not be over-burdened by the combined requirements of planning policy expectations.

6 Notwithstanding our general comments on Policy DME3, which should be amended for the reasons set out above,
we note that the policy does not account of the increasingly mixed use status of the Riverside Business Park
(incorporating Lumford Mill) at Bakewell. Having regard to recent changes on site, namely the successful planning
appeal for a hotel scheme, it is considered inappropriate for the Riverside Business Park to be subject to the
requirements of Policy DME3 (whether subsequently amended or not).

7 The Riverside Business Park is the largest existing employment site within the National Park. However, it has
experienced a significant period of under-occupation due to the condition and layout of the buildings which are, in
many cases, no longer of a sufficient quality, size or format to serve the needs of modern business.

8 The site has a range of complex physical and environmental constraints including historical assets, flood risk, and
ecology, each of which imposes significant limitations on development. There have been a number of proposals to
bring the site forward for development which seek to maximise its economic contribution, both to Bakewell and the
wider National Park area.

9 In accordance with Paragraph 21 of the Framework regard should be given to the difficulties these barriers
present to investment and policy should not result in additional burdens which would be likely to prevent future
development activity. In particular, the existing accessibility issues would be improved through the construction of a
new bridge over the River Wye. Whilst there is an implemented planning permission for a new bridge access there
are significant viability constraints to its construction. The scope to accommodate high value uses within the site
would contribute significantly to the viability of the scheme, facilitating the sustainable redevelopment of the site in
accordance with the core planning principles set out in paragraph 17 of the NPPF.

10 Having regard to the above, Litton consider that it would be appropriate that a site specific policy should be

incorporated at Local Plan level. Such an approach would reflect the position of Riverside Business Park within the
2001 Local Plan and allow development proposals to be considered on their own merits.
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Q6: Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Development Management
Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 5 above
where this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
document legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

It is recommended that Policy DMES3 is amended by removing reference to neighbourhood plan evidence and policy
as set out above. In addition, reference to the Riverside Business Park should be removed from this policy and a
separate policy should be drafted to provide policy guidance on this site.

Proposed New Policy — Riverside Business Park

The policy should have regard to the site constraints and existing planning permissions which propose a mix of
uses, whilst retaining most of the site in employment use. Future policy should provide scope to accommodate a
range of potential uses subject to compliance with other policies of the plan:

“Redevelopment proposals at Riverside Business Park for Class B Uses will be permitted provided that:

a) The heritage assets and their settings are adequately safeguarded in the long term;

b) The design, layout, and landscaping are satisfactory;

¢) There would be no significant adverse impact on the amenity of surrounding uses; and

d) The access arrangements are satisfactory.

Development proposals for non- class B uses will be permitted provided that the site is developed predominantly for
employment use (Class B uses) and the proposals comply with other Development Plan policies.”

Q7: If your representation is seeking a modification, do  Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination
you consider it necessary to participate in the oral part
of the examination?

Q8: If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary.

The Riverside Business park is a key employment site. It is essential that appropriate policy be adopted to support it
future contribution to the National Park economy.
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#27 COMPLETE

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link)

Started: Friday, January 27, 2017 2:20:48 PM

Last Modified: Friday, January 27, 2017 2:22:41 PM
Time Spent: 00:01:52

PAGE 1: Representation Form

Q1: Your personal details*
Organisation (where relevant) Litton Property Group

Q2: Agent's details (if applicable)

Organisation (where relevant) Nathaniel Lichfield Partners
Address Line 1 1 St James's Square
Address Line 2 Manchester

Postcode M2 6DN

Telephone number 0161 8376130

Email address (where relevant) wsockett@nlpplanning.com

Q3: To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?
Policy DMS1

Q4: Do you consider the DPD is:
(1) Legally compliant No

(2) Sound (see accompanying notes) No
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Q5: Please give details of why you consider the Development Management Policies document is not legally
compliant or unsound or fails with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to
support the legal compliance or soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to cooperate
please also use this box to set out your comments.

Policy DMS1 refers to retail development and considers that activities within named settlements will be encouraged
provided that supporting evidence shows that local convenience shopping will not be adversely affected or
undermined. This policy is considered to be unsound and does not comply with the objectives and requirements of
the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). This is for the reasons set out below:

1. Proposed retail developments within defined town centres are considered for their accordance with the NPPF’s
town centre first approach (which considers town centres as a whole). Importantly, there is no retail test in the
NPPF which requires an assessment of retail impact for proposed retail developments within town centres on
existing town centre retail destinations. Proposed retail developments within a town centre will, in all likelihood,
increase the turnover of the town centre and will have an overall positive impact. Competition between retail
destinations in defined town centres is not discouraged in the NPPF.

2. Policy DMS1 refers to a requirement for evidence that local convenience shopping will not be ‘adversely affected
or undermined’. Paragraph 26 of the NPPF states that the impact test only applies to proposals exceeding 2,500
sq. m floorspace unless a different proportional locally set threshold is adopted by the local planning authority.
Paragraph 27 of the NPPF states that where an application fails to satisfy the sequential test or is likely to have
significant adverse impact on [one or more of the factors listed in paragraph 26] it should be refused. Any
development may have an impact but the NPPF is only concerned with ‘significant adverse impacts’. It follows that
any development below the floorspace threshold will not have a ‘significant’ adverse impact.

It is noted that the Peak District National Park Authority has not adopted a locally set retail impact threshold for retail
developments.

3. There is no justification for Policy DMS1 limiting the requirement for a retail impact assessment to convenience
retailing only. The policy should comply with paragraph 26 of the NPPF.

4. Policy DMS1 makes no reference to the sequential test as set out in Paragraph 24 of the NPPF. The NPPF
states that local planning authorities should apply a sequential test to applications for main town centre uses that
are not located in an existing centre and are not in accordance with an up-to-date Local Plan. It requires
applications for main town centre uses to be located first in town centres, then in edge of centre locations and only if
suitable sites are not available should out-of-centre sites be considered. The fact that the sequential test is not
referenced in Part 2 of the Local Plan is a key omission.

On the basis of the above, Policy DMS1 is unsound as it is not in accordance with the guidance on vitality of town
centres set out within the NPPF.

Q6: Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Development Management
Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 5 above
where this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
document legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

It is recommended that Policy DMS1 is amended to accord with the NPPF so that proposals for retail and other
‘main town centre uses’ outside Bakewell Town Centre and the named settlements listed in Policy DS1 of the Core
Strategy will only be permitted if they:

a) comply with the sequential test as set out in Paragraphs 24 and 25 of the NPPF; and

b) avoid having a ‘significant adverse impact’ upon existing, committed and planned public and private investment in
a centre or centres in the catchment area of a proposal as assessed by the requirements set out in paragraph 26 of
the NPPF.

The policy should be redrafted accordingly.
Q7: If your representation is seeking a modification, do  Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

you consider it necessary to participate in the oral part
of the examination?
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Q8: If you wish to participate at the oral part of the Respondent skipped this
examination, please outline why you consider this to question
be necessary.
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58. Staffordshire Moorlands District Council

COMPLETE
Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link)

#23

Started: Friday, January 27, 2017 9:32:49 AM

Last Modified: Friday, January 27, 2017 9:43:05 AM

Time Spent: 00:10:15

PAGE 1: Representation Form

Q1: Your personal details*
Title

First Name

Last Name

Job Title (where relevant)
Organisation (where relevant)
Address Line 1

Address Line 2

Address Line 4

Postcode

Telephone number

Email address (where relevant)

Q2: Agent's details (if applicable)

Q3: To which part of the DPD does this representation
relate?

Q4: Do you consider the DPD is:
(1) Legally compliant
(2) Sound (see accompanying notes)

(3) Complies with the Duty to cooperate

Mr

Dai

Larner

Executive Director

Staffordshire Moorlands District Council
Moorlands House

Stockwell Street

Leek

ST13 6HQ

01538 395400
dai.larner@staffsmoorlands.gov.uk

Respondent skipped this
question

Respondent skipped this
question

Yes
No

Yes
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Q5: Please give details of why you consider the Development Management Policies document is not legally
compliant or unsound or fails with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to
support the legal compliance or soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to cooperate
please also use this box to set out your comments.

We believe that the proposed policies are too restrictive in a number of ways, but chiefly:

1. The unnecessary restriction on housing development to the detriment of local need and choice and which leads to
pressure on communities neighbouring the Park;

2. The inappropriate restraint placed on economic investment and in particular the undermining of the drive to
increase overnight stays and increase the economic impact of tourism;.

Specifically, we have concerns on the following policies:

We do not support the restrictive affordability criteria set out in DMH2 and DMHS3. This policy unnecessarily restricts
demand and it does not contribute to choice in the housing market. In particular the policy makes no allowance for
the government’s proposed expansion of the range of affordable housing products and in particular the introduction
of starter homes.

Under Recreation and Tourism we strongly believe that more attention should be paid in the policies to creating a
planning framework which increases the number of overnight stays and increases the contribution of tourism to the
local economy. To achieve this there should be more policies to encourage the appropriate growth of hotels and
similar accommodation. We support the views expressed in the Aecom report (paragraph 2.6.7) recommending a
policy that encouraged appropriate hotel development. We understand and support the special purposes but feel
that this policy prevents appropriate investment and unnecessarily restricts the growth of the overnight visitor
economy.

DME 3 does not allow sufficient scope for other uses if there is no viable employment use. There should be more
flexibility to accommodate other uses in particular the use of brownfield land for housing development.

DME 4 and DME 5 are too restrictive. There is scope for appropriate employment uses within and outside the main
towns and villages. The Local Plan should not seek to unduly restrict job-creating activity. We believe that there
should be more scope for economic growth especially where it supports high-value employment.

In relation to the policies DME 3-5 we believe they are unnecessarily restrictive. The 12 month marketing
requirement is too long and does not take sufficient account of the site viability. It is clear that given the length of
time that has elapsed since active employment uses were on-site many of these sites could and should be made
available for housing. The lack of development on brownfields in the Park places unnecessary pressure on
greenfield sites adjoining the Park.

DMT1 and DMT3 are too restrictive. They do not take account of the adverse impact of congestion on the edge of
the Park . The policy will also restrict rail development in the area and may prevent the development of rail
infrastructure to assist the shift of quarry traffic from roads in the area.

Q6: Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Development Management
Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 5 above
where this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
document legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

As above

Q7: If your representation is seeking a modification, do  Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination
you consider it necessary to participate in the oral part
of the examination?

Q8: If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary.

To support the amendments proposed

Page 340



COMPLETE
Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link)

#22

Started: Friday, January 27, 2017 8:58:26 AM

59. High Peak Borough Council

Last Modified: Friday, January 27, 2017 9:32:13 AM

Time Spent: 00:33:47

PAGE 1: Representation Form

Q1: Your personal details*
Title

First Name

Last Name

Job Title (where relevant)
Organisation (where relevant)
Address Line 1

Address Line 2

Address Line 3

Address Line 4

Postcode

Telephone number

Email address (where relevant)

Q2: Agent's details (if applicable)

Q3: To which part of the DPD does this representation
relate?

Q4: Do you consider the DPD is:
(1) Legally compliant
(2) Sound (see accompanying notes)

(3) Complies with the Duty to cooperate

Mr

Dai

Larner

Executive Director

High Peak Borough Council
Buxton Town Hall

Market Place

Terrace Road

Buxton

SK17 6EB

0345 129 7777 | EGEGR

dai.larner@highpeak.gov.uk

Respondent skipped this
question

Respondent skipped this
question

Yes
No

Yes
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59. High Peak Borough Council

Q5: Please give details of why you consider the Development Management Policies document is not legally
compliant or unsound or fails with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to
support the legal compliance or soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to cooperate
please also use this box to set out your comments.

We believe that the proposed policies are too restrictive in a number of ways, but chiefly:

1. The unnecessary restriction on housing development to the detriment of local need and choice and which leads to
pressure on communities neighbouring the Park such as Chapel-en-le-Frith;

2. The inappropriate restraint placed on economic investment and in particular the undermining of the drive to
increase overnight stays and increase the economic impact of tourism;.

Specifically, we have concerns on the following policies:

We do not support the restrictive affordability criteria set out in DMH2 and DMHS3. This policy unnecessarily restricts
demand and it does not contribute to choice in the housing market. In particular the policy makes no allowance for
the government’s proposed expansion of the range of affordable housing products and in particular the introduction
of starter homes.

Under Recreation and Tourism we strongly believe that more attention should be paid in the policies to creating a
planning framework which increases the number of overnight stays and increases the contribution of tourism to the
local economy. To achieve this there should be more policies to encourage the appropriate growth of hotels and
similar accommodation. We support the views expressed in the Aecom report (paragraph 2.6.7) recommending a
policy that encouraged appropriate hotel development. We understand and support the special purposes but feel
that this policy prevents appropriate investment and unnecessarily restricts the growth of the overnight visitor
economy.

DME 3 does not allow sufficient scope for other uses if there is no viable employment use. There should be more
flexibility to accommodate other uses in particular the use of brownfield land for housing development.

DME 4 and DME 5 are too restrictive. There is scope for appropriate employment uses within and outside the main
towns and villages. The Local Plan should not seek to unduly restrict job-creating activity. We believe that there
should be more scope for economic growth especially where it supports high-value employment.

In relation to the policies DME 3-5 we believe they are unnecessarily restrictive. The 12 month marketing
requirement is too long and does not take sufficient account of the site viability. It is clear that given the length of
time that has elapsed since active employment uses were on-site many of these sites could and should be made
available for housing. The lack of development on brownfields in the Park places unnecessary pressure on
greenfield sites adjoining the Park. For example, we feel that the options for the redevelopment of the Marquis of
Granby site should be explored particularly given its relatively sustainable location adjacent to good road links and a
railway station.

DMT1 and DMTS3 are too restrictive. They do not take account of the adverse impact of congestion on the edge of
the Park and in particular the major problem at Mottram which has an adverse impact on the amenity of people
living in the Longdendale villages. The policy will also restrict rail development in the area and may prevent the
development of rail infrastructure to assist the shift of quarry traffic from roads in the area.

Q6: Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Development Management
Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 5 above
where this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
document legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Please see above

Q7: If your representation is seeking a modification, do  Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination
you consider it necessary to participate in the oral part
of the examination?

Q8: If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary.

To support the proposed modifications to support sustainable growth
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60. Roger Yarwood Planning Consultant Ltd

#21 COMPLETE

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link)

Started: Thursday, January 26, 2017 5:00:38 PM

Last Modified: Thursday, January 26, 2017 5:09:44 PM
Time Spent: 00:09:05

PAGE 1: Representation Form

Q1: Your personal details*

Title Mr

First Name Roger

Last Name Yarwood

Organisation (where relevant) Roger Yarwood Planning Consultant Ltd
Address Line 1 wheatley Barn

Address Line 2 Two Dales

Address Line 3 Matlock

Postcode DE4 2FF

Q2: Agent's details (if applicable) Respondent skipped this

question

Q3: To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?
Policy See below

Q4: Do you consider the DPD is:

(1) Legally compliant Yes
(2) Sound (see accompanying notes) No
(3) Complies with the Duty to cooperate Yes

Q5: Please give details of why you consider the Development Management Policies document is not legally
compliant or unsound or fails with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to
support the legal compliance or soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to cooperate
please also use this box to set out your comments.

will not provide an appropriate basis for making decisions
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Q6: Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Development Management
Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 5 above
where this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
document legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

DMC1- Whilst supporting the need to protect valued landscape character, | object to the requirement for a
“landscape assessment”. An assessment of landscape impact will invariably be undertaken by the NPA. ANY
landscape assessment undertaken by the applicant will inevitably seek to show that the impact is minimal and can
be mitigated. If it is a poor assessment it will be useless, if it is a good assessment it will merely duplicate necessary
work undertaken by the NPA. The requirement places an additional unnecessary burden on the developer, contrary
to government advice.

DCM7.A.ii- The requirement that works to listed buildings must be “desirable and necessary” is unduly restrictive.
Some acceptable developments may be desirable but not necessary and some may be necessary but not desirable.
This element of the policy should be deleted or, at the very least “and” should be replaced with “or”.

DCM7.C.ii — In this policy the word “or” should be replaced with “and”. Or, alternatively the words “original features
or other features of importance” should be replaced with “original features of importance.” As currently drafted,
acceptable development only affecting insignificant features, unworthy of protection, would be prevented.

DCMTYD.i — This policy is unduly restrictive and could thwart acceptable and desirable development. Some loss of
internal walls, stairs, or entrances, or subdivision of large interior spaces and other features listed, will be acceptable
in comprehensive schemes of enhancement. The word “unacceptable” should be introduced at the end of the
opening paragraph.

DCM?7.E. This is an unreasonable requirement to impose on all listed building PROPOSALS. It should only apply to
schemes where very significant works are proposed. The requirement places an additional unnecessary burden on
the developer, contrary to government advice.

DCM10.A.iii. Elements of this policy are contradictory. It is unlikely that a “higher intensity use” (eg a dwellinghouse)
in a smaller hamlets, farmsteads or groups of buildings will be in “sustainable locations” but such changes of use
may nevertheless be acceptable under Core Strategy Policy. This element of the policy is thus inconsistent with the
Core Strategy.

DCM10.B and DCM10.C.i and ii — These elements of policy DCM10 are not consistent with Core Strategy HC1.C.
The phrase “heritage asset” should be replaced with “valued vernacular or listed building” for consistency.
Paragraph C.ii should be deleted.

DME1 -The word “proven” in section A sets the bar to high. It should be replaced with “shown.” Elements A(v) and
A(vi) are too draconian and will places an additional unnecessary burden on the farmer. These sections should be
replaced with a simple requirement to identify existing/proposed livestock numbers and or the area devoted to crops.
Element A(x) is meaningless, wholly unreasonable and unnecessary. The footnote (this policy does not apply to
buildings justified for agricultural purposes through prior notification procedure) as is proposed at policy DME2.
DME4 — The requirement that sites should be marketed for 12 months is unreasonable. In some cases the change
of use will be desirable from a planning point of view. In others keeping a building unused for 12 months is an
unreasonable burden on the owner. The section following element “A” is confusingly drafted, strangely numbered
and completely unnecessary.

DMR4 — In section B, the phrase “or a building that would lend itself to future conversion for such (new dwelling)
purpose should be deleted. The NPA has adequate controls to prevent a future change of use. Section C should be
deleted. There may not be any existing buildings in the vicinity but careful siting and landscaping can be employed
to make a proposal acceptable.

DMS2 — The requirements in section A(ii) and A(iii) are unreasonable and places an additional unnecessary burden
on the developer, contrary to government advice. The need to show either lack of need or non-viability is adequately
addressed by the requirement in A(i).

Q7: If your representation is seeking a modification, do  Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination
you consider it necessary to participate in the oral part
of the examination?

Q8: If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary.

to amplify my concerns
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#20 COMPLETE
Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link)

Started: Thursday, January 26, 2017 4:55:59 PM

61. Peak Rail Plc

Last Modified: Thursday, January 26, 2017 5:03:49 PM

Time Spent: 00:07:50

PAGE 1: Representation Form

Q1: Your personal details*
Title

First Name

Last Name

Job Title (where relevant)
Organisation (where relevant)
Address Line 1

Address Line 2

Address Line 3

Postcode

Telephone number

Email address (where relevant)

Q2: Agent's details (if applicable)

Q3: To which part of the DPD does this representation
relate?

Q4: Do you consider the DPD is:

Q5: Please give details of why you consider the
Development Management Policies document is not
legally compliant or unsound or fails with the duty to
co-operate. Please be as precise as possible. If you
wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of
the document or its compliance with the duty to
cooperate please also use this box to set out your
comments.

Q6: Please set out what modification(s) you consider
necessary to make the Development Management
Policies document legally compliant or sound, having
regard to the Matter you have identified at 5 above
where this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that
any non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will
need to say why this modification will make the
document legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful
if you are able to put forward your suggested revised
wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as
possible.

mr
martin

gadsby

Assistant Project Director
Peak Rail plc

Matlock Station

Matlock

Derbyshire

DE4 3NA

01332 558197

Respondent skipped this
question

Respondent skipped this
question

Respondent skipped this
question

Respondent skipped this
question

Respondent skipped this
question
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Q7: If your representation is seeking a modification, do Requndent skipped this
you consider it necessary to participate in the oral part question
of the examination?

Q8: If you wish to participate at the oral part of the Respondent skipped this
examination, please outline why you consider this to question
be necessary.

. Peak Rail Plc
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61. Peak Rail Plc

H#17 COMPLETE

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link)

Started: Thursday, January 26, 2017 3:44:18 PM

Last Modified: Thursday, January 26, 2017 4:17:13 PM
Time Spent: 00:32:55

PAGE 1: Representation Form

Q1: Your personal details* Respondent skipped this
question

Q2: Agent's details (if applicable) Respondent skipped this
question

Q3: To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Paragraph 9.32
Policy DMT3D
Policies Map N/A

Q4: Do you consider the DPD is:

(1) Legally compliant No
(2) Sound (see accompanying notes) No
(3) Complies with the Duty to cooperate Yes

Q5: Please give details of why you consider the Development Management Policies document is not legally
compliant or unsound or fails with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to
support the legal compliance or soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to cooperate
please also use this box to set out your comments.

1. We consider that Policy DMT3D is not legally compliant because the decision whether or not to allow the
construction of any railway rests with the Department for Transport under the provisions of the Transport and Works
Act 1992 not planning authorities. Furthermore, the method of operation/usage/ type of traction used is a purely
commercial matter for the operator of a railway. A planning policy cannot therefore restrict the type of operation.

2. The above, allied to the lack of regard for national policy trends in respect of heritage railways, in our opinion
renders the policy unsound. For example, the All Party Parliamentary Group on Heritage Rail's July 2013 report on
the value of heritage railways identified such railways as being particularly suited to providing "public tourist
transport" even where conventional public transport would not be viable. It went on to suggest that heritage railways
can help reduce road traffic to sensitive areas such as national parks and on congested roads to popular holiday
resorts.

Q6: Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Development Management
Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 5 above
where this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
document legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

We consider that the reference to "railways acting primarily as tourist attractions" should be removed.
Q7: If your representation is seeking a modification, do  No, | do not want to participate at the oral

you consider it necessary to participate in the oral part €xamination
of the examination?
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Q8: If you wish to participate at the oral part of the Respondent skipped this
examination, please outline why you consider this to question
be necessary.
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62. Derbyshire & Peak District Campaign for Better Transport

#18 COMPLETE

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link)

Started: Thursday, January 26, 2017 3:51:17 PM

Last Modified: Thursday, January 26, 2017 4:23:00 PM
Time Spent: 00:31:42

Your personal details*

Title Mr

First Name Wilfred

Last Name Carey

Job Title (where relevant) Secretary

Organisation (where relevant) Derbyshire & Peak District Campaign for
Better Transport

Address Line 1

Address Line 2

Address Line 3

Postcode

Telephone number

Email address (where relevant)

To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?
Paragraph 9.20
Policy DMT1

Do you consider the DPD is:

(2) Sound (see accompanying notes) No

Please give details of why you consider the Development Management Policies document is not legally
compliant or unsound or fails with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to
support the legal compliance or soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to cooperate
please also use this box to set out your comments.

DMT1 Cross-park infrastructure reads as if criteria A to E must all be met. If that is so, it seems to rule out almost
any scheme. Although it may be necessary for a major cross park scheme to meet all these tests, there may be
schemes which impinge upon the park but result in an overall reduction of traffic in the park. For example a scheme
which effected only a small corner of the park may bring substantial benefits.

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Development Management
Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 5 above
where this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any nhon-compliance with the duty to co-operate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
document legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Suggest that after "E." the policy could continue " or F. A substantial overall bengfit to the park can be
demonstrated."
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62. Derbyshire & Peak District Campaign for Better Transport

Q7: If your representation is seeking a modification, do No, | do not want to participate at the oral
you consider it necessary to participate in the oral part €xamination
of the examination?

Q8: If you wish to participate at the oral part of the Respondent skipped this

examination, please outline why you consider this to question
be necessary.
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62. Derbyshire & Peak District Campaign for Better Transport

#19 COMPLETE

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link)

Started: Thursday, January 26, 2017 4:32:47 PM

Last Modified: Thursday, January 26, 2017 4:40:59 PM
Time Spent: 00:08:12

Your personal details*

Title Mr

First Name Wilfred

Last Name Carey

Job Title (where relevant) Secretary

Organisation (where relevant) Derbyshire & Peak District Campaign for
Better Transport

Address Line 1
Address Line 2
Address Line 3
Postcode
Telephone number

Email address (where relevant)

To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Paragraph 9.33

Policy DMT3
Do you consider the DPD is:

(2) Sound (see accompanying notes) No

Please give details of why you consider the Development Management Policies document is not legally
compliant or unsound or fails with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to
support the legal compliance or soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to cooperate
please also use this box to set out your comments.

There is no part of this policy which allows for improving the access to the national rail network for residents of the
Peak District National Park. One or more new rail stations within the park connected to the national network could
reduce the distance residents drive within the park to access stations which lie outside the park.

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Development Management
Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 5 above
where this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any nhon-compliance with the duty to co-operate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
document legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Suggest an addition to DMT3 as follows
(v) Itis principally to improve access to the national rail network for residents of the park anf for visitors to the park.
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62. Derbyshire & Peak District Campaign for Better Transport

Q7: If your representation is seeking a modification, do No, | do not want to participate at the oral
you consider it necessary to participate in the oral part €xamination
of the examination?

Q8: If you wish to participate at the oral part of the Respondent skipped this

examination, please outline why you consider this to question
be necessary.
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63. Osmaston & Yeldersley PC

#16 COMPLETE

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link)

Started: Wednesday, January 25, 2017 5:25:41 PM

Last Modified: Wednesday, January 25, 2017 5:28:03 PM
Time Spent: 00:02:22

PAGE 1: Representation Form

Q1: Your personal details*

Title Mrs

First Name Fiona

Last Name Raistrick

Job Title (where relevant) Clerk & RFO

Organisation (where relevant) Osmaston and Yeldersley Parish Council

Address Line 1
Address Line 2
Address Line 3
Postcode
Telephone number

Email address (where relevant) clerk.osmastonandyeldersley@gmail.com
Q2: Agent's details (if applicable) Respondent skipped this
question

Q3: To which part of the DPD does this representation ~ Respondent skipped this

relate? question

Q4: Do you consider the DPD is: Respondent skipped this
question

Q5: Please give details of why you consider the Respondent skipped this

Development Management Policies document is not question

legally compliant or unsound or fails with the duty to
co-operate. Please be as precise as possible. If you
wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of
the document or its compliance with the duty to
cooperate please also use this box to set out your
comments.

Q6: Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Development Management
Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 5 above
where this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
document legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Whilst Osmaston and Yeldersley Parish Clirs do not wish to see the beauty of the Peaks diminished, it seems
unreasonable that the Peak District National Park is seemingly exempt from sharing the burden of the housing
development, which is being forced on the Derbyshire Dales.

Q7: If your representation is seeking a modification, do  No, | do not want to participate at the oral

you consider it necessary to participate in the oral part €xamination
of the examination?
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Q8: If you wish to participate at the oral part of the Respondent skipped this
examination, please outline why you consider this to question
be necessary.
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#6 COMPLETE

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link)

Started: Wednesday, January 25, 2017 11:13:39 AM

Last Modified: Wednesday, January 25, 2017 11:43:23 AM
Time Spent: 00:29:43

Your personal details*

Title Mr
First Name Peter
Last Name O'Brien

Address Line 1

Address Line 2

Address Line 3

Address Line 4

Postcode

Telephone number

Email address (where relevant)

To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?
Paragraph 1.24 -1.27

Policy DM1

Do you consider the DPD is:

(2) Sound (see accompanying notes) No

Please give details of why you consider the Development Management Policies document is not legally
compliant or unsound or fails with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to
support the legal compliance or soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to cooperate
please also use this box to set out your comments.

i) Policy DM1 fails to fully reflect the National Park Management Plan, and in particular that aspect relating to
"Thriving and Vibrant Communities'. Notwithstanding the NP's statutory purposes, sustainable development, and
particularly of affordable housing in the settlements included in Core Strategy DS1, is a key objective of the
National Park -which should be reflected in DM1

ii) Infrastructure in the context of the National Park has a far wider meaning than in other areas. In particular in
includes aspects of the landscape such as stone walls, whose upkeep is of the utmost importance to the vitality of
the agricultural industry; but the majority of stone walls are in a poor state of repair, with farmers unable to afford
their maintenance in good order. Other aspects of infrastructure include fibre optic broadband, which remains
inaccessible to many more remote settlements and is uneconomic to provide. The restoration of upland peat
areas,and other landscapes under threat from erosion could also be legitimately considered as appropriate for the
use of CIL monies

Paras 1.24 - 1.27 fail to recognise the above infrastructure issues, and the DMP's rejection of the operation of a CIL
regime
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Q6: Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Development Management
Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 5 above
where this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
document legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested

revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

i) Policy DM1 should be amended to reflect a presumption in favour of development which supports the achievement
of thriving and vibrant communities

ii) The PDNPA should reconsider it's decision not to operate a CIL regime, and acknowledge that a wider definition
of 'infrastructure' is appropriate

Q7: If your representation is seeking a modification, do  Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination
you consider it necessary to participate in the oral part
of the examination?

Q8: If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary.

| wish to be able to elaborate on the points | have raised, to have the opportunity to respond to points made by the
Authority, and respond to questions asked by the Inspector
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#7
Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link)
Started: Wednesday, January 25, 2017 11:43:31 AM
Last Modified: Wednesday, January 25, 2017 12:35:44 PM
Time Spent: 00:52:13
Your personal details*
Title Mr
First Name Peter
Last Name O'Brien

Address Line 1

Address Line 2

Address Line 3

Address Line 4

Postcode

Telephone number

Email address (where relevant)

To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?
Paragraph para 6.2; para 6.5

Do you consider the DPD is:

(2) Sound (see accompanying notes) No

64

. Peter O'Brien
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Q5: Please give details of why you consider the Development Management Policies document is not legally
compliant or unsound or fails with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to
support the legal compliance or soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to cooperate
please also use this box to set out your comments.

i) As far as | am aware, Derbyshire Dales DC have not agreed to 'reasonable estimates for housing delivery' in the
National Park (para 6.2). They have presented a case, based on up to date and robust evidence, for a significantly
higher number of dwellings to be planned for than is assumed in the DMP. The fact that the PDNPA have chosen
not to accept this evidence, nor to take account of it in the DMP, does not imply agreement by DDDC to the housing
estimates

ii) Para 6.2, and the whole of the Strategic Context, fails to point out that the level of assumed housing delivery in
the National Park is very significantly below that estimated to required in recent housing need/demand appraisals
undertaken by partner authorities, and in particular by Derbyshire Dales District Council. The levels of delivery of
affordable housing are only around half of that assessed to be required. This is a key element of any 'strategic
context', and would help to set the parameters for detailed housing policies. This omission means that the
soundness of all the subsequent housing DMP policies is seriously undermined

iii) para 6.5 is not logical. A reduction in the numbers of open market housing being delivered would normally result
in a consequent reduction in the numbers of affordable dwellings, given that the latter are delivered via S106
agreements. The DMP rejoices in the reduction in the number of open market dwellings being completed (seen as a
vindication of its policies), but fails to acknowledge that this contradicts the DMP's affirmations that it supports the
delivery of more affordable housing. There is an indirect implication in para 6.5 that the basis on which affordable
housing is required as a condition of the grant of permission for open market housing may be changed, but this is
not detailed nor is any evidence presented that such a change, if it were designed to change the basis, is
economically viable

Q6: Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Development Management
Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 5 above
where this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
document legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

The Strategic Context introduction should be re-drafted to take account of the points made above, and the
implications of the consequences of the low levels of housing delivery properly analysed, with modifications to
subsequent policies made if appropriate.

If it is the intention, as is implied in para 6.5, that the basis of the way in which affordable housing is delivered via
S106 agreements is to be changed, this should be made explicit and incorporated as a separate Policy. If this is not
the intention, para 6.5 makes no sense and should be redrafted, and subsequent policies indicate how the issue of
reducing delivery of affordable housing as a result of the Core Strategy's policies is to be addressed

Q7: If your representation is seeking a modification, do  Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination
you consider it necessary to participate in the oral part
of the examination?

Q8: If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary.

| wish to be able to elaborate on the points | have raised, to have the opportunity to respond to points made by the
Authority, and respond to questions asked by the Inspector
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#8 COMPLETE

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link)

Started: Wednesday, January 25, 2017 12:37:41 PM

Last Modified: Wednesday, January 25, 2017 12:53:07 PM
Time Spent: 00:15:26

Your personal details*

Title Mr
First Name Peter
Last Name O'Brien

Address Line 1

Address Line 2

Address Line 3

Address Line 4

Postcode

Telephone number

Email address (where relevant)

To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?
Paragraph 6.8

Do you consider the DPD is:

(2) Sound (see accompanying notes) No

Please give details of why you consider the Development Management Policies document is not legally
compliant or unsound or fails with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to
support the legal compliance or soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to cooperate
please also use this box to set out your comments.

The statement that affordable housing needs cannot be met in full in the National Park is not evidenced. The current
level of delivery, which is less than half what is estimated to be required, is largely based on a) funding availability
for RSL's and b) policy restrictions which place barriers in the way of developers, and RSL's, in developing more
sites. The landscape designation of the National Park itself does not necessarily inhibit development (if it is
undertaken sensitively, and respects the local settlement context), and the Authority have not carried out any
assessment of the development potential of the settlements in Core Strategy CS1

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Development Management
Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 5 above
where this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
document legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Given the level of under-delivery of affordable housing proposed in the DMP, and consequences of this for local
communities, the Authority should undertake an assessment of the development potential of the settlements in Core
Strategy CS1 (or alternatively a SHLAA). This would incentivise developers to seeks ways of delivering more
affordable housing
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Q7: If your representation is seeking a modification, do  Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

you consider it necessary to participate in the oral part
of the examination?

Q8: If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be

necessary.
| wish to be able to elaborate on the points | have raised, to have the opportunity to respond to points made by the

Authority, and respond to questions asked by the Inspector
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#9
Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link)
Started: Wednesday, January 25, 2017 12:53:14 PM
Last Modified: Wednesday, January 25, 2017 1:37:57 PM
Time Spent: 00:44:42
Your personal details*
Title Mr
First Name Peter
Last Name O'Brien

Address Line 1

Address Line 2

Address Line 3

Address Line 4

Postcode

Telephone number

Email address (where relevant)

To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?
Paragraph 6.10; 6.11 -6.22

Do you consider the DPD is:

(2) Sound (see accompanying notes) No

64

. Peter O'Brien

Page 361



o
Development Management Policies PRE-SUBMISSION pocument 04 Peter O'Brien

Q5: Please give details of why you consider the Development Management Policies document is not legally
compliant or unsound or fails with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to
support the legal compliance or soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to cooperate
please also use this box to set out your comments.

i) Para 6.10 incorporates a definition of 'intermediate housing' (as one aspect of affordable housing), and includes
what are termed 'low-cost homes for sale'. Para 6.17 subsequently and helpfully clarifies that developments of 2 or
more dwellings intended for sale to local people, and whose sale/occupation is controlled by a local occupancy
clause, is included in this definition. It should however be made clear that this is not the same as 'Custom Build'
housing (para 6.12).

It would however be more helpful (in order to encourage the delivery of more affordable housing) if developments of

small 'clusters' of housing for sale to local people is identified separately as an acceptable form of affordable
housing

i) the definition of 'housing need' (para 6.11 to 6.22) is over-elaborate, but more importantly in the context of local
communities in the National Park excludes a very significant number (probably the majority) of people who wish to
buy a (new) home but are unable to do so because of ) the costs and b) the lack of availability. The focus on
unsatisfactory and over-crowded accommodation completely misses the point that it is the aspiration of most
individuals and families is to own their own homes, but that this aspiration is extremely difficult to realise in the
National Park. Consequently, younger people and families are faced with having to leave their home communities
and move outside the Park. The socio economic and age profiles of many Park villages illustrate the dramatic effect
that this is having on the sustainability of communities. The DMP offers not rationale or justification as to why it uses
such a narrow definition of 'housing need', and one which ignores the most significant element of this key issue. As
a consequence of this definition, subsequent policies (particularly DMH1) deny the possibility of low cost housing
being built for local people people to buy who otherwise would not be able to afford to do so

Q6: Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Development Management
Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 5 above
where this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
document legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

i) the definition of affordable housing should be amended to clearly and explicitly include dwellings built for sale to
local people, with an appropriate local occupancy clause

i) the definition of 'housing need' should be simplified, and include all local people who wish to buy a new home,
without any reference or recourse to overcrowding or unsatisfactory accommodation

Q7: If your representation is seeking a modification, do  Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination
you consider it necessary to participate in the oral part
of the examination?

Q8: If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary.

| wish to be able to elaborate on the points | have raised, to have the opportunity to respond to points made by the
Authority, and respond to questions asked by the Inspector
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#10 COMPLETE

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link)

Started: Wednesday, January 25, 2017 1:38:02 PM

Last Modified: Wednesday, January 25, 2017 1:46:12 PM
Time Spent: 00:08:10

Your personal details*

Title Mr
First Name Peter
Last Name O'Brien

Address Line 1

Address Line 2

Address Line 3

Address Line 4

Postcode

Telephone number

Email address (where relevant)

To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?
Paragraph 6.30

Do you consider the DPD is:

(2) Sound (see accompanying notes) No

Please give details of why you consider the Development Management Policies document is not legally
compliant or unsound or fails with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to
support the legal compliance or soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to cooperate
please also use this box to set out your comments.

Para 6.30 is unnecessary, and acts as a further restriction on the delivery of affordable housing. To be 'acceptable’,
exception sites must already meet strict design criteria, and if they do so, there is no logical reason why
development should not be permitted

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Development Management
Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 5 above
where this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
document legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Delete para 6.30 as it acts as a further barrier to the delivery of affordable housing
If your representation is seeking a modification, do  Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

you consider it necessary to participate in the oral part
of the examination?

Page 363



o
Development Management Policies PRE-SUBMISSION pocUMENT 04+ Peter O'Brien

Q8: If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary.

| wish to be able to elaborate on the points | have raised, to have the opportunity to respond to points made by the
Authority, and respond to questions asked by the Inspector
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#11 COMPLETE

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link)

Started: Wednesday, January 25, 2017 3:12:41 PM

Last Modified: Wednesday, January 25, 2017 3:33:24 PM
Time Spent: 00:20:42

Your personal details*

Title Mr
First Name Peter
Last Name O'Brien

Organisation (where relevant)
Address Line 1

Address Line 2

Address Line 3

Address Line 4

Postcode

Telephone number

Email address (where relevant)

To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?
Paragraph 6.23 - 6.26

Do you consider the DPD is:

(2) Sound (see accompanying notes) No

Please give details of why you consider the Development Management Policies document is not legally
compliant or unsound or fails with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to
support the legal compliance or soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to cooperate
please also use this box to set out your comments.

'Strong local connection' is always going to be problematic in terms of definition and fairness. There will inevitably be
occasions where people have genuine connections, but fall outside the 10 year rule. Some mechanism to 'appeal’
against the definition would be appropriate.

Also, there may well be circumstances where a family has moved to a particular Parish, and where the children are
teenagers at that time; although these children would be genuinely 'local’, the 10 year rule would not apply until
there were in their mid to late 20's, meaning they would not be eligible for local needs affordable housing before
then. Consequently they would be likely to be forced to move away. This not | believe the intention of the DMP

The requirement to have lived in a particular or adjoining Parish is also unduly restrictive, given the acknowledged

shortage of affordable housing. Typically over history, families and individuals have moved further afield than this,
whilst still retaining a feeling of localness. This should continue to be encouraged rather than restricted
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Q6: Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Development Management
Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 5 above
where this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
document legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

The definition of 'strong local connection' should be reconsidered to take account of the points above

The requirement to live in a particular or adjoining Parish should be relaxed, unless there is compelling evidence to
show that this unfairly discriminates against people having a very local connection

Q7: If your representation is seeking a modification, do  Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

you consider it necessary to participate in the oral part

of the examination?

Q8: If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary.

| wish to be able to present my objections, to amplify them if neccessay, and to respond to any questions or queries
from the Authority or Inspector
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#12

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link)

Started: Wednesday, January 25, 2017 3:33:41 PM

Last Modified: Wednesday, January 25, 2017 4:44:36 PM
Time Spent: 01:10:54

Your personal details*

Title Mr
First Name Peter
Last Name O'Brien

Organisation (where relevant)
Address Line 1

Address Line 2

Address Line 3

Address Line 4

Postcode

Telephone number

Email address (where relevant)

To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?
Policy DMH1

Do you consider the DPD is:

(2) Sound (see accompanying notes) No
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Q5: Please give details of why you consider the Development Management Policies document is not legally
compliant or unsound or fails with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to
support the legal compliance or soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to cooperate
please also use this box to set out your comments.

i) I have already addressed the issue of the definition of 'need’, and the unduly restrictive definition used in the DMP
- which totally ignores the pressing issue of affordability.

In the same context, the requirement to 'prove’ the need for affordable dwellings is disproportionately restrictive,
particularly in relation to the delivery of affordable dwellings for sale. It is totally unreasonable to expect a developer
to undertake a needs assessment as set out in para 6.17, and this requirement will act as a powerful disincentive to
any developer proposing to build - thus further reducing the opportunity to increase the delivery of affordable
housing. developers will not build unless they have a reasonably degree of certainty as regards their market, and
they are in a far better position to ascertain this than the Authority. It is reasonable to ask a developer for a
statement as to how their proposal will address the need for affordable housing, but that is sufficient. Like wise, the
requirement for RSL's to undertake such a complex assessment is unnecessary (they have to undertake this
anyway, to obtain funding approval) and the bureaucracy involves causes delay and adds to costs

i) the proposed use of size thresholds to limit the size of new dwellings is totally inappropriate, as a mechanism to
control or influence the supply of affordable housing. It is not for the Authority to decide how big a dwelling should
be; if a dwelling is classed as affordable, its size is a matter for the developer and occupier. There is no logic
whatsoever in the implication that dwellings above the sizes specified are somehow 'not affordable’, and the
proposed restrictions limit unfairly families or individuals housing choice. The same argument applies to the unduly
restrictive proposal to limit the size of gardens. Existing planning and design controls are perfectly adequate to
ensure that new developments, including the size and density of dwellings, are appropriate to their community
context

iii) the proposal to specifically exclude 'starter homes' from developments on exceptions sites is not based on any
evidence (simply a rather arrogant and unjustified assertion in para 6.11 that they ' may still be more expensive than
can be afforded by local people in need'. Starter homes are a welcome Government initiative to increase the supply
of new homes that are more affordable for young people to buy, and it is totally unjustified for the Authority to try to
stifle this initiative, thus preventing local people from benefiting. Whilst such starter homes may still be expensive,
they will by definition be 25% cheaper than open market housing, and thus more 'affordable’. If a threshold of 5
dwellings is adopted, the inclusion of starter homes on sites being developed by RSL's (of predominantly social
rented housing) would be a welcome addition to the supply of affordable housing to buy.

Likewise, the proposal to exclude a requirement for starter homes to be provided as part of developments on
previously developed land is not evidenced or justified. Given the very low level of delivery of affordable, such a
proposal appears to work against the Authority's commitment to support sustainable communities; this is further
exacerbated by the that the DMP is ambivalent (para 6.31) about the need for affordable housing (outside of starter
homes) to be provided as part of any development provision

Q6: Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Development Management
Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 5 above
where this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
document legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Policy DMH1 should be modified to reflect the above concerns: a) a redefintion of housing need, b) the removal of A
ii, and c) starter homes to be required on all developments (exception sites and previously developed land) of above
5 dwellings

Q7: If your representation is seeking a modification, do  Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination
you consider it necessary to participate in the oral part
of the examination?

Q8: If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary.

| wish to be able to present my objections, to amplify them if neccessay, and to respond to any questions or queries
from the Authority or Inspector
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#13 COMPLETE

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link)

Started: Wednesday, January 25, 2017 4:44:42 PM

Last Modified: Wednesday, January 25, 2017 4:55:43 PM
Time Spent: 00:11:01

Your personal details*

Title Mr
First Name Peter
Last Name O'Brien

Organisation (where relevant)
Address Line 1

Address Line 2

Address Line 3

Address Line 4

Postcode

Telephone number

Email address (where relevant)

To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?
Paragraph 6.31
Policy DMH1

Do you consider the DPD is:

(2) Sound (see accompanying notes) No

Please give details of why you consider the Development Management Policies document is not legally
compliant or unsound or fails with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to
support the legal compliance or soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to cooperate
please also use this box to set out your comments.

The effect of the content of para 6.31 would be to reduce still further the delivery of affordable housing. Given the
acknowledgment that less than half the requirement for new affordable dwellings is likely to be delivered, the
absence of a presumption that all development of open-market housing should require associated affordable
provision is astonishing. The only exceptions would be in specific circumstances where a) the developer can
demonstrate that there is no need or demand for affordable housing of any type or tenure b) the developer can
demonstrate that the provision of any affordable housing would undermine the viability of the project, to the point
where it would not be delivered

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Development Management
Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 5 above
where this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
document legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

para 6.31 should be amended to reflect the above, and Policy DMH1 amended to include a requirement for
affordable housing to be provided as part of the open-market housing led development on previously developed land
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Q7: If your representation is seeking a modification, do  Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

you consider it necessary to participate in the oral part
of the examination?

Q8: If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be

necessary.
| wish to be able to present my objections, to amplify them if neccessay, and to respond to any questions or queries

from the Authority or Inspector
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#14 COMPLETE

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link)

Started: Wednesday, January 25, 2017 4:55:47 PM

Last Modified: Wednesday, January 25, 2017 5:04:11 PM
Time Spent: 00:08:24

Your personal details*

Title Mr
First Name Peter
Last Name O'Brien

Organisation (where relevant)
Address Line 1

Address Line 2

Address Line 3

Address Line 4

Postcode

Telephone number

Email address (where relevant)

To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?
Policy DMH2

Do you consider the DPD is:

(2) Sound (see accompanying notes) No

Please give details of why you consider the Development Management Policies document is not legally
compliant or unsound or fails with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to
support the legal compliance or soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to cooperate
please also use this box to set out your comments.

| have previously commented on paras 6.23 - 6.26, and the unreasonable definition of 'strong local connection' in
relation to the proposed 10 year rule. The same logic applies to DMH2, where the 10 year local occupancy rule may
be unfair or discriminatory in certain circumstances

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Development Management
Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 5 above
where this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
document legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

DMH2 should be modified to take account of particular circumstances where a 10 year local occupancy rule is unfair
or not appropriate, and there should be the ability to 'appeal’ against the proposed imposition of this requirement -
other than going through the statutory planning appeal process

If your representation is seeking a modification, do  Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

you consider it necessary to participate in the oral part
of the examination?
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Q8: If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary.

| wish to be able to present my objections, to amplify them if neccessay, and to respond to any questions or queries
from the Authority or Inspector
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#15 COMPLETE

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link)

Started: Wednesday, January 25, 2017 5:04:15 PM

Last Modified: Wednesday, January 25, 2017 5:17:26 PM
Time Spent: 00:13:10

Your personal details*

Title Mr
First Name Peter
Last Name O'Brien

Organisation (where relevant)
Address Line 1

Address Line 2

Address Line 3

Address Line 4

Postcode

Telephone number

Email address (where relevant)

To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?
Paragraph All

Do you consider the DPD is:
(3) Complies with the Duty to cooperate No

Please give details of why you consider the Development Management Policies document is not legally
compliant or unsound or fails with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to
support the legal compliance or soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to cooperate
please also use this box to set out your comments.

The Duty to Cooperate Statement refers to a number of meetings with Derbyshire Dales District Council in relation to
the housing content of the DMP in particular. There is clearly a difference of opinion between the DDDC and the
Authority on the approach to housing delivery and associated policies. However the Authority appears to have
presented its position at the outset of the plan preparation process a fait accompli, and notwithstanding significant
evidence presented by DDDC as part the preparation of its own LDF Core Strategy, has been unwilling to enter into
a discussion as to whether alternative approaches to housing delivery would be more appropriate. To my mind,
having 2 or 3 meetings at which positions are put is not 'cooperation' as required by the Localism Act

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Development Management
Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 5 above
where this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
document legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

The implications of a failure to 'cooperate' should be discussed with the Authority
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Q7: If your representation is seeking a modification, do  Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination

you consider it necessary to participate in the oral part
of the examination?

Q8: If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this to be

necessary.
| wish to be able to present my objections, to amplify them if neccessay, and to respond to any questions or queries

from the Authority or Inspector
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#5 COMPLETE

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link)

Started: Tuesday, January 24, 2017 9:22:42 PM

Last Modified: Tuesday, January 24, 2017 9:51:41 PM
Time Spent: 00:28:58

PAGE 1: Representation Form

Q1: Your personal details*

Title Mr

First Name Greg

Last Name Potter

Job Title (where relevant) Director

Organisation (where relevant) Alsop Rivendale Itd
Address Line 1 Mill Dam farm

Address Line 2 Mill Dam Lane

Address Line 3 Bradley

Address Line 4 Ashbourne

Postcode DE61PH

Telephone number 01335370045

Email address (where relevant) greg@rivendalecaravanpark.co.uk
Q2: Agent's details (if applicable) Respondent skipped this

question

Q3: To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?
Policy rt3b

Q4: Do you consider the DPD is:

(2) Sound (see accompanying notes) No

Q5: Please give details of why you consider the Development Management Policies document is not legally
compliant or unsound or fails with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to
support the legal compliance or soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to cooperate
please also use this box to set out your comments.

| made representations to the plans examiner when the core strategy framework document was being developed.
That representation concerned policy RT3 — particularly part B. It is somewhat disappointing to see that
amendments to the core policy, pursuant to examination, are not being entirely reflected in the management plan.
My objection to that policy was the continued blanket ban on Static caravans, chalets or lodges in the National Park.
| understand, and fully support, policies that protect the landscape value, biodiversity and sustainability of the
National Park — because that, in large part, is the core of our “corporate mission” about providing a very diverse
range of accommodation, to suit most budgets, ages & physical abilities in the heart of the beautiful White Peak
area — from which they can enjoy the great outdoors — directly from our site.

However, our holiday park is the exception that proves the rule — the topography of our site in an old quarry, means
that there is no visual impact on the surrounding area, regardless of whether our pitches are occupied by tents,
touring caravans, statics or lodges or huge motorhomes’s. In fact, as the National Park Authority can control the
colours of our lodges, the latter will have less visual impact for those overflying in a hot air balloon than, say, a large
white motorhome.

All caravans, and most family tents require transport by car, however, we pointed out the considerable advantages
possessed by accommodation that does not have to be transported by motor-vehicle which is supported by most of
the NPA’s other core policies:-

1. Guests can arrive by public transport, bicycle or on foot, supporting the use of public transport services and
rediicina tha nenative imnact of matar vehicles
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2. In the case of vehicles towing touring caravans, the caravan is not supposed to weigh more than 80% of the
towing vehicle for safety reasons — so we are talking about large 4 x 4 gas guzzlers with a queue of cars behind.

3. Not everybody has a car — people medically unfit to drive, people who can’t afford to run one, people who live in
inner cities who don’t ordinarily need one.

4. Tents are very seasonal — with a season of about 8 weeks maximum over the summer. Most touring caravans are
parked up before Easter & after October half term because many owners are nervous about driving in winter
conditions & the caravans are about half as well insulated as a pine lodge, with less interior space. So if the PDNPA
wants a sustainable tourism economy with well-trained, full-time jobs all year round it needs accommodation that is
comfortable & viable in winter that guests will use. The PDNPA'’s attraction as a centre for short breaks for the
surrounding conurbations, does mean we have a viable business in the winter, if we can provide the appropriate
accommodation and entertainment.

5. Guests on our holiday park support the surrounding pubs, shops, cafes and the wider local economy, so there is
a knock on effect for all year employment in other businesses.

6. The accommodation can be bigger & more luxurious, attracting a higher spending clientele, and also creates
more jobs for cleaners, local laundry & other maintenance services.

7. Whilst many touring caravans and motorhomes are imported, every single static caravan, lodge & Camping Pod
on our site has been manufactured in Derbyshire or East Yorkshire — considerably over £1m at purchase cost to
date — plus the ancillary materials, transport & labour.

8. It can have more sustainable forms of heating — solar/PV panels/ground source heat pumps — is better insulated
and more energy efficient

9. It can be adapted to specific needs & be more suitable for wheelchair users due to its larger size — our accessible
lodges have wider doorways, ramps, hoists, 5’ turning circles for wheelchairs, larger profiling beds and so on.

10. People with different physical issues have different needs — so people can buy lodges specifically adapted to
their needs.

11. Most existing stone buildings in Derbyshire are not easily converted to accessible use, being on different levels,
on steep hills, with narrow doors — we know we have done it! Lodges can be purpose-designed for accessible use,
with ramps, with accommodation all on the ground floor — as are the two on our park which are graded M1/M2
accessible. Tellingly, about the only M3 graded accommodation in the Peak District area is at Hoe Grange — and is
in pine lodges.

So we can identify that lodge/static accommodation would support the following core strategy policies:-

1. The fundamental strategy of providing access for all, particularly people with special needs and the under-
represented (proportionately) visitors from inner cities.

2. Protection of the environment by reducing traffic, emissions, using greener forms of transport & better insulated
accommodation with more sustainable heating.

3. Support for sustainable transport policies.

4. Support policies for recreation & tourism.

5. Support for a sustainable economy & the employment & services provided to local people.

See below for examples of some of these*

However, the narrow roads, steep topography & visual impact of most potential sites means that in nearly all cases,
those benefits are impossible to realise or would have an unacceptable visual impact.

Our location has the following qualities:-

1. Zero visual impact.

2. A bus stop opposite the site with buses running from Ashbourne Bus station to Buxton Train station, from which
there are rail connections to Manchester and bus connections to Derby mainline station.

3. Dove Dale, is a 1 mile walk down a public footpath direct from our site, Biggin Dale, Eaton & Alsop Dales are also
directly accessible, many of the attractions, popular villages of the White Peak area can be reached without a car
from our site .

4. There is already extensive infrastructure and buildings on this site — probably more so than in the smaller local
settlements which the NPA sees as the natural location for further development — and there are existing consents
still to be completed.

5. The Tissington Trail bridle way 100 metres away from our entrance — which is planned to be re-opened all the
way to Buxton. Which also joins the High Peak Trail and runs down to Cromford — from which there are rail
connections to St Pancras, London.

6. A site management policy at Rivendale that has led to 17 David Bellamy Gold awards & a special commendation
for the environmental/fly fishing lake, recycling, use of local suppliers & working with the special characteristics of
the Peak District.

7. A hidden car park, toilets & café open for use by people using the Tissington Trail.

8. Also, the membership of accessible Derbyshire with two bedroom suites & two lodges graded M1/M2 accessible.
One of which is owned by the Together Trust Charity based in Manchester that promotes holidays for people with
special needs.

9. We have received further enquiries from other charities who wish to provide accommodation for members with
special needs.

10. The site is accessible directly from the main road without any impact on the local community — although local
people can easily walk to the shop, café, laundrette and other facilities on site (otherwise the nearest shop in a
settlement is about 3 miles away).

A4 AAT_ 1 . " an oo CR . - [Cra LI B T B AT B . -
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1'1. Ve have created 12 permanent Tull ime Jops on a Tormerly derelict Inaustrial site, plus about 5 Tuli-ime seasonal
jobs.

The problem with the current Development Management Policies document is that, given the hierarchical approach
that is used to assess planning applications, whilst the unique characteristics of our site might lead to an
assessment that lodge type development was appropriate for this particular site, it would be rejected if the core
strategy/management strategy comprised purely the statement in RT3 part B.

At the meeting with the plans examiner, we reached agreement that the following clause be inserted into the Core
Strategy — se 10.26. ...... "Exceptionally, static caravans, chalets or lodges may be acceptable in locations where
they are not intrusive to the landscape.”

We also note the planning appeals inspector allowed our appeal to site static caravans on our site in 1998
application number NP/DDD0997/441. In that appeal the inspector stated in his appeal decision........ "You put
forward various potential benefits of the proposal and suggest that the wide range of facilities at the site could
achieve a high occupancy rate, attract different users of the park & cater for the special needs of elderly and less
mobile visitors. | accept that the proposal could encourage visits to be spread more evenly through the year, and that
this could, to some extent support permanent rather than seasonal jobs in the Park. PPG note 7 ...encourages
development & | think that, in this regard, PPG7 supports your intention to attract additional off-season & disabled
visitors to the Park. The Authority concedes your proposal would accord with adopted recreation policies, which
encourage the provision of year round facilities which are accessible to all parts of society.” So it has turned out to
be — a strategy for this location that we believe to be very much in the public interest — and one that should continue
to be pursued, but is liable to be ruled out, if the Development Management Policy remains as it is.

In conclusion we propose that “statics, lodges and similar structures should exceptionally be permitted in locations
where they are not intrusive to the landscape.”

Examples of Core/Proposed Development Management Policies that support Accommodation in
Lodges/Chalets/other structures

e.g. Core strategy 4.1.

“Core Strategy policy RT1 is clear that proposals for recreation, environmental education and interpretation will be
supported where they encourage understanding and enjoyment of the National Park’s valued characteristics.
Furthermore, opportunities for sustainable access will be encouraged.” From proposed Development Management
Policies.

“The more gentle White Peak landscape and much of the South West Peak generally attract pursuits such as
walking and cycling, but the extensive road network also lends itself to car and coach borne visitors moving between
attractive villages and towns. The presence of many settlements means that the landscape, whilst still highly valued,
is slightly less sensitive than the Dark Peak. The challenge here is to support the development of appropriate
facilities in recognised visitor locations such as Bakewell, Castleton, the Hope Valley and Dovedale; and consolidate
Bakewell’s role as a tourist centre and hub, possibly accommodating a new hotel. However the challenge is also to
create alternatives to car visits; this is being addressed in part by encouraging smarter routing and timetabling of
public transport services to generate greater use by residents and visitors.” Per Recreation & Tourism Core Strategy
4.10.

Also Paras 4.12 — climate change & sustainable building, 4.2 — the need to avoid the existing housing stock
becoming second holiday homes — lodges provide an alternative 4.24 concerning reducing lengthy commutes to
work — better to have work IN the park all year, 4.27 desirability of making work less seasonal, 4.29 desirability of
supporting public transport 10.9 preference for sustainable tourism.

Q6: Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Development Management
Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 5 above
where this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
document legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

5.18

We propose that the above paragraph is altered to reflect para 10.26 in the Core Strategy.

"Core Strategy policy RT3 is clear that static caravans, chalets and lodges are not acceptable features in the
National Park but may exceptionally be permitted in locations where they are not intrusive to the landscape,
provided such development is supportive of other Core Policies......"

Q7: If your representation is seeking a modification, do  No, | do not want to participate at the oral

you consider it necessary to participate in the oral part €Xxamination
of the examination?
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Q8: If you wish to participate at the oral part of the Respondent skipped this
examination, please outline why you consider this to question
be necessary.
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Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link)
Started: Monday, January 16, 2017 6:33:51 PM
Last Modified: Monday, January 16, 2017 10:21:24 PM
Time Spent: 03:47:32
Your personal details*
Title Ms
First Name Anita
Last Name Dale

Telephone number
Email address (where relevant)

To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?
Policy All

Do you consider the DPD is:

(2) Sound (see accompanying notes) No

66. Anita Dale

Page 379



66. Anita Dale

Q5: Please give details of why you consider the Development Management Policies document is not legally
compliant or unsound or fails with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to
support the legal compliance or soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to cooperate
please also use this box to set out your comments.

Firstly this survey is not user friendly. | am assuming it is designed for official representation and therefore it doesn't
feel designed or usable for the local person that this may affect who may want to comment on what they have read.

I cannot answer whether the document is legally compliant as | am not a lawyer, similarly for the duty to cooperate.
Therefore | will bullet point my comments for your use under soundness.

Effective - the whole document will be ineffective if these policies are not enforced. Current examples and working
practices would suggest that the PDNP may not have the capability or motivation to enforce the policies. This will
negate the whole process of this consultation document and its future application.

The document itself is too detailed and complex. Whilst legalities need detail this can has lead to inaccuracies and
contradictions which could easily be challenged legally, leading to lack of enforcement. A simpler and shorter
document would be easy to understand for all concerned. (e.g. DCM7)

DM1 Overall the policies seem to favour tourism, which | understand is a key driver for National Parks but
undermines the fact that the local population should come first providing a place to live and work. Priority should be
given to policies that support that infrastructure.

DMCS8 - Surely an outline plan is a way of guidance from you to a full plan?

6 Housing - there seems to be no effort made by the Peak Park to integrate the government housing targets, which
is putting extra pressure on the surrounding counties to make up the difference.

6.13 3.5 times income is an unreasonable figure in today's markets and a straightforward income multiplier is no
longer used as you state. However this point appears to just be a statement rather than coming to any conclusion
in terms of affordable housing. Will you ignore this figure as a definition?

6.28 Completely agree that new housing should not be sold on. However, it seems that the Peak Park is happy to
grant planning permission to convert buildings for holiday cottages without having anything in place to state that
priority should be given to producing long term rental homes or homes for returners. This links back to what seems
to be a bias towards tourism in preference to local people.

DMH1 - the max floor areas are extremely small to live practically within, whether they come within building reg
guidelines or not

Q6: Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Development Management
Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 5 above
where this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
document legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

Ensure your documentation is clear, concise and understandable.

Ensure your policies are not biased towards tourism at the expense of local people

Ensure that alongside the document you have a new policy for enforcement of it's contents. If you use the same
processes and procedures you will obtain the same outcomes.

Q7: If your representation is seeking a modification, do No, | do not want to participate at the oral
you consider it necessary to participate in the oral part €xamination
of the examination?

Q8: If you wish to participate at the oral part of the Respondent skipped this

examination, please outline why you consider this to question
be necessary.
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#2 COMPLETE

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link)

Started: Friday, January 13, 2017 1:44:30 PM

Last Modified: Friday, January 13, 2017 1:55:10 PM
Time Spent: 00:10:40

PAGE 1: Representation Form

Q1: Your personal details*

Title Mr

First Name Joseph

Last Name Drewry

Job Title (where relevant) Planning Advisor
Organisation (where relevant) Environment Agency
Address Line 1 Trentside Offices
Address Line 2 Scarrington Road
Address Line 3 West Bridgford

Address Line 4 Nottingham

Postcode NG2 5BR

Telephone number 02030253277

Email address (where relevant) joe.drewry@environment-agency.gov.uk
Q2: Agent's details (if applicable) Respondent skipped this

question

Q3: To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Paragraph All
Policy All
Policies Map All

Q4: Do you consider the DPD is:

(1) Legally compliant Yes
(2) Sound (see accompanying notes) Yes
(3) Complies with the Duty to cooperate Yes

Q5: Please give details of why you consider the Development Management Policies document is not legally
compliant or unsound or fails with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to
support the legal compliance or soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to cooperate
please also use this box to set out your comments.

Peak District National Park Authority have positively engaged with the Environment Agency throughout the Local
Plan process. The Environment Agency are satisfied with the soundness and legal compliance of the Development
Management Policy document.
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Q6: Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Development Management
Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 5 above
where this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
document legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

N/A

Q7: If your representation is seeking a modification, do No, | do not want to participate at the oral
you consider it necessary to participate in the oral part €xamination
of the examination?

Q8: If you wish to participate at the oral part of the Respondent skipped this
examination, please outline why you consider this to question
be necessary.
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#1 COMPLETE

Collector: Web Link 1 (Web Link)

Started: Saturday, January 07, 2017 9:41:30 AM

Last Modified: Saturday, January 07, 2017 9:58:32 AM
Time Spent: 00:17:02

PAGE 1: Representation Form

Q1: Your personal details*

Title Mr

First Name David

Last Name Carlisle

Job Title (where relevant) Chairman

Organisation (where relevant) Friends of Buxton Station

Email address (where relevant) fobs.buxton@gmail.com

Q2: Agent's details (if applicable) Respondent skipped this
question

Q3: To which part of the DPD does this representation relate?

Paragraph 9.42
Q4: Do you consider the DPD is: Respondent skipped this
question

Q5: Please give details of why you consider the Development Management Policies document is not legally
compliant or unsound or fails with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to
support the legal compliance or soundness of the document or its compliance with the duty to cooperate
please also use this box to set out your comments.

We would like to see the Peak Pedal Il extend to Buxton, preferably linking cyclists to Buxton Station, where a cycle
hub could be developed.

Q6: Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Development Management
Policies document legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you have identified at 5 above
where this relates to soundness. (NB Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is
incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will make the
document legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.

In reference to paragraph 9.42: We would like to see the Peak Pedal Il extend to Buxton, preferably linking cyclists
to Buxton Station, where a cycle hub could be developed.

Q7: If your representation is seeking a modification, do  No, | do not want to participate at the oral
you consider it necessary to participate in the oral part €xamination
of the examination?

Q8: If you wish to participate at the oral part of the Respondent skipped this

examination, please outline why you consider this to question
be necessary.
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From: Rowsley Parish Council <rowsleyparishcouncil@gmail.com>
Sent: 31 January 2017 00:36

To: Policy

Cc: Potter Kath

Subject: DMP Comments

To whom it may concern,

| am emailing on behalf of Rowsley Parish Council to comment on your DMP Policies. The Council understand the
official consultation ended on 27" January but at Stanton in the Peak Parish Council an extension was allowed.

The Parish Council comments are:

DMC1: Potential development should not just deal with the structure being proposed. The overall position
in the landscape needs to be considered, not just how it will sit in its location, but how it will be viewed from
afar. The National Park is made up of vistas and long range, far reaching views, those must be maintained
and considered with regard to all development. Final restoration of the site following any development must
be to the fore, conditioned at the point of permitted applications.

DMC2: Protecting and managing the natural zone. This needs to include guidance for all developers that all
works have to be carried out with full adherence to environmental regulations. i.e. stop builders burying
waste on sites.

DMC3: Rowsley Parish Council are concerned about light pollution. Please ensure ‘dark skies’ remain.

DMC6: Scheduled Monuments are not just buildings, they include sites of ancient historical significance and
should be included, e.g. Stanton Moor which is a Scheduled Ancient Monument afforded the highest
protection. These are just as important as buildings such as Chatsworth.

DMC12: Sites, features or species, wildlife, geological or geomorphological importance. Is there a
maintained list of these locations and is it updated on a regular basis, otherwise developers may not be
aware.

DMC15: Contaminated and unstable land. This should include such things as Japanese knotweed and
Himalayan Balsam, ensuring removal and ongoing maintenance to ensure eradication from a site.

DMEZ2: Farm diversification. this could be seen as a ‘green light’ to convert many more existing farm
buildings into holiday accommodation, leading to possible significant loss of heritage, farming landscapes.
There needs to be clear guidelines

DMES3: Safeguarding employment sites. What provision does the plan have for identifying business sites/use
that cease and are then taken up by inappropriate activity? Examples exist of unauthorised use taking years
to be curtailed and in some instances, finally allowed.

When granting any expansion of touring camping & caravanning sites, although this policy highlights factors
such as inappropriate road access etc. how can this policy actually control those aspect, PDNPA are not
responsible for highways, signage, routing etc. therefore, they may grant an application which creates issues

that are outside their control or conversely, refuse an application.

DMHS: This should include extensions to existing garages and storage facilities not just new builds.
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DMH9: Replacement dwellings is weaker than was specified in the previous LH5. This is totally unacceptable
because it will allow for further monstrosities if the same footprint is dismissed. We need to be sympathetic
and address accommodation for an ever increasing numbers of senior citizens

There are no comments regarding the increasing issue of second homes within the National Park, these
adversely affect local business, they arrive with their goods, spend nothing locally and depart. They reduce
the stock of affordable homes, it leads to the loss of community, in some cases the actual viability of some
hamlets and villages are at risk. Additionally, with the advent of AirBnB, more clarity is required on policy. it
currently appears that 1 parking place per 2 bed or 2 per 3 bed is the rule for housing (DMT7) but does this
include on street parking, when a 2 bed property is rented out, it is quite usual for 2 cars to turn up, with the
increase of room rental by the night, this will increase the issue. Residents should be given far more priority
over tourism, the issue in some villages is leading to complete gridlock with residents unable to access their
own premises.

DMT3 Railway construction (D): Rowsley Parish Council questions the legality and validity of this policy in
the light of government policy and legislation and also the fact that in a public meeting (including the press)
in June 2013 the CEO promised 3 bridges at Rowsley to take all 4 users ie, trains, horse riders, walkers and
cyclists.

DMT6: Visitor parking - this fails to address the already massive increase in visitor numbers, greatly affecting
on street parking in towns and villages not to mention the traffic travelling around the area. Within DMT7
developers are having to provide off street parking as part of any development, this leads to visitors then
utilising the on street areas as free parking due to the lack of provision of visitor parking facilities! This does
nothing to alleviate the parking issues at all. Having extended the cycle facilities no additional parking has
been provided leading to vehicles parked in gateways, passing places, anywhere that’s free. There needs to
be a far more positive view for new and enlarged car parks, there is already a clear, demonstrable need.

At a meeting held on 1 Sept 2016 to outline the forthcoming DMP, attendees were advised that impact on
amenity, environment and restoration would be covered. The new policy was to add greater scrutiny on
justification, restoration and aftercare plus importantly criteria on ‘cumulative impact’. The refusal to allow
wire saws at Dale View Quarry, Stanton in Peak was cited by the PDNPA as a prime example of taking a view
of cumulative impact, as it would have led to the industrialisation of the Stanton Moor area. Looking at the
Summary document first. Whilst listing 8 policies, within what is a very ‘lightweight’ Minerals & Waste
summary of policy, one of the major aspects “Cumulative effect of mineral & waste development” doesn’t
get a mention. Within the detailed document, section 11.1 is far from robust enough, it should not be a
‘general direction to continue to enable progressive reduction in mineral working in the National Park’ it
should be stated as ‘OF UPMOST IMPORTANCE TO REDUCE MINERAL WORKING IN THE NATIONAL PARK’ in
line with other published policies on Minerals. lIs it really acceptable to lump together Minerals & Waste? as
section 11.2 points out ‘Mineral working is one of the most sensitive types of development in the NP, due to
impact on landscape, biodiversity, heritage and most importantly communities. Its harmful impacts and long
term effects on all aspects of Park communities, amenity and the future should ensure far more detailed
guidance. Section 11.5 How can you have a policy that may allow development of mineral sites which states
that ‘precise details of its compatibility with any repair or restoration project it is proposed to supply’? How
would that be controlled? would it be a case of, if stone is required for local projects, you can have
development? the PDNPA already state it has vast reserves of stone applicable for local needs, it couldn’t be
controlled, existing mineral sites export the majority of the stone to supply projects well outside the PDNPA.
How would the management of the suitability, quality and volume of stone reserves be managed? These
statements show a lack of understanding of the existing quarrying, methods, quantities, end user aspects of
quarrying activity, which is destined to continue for many years to come due to the existing permitted
rights, what about potential development of these sites?

DMMW!1 - this reads as though quarries are opened for small projects, not the major development that has
been seen and is still being seen with applications to extend existing quarries.
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11.6 Impact - Conditions and obligations are only as good as the management of them, there are many
instances of ‘gentleman agreements’ a practice which must be curtailed, robust and meaningful
management of adherence to set conditions etc. must be laid out in this document.

11.9 Permitted Development Rights must be removed - not just ‘generally removed’ once again, not a strong
enough statement, leaving interpretation open and ineffective.

DMMW?2 - Impact - Cumulative Impact must be considered, 2 quarries side by side work the same hours,
their vehicles, move around at different times so produce constant noise, not periodic noise. There needs to
be further considerations included, such as the ability of the road systems to cope with any intended vehicle
movements, tonnage, impact on the physical infrastructure, i.e. can the bridges cope with the weight,
increased damage to the infrastructure and compensation/contributions to upkeep of the infrastructure.

Visual Impact is a very relevant aspect that must be considered, the visibility of mineral workings impact not
just the nearest view points, but distant vistas both within the National Park and those views into the
National Park. Extensions to quarries also need to give consideration to the potential detrimental change or
irreplaceable loss of landscape, not just in the actual vicinity of the quarry but wider scale.

11.13 Non compliance of full consultation with Statutory Consultees and the local community should render
any proposals as invalid. This should apply to the Planning Authority as well, no consultation documents
should be added to an authorised/working scheme, there should be complete TRANSPARENCY with all
changes/amendments to any scheme.

11.19 The Authority has not displayed an understanding of cumulative impact, they allowed development at
Dale View Quarry regarding the concrete crane bases, they backed a planning proposal to install wire saws
at the site, they gave no consideration to cumulative impact on the area, residents, amenity, proximity of
other working quarries, only local people raised those issues and successfully fought off the total
industrialisation of Stanton Moor, and the desecration of its prized Scheduled Ancient Monument. There is
clear evidence that Mineral planning does not take a watching brief on current cumulative aspects nor does
it appear to anticipate potential conflicts as in the case of Stoke Hall Quarry at Grindleford.

11.21 Whilst stating that policy established that “a selection of small individual areas for local small-scale
building and roofing stone for conservation purposes would be identified for safeguarding” the Maps
detailing the Mineral Safeguarding areas clearly indicate quarries located on and around Stanton Moor as
safeguarded for National & Intermediate use. This is not to say they would be reopened ( see section 11.24)
however, it goes on to say ‘the National Park is best served by ensuring that such a resource could, if
absolutely necessary, be made available in the future’. This would surely be contrary to the overall policy
suggested here, that there must be a local need? If this policy is aimed at 'safeguarding’ the remaining
mineral against potential adverse development, then it needs to clearly state that fact, at present the policy
indicates to the public that the safeguarding element is to ensure reopening could go ahead with mineral
extraction as the purpose of this policy. The associated maps also need to reflect this aspect and a
consistent approach to all quarry demarcations regarding the reason for safeguarding needs to reflected.

DMMWS8: Ancillary mineral processing - there is nothing under this section relating to the current practices
of importation of stone from other sites to be processed. This section indicates that any processing, where
carried out is done so at quarrying facilities, this is not always the case, once again at Stoke Hall Quarry,
Grindleford, large quantities of imported stone is processed without the necessary permissions. Far more
robust guidelines need to be included here.

Please can PDNPA explain why ancillary mineral development should not be allowed as it can also lead to
the total industrialisation of parts of the National Park, producing end product that is never destined for the
National Park itself. That industrialisation rather than being isolated industrial units, sets precedence for
other operations in the locality to seek similar industrial facilities.

The Stanton Moor Principles will be obsolete once Stanton Moor Quarry extant rights are exchanged for
rights elsewhere, a process which is currently under discussion, with a final planning application submitted

3
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at this time. No further quarrying rights are available to exchange on Stanton Moor, therefore, the
Principles will become obsolete and are not required in the Development Management Policy.

Many thanks,
Sarah

Sarah Porter
Council Clerk
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KAREN BRADIEY MP
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Development Management Policies

Following our meeting Invelving several of my colleagues | wanted to raise some concemns about the
documents you presented ta us.

Partlcularly ss the MP for Stafferdshire Moorlands elected by the people of the Moorands | was
shotied that you did not consider It necessary to inform the MPs who reprasent the Peak Park when
the consultatlon was [nitlally laundhed, Although we are apparently not statutory consultees, | think
i would have been appropriate to seek the views of the people who are elected to represent the
Park in Parllament.

I have a humber of concerns about the content and the werding of the document. | would firstly like
1o raise the fact that there are many baslc grammatical and spelling errors through out the document
which makes It look very unprofessional.

| would also like suggest that saome serious thought ks given to the implications of suggesting that
there is ne strategic need for new employment sites in the Park. | find this very questionable and
particularly when permissfons are being ghven for exlsting business premises to be converted to
alternative uses. Whilst | recognisa any such new developmeant must be done sensithvaly ta protect
the Park, this appreach is likely to further undermine the sustainability of communities in the Park,
which you yourself recognise are in decline. [f polices llke this continue to risk future employment
opportunities for these communitles, there Is little to stop sven more services beceming unviable
and being bost frem communites for good.

Tha approach taken to housing In this document is also detrimental to communities which need to
stem the rate of decline. A policy which puts nearly all the emphasis anly on affordable housing is
likeiy to have a severe impact on the future viability of communities. This fafls to recognise the actual
housing needs within such communitles. As we discussed at the meeting, rural communitles do not
Just have a demand for affardable housing, and I alf the emphasls is solely focused on affardzble
housing there will be an over-supply without the jabs to atiract people to fill these properties. These
communities need a range of types of housing, some affordable for families, but also homes for
people who are ratired, larger homes for people who's families have grown, and establishad
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residential for people to move into. A vibrant community is only founded upon having diverse ranges
of people whao have different needs in terms of housing. A community that has the facliltles local
people need can only survive if there are homes that people actually want to live In.

The transport section af the document places a particular emphasls on the the need to support
sustatnable transport yet it also states that the car is the only option for many residents. Whilst |
agree with the importance of sustainable transport for Isolated communities, this will not happen if
the cammunities themselves comtinue to dedine, a problem that this document does little to
address, and even promotes In some cases. | also find it surprising that the suggestion is made that
all new roads should be resisted as a matter of course. Does this not somewhat contradict the fact
that there Is an admittance of a reliance oo car without 2ny suggested reallstlc alternative?

For the future sustainahility of cammunities the document recognlses the importance of resisting the
loss of community facllities but does not really present any realistic ways of averting this. In
contradiction, as | have suggested, many of the other policles outlined are llkely to have the opposite
effect in further eroding community facllities.

As you wlll recognise, a significant part, roughly a third of my constituency by geography, is part

of the National Park, and | represent mary communities which boarder the Park. | would ralse
concern that In Its current form, not only will this undermine these communities within the Park that
| represent, but also put undue pressure on those surrounding the park, Many of those just outside
the Park are small rural cormmunities similar to those In the Park, and will simply not be able to cope
with the additional pressures on housing, jobs and services, The peogple lfving in the Park must hawe
the lion-share of these provided within the Park, and in 50 dolng, hbelplng to keep communitles In the
Park alive.

| completely recognise that the Park must do everything possible to protect the Important
erviranment and the unique nature of the Peak District, however this must also be balanced with the
sunvival of the rural communitles that Bve and work Inthe Natlonal Park in order to ensure the future
of the Park Hself. In some cases this will mean there Is a fine balance, end some change will kave to
not only be tolerated, but encouraged, to preserve the wider viability of these areas.

Yours sinceraly

The Bt Hon Karen Bradley MP

ct — The Rt Han Sir Patrick Mdeoughlin MP
Andrew Bingham MP
David Rutley MP
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From: Emma Humphreys

Date: 5 January 2017 at 21:07:10 GMT

Subject: Strong Local Connection

Dear Councillors,

I am writing to complain about elements of what I understand to be the section 106
agreement instated by the Peak District National Park Authority.

To put it into context, [ am currently looking to purchase a house and came across the house
currently up for sale on Burton Edge, Bakewell. The advertisement for the house, from
Bagshaws, stated that the house is subject to the "Bakewell Parish Clause", but doesn't
specify what this clause is. I then spoke to 4 different agencies (the estate agent, Derbyshire
Dales Council, Bakewell Town Council, Derbyshire County Council) to try and get to the
bottom of it - not one of these could tell me what the clause was, or who enforced it. It was
only when I tried to make an appointment to view the house, that the house owner pointed
me in the direction of Peak Planning.

By this point it was past office hours and so I dug around on the internet to see what I could
find, coming across "Part 2 of the local plan for the Peak District National Park" and
Appendix 3 that lists the DS1 settlements. I then phoned up in the morning and what was
written down was confirmed after the helpful lady that I spoke to dug around for me to find
out what restrictions were based on the house.

The story above regarding how I found out about the contents of the clause is neither here
nor there, but does demonstrate the lack of understanding of the so called "Bakewell Parish
Clause" by those actually enforcing it.

A bit about myself so that you can appreciate my annoyance, I live in Wingerworth,
Derbyshire and have done all of my life. I attended Lady Manners School for 7 years, leaving
in 2010 and working at East Lodge Hotel in Rowsley (for three years). From Rowsley I went
on to work for the Devonshire Hotel Group, working at the Devonshire Arms in Beeley for
one year and then on to work for C W Sellors (with branches in
Ashbourne/Bakewell/Buxton) as one of their managers for a further year. Because of all of
this, I consider myself a local, all my friends live in or around Bakewell and I visit it
regularly. However, because I have not lived in Bakewell, or any surrounding parishes, [ am
not allowed to buy the house on Burton Edge.

[ understand the premise behind this - I have read the literature. However, I think it is
appalling that no common sense is applied to individual circumstances. I may not have lived
in Bakewell, but I spent most of my teenage years in the town. The house has been on the
market since September and is not selling as a result of these restrictions (when I phoned
Derbyshire Dales they told me they have had a number of enquiries about the Bakewell

1
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Parish Clause on this property). I was informed when I phoned Peak Planning that even if the
house is on the market for two years, I still will not be eligible to purchase it. Fair enough to
first offer it up to local residents, but to never offer it further afield than the National Park
seems unfair and at a stretch is arguably a breach of freedom of movement.

I am now in the Armed Forces, where I have served operationally overseas for my country,
and would have loved to have had a small house to come back to on the weekends in my
favourite town. However, your occupancy cascade deems me unfit to purchase affordable
housing in Bakewell. I will point out that I wasn't even allowed to book a viewing of the
house by the estate agent until I had spoken to Peak Planning - which calls into question
whether I would even want to live in a town that is so opposed to an "outsider", such as
myself moving in. Unless of course I was purchasing one of the significantly more expensive
houses, in which case I expect [ would be welcomed with open arms.

I expect no realistic change to come as a result of writing this email. The purpose of the
email is to convey my opinion that the National Park's definition of "strong local connection"
should be revised to include those who have worked/ gone to school in the Peak District. |
would also add that the "Derbyshire Clause" on housing specifically addresses those who are
in the Armed Forces, consenting them to reside in Derbyshire even if they don't meet another
aspect of the clause.

I look forward to your points regarding the issues raised above.

Regards,

Emma Humphreys

Sent from my iPad
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Head of Policy and Communities
Peak District National Park Authority
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