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38. NHS Property Services

Policy Planning Team,
Peak District National Park Authority,
Aldern House,
Baslow Road,
Bakewell, DE45 1AE

NHS Property Services Ltd
85 Gresham Street
London
EC2V 7NQ
local.plans@property.nhs.uk
www.property.nhs.uk

Date: 27th 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
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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 non-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 DMH6 - Re-development of previously developed land to dwelling use
NHSPS supports the principle of Policy DMH6, 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

NHS Property Services Limited, Registered in England & Wales No: 07888110
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40. Castleton PC

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

The Clerk <clerkrfo.cpc@gmail.com>
27 January 2017 13:11
Policy
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
________________________________________________________________________

1
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41. Edale PC

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Edale Parish Council <edaleparishcouncil@gmail.com>
27 January 2017 13:55
Policy
Philip Thompson
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 parish 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
________________________________________________________________________

1
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42. Mrs Patricia Miles

Development Management Policies Consultation
Mineral Extraction
As a parishioner of Great Hucklow I 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

Page 219

43. Great Hucklow, Grindlow, Windmill, Little Hucklow and Coplowdale PC

Page 220

43. Great Hucklow, Grindlow, Windmill, Little Hucklow and Coplowdale PC

Page 221

43. Great Hucklow, Grindlow, Windmill, Little Hucklow and Coplowdale PC

Page 222

44. United Utilities

.

Developer Services &
Planning
1st Floor, Grasmere House
Lingley Mere Business
Park
Lingley Green Avenue
Warrington
WA5 3LP
jenny.hope@uuplc.co.uk
Your ref
Our ref
Date

DC/16/5020
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, WA5 3LP.
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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 27th 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 DMU1 (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, WA5 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
please do not hesitate to contact me on

n the above matters,

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, WA5 3LP.
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45. Heaton Planning on behalf of Tarmac Ltd
H e a t o n

P l a n n i n g

Planning Consultants
My Ref: TAR-049-M/CB/JJ/002
Your Ref:
Date: 27th 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
PUBLICATION VERSION CONSULTATION

POLICIES

DOCUMENT

–

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 DMMW2 – 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 DMMW2. The potential for planning controls to require the
9 The Square, Keyworth, Nottingham, NG12 5JT
Tel 0115 937 5552 email joel@heatonplanning.co.uk
Hea ton Planning is the t rading na me for H eaton Planning Ltd .
Regist er ed offi ce – 12 Bridgfo rd Road, West Bridgford , No ttingh am , NG2 6AB. Regist er ed No . 4786259
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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
DMMW2.
Policy DMMW3 – The Impact of Minerals and Waste Development on the
Environment
Policy DMMW3 addresses the need to make acceptable the impact of mineral and
waste management development proposals on the environment. Policy DMMW3
includes an even wider scope of potential features and receptors that are typically
impacted upon by mineral development than the list within Policy DMMW2. Similar
to Policy DMMW2, 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, DMMW3 should be reworded 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 DMMW7 – 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 DMMW7 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 DMMW8 – Ancillary mineral development
Policy DMMW8 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-bycase 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 5JT
Tel 0115 937 5552 email joel@heatonplanning.co.uk
Hea ton Planning is the t rading na me for H eaton Planning Ltd .
Regist er ed offi ce – 12 Bridgfo rd Road, West Bridgford , No ttingh am , NG2 6AB. Regist er ed No . 4786259
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I 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 5JT
Tel 0115 937 5552 email joel@heatonplanning.co.uk
Hea ton Planning is the t rading na me for H eaton Planning Ltd .
Regist er ed offi ce – 12 Bridgfo rd Road, West Bridgford , No ttingh am , NG2 6AB. Regist er ed No . 4786259
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46. IBA Planning on behalf of Mr D. Clapham

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:


the extent of the designated ‘Safeguarded Employment Site’ at Deepdale Business Park;
and



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).

Page 229

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 present1.
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 appeal2, 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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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 purpose4.
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
plots5 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
5

Paragraph 22 of the NPPF
Plots 3 and 11a

3
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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 6, 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 consistent7. Paragraph 54 of the NPPF states that, in rural areas,
6

as outlined in paragraph 6.29 of the Development Management Policies Consultation Version
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.
7

4

Page 232

46. IBA Planning on behalf of Mr D. Clapham

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 market8.
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 affordable9 (and lowercost 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.
I 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
9

paragraph 6.1 and 6.7 of the Development Management Policies Consultation Version
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)TP MRTPI
Director

January 2017
6
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Ref. No……..……..
(For office use only)

PEAK DISTRICT NATIONAL PARK AUTHORITY

Development Management Policies
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
Details*

2. Agents Details (if applicable)

Title

ÓÎ

ÓÎ

First Name

Ü

Ò×ÝÕ

Last Name

ÝÔßÐØßÓ

ÞßÍÛÔÛÇ

Job Title

Ü×ÎÛÝÌÑÎ

(where relevant)

Organisation

×Þß ÐÔßÒÒ×ÒÙ ÔÌÜ

(where relevant)

Address Line 1

ÌØÛ ÍÌËÜ×ÑÍ

Line 2

ÝØËÎÝØ ÚßÎÓ

Line 3

ÓßÒÍÚ×ÛÔÜ ÎÑßÜ

Line 4

ÛÜÉ×ÒÍÌÑÉÛ

Postcode

ÒÙîï çÒÖ

Telephone Number

ðïêîí èîîððê

Email Address

¿µà·¾¿°´¿²²·²¹ò½±ò«µ

(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

ÜÓÛí

Paragraph

Policies Map

È

4. Do you consider the DPD is:
(1) Legally compliant

Yes

No

(2) Sound*

Yes

No

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

Yes

No

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 cooperate. 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.

Ð´»¿» »» ¿¬¬¿½¸»¼ ´»¬¬»® ®»º»®»²½» Ý´¿°¸¿³Þ¿µ»©»´´ÔÐñï

(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
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.

Ð´»¿» »» ¿¬¬¿½¸»¼ ´»¬¬»® ®»º»®»²½» Ý´¿°¸¿³Þ¿µ»©»´´ÔÐñï

(Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary)
*See accompanying notes.
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Ref. No……..……..
(For office use only)

PEAK DISTRICT NATIONAL PARK AUTHORITY

Development Management Policies
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
Details*

2. Agents Details (if applicable)

Title

Ó·

First Name

Î±¿³«²¼

Last Name

É±®®¿´´

Job Title

Ø·¬±®·½ Û²ª·®±²³»²¬ Ð´¿²²·²¹ ß¼ª·»®

(where relevant)

Organisation

Ø·¬±®·½ Û²¹´¿²¼

(where relevant)

Address Line 1

î²¼ Ú´±±®

Line 2

É·²¼±® Ø±«»

Line 3

Ý´·º¬±²ª·´´»

Line 4

Ò±®¬¸¿³°¬±²

Postcode

ÒÒï ëÞÛ

Telephone Number

ðéçïé ëçêðëè

Email Address

®±¿³«²¼ò©±®®¿´´à¸·¬±®·½»²¹´¿²¼ò±®¹ò«µ

(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

ß´´

Paragraph

ß´´

Policies Map

4. Do you consider the DPD is:
(1) Legally compliant

Yes

No

(2) Sound*

Yes

No

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

Yes

No

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 cooperate. 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.

²ñ¿

(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
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.

²ñ¿

(Continue on a separate sheet /expand 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, I wish to participate at the oral examination.
No, I 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.

²ñ¿

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

ÉÑÎÎßÔÔô Î±¿³«²¼

Ü·¹·¬¿´´§ ·¹²»¼ ¾§ ÉÑÎÎßÔÔô Î±¿³«²¼
ÜÒæ ¼½ã«µô ¼½ã±®¹ô ¼½ã»²¹´·¸ó¸»®·¬¿¹»ô ±«ãÛØ Ë»®ô
±«ãÞ·®³·²¹¸¿³ô ½²ãÉÑÎÎßÔÔô Î±¿³«²¼
Î»¿±²æ × ¿³ ¬¸» ¿«¬¸±® ±º ¬¸· ¼±½«³»²¬
Ü¿¬»æ îðïéòðïòîé ïëæðìæðè Æ

Date

îéóðïóïé
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DMC5 (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:
·
·
·

the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and putting
them to viable uses consistent with their conservation;
the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to sustainable
communities including their economic vitality; and
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 DMC5 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
·

·

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 132134 and 140 of the NPPF).
Remove Paragraph D
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Policy DMC7 (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:
·
·
·

the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and putting
them to viable uses consistent with their conservation;
the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to sustainable
communities including their economic vitality; and
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
·

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 132134 and 140 of the NPPF).

Page 252

48. Emery Planning

Page 253

48. Emery Planning

Page 254

48. Emery Planning

Page 255

48. Emery Planning

Page 256

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 DMH5, which
would often involve the conversion of buildings that are not heritage assets.
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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
·

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.”
·

Remove DMC10, criterion A (iii)

·

Remove DMC10, paragraph B

·

Remove DMC10, paragraph C and replace with the following:
‘Conversions to open market residential must accord with Policy HC1 C.’
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DME2 (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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DME5 (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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DMR4 (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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DMH5 (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 DMH5, 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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DMH8 (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 DMH8 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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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).
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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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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
S44 5QJ

Kim.miller1@nationaltrust.org.uk

National Trust Response to PDNP Pre-Submission DM Policies
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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
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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

Page 297

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
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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
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50. National Trust

PART B
National Trust
3. Policy

DMC5 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 DMC5 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
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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
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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
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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
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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
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50. National Trust

PART B
National Trust
3. Policy

DMC8 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
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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 Ilam 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 Ilam 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
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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
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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
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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
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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
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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 DME1 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
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50. National Trust

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
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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

DMS5 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
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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
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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

PART B
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
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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
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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 DMT6, 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 Ilam 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
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50. National Trust

PART B
National Trust
3. Policy

DMMW5 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/snowdoniamountains-coast/great-activity-ideas).
6. Modifications
Adjust policy and supporting text in order to:
(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)
(v)

Promote early visioning and planning for after use
Specifically promote (within the policy) progressive restoration of sites
Recognise that in circumstances natural regeneration may be the best option for a site
Promote careful planning of water systems throughout the lifetime of a development
and as part of restoration and aftercare
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
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51. Youlgrave PC
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52. Fisher German

Page 321

52. Fisher German

Page 322

53. Gordon Rooke

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

27 January 2017 22:37
Policy
Comments on Peak Park Consultation

I 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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58. Staffordshire Moorlands District Council

Page 339

58. Staffordshire Moorlands District Council

Page 340

59. High Peak Borough Council

Page 341

59. High Peak Borough Council

Page 342

60. Roger Yarwood Planning Consultant Ltd

Page 343

60. Roger Yarwood Planning Consultant Ltd

Page 344

61. Peak Rail Plc
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62. Derbyshire & Peak District Campaign for Better Transport
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69. Rowsley Parish Council

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Rowsley Parish Council <rowsleyparishcouncil@gmail.com>
31 January 2017 00:36
Policy
Potter Kath
DMP Comments

To whom it may concern,
I am emailing on behalf of Rowsley Parish Council to comment on your DMP Policies. The Council understand the
official consultation ended on 27th 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.



DME2: 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



DME3: 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.



DMH8: This should include extensions to existing garages and storage facilities not just new builds.

1
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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. Is 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?



DMMW1 - 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.



DMMW2 - 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.



DMMW8: 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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71. Emma Humphreys

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, I 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, I am
not allowed to buy the house on Burton Edge.
I 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 I 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. I
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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