Examination into the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan

District Council Response to Representations on Main Modifications

September 2017

Introduction
In July 2017 the District Council published for public consultation a schedule of ‘main modifications’ to the Derbyshire Dales Pre-Submission Draft Local Plan (August 2016) (Examination Library ref. SD01) these being
those that the Local Plan inspector considered were necessary to rectify matters of soundness and/or legal compliance.
The modifications were proposed without prejudice to the Inspector’s final conclusions on the Local Plan which will be informed by the representations received by the District Council during the Examination in
Public and in response to the consultation on the main modifications.
The public consultation on the main modifications commenced on 3rd July 2017 and ran for six weeks until 14th August 2017. The District Council contacted over 4000 people directly either by post and email and
invited to comment.
Copies of the modifications were placed ‘on deposit’ in the libraries and leisure centres in Ashbourne, Matlock and Wirksworth. Additional information and publicity was provided by the District Council through its
website, and by issuing news alerts and press releases.
At the end of the public consultation period 451 complete representations had been received from 115 people, of which 359 were comments on the Main Modifications, 57 on the Additional Modifications and 35
on the Policy Maps and Diagram Modifications.
The District Council has now reviewed all representations received in respect of the Main Modifications and concluded on the extent to which it considers any further modifications are required. The District
Council’s conclusions are set out in the following report on a modification by modification basis. This report has been sent to the Inspector to assist him with his deliberations on the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan and
will be placed in the Local Plan Examination Library
The following documents are in the Examination Library and should be viewed in conjunction with this report.
•
•
•
•
•
•

Derbyshire Dales Pre-Submission Draft Local Plan –Appendix 5 Policies Maps (Examination Library ref. SD02)
Schedule of Main Modifications ((Examination Library ref. EX/36)
Schedule of Additional Modifications (Examination Library ref. EX/37)
Schedule of Policy Map and Diagram Modifications (Examination Library ref. EX/38)
Adopted Derbyshire Dales Local Plan Proposals Maps (Examination Library ref. CD58)
The Sustainability Appraisal of the Main Modifications to the Local Plan (Examination Library ref. EX/39 – EX/41)

For further information please contact:
Email: localplan@derbyshiredales.gov.uk
Post: Planning Policy, Derbyshire Dales District Council, Town Hall, Matlock, Derbyshire, DE4 3NN
Tel No. 01629 761251

September 2017.
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MAIN MODIFICATIONS SUMMARY REPORT
Mod Legally Compliant ?

Mod Sound ?

Positively Prepared ?

Not Justified ?

Not Effective ?

Not Consistent with National Policy ?

Inspector by Written Reps

Reason for Oral Hearing

Comments in Support of Legal Compliance and/or Soundness
Reasons for Not Legal Compliance or Sound
Suggested Revised Wording to Achieve Legal Compliance or Soundness
No. of Reps

MM1 Strategic Objectives - Insert New Strategic Objective S05a
Christine Joy Martin
Yes

25

343-3
Yes

Yes

The Gritstone Road/Pinewood Road site is visible from several views of the National Park, photographic evidence has been supplied on Save Our Greenfields Facebook page. The National Park should be protected at all costs for
future generations as when it has gone it is gone forever.

Anne Kernaghan
Yes

530-2
No

Consistent with National Policy

Yes

I support this modification.
The site proposed for Pinewood Road/Gritistone Road can be viewed from several view points within the National Park. To leave this site in the plan and develop on it would not support your reccommendation To protect the
setting of the Peak District National Park
Removal of site off Pinewood/Gritstone Road as this does not protect the setting of the Peak National Park.
wendy susan marples
Yes

704-2
Yes

I support this modification, but would expect that consistency is maintained all through the local plan, as well as any other sites that may adversely impact on the Peak District National Park be treated with the same weight.
The Wolds site development would be clearly visible from several viewpoints from the National Park and therefore have a negative impact on it. Refer to Wolds Action Group Local Plan hearing statement.
The Snitterton Fields site that has now been deleted has been clearly compared to the Wolds site by The Campaign for the Protection of Rural England therefore the Wolds site should be deleted too. This is referred to in the CPRE
Derbyshire Branch annual report 2016/17.

Robert Maddox
No

812-1
No

Justified

Yes
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Mod Legally Compliant ?

Mod Sound ?

Positively Prepared ?

Not Justified ?

Not Effective ?

Not Consistent with National Policy ?

Inspector by Written Reps

Reason for Oral Hearing

Comments in Support of Legal Compliance and/or Soundness
Reasons for Not Legal Compliance or Sound
Suggested Revised Wording to Achieve Legal Compliance or Soundness
Mr & Mrs Peter & Lavina Wild
No

866-2

No

Modiﬁcation MM1/ Page 25/ New Strategic objective S05A{with reference to site HC2U - The Wolds- Gritstone/ Pinewood Roads} 'To Protect the setting of the Peak District National Park'We support this modiﬁcation. T he
reduction in the OAN for the Derbyshire Dales means that the Gritstone Rd/Pinewood Rd site - The Wolds HC2U is no longer needed. We therefore request that it is removed from the Local Plan for the following reason:As this
prominent site is clearly visible from the various points on the western side of the Derwent Valley - points which are within the Peak District National Park, it is clear that any development here will have an adverse impact not only on
the integrity of the Park itself, but also on Matlock's status as a centre for tourism.
Additional comments: 1. It is, indeed, a matter for regret that the Matlock's, complete with the impressive Heights of Abraham, the spectacular High Tor, and Matlock Dale gorge were not included within the National Park boundary
at its inception. That they were not was because, at the time, there were several local quarries in the area, together with considerable HGV traffic generated by this industrial activity. Ironically, these very quarries - including Cawdor,
Hall Dale and Harvey Dale have since closed - and are now brownﬁeld sites in need of development. 2.Should the site not be deleted from the Plan, it is more than likely that developers will cherry-pick certain parts, whilst
brownfield sites in the area will remain undeveloped. Such 'back door' development would not be in the interests of good planning policy and would go against the spirit of what the NPPF is trying to achieve.

Mr Chris Hartley
Yes

926-2
Yes

I fully support this modification, 'To protect the setting of the Peak District National Park' as the greenfield site is an area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Further how can all this development in the Matlock/ Darley Dale corridor be
doing anything to help meet this objective.

Mrs Julie Atkins
No

Wolds Action Group

993-2

No

MM1 and MM10
These are welcome new policies to protect the setting of the PDNP.
Wolds can be clearly seen from viewing points within the NP and the DVWHS. Large scale development would impact negatively on these views. It is valued by many; residents and tourists alike. Matlock is visited by tourists wishing
to visit the Peak District and has become an overspill of the Park. Matlock's landscape should be protected and intrusion into fine landscape by large scale development such as is proposed for Wolds will make Matlock much less
attractive.Most tourists don't know that Matlock isn't geographically in the Peak Park. They stay in Matlock because they want to visit the Park.
CPRE has pledged its support for removal of the site and they state this in their latest publication. {Derbyshire Branch Annual Report 2016-17 }
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Mod Legally Compliant ?

Mod Sound ?

Positively Prepared ?

Not Justified ?

Not Effective ?

Not Consistent with National Policy ?

Inspector by Written Reps

Reason for Oral Hearing

Comments in Support of Legal Compliance and/or Soundness
Reasons for Not Legal Compliance or Sound
Suggested Revised Wording to Achieve Legal Compliance or Soundness
Colleen Marples
Yes

Miss

1475-2

Yes

Yes

I support this new strategic objective because this change strengthens weight placed on the Peak District National Park.
I would expect consistency to be maintained in this regard and sites which impact on the National Park should be removed.
I refer to the original Wolds Action Group's Hearing Statement {submitted as part of the initial Local Plan Consultation} which shows that development of this magnitude at altitude will adversely impact on the National Park views
and will be an unacceptable encroachment into fine countryside which is clearly visible from points miles around.
Any development would further diminish the open character and buffer provided by LCT Settled Valley Pastures. There would be significant adverse impacts upon the local and historic landscape.
The Campaign for the Protection of Rural England pledged their support for the Wolds' cause, as evidenced in their Derbyshire Branch Annual Report 2016/2017:
"As in the case of Snitterton, we have linked with the local group to voice our strong opposition to this." Sue Sayer, National Chair {CPRE Derbyshire Branch Annual Report.}
Consistency must be maintained in how sites are treated that are considered of equal value by such reputable experts.
I support this new strategic objective because this change strengthens the weight placed on the Peak District National Park.
However the Wolds site should be removed in light of this new objective given that it is viewable from several places in the PDNP and will constitute significant visual intrusion from such viewpoints.
Kevin John Knight
Yes

3096-4
Yes

Yes

I support the amendment to protect the setting of th ePeak Park but consider that in order to comply the unneccessary Gritstone Rd / Pinewood Rd site should be removed fro th elocal plan. If this development were to be permitted
parts would be clearly visible from parts of the nearby Peak Park.
Ms Anita Crofts
No

3581-2
No

MM1/Page25/New strategic objective SO5A To protect the setting of the Peak District National Park We SUPPORT this modification The Pinewood Road/Gritstone Road site is visible from several viewpoints in the National Park and
any development would have a deep and negative impact on the Park. Clear comparisons have been made between the Wolds site and the now deleted Snitterton Fields side by The Campaign for the Protection of Rural England. The
2016/2017 annual report for the Derbyshirebranch of the CPRE says both sites are similar therefore both should be treated the same and the removed from the Local Plan.
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Mod Legally Compliant ?

Mod Sound ?

Positively Prepared ?

Not Justified ?

Not Effective ?

Not Consistent with National Policy ?

Inspector by Written Reps

Reason for Oral Hearing

Comments in Support of Legal Compliance and/or Soundness
Reasons for Not Legal Compliance or Sound
Suggested Revised Wording to Achieve Legal Compliance or Soundness
Mr Stuart Briddon
Yes

3591-2
Yes

MM 1 and 10 New strategic Objective.
I support these modifications as I agree with the objective "To protect the setting of the Peak District National Park". As was the case with the Snitterton Fields development then any site that impacts on the PDNP should be removed
from the plan. If consistency is to be maintained in this regard and sites which do impact on the PDNP are removed then the Pinewood Road/Gritstone Road site should also be removed. A development of this size and altitude will
adversely impact the PDNP as it can be seen for miles around from within the PDNP.
The economy of the PDNP as well as Matlock to a large degree relies tourism. The visual impact of 430 houses being built on Gritstone Road/Pinewood Road will deflect from the aesthetic and unique beauty of the town and local
area. We will be destroying the one thing that brings visitors into the town, visitors who will stay in local B and Bs, hotels etc and spend money, thus keeping local people in employment. Not only will the additional houses destroy
the current greenfield site and effect the aesthetic beauty of the town and the PDNP but will also add to the already unacceptable traffic problem in and around the town. Additional traffic in the town adding to the current
congestion problems will only result in putting off visitors to the town. This will have an adverse effect on local businesses and jobs thus killing the Golden Goose.
We have also received support from The Campaign to Protect Rural England as can be seen in their Derbyshire Branch Annual Report 2016-2017.Sue Sayer, the National Chair writes, "As in the case of Snitterton, we have linked with
the local group to voice our strong opposition to this. " Sue Sayer , National Chair.

Mrs Sharon Briddon
Yes

5175-2
Yes

I support these modifications as I agree with the objective "To protect the setting of the Peak District National Park". As was the case with the Snitterton Fields development then any site that impacts on the PDNP should be removed
from the plan. If consistency is to be maintained in this regard and sites which do impact on the PDNP are removed then the Pinewood Road/Gritstone Road site should also be removed. A development of this size and altitude will
adversely impact the PDNP as it can be seen for miles around from within the PDNP.
We have support from The Campaign to Protect Rural England as can be seen in their Derbyshire Branch Annual Report 2016-2017. Sue Sayer, the National Chair writes, "As in the case of Snitterton, we have linked with the local
group to voice our strong opposition to this. " .
What needs to be considered is that Matlock is one of the market towns that provides a base and a gateway to the Peak Park. The more gridlocked this town becomes, the less likely it is that the tourists who visit this area will come
in their present numbers, as the traffic issues would deter people should they become worse than they already are at peak times of the year. Furthermore, the more built up Matlock itself becomes, the less attractive it will become
as a place to live and a place to visit further affecting the economy of the area.
Because Matlock is not in the Peak Park boundary should not mean that we should over exploit its land, resources and infrastructure beyond capacity to compensate there has to be account taken for the fact that we are affected by
the Peak Park and cannot take the majority if the population growth of the whole of the Derbyshire Dales into 3 previously small market towns. These towns seem to be having every bit of available space built on, making it
congested and less attractive to everyone, including those in the PDNP who will no doubt also be affected by the ever growing urbanisation and congestion. As already alluded to by Mr Yarwood at the recent Inspector reviews by Mr
Dalkeyne, the boundaries between Matlock and Darley Dale have virtually disappeared now and there is one continuous flow of building where there was previously a defined area between the two areas. When do we hit capacity?
Seemingly we will continually be punished by the Peak Park effect.

Mr John Youatt
No

5588-1
No

MM1 PDNPA and DDDC have much in common in the protection of the landscape asset, which is shared across the administrative boundaries. The landscape and townscape assets are worth £millions to the economy of both LPAs
and are enjoyed by millions. I suggest the MOU is too restrictive and should allow both LPAs to debate and apply strategic comment on each other's policies now, before application stage.I welcome the modiﬁed policy to protect
the National Park. I note that the PDNPA's officer has so far not commented on the Wolds allocation, but has commented on Snitterton Fields. CPRE Derbyshire has now raised equal objection to the Wolds application as to
Snitterton Fields. I suggest that PDNPA and CPRE Friends of the Peak should also comment on the Wolds allocation now, not wait for an application.
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Mod Legally Compliant ?

Mod Sound ?

Positively Prepared ?

Not Justified ?

Not Effective ?

Not Consistent with National Policy ?

Inspector by Written Reps

Reason for Oral Hearing

Comments in Support of Legal Compliance and/or Soundness
Reasons for Not Legal Compliance or Sound
Suggested Revised Wording to Achieve Legal Compliance or Soundness
Susan Hinchliff
Yes

5880-6
Yes

I wish to make comment on the following Main Modiﬁcation to the Local Plan:MM1/Page 25/New Strategic Objective SO5A 'To protect the setting of the Peak District National Park'* I support this modiﬁcation.HOWEVER, I
would expect that consistency be maintained throughout the local plan & that any sites that may adversely impact on the national park be treated in the same way. The Gritstone Road/Pinewood Road site {the Wolds HC2U} & any
development of it, is visible from several viewpoints from the National Park & therefore negatively impacts on it & should therefore be removed from the Local Plan - the Wolds Action Group local plan hearing statement refers to
this issue.In addition the campaign for the Protection of Rural England {CPRE} makes clear comparisons between the Wolds site {HC2U} & the now deleted Snitterton Fields site.T he CPRE Derbyshire Branch annual report
2016/2017 states that the sites are similar, in which case they should both be treated the same with the Gritstone Road/Pinewood Road Site {the Wolds HC2U} being removed from the Local Plan.

Lynn Hines
No

5986-3
No

Positively prepared

Justified

Consistent with National Policy

Yes

To Protect the setting of the National Park - The Pinewood / Gritstone Road site is clearly visible from the top of Tansley as you approach on the A615, Riber, the Limestone Way National Trail and as far as the Black Rocks in
Cromford. The view across the site from Farley Wood to Riber and Crich Memorial is stunning. Currently the Cavendish estate is hidden from these points by the tree line above Matlock and therefore there provides an unbroken
view of country side across the Matlock valley. A housing development on the Pinewood / Gritstone site will blight the view of the National Park from all directions.
As I am against the development on the Pinewood / Gritstone site I do not have any suggestions that would make it legally compliant or sound in order to destroy the beauty of National Park.
Katie Haywood
Yes

6168-4
Yes

Consistent with National Policy

Yes

This development site would impact negatively on on the Park. It is visible from certain areas within the park. The site can be seen from miles around and as green fields is aesthetically pleasing to tourists and residents alike.

Andrew Kernaghan
Yes

6191-2
No

Consistent with National Policy

Yes

I support this modification.
The site proposed for Pinewood Road/Gritistone Road can be viewed from several view points within the National Park. To leave this site in the plan and develop on it would not support your reccommendation To protect the
setting of the Peak District National Park
Removal of site off Pinewood/Gritstone Road as this does not protect the setting of the Peak National Park.
Stephen Cairns
Yes

6267-4
Yes

The Gritstone Road/Pinewood Road, Matlock site is visible from a number of different viewpoints within the Peak District National Park and as such would have a negative impact if houses were built on this greenfield land.
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Mod Legally Compliant ?

Mod Sound ?

Positively Prepared ?

Not Justified ?

Not Effective ?

Not Consistent with National Policy ?

Inspector by Written Reps

Reason for Oral Hearing

Comments in Support of Legal Compliance and/or Soundness
Reasons for Not Legal Compliance or Sound
Suggested Revised Wording to Achieve Legal Compliance or Soundness
Robert Allen
Yes

6337-2
No

No

I agree about the statement protecting the national parks, but would like to state that any subsequent development should also not have a impact on the national parks. The proposed Gritstone Rd site HC2U would have direct
impact on the surrounding national park ground, due to its high elevation. The CPRE makes clear comparisons between the Gritstone RD site and the Snitterton Fields site. You have removed the snitterton fields, so Gristone Rd HC2U
also needs to removed based on the same grounds, close proximity to the National Park. This view is supported by the Derbyshire branch of the CPRE.
If Snitterton fields has been removed from the draft plan, its only fair and sounds the Gritstone Rd HC2U is also removed on the same grounds.

Janet Knight
No

6342-1
No

Positively prepared

Effective

Yes

I support the amendment to protect the setting of th ePeak Park but consider that in order to comply the unneccessary Gritstone Rd / Pinewood Rd site should be removed from the local plan. If this development were to be
permitted parts would be clearly visible from parts of the nearby Peak Park.
I support the amendment to protect the setting of th ePeak Park but consider that in order to comply the unneccessary Gritstone Rd / Pinewood Rd site should be removed from the local plan. If this development were to be
permitted parts would be clearly visible from parts of the nearby Peak Park.
Jack Kernaghan
Yes

6351-2
No

Consistent with National Policy

Yes

I support this modification.
The site proposed for Pinewood Road/Gritistone Road can be viewed from several view points within the National Park. To leave this site in the plan and develop on it would not support your recommendation To protect the setting
of the Peak District National Park
Removal of site off Pinewood/Gritstone Road as this does not protect the setting of the Peak National Park.
Mr Rob Atkin
Yes

Wolds Action Group

6412-3

Yes

Landscape. MM1 and MM10 SO5a: to protect the setting of the PDNP and DVWHS. We support MM 1 and 10 because this change strengthens weight placed on harm to the National Park. We would expect consistency to be
maintained in this regard and sites which do impact on the NP should be removed. We refer to our Hearing Statement which shows that development of this magnitude at altitude will adversely impact on the NP views and will be
an unacceptable encroachment into fine countryside which is clearly visible from points miles around in the Park and the DVWHS. Any development would further diminish the open character and buffer provided by LCT Settled
Valley Pastures. There would be signiﬁcant adverse impacts upon the local and historic landscape. The CPRE pledged their support for the Wolds' cause, as evidenced in their Derbyshire Branch Annual Report 2016- 2017, "As in the
case of Snitterton, we have linked with the local group to voice our strong opposition to this." Sue Sayer, National Chair {CPRE Derbyshire Branch Annual Report.} See appendix 2Consistency must be maintained. We request the Inspector
or DDDC seek the PDNP review in the light of the CPRE view now not wait until applications are registered, to which it normally gives weight as a leading expert consultee.
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Mod Legally Compliant ?

Mod Sound ?

Positively Prepared ?

Not Justified ?

Not Effective ?

Not Consistent with National Policy ?

Inspector by Written Reps

Reason for Oral Hearing

Comments in Support of Legal Compliance and/or Soundness
Reasons for Not Legal Compliance or Sound
Suggested Revised Wording to Achieve Legal Compliance or Soundness
Mr Rob Atkin
No

Wolds Action Group

6412-15

No

MM1 and MM10 These are both welcome since they strengthen the importance of the NP and visual amenity. The developers' approach to land selection is unmistakeably Brownﬁeld last as can be clearly demonstrated presently
in Matlock. There are at least 4 Greenfield sites currently being developed; extension to Moorcroft; Thornberries; Asker Lane/Presentation Convent Site and land adjacent to Matlock Golf Course. Removing the Wolds and
encouraging development of the quarry sites early in the plan will improve the visual amenity from the NP and overall the visual amenity of Matlock rather than what may happen with the quarries being left as they are, a sad legacy.
CPRE have been very vocal on the subject of planning reforms and the need to prioritise the use of Brownfield over Greenfield. They also demonstrate that brownfield sites are developed more quickly when directly compared to
Greenfield sites for the same volume of houses. This could also be attributed to the developers slowing down rates of build on Greenfield to maintain and inflate prices.

Ms Karen Jenkinson
Yes

6413-2
Yes

I also support MM1/Page 25 SO5A - the site is visible from the much- loved and valued Peak District National Park, which should not be encircled by "urban sprawl" at its fringes.
Please take note of our serious concerns about the unacceptable strain another 430 dwellings would have on our already over-stretched medical centres. With an ageing population the doctors' surgeries and dental practices are
going to be hard-pressed to cope; an additional 430 households will push them beyond breaking point.

Ms Julie Hartley
Yes

6415-2
Yes

MM1/Page 25/New strategic objective SO5
I fully support this modification 'To protect the setting of the Peak District National Park' as the Gritstone Rd site is an area of natural beauty.
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MODIFICATION MM1
The representations received in respect of the modification generally indicate their support for the inclusion of this new Strategic Objective. However, a significant number of the
representations seek the removal of the housing allocation at Pinewood Road/Gritstone Road (Policy HC2u) from the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan. Those seeking this change indicate that
in their opinion, the site is visible from the Peak District National Park and as such does not satisfy this new Strategic Objective.
The modification seeks to make it clear that one of the key strategic objectives for the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan is to safeguard the setting of the Peak District National Park. None of the
representations indicate that the new Strategic Objective is inappropriate for inclusion in the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan and should be therefore deleted or modified further in any way.
The District Council therefore consider that the modification is appropriate.
There was extensive discussion at the Examination in Public in regard to the case for the allocation of site HC2(u) – land off Pinewood Road/Gritstone Road and the Inspector will have
regard to the evidence presented by all parties.
Taking all these factors into account the District Council does not consider it necessary to make any further changes to this modification as a result of the representations received.
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Mod Legally Compliant ?

Mod Sound ?

Positively Prepared ?

Not Justified ?

Not Effective ?

Not Consistent with National Policy ?

Inspector by Written Reps

Reason for Oral Hearing

Comments in Support of Legal Compliance and/or Soundness
Reasons for Not Legal Compliance or Sound
Suggested Revised Wording to Achieve Legal Compliance or Soundness
No. of Reps

MM2 Delete Policy S1: Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development
Mr Richard Crosthwaite
No

Gladman Developments

3

3752-1

No

Policy S1: Presumption in Favour of Sustainable DevelopmentGladman note the intention of MM2 to delete Policy S1 from the Local Plan. This Policy has featured in all previous iterations of the Local Plan and Gladman are of the
view that this proposed change is not necessary to secure the soundness of the Plan. Gladman has been fully supportive of Policy S1 through its representations on the Local Plan to date. The positive policy wording confirms the
Local Planning Authority's commitment to tking planning decisions based on a presumption in favour of sustainable development. It provides assurance of a local approach to planning that will always work proactively with
applicants to find solutions to ensure that the social, environmental and economic conditions of the area in the context of the vision and objectives of the Local Plan. This is important because the ethos of sustainable development is
key to assessing planning proposals, it is the golden thread running through the NPPF.Gladman object to this proposed main modiﬁcation as it represents the deletion of a sound planning policy. It is therefore requested that Policy
S1 is retained in the Derbyshire Dales Loc Plan.

John Acres
No

Acres Land and Planning Limited

5924-1

No

Yes

MM2. Deletion of Policy S1: Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development. Object.We are disappointed that the Council propose to delete Policy S1. This contains a genuinely positive approach to development which reflects
the opening paragraphs in the NPPF. Whilst to some extent it duplicates the content of the Framework, it does however provide a helpful and positive ‘tone' to the Local Plan which sets the context for all the policies and
proposals which follow. We think it should stay.

Luke Bradley
Yes

6028-1
No

Positively prepared

Justified

Effective

Yes

I believe that, while fitting the letter of the law, the reduction in the number of rules and relaxing of those rules that remain in S1 and S2 regarding the sustainability of any future developments in the area is unreasonable.
Sustainability should be an absolute priority for any future developments to reduce the impact of the development on both flora and fauna but also the atmosphere given that developments by man are having a generally negative
effect on both. While it's unreasonable to expect all homes to be built to the Code for Sustainable Homes Level 6 I feel the authority should be demanding a minimum of level 5 rather than watering down the existing policy.
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM2
The three representations to this modification consider that the deletion of Policy S1 would undermine the overall philosophy of achieving the delivery of sustainable development through
the policies and proposals in the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan. This modification has been proposed in response to the Inspectors preliminary questions (Document IN/02, question 27). The
District Council agree with the Inspector that the policy replicates the presumption in favour of sustainable development outlined at paragraph 14 of the National Planning Policy
Framework and as such is not considered necessary for inclusion the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan. As such, the District Council does not consider it necessary to make any further
changes to this modification as a result of the representations received.
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Mod Legally Compliant ?

Mod Sound ?

Positively Prepared ?

Not Justified ?

Not Effective ?

Not Consistent with National Policy ?

Inspector by Written Reps

Reason for Oral Hearing

Comments in Support of Legal Compliance and/or Soundness
Reasons for Not Legal Compliance or Sound
Suggested Revised Wording to Achieve Legal Compliance or Soundness
No. of Reps

MM3 Amend Policy S2: Sustainable Development Principles
Albert Golding
Yes

Ashbourne Neighbourhood Plan Group

318-1

Yes

Yes

Rodney Howlett
Yes

20

415-1
No

Positively prepared

Effective

Yes

This modification states that sustainable development will be achieved by: Meeting most development needs within or adjacent to existing communities and bbuilding at higher density.
The Spatial Strategy does not address the insurmountable problems for future generations created by this policy by completely failing to address the difficulties created by concentrating even higher density developments in the
Matlock pinch point, viz. the highly geographically constrained, narrow Derwent valley in the Darley Dale, Matlock, Wirksworth corridor.
The inspector chooses totally to ignore the proposal for a new Garden Village in the south of the district and fails to address the proposed opportunities afforded to relieving the Matlock pinch point by the creation of a new Garden
Village as per the ideas propounded, and financially supported, by the government.
Both paragraphs containing the above quotes {Meeting most development needs within or adjacent to existing communities and building at higher density} should be deleted from the Local Plan and be replaced by: The District
Council is required actively to pursue the objective of the creation of a new Garden Village in the south of the district to provide opportunities for relief of the over-development in and around the Darley Dale, Matlock, Wirksworth
corridor. An outline plan to be produced before 2021.
Mrs Julie Atkin
No

Wolds Action Group

993-8
I write as a resident of Cavendish
Road.
I would like to participate in any
additional hearings the Inspector
may call.

No

MM3: Policy S2:

Bullet point 13: " giving priority to Suds to limit surface water run off." This point arose during a meeting with prospective developers and the Suds proposed for the Wolds were huge , meaning they would change the character of
the landscape, which contravenes many policies in the Plan. This site is already a flood risk from surface and ground water.
Bullet point 15: " maintaining and where possible ......enhancing accessibility to a good range of services and facilities,and not putting an unreasonable burden on existing infrastructure and services."
I welcome this modification.
The existing estate roads are already at capacity and they are constrained by on street parking. Therefore, 430 homes in this location will place an unreasonable burden on existing infrastructure.
There is also the problem of capacity of the GP surgeries which has been raised by the surgeries themselves, not the public.
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Mod Legally Compliant ?

Mod Sound ?

Positively Prepared ?

Not Justified ?

Not Effective ?

Not Consistent with National Policy ?

Inspector by Written Reps

Reason for Oral Hearing

Comments in Support of Legal Compliance and/or Soundness
Reasons for Not Legal Compliance or Sound
Suggested Revised Wording to Achieve Legal Compliance or Soundness
Ms Carole Dean
No

Ashbourne Town Council

1137-1

No

MM3 - Page 3 - Policy S2Making eﬃcient use of land by building at higher density whilst also reflecting the character, accessibility and infrastructure capacity of the area; ensuring that the density of development is appropriate
{and informed by the surrounding environment}T his policy modiﬁcation has the potential of increasing housing supply on Ashbourne allocated housing sites over and above projected numbers indicated in the Local Plan. The Local Plan
does not explain the justification for this planning policy modification or provide a framework for the assessment of character, accessibility and infrastructure impact.
A clearer policy justification is required for this modification and an assessment framework developed for evaluating planning and community infrastructure impact on Ashbourne. A robust application of the 'Building for Life' criteria
or similar is an essential and necessary requirement of future planning oﬃcer reports on planning applications where higher density changes are being proposed by applicants.
Colleen Marples
No

Miss
No

Positively prepared

Justified

1475-6
Effective

Yes

MM3: Policy S2 - bullet point 3
I do not support the part of the amendment to bullet point 3 that now reads " building at higher density "
I fear that the deletion of the original line "ensuring that the density of development is appropriate" equates to the removal of safeguards around the types and amount of development permitted.
This may lead to the building of intrusive apartment blocks such as those at Sainsbury's roundabout.
At best these are completely incongruous to the mainly rural, relatively small scale towns and villages within the local plan.
At worst, including at elevated sites such as the Wolds, this type of high density building would be visually intrusive and destructive to the character of the local area.
However I welcome the final portion of the amendment that talks about "reflecting the character, accessibility and infrastructure capacity of the area"
This should add significant weight to the accessibility and infrastructure capacity {or lack of} of each proposed development site.
As previously stated, the Wolds is a highly elevated, inaccessible part of Matlock and as such is an unsustainable, inappropriate location for development.
In addition, there is no clarity or research available regarding the actual infrastructure capacity of the Wolds area.
If all the suggested development sites remain in the plan and go ahead, estimates already place the traffic that will be generated in Matlock as hugely over the capacity of the existing highways network with no opportunities for
significant highways improvements due to the geographical constraints of Matlock.
This proposed amend waters down safeguards around the type and suitability of permitted developments that could pave the way to areas of high density housing that are not suitable to a small rural town such as Matlock.
The original wording should be retained for the start of bullet point 3 of MM3 and the revised wording for the end so it reads:
"Making efficient use of land by ensuring that the density of development is appropriate whilst also reflecting the character, accessibility and infrastructure capacity of the area"
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Andrew Stubbs
No

Natural England
No

2152-2
Consistent with National Policy

Effective

Yes

The paragraph within MM3 has been amended to "Minimise the risk of damage to areas of importance for nature conservation and/ or landscape value, both directly and indirectly and ensuring that there is suitable mitigation for a
net gain in biodiversity and the creation of ecological networks {Policy PD3}" This does not reflect Paragraph 118 within the NPPF which stipulates that Avoidance of damage to areas of importance for nature conservation should be
part of the decision making process.
The original wording of the above paragraph should be reinstated so as to provide a robust policy per NPPF guidance for the protection of areas of importance for nature conservation and/or landscape value. This will ensure the
Main Modifications for the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan sound and legally compliant.
Denise Brown
No

3078-2
No

Positively prepared

Justified

Effective

Yes

Policy S2 Making efficient use of land by building at higher density whilst also reflecting the character, accessibility and infrastructure capacity of the area.
~Higher density developments will be detrimental to the Character of the Derbyshire Dales, which is predominantly rural areas. High density building will cause social issues to escalate when people are living on top of each other.
I do not have the skills to do this
Lucy Green
No

3081-1
No

Justified

Yes

The DDDC does not justify why they should build at a higher density. The area of Derbyshire is a low density area and this is inconsistent with current development and would not be inkeeping with the character of the area.
Suggest that it states "where appropriate the building is of a high density as informed by the existing nature of development and existing environmental surroundings".
The current policy would mean that blocks of flats could be built next to low rise 2 and 3 bedroom houses which is not desirable or needed.
Victoria J Raynes
Yes

Tansley Parish Council
No

3358-1

Justified

Consistent with National Policy

No

to ensure the Inspector has had
sight of representations from Tansley

'building at a higher density, whilst reflecting the character and accessibility'
new wording too prescriptive - the use of 'building at a higher density' shapes the bullet point and could be said to be contrary to the principles of sustainable development - which states 'high quality built environment with
accessible local services' Surely this must be of more importance than building at 'a higher density' bearing in mind the obvious lack of services and facilities particularly in Tansley. The well being of people should surely be of more
importance than density -- or is the principle of 'pack them in and lets not bother about facilities'' going to be the message from this plan.
Suggest - ' ensuring that development is proportionate to reflect the size and sustainability of the settlement, ensuring all proposed development has the necessary infrastructure and services for present and future residents'
Policy S3 does not appear to address the need to improve medical facilities in Matlock -- infact the need for improved medical facilities in Matlock does not appear to be mentioned in the plan --it is noted that Ashbourne and Darley
Dale are mentioned but not Matlock --Why?
Contrary to NPPF building and infrastructure should be planned and provided in tandem.
THE EXCESSIVE USE OF BULLET POINTS MAKE IT DIFFICULT FOR THE READER TO CROSS REFERENCE -another system please.
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Mr Richard Crosthwaite
No

Gladman Developments

3752-2

No

Main Modiﬁcation 3 {MM3}Policy S2: Sustainable Development Principl Gladman note the proposed changes to Policy S2 following the associated discussions at the Examination Hearings.As set out in our previous representations,
local planning authorities should assess development proposals on their individual merits and apply a balancing exercise across any associated economic, social and environmental impacts {both positive and negative}. In the
context of the Framework, whilst it is correct to ensure that a plan as a whole creates a strategy that seeks to improve the economic, social and environmental conditions of the area, the proposed rewording of Policy S2 still
indicates that all development should seek to make a positive contribution towards each of the three dimensions of sustainable development. The proposed insertion of ‘wherever possible' does not go far enough to rectify this
inconsistency between the Local Plan and the Framework. Gladman therefore continue to recommend the following modification: Examination into the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan Schedule of Main Modifications July 2017. All
developments proposals should seek to ensure that they make a positive contribution towards the achievement of sustainable development in the District. When considering planning applications, the Council will apply a balanced
approach to assessing the impact of a proposal by improving across the economic, environmental and social dimensions of sustainability.conditions of the area This will be achieved The spatial strategy will supportt his by:' The
proposed change put forward by Gladman will ensure consistency with national policy and reflects the wording of Paragraph 9 of the Framework, which states that “Pursuing sustainable development involves seeking positive
improvements …” {emphasis added}. It will also ensure that the planning balance across the three dimensions to sustainable development is correctly reflected through the policy wording and for this to be applied in local
decision making. The policy does not currently achieve this in either its original form or through the insertion of ‘wherever possible' in the proposed main modification.

Mr John Youatt
Yes

5588-2
Yes

MM3 I welcome the various new stresses in MM3 on carrying capacity, such as landscape impact and traﬃc. They are relevant to the Wolds application and strengthen the case for its removal.Absence of a strategic modiﬁcation.I
hope that, given the problems with settlement extensions, the Plan will include• an allowance for the National Park effect as per the Lewes / S. Downs Inspector's report see appendix 1 below.and• a proposal to
seek a site for a new village, as encouraged by Government policy and funding.

Isabella Stone
Yes

CPRE Derbyshire Branch
No

5643-1

Effective

Consistent with National Policy

Yes

We consider the modifications to the wording of Policy S2 to be insufficient to address the concerns we expressed in our original response to the Pre Submission Draft Plan, and in some instances to make them worse.
The replacement of the phrase 'ensure that they' with 'wherever possible' in the opening paragraph would water down this policy even further and provide a get-out clause - this is contrary to national policy which requires all
development to adhere to the principles of Sustainable Development.
We welcome the rewording of the third paragraph of the policy to take on board our original comments about housing density. However, we believe the wording is still too weak, as it does not quantify the density requirement.
Replacing the word 'Avoid' with 'Minimising' in paragraph 8 makes this clause weaker and we would suggest renders it easier for developers to avoid the obligation to protect landscape value in every circumstance.
The deletion of the final bullet point paragraph is of concern - we felt this provision was weak in the original draft plan, but wished to see it strengthened, not removed.
Our reasons have already been set out in the answer to Question 4 above.
1 Retain the original wording of the S2 opening paragraph
2 Insert a target figure for housing density of up to 45 dwellings per ha
3 Retain the original wording in bullet point para 8
4 Retain the final bullet point paragraph but insert more detail about how this will be implemented and the evidence base to be used.

John Acres
Yes

Acres Land and Planning Limited

5924-2

Yes

Yes

MM3. Alterations to Policy S2: Sustainable Development Principles. Support.We generally support the changes to the policy which reflect comments made by the Inspector and participants at the EIP and injects a modicum of
realism into the policy.
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Archie Walker
Yes

6103-2
No

Positively prepared

Justified

Effective

Yes

This modification states that sustainable development will be achieved by: Meeting most development needs within or adjacent to existing communities and bbuilding at higher density.
This does not address the problems for future generations created by this policy by completely failing to address the difficulties created by concentrating even higher density developments in the Matlock "pinch point" , viz. the
highly geographically constrained, narrow Derwent valley in the Darley Dale, Matlock, Wirksworth corridor.
Despite the many concerns raised as to the anticipated 30% increase in traffic through over development in the area the inspector chooses to ignore the report prepared for the Derbyshire County Council and the Derbyshire Dales
District Council entitled "Derbyshire Dales Local Plan Transport Evidence Base 60478084 December 2016"
Section 6 Potential Highways Impact & Mitigation
6:4 Sustainable Travel Interventions. " Although providing housing close to existing centres such as Matlock and Ashbourne should, in theory, minimise vehicular trips {by maximising the potential for
travel by sustainable modes}, this benefit will only accrue if such modes are attractive, convenient and viable. As such, the planning applications for each site should be designed to show good
connection to the existing centre by walking / cycling routes. Such routes should be direct, and well lit. Furthermore, S106 contributions should be sought to support public transport services running
from each site into their local centre {i.e. central Matlock and central Ashbourne}. This is particularly relevant during the early occupation of the housing sites if sustainable travel behaviours are to be
effective and maintained". I see no preparation shown on any of the sites to support these needs. In particular the A6 corridor from Matlock to Darley Dale has a limited number of crossing places and areas where the elderly and
school children contend with crossing an extremely busy road without pavements or with narrow pavements. As there are very limited opportunities for employment in the Matlock area most new residents would be travelling to
Nottingham, Sheffield and Derby and making single occupancy trips.
6:5 Increase in Traffic Flow. This clearly states that with the anticipated high increases in traffic volumes that "The routes expected to experience large increase in traffic flow are the A6 approaching Matlock Bridge from the direction
of Matlock Bath, the A6 north of Matlock {routeing towards Bakewell}, the former A6 {Bakewell Road}, Bank Road and Chesterfield Road. One of the key issues is that traffic
routeing into Matlock from the A6 {South} must route to the north of the town before turning back along Bakewell Road. This is a route that is already shown {within the Trafficmaster data presented
in Section 3} as being congested in the peak hours. It may therefore be that, in reality, there will be a stronger demand occurring through Starkholmes as traffic seeks alternative, faster routes into the
town from this direction".
Physical Junction Improvements: "In terms of physical junction improvements, it is understood that it has previously been suggested that Crown Square would operate more satisfactorily as a
signalised crossroads {potentially with the right-turn onto Matlock Bridge banned, given the availability of the alternative A6 route} under congested conditions. This is because queues could be
better managed, and pedestrian facilities co-ordinated with the traffic stages. A LINSIG assessment of a signalised arrangement, with one-lane entries on all approaches, has shown that such a junction
would operate similarly to the results given in Table 6.2 for the roundabout configuration. As such, a signalisation scheme would not generate additional highway capacity on the network, and this is
largely due to the lack of opportunity to create additional flares or lanes on the approach to the junction. Given the historical nature of the buildings surrounding Crown Square, it is unlikely that a
larger junction could be delivered without substantially altering the character of the town. The Matlock Green junction would also likely require signalisation, given the forecast difficulty for
side-road traffic to enter Causeway Lane. No design has been undertaken for this, though it would likely to be sub-standard in terms of narrow footway widths {and placement of signal poles} and
existing private accesses near to the junction}. Also, the side roads would likely require to be run in separate stages, impacting on overall junction performance. Signalisation would, however, offer the
opportunity to assist pedestrian crossing movements.
Scope also exists to improve the flow of traffic between Dale Road onto Cawdor Way by realignment of the junction allowing traffic across Matlock Bridge and the northbound movement from Dale Road
to run simultaneously, and through implementation of a Traffic Regulation Order banning parking during the day. Both such interventions would entail the loss of the Colonnade and Weeping Beech
Tree together with loss of on street parking. Clearly therefore a balance needs to be struck between the OAN, and the likely environmental impacts of the mitigation works themselves.
Major Schemes: The physical constraints surrounding Matlock {principally being the river valley walls, river, and railway line} including those that led to the partial bypass associated with the
Sainsbury's development, means that no medium / major highway scheme has been identified to further mitigate development traffic. As such, sustainable travel initiatives are likely to be the only
realistic schemes in the short to medium term, without a major scheme being brought forward to support the wider development of the town.
"7 Conclusions and Summary"
As part of the forthcoming Local Plan, additional dwellings will be constructed in the Derbyshire Dales area {the majority of which will fall outside the Peak Park}. The majority of the additional
residential units will be provided in the vicinity of Matlock, Ashbourne and, to a lesser extent, Wirksworth {and Brailsford}. The traffic impacts of this development has been estimated within this report using a manual methodology
whereby forecast development trips have been added directly to traffic survey data collated in 2015. This has shown large increases in traffic in both Matlock and Ashbourne town centre.
It has been assumed that each development site would require a specific planning application and thereby be supported by a Transport Assessment. These individual TAs would examine the specific
way in which these sites would be safely accessed. Given the constraints in both Matlock and Ashbourne, it has been further assumed that both proposed sites and existing households would be
targeted with a programme of sustainable transport interventions to minimise single occupancy car use. As such, a starting point for the local plan highways mitigation would be:
Safe and Satisfactory Access from each individual site;
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Contribution to support local bus services;
Site Travel Plan secured by S106, fully funded, monitored and enforced; and
Contribution to Area Wide Travel Planning.
Within Matlock, both the Crown Square and Matlock Green junctions are likely to require capacity improvements. It is unlikely that signalisation would increase capacity in either location; however,
signalisation schemes would allow queues to be better managed. Housing allocations that achieve increases in traffic of 30%, 10%, 5% and which retain Status Quo conditions {assuming implementation of aggressive sustainable
transport interventions} have also been identified."
These extracts are a selection of the findings that clearly show Matlock and its surrounds will become gridlocked.
The inspector ignored the proposal for a new Garden Village in the south of the district and fails to address the proposed opportunities afforded to relieving the Matlock "pinch point" by the creation of a new Garden Village as per
the ideas propounded, and financially supported, by the government.
Matlock will no longer be able to claim to be "The Gateway to the Peak District". IT WILL BE "THE BARRIER TO THE PEAK DISTRICT" with all the consequent loss of tourism to local businesses. There will then be an opportunity to
have a plaque in Crown Square listing those councillors who voted for the desecration of the Dales!
Both paragraphs in Main Modification 3 containing the above quotes {Meeting most development needs within or adjacent to existing communities anbuilding at higher density should be deleted from the Local Plan and be
replaced by: The District Council is required actively to pursue the objective of the creation of a new Garden Village in the south of the district to provide opportunities for relief of the over-development in and around the Darley
Dale, Matlock, Wirksworth corridor. An outline plan to be produced before 2021.
Alexander Nicolson Burd
Yes

6226-2
No

Consistent with National Policy

Yes

Policy S2 aims to meet most development needs within or adjacent to existing communities.While some development can be supported by the existing communities in the short term, this policy has the inevitable consequence that
it will exacerbate the existing serious trffic problems along the A6 which lead to serious delays in and around Matlock each morning and evening.
A perfectly satisfactory move away from this situation has been accepted by the Government in the formation of new satellite Garden Villages and this aim should be actively pursued by the DDDC.

David John Allday
Yes

6277-3
No

Positively prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent with National Policy

No

It is far more effective and I will
know that I have got the inspector's
attention.

see below
Main Modification 3 - Policy S2
---------------------------------------------This modification is unbelievable in it's ability NOT to address the issues. Of course it can be achieved but at what cost! As a Chief Executive and Finance Director of Footsie 250 companies there is no way such an unbusinesslike
decision would be made.
The AECOM Derbyshire Dales Transport Update {December 2016} clearly shows that there are already traffic bottlenecks within Matlock. The report shows that by 2033 despite mitigating factors, which frankly are over optimistic
{more cycling,car sharing, etc.}, There WILL be gridlock on some major Matlock streets. The cumulative effect of the proposed developments on Matlock and the environment can only be described as severe. The ability to generate
employment in Matlock is small, thus people will have to commute outside of Matlock in cars. Cycling, buses, trains {to Derby etc.} are little used. The report states , in discussing table 3.2, that there is a high usage of cars in
Derbyshire Dales compared with the East Midlands and UK. A report for DDDC in 2007, page 6, stated there is "little scope for further significant capacity based highway infrastructure in the foreseeable future". The 2016 update on
page 21 states that 2 way traffic flow on the A6 is 90% of capacity in the peak hours in 2015. Yet you want to add considerably more traffic. There are ONLY two solutions, either tell the government that the Matlock area has such
unique geophysical features that it would be foolhardy to build within that area and thus significantly reduce the build requirement proposed OR develop a new Garden Village to the south of the district which is in line with the
government policy. There has been several "excuses" put forward why this cannot be done. I reject them all, put simply the DDDC council and officials do not have the ability to think and plan on this scale.
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Richborough Estates Ltd
No

No

6318-1
Consistent with National Policy

Justified

No

To explain further the rationale
behind the suggested changes and
be given the opportunity to respond
to any changes the Council proposes
to make and any further evidence
that is presented.

Richborough Estates does not support the following proposed additional text set out below:
'In all cases development should not conflict with the relevant policies in this Local Plan'
Development should not be prohibited simply on the basis that it conflicts with policies in the Plan. Indeed it could be the case that a proposal has only a minor conflict with one policy but accords with all others. The Council should
assess sites and planning applications on their individual merits, a judgement should be applied as to the degree of conflict, and whether the social, economic and environmental benefits delivered by the scheme outweigh any
potential conflicts.
The additional wording set out in the Main Modifications should be removed:
'In all cases development should not conflict with the relevant policies in this Local Plan'
Norman Harris
Yes

6344-2
No

Yes

Justified

This policy modification has the potential of increasing housing supply on Ashbourne allocated housing sites over and above projected numbers indicated in the Local Plan. The Local Plan does not explain the justification for this
planning policy modification or provide a framework for the assessment of character, accessibility and infrastructure impact. A clearer policy justification is required for this modification and an assessment framework developed for
evaluating planning and community infrastructure impact on Ashbourne.
Application of the 'Building for Life' criteria or similar is an essential and necessary requirement of future planning officer reports on planning applications where higher density changes are being proposed by applicants.
Mr Rob Atkin
No

Wolds Action Group

6412-18

No

MM3 “Building at higher density” This is unacceptable as it may lead to unsuitable buildings too tightly packed in inappropriate locations. The earlier wording “ensuring that the density of development is appropriate “is far more
suitable in that it provides at least some protection against unsuitable buildings in the wrong locations.“ Giving priority to the use of SUDS” – as has been demonstrated during meetings with prospective developers and at the EIP,
the use of SUDS in The Wolds will severely detract from the existing landscape and ruin local visual amenity and visual amenity from the NP conflicting with policy.“ Enhancing accessibility to a good range of services and facilities,
and not putting an unreasonable burden on existing infrastructure and services.” Again the Wolds fails massively against this and the inclusion of the requirement for a local centre demonstrates the unsuitability and unsustainability
of the site. Roads are overburdened, GPs are overburdened and the site, being the last into the plan should be first out and remove the tipping point which signals a severe decline in quality of life for Matlock residents present and
future.
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Mr Rob Atkin
No

Wolds Action Group

6412-7

No

MM3 : Policy S2 We do not support the part of the amendment to bullet point 3 that states "building at higher density" because this may necessitate the building of apartments or three storey houses in the wrong locations. If this
policy is applied to the Wolds there is a danger that this type of building would be more visually intrusive and destructive to the area's local character. We also fear that the deletion of the line "ensuring that the density of
development is appropriate" equates to the removal of safeguards around the types and amount of development permitted.However, we welcome the ﬁnal portion of the amendment that talks about "reflecting the character,
accessibility and infrastructure capacity of the area." As previously stated, the Wolds is a highly elevated, inaccessible part of Matlock and as such is an unsustainable, inappropriate location for development.Bullet point 13:
"Giving priority to the use of Suds to limit surface water run off." Suds on the Wolds would be so huge and prominent that they would completely change the character of the landscape, which contravenes many policies in the Plan.
This site is a flood risk. Bullet Point 15: " maintaining and where possible......... enhancing accessibility to a good range of services and facilities, and not putting an unreasonable burden on existing infrastructure and services." The
existing estate roads are already at capacity and they are already constrained by on street parking. There is no clarity regarding the actual infrastructure capacity of the Wolds area. There is no clarity about what will happen when
mitigations cannot be provided.I f all the suggested development sites remain in the Plan and go ahead, estimates already place the traﬃc that will be generated in Matlock as over the capacity of the existing network with no
opportunities for signiﬁcant highways improvements due to the geographical constraints of the town. During a recent meeting with DDDC oﬃcers and Members, an overall ﬁgure of £22m was quoted for Local Plan supporting
Infrastructure, with £12m of that taken up by the Ashbourne by pass, leaving only £10m to support infrastructure requirements for the entire plan and only £1m for Matlock. Given the significant existing pressure on roads, GP places
and schools, we believe this is really not enough.
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM3
This main emphasis of this modification is to introduce cross-references to other Local Plan policies. However, the majority of representations to this modification raise
specific concerns regarding the introduction of a reference to ‘building at higher density’. This reference seeks to reflect the aspirations of Government to maximise the
efficient use of land, however the reference is qualified by the need reflect the character, accessibility and infrastructure capacity of the area.
In regard to representations from Natural England (2152-2), NPPF paragraph 118 states that local planning authorities should ‘aim’ to avoid harm, however it also
acknowledges that where this is not achievable, the degree of harm should be minimised through mitigation. The modification proposed is considered to reflect the
objectives of the NPPF.
The District Council does not consider it necessary to make any further changes to this modification as a result of the representations received.

20

Mod Legally Compliant ?

Mod Sound ?

Positively Prepared ?

Not Justified ?

Not Effective ?

Not Consistent with National Policy ?

Inspector by Written Reps

Reason for Oral Hearing

Comments in Support of Legal Compliance and/or Soundness
Reasons for Not Legal Compliance or Sound
Suggested Revised Wording to Achieve Legal Compliance or Soundness
No. of Reps

MM4 Amendments to Paragraphs 4.15, 4.21 & Policy S3 Settlement Hierarchy
Richard lakin
No

14

1911-1
No

Justified

Effective

Yes

Plans for developing villages are not in line with national policy and will not allow enough houses to be built. Once again the full weight of new development will be felt in towns like ashbourne. Villages will die and schools will close
along with other services unless rapid growth is allowed. Most now look like ghost villages for holiday homers
The over expansion of towns is now out of control due to poor planning decisions made by councillors and officers. Services in ashbourne such as schools are at breaking point. Traffic congestion is unbearable for locals and the only
winners from all the new housing in ashbourne appear to be the developers and the council with an increase in council tax.

Kate Murray
Yes

2867-1
Yes

Acting on behalf of our Ms Murray, we are supporting MM4 to policy S3 at the Fourth Tier settlements, for the inclusion of additional wording, which reads:
'In all cases, development should be commensurate with the scale and function of the settlement, can be accommodated through infill and consolidation of the existing built framework of the settlement or is well related to the
existing pattern of development and surrounding land uses; would not lead to prominent intrusion into the countryside; or constitutes exception sites affordable housing {Policy HC5}.'
The modification meets the four tests of soundness dictated in the National Planning Policy Framework at paragraph 182. The modification shows that the plan is positively prepared, as the policy will allow fourth tier settlements to
achieve sustainable development and meet their objectively assessed needs, whilst affording a layer of protection to the settlements through the assurance of development relating to the existing pattern and not leading to a
prominent intrusion.
It is also a policy that has the support of the Inspector following the examination of the Local Plan in May 2017. The opportunity to consider development which is 'well related to the existing pattern of development of surrounding
land uses' allows fourth tier villages to plan positively to meet local needs through the neighbourhood plan process.
Overall this policy allows the settlements to remain viable and more importantly, sustainable. Therefore this modification is consistent with national policy and meets the test of soundness.

Victoria J Raynes
Yes

Tansley Parish Council
No

Positively prepared

3358-3

Justified

No

To ensur4e Tansley is heard

'Accessible settlements with SOME facilities' object to the change from 'limited' to 'some'
We need to be honest about the situation --Tansley has LIMITED facilitities, so limited that the village is not sustainable - there is no access to basic everyday facilities including the purchase of food without travelling to Matlock, no
shop, post office, no doctors surgery, no chemist , no pre school -Please lets be honest -Tansley has limited facilities Sudbury, Rowsley, Northwood, Matlock Bath, Darley Bridge, Cromford, Clifton are all in the same hierarchy as Tansley - however they have no allocation.
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Barbara Bullard
Yes

5349-2
Yes
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Philip Beetham
Yes

5404-2
No

Positively prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent with National Policy

Yes

The April 2017 main modifications included the addition of the wording at MM20 for fifth tier settlements in policy S3: {referring to the provision of a small amount of development} 'and in appropriate circumstances, on the edge of
the village. However the wording was not carried through to the July modifications. This wording should remain and it is important that small scale development is permitted to ensure the viability of these fifth tier settlements, as
set out in the preface at 4.21. Additionally, this wording should be included for the tier 4 settlements, as again this is in consistency with the preface at 4.21. This modification is not ensuring the plan is positively prepared, as it is
limiting how the objectively assessed developments can be met, and it is neither justified as it is not based on proportionate evidence, being that it is not clear why it has been removed from the April modifications.
Furthermore, the policy is now inconsistent with the preface at 4.21, which states 'and in appropriate circumstances, on the edge of the village'. However this is not followed through into policy S3, as it was in the April modifications.
Additionally, at the end of the Fifth Tier paragraph in the April modifications, the following was included: 'The overall scale of development accommodated in these villages will however, be expected to be commensurate to the size
of the settlement and reflect its position in the settlement hierarchy.' This sentence has also been removed, which we believe should remain in the policy for Fifth Tier villages, as it encourages sustainable development appropriate in
scale; allowing the village to retain its vitality.
The following statement has also been removed, which we believe should be retained:
'Development in Fourth and Fifth Tier settlements will be permitted provided that it can be accommodated through infill and consolidation of the existing built framework of the settlement; or is well related to the existing pattern of
development and surrounding land uses; is of an appropriate scale for the settlement and would not lead to prominent intrusion into the countryside; or constitutes exception sites affordable housing {Policy HC5}.'
This wording has been removed from its current position under 'other rural areas' and this statement now only applies to fourth tier settlements. It is not clear why this wording has been removed, as it clarifies the wording under
fifth tier settlements, and by removing this statement it could reduce what very little scope for development in the fifth tier villages there currently is. Furthermore, it removes the layer of protection afforded by outlining that
development must be well related to the existing pattern of development and of an appropriate scale and not lead to prominent intrusion.
Moreover, the policy states under fifth tier settlements that these settlements 'have a lack of basic facilities to meet day to day requirements' restricting development by such a degree will only emphasise this issue, and there will be
no opportunities for people to move to the area and create more facilities. If there were more scope for limited development, this would in turn promote the creation of more facilities, as these would be more viable.
Additionally, as there has not been a specific number allocated for housing development for each tier settlement at policy S3, this makes it very difficult to judge what housing development is acceptable and what is not.
Furthermore, the lack of detail in the policy, particularly at fifth tier settlements, {the significant detail of which has been removed through these modifications}, this shows the policy to be written with a negative stance regarding
development, which could have the implication of setting up any housing application for refusal. Additionally as some of these settlements do not have neighbourhood plans yet, and settlements such as Shirley is covered by a
significant conservation area, if they cannot build on the edge of the settlements, there is little scope for the neighbourhood plan process to plan positively for development, as is the requirement of paragraph 184 of the NPPF. This
is contrary to the positively prepared test as set out in paragraph 182 of the NPPF, and furthermore it is not justified.
To conclude, the changes that we object to in MM4 do not meet the four tests of soundness outlined in paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy Framework. It is not clear how these modifications have been justified, based on
proportionate evidence, and they are not contributing to the Plan being positively prepared. At the heart of the NPPF is the presumption in favour of sustainable development {paragraph 14}, and if a development in fifth tier
settlements is proven to be sustainable, then they should be supported, and the policy should reflect that; the implication being that these modifications are not consistent with national policy. And furthermore, if a settlement is not
sustainable, surely efforts should be made to make it sustainable, by encouraging facilities and services that a settlement needs to become sustainable and facilitate appropriate, sustainable growth to ensure viability and vitality into
the future.
The addition of the wording in the April 2017 modifications at MM20:
'and in appropriate circumstances, on the edge of the village' should be included.
The following which was included in the April 2017 modifications should be retained:
'The overall scale of development accommodated in these villages will however, be expected to be commensurate to the size of the settlement and reflect its position in the settlement hierarchy'
Finally, the following statement which was removed from the 'other rural areas' section in MM4 should remain:
'Development in Fourth and Fifth Tier settlements will be permitted provided that it can be accommodated through infill and consolidation of the existing built framework of the settlement; or is well related to the existing pattern of
development and surrounding land uses; is of an appropriate scale for the settlement and would not lead to prominent intrusion into the countryside; or constitutes exception sites affordable housing {Policy HC5}.'
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Philip Beetham
No

5404-1
No

Mrs Susan Smith
No

Matlock Town Council

5436-3

No

Please find attached our comments
regarding the amendments, it is
requested that they are given to the
inspector as written. We would also
like to confirm that we would wish
to be heard should the Inspector
decide that further hearing sessions
are necessary.

Matlock Town Council also still has concerns on several other matters in the proposed modification amendments for the Local Plan documentation.
With regard to Main Modification 4 & Main Modification 58 the staged nature of the larger proposed Developments in the Matlock area, it is clear that where any necessary sufficient mitigation measures have to be provided and/or
a heavy reliance on Sustainable Transport Interventions etc. Community Infrastructure Levy {if adopted} contributions will be required alongside Section 106 agreements. It is difficult to see how this can be achieved as stated.
The amendment should include an additional statement such that the total Levy contribution to be paid for the whole of each Development site should be agreed beforehand and paid as each stage of the Development {preloaded
for the initial stages}. Even this would still not deal with the global contributions required from each of the major developments in the Matlock in terms of their share of the overall effects on the wider local Highway Infrastructure.
Additionally, in addition to the above, the possibility of a Developer only completing a minor proportion of the total Proposed Development site's housing and then deciding not to continue with the remainder needs further
consideration as this outcome could make the delivery of the rest of the Development site non viable/deliverable.
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Mrs Susan Smith
No

Matlock Town Council

5436-5

No

Please find attached our comments
regarding the amendments, it is
requested that they are given to the
inspector as written. We would also
like to confirm that we would wish
to be heard should the Inspector
decide that further hearing sessions
are necessary.
In addition we would like to
comment with regard to revising the
Settlement Boundaries for longer
term necessary housing
development.
Matlock Town Council would like to
take this opportunity to ask the
District Council for a consideration
of where and how much further the
Settlement Boundary will be allowed
to extend. This is a reference to
encompassing further Greenfield
Sites on the periphery of Matlock to
within the Settlement Boundary.
The present significant increase of a
further 30% to the existing housing
stock in the local area is considered
to be too large and will be
detrimental in many respects. There
must be cognisant limits on further
expansion into the surrounding
Countryside.

In respect of Main Modification 4 Policy S2 & Main Modification 25 Policy PD8 {Flood risk Management} the reference is specifically to surface water run-off. No such reference is make for Development HC2{u} in the context of
ground water. Derbyshire County Council is the Lead Local Flood Authority with the role of coordination of flood risk management with other organisations and the British Geological Survey is a recognised body of expertise in the
UK. A specific additional Clause is required for Development site HC2{u} to make it clear that an accepted engineered solution will be expected to be provided in any Planning Application Flood Risk Assessment to alleviate the known
problems that have resulted in the flooding of some of the existing properties along the southern site boundary of this site together with any future problems within the site. It is considered this will require an expanded
comprehensive ground investigation survey as it should be noted that in a Hearing Session of the Examination in Public it was stated that the soil survey in progress on HC2 {c} had not detected any significant ground water at that
time.
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Shirley Children's Trust
Yes

WK Marshall
No

5466-1

Justified

Consistent with National Policy

Yes

One of the modifications in MM4 is remove the ability, in fifth tier settlements, to allow development directly adjacent to the settlement, provided that the development is directly related to that settlement.
Many of the settlements in the DDDC area are small and scattered. One of the key characteristics of these settlements is that they have plenty of open space within them. It is that open space and the internal layout of the village
that gives them the character that they have.
It is essential therefore that there is the ability to allow these settlements are able to expand, organically as they have done in the past
The modified policies that relate to fifth tier villages now so substantially restrict development within those settlements that it is tantamount to an out right ban on development - development within the villages will be prevented
because of the impact on the character of the village and development directly adjacent will be prevented as a result of this modification
Restricting housing development in this way does not conform with para 54 of the NPPF and the Rural Housing Guidance issued on 19/05/16 which sees housing as an important input into achieving sustainable communities,
particularly in rural areas.
Para 55 of the NPPF also stresses the importantace of linkages between villages, and there are many instances where schooling and shops are located in different villages thus making the community bigger than just one village.
Sustainability has also changed whether it be networking through social media, or groceries being as a result of an internet order makes the location of development to facilities less important than providing a diverse housing mix
within a rural settlement and allowing the settlement to grow organically and retain younger, and working people within a settlement- this means a modest level of housing growth both of affordable and market housing.
The DCLG rural housing guidance produced on 19/05/2016 instructs LPAs to avoid blanket restrictions on housing development which this modification delivers to fifth tier settlements - many of these are the social life blood of rural
Derbyshire Dales, they must be allowed to accommodate modest growth, as they have done in the past, otherwise they will form the retirement villages of the next decade
The modification which restricts development to areas "adjacent to fifth tier villages" should be reversed to allow organic growth of these settlements without damaging the character of the village or the surrounding countryside.
The original wording should be re-instated in this respect.
John Acres
Yes

Acres Land and Planning Limited

5924-3

Yes

Yes

MM4. Changes to Policy S3 and supporting text in paragraphs 4.15, 4.19 and 4.21. Broad Support.We broadly support the changes to replace the word ‘limited' facilities with ‘some' facilities in relation to Category 3 villages – to
emphasise their role as a focus for development outside the towns.

Mr David Elsworth
No

6001-6
No

As requested I confirm that I would
wish to be heard should the
Inspector decide that further
hearing sessions are necessary.

In respect of MM4 Policy S2 & MM25 Policy PD8 {Flood risk Management} the reference is primarily/specifically to surface water run-off. No such reference is made for Development HC2{u} in the context of ground water.
Derbyshire County Council is the Lead Local Flood Authority with the role of coordination of flood risk management with other organisations and the British Geological Survey is a recognised body of expertise in the UK. A specific
additional Clause is required for Development site HC2{u} to make it clear that an accepted engineered solution will be expected to be provided in any Planning Application Flood Risk Assessment to alleviate the known problems that
have resulted in the flooding of some of the existing properties along the southern site boundary of this site. {with any additional measures to prevent future problems within the site}. It is considered this will require an expanded
comprehensive ground investigation survey as it should be noted that in a Hearing Session of the Examination in Public it was stated that the soil survey in progress on HC2 {c} had not detected any significant ground water at that
time. Obviously this is an existing known geotechnical problem with this area of land.
A further site specific clause is also required for Development site HC2{u} is respect of Severn Trent Water's requirement for a protection/maintenance zone to protect and safeguarded this historic aqueduct. The Developer should
be required to provide details of a solution agreed by the Water Authority to accommodate the provision of the proposed link road through the site where it crosses this zone.
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Mr David Elsworth
No

6001-3
No

As requested I confirm that I would
wish to be heard should the
Inspector decide that further
hearing sessions are necessary.

Additionally I would submit the following amendments referring to other aspects in the proposed modification amendments for the Local Plan documentation.
With regard to MM4 & MM58 the staged nature of the larger proposed Developments in the Matlock area, it is clear that where any necessary sufficient mitigation measures have to be provided and/or a heavy reliance on
Sustainable Transport Interventions etc. Community Infrastructure Levy {if adopted} contributions will be required with Section 106 agreements alongside. It is difficult to see how this can be achieved as stated. The amendment
should include an additional statement such that the total Levy contribution to be paid for the whole of each Development site should be agreed beforehand and paid as each stage of the Development {perhaps preloaded for the
initial stages}. Even this approach would still not deal with the global contributions required from each of the major developments in Matlock in terms of their share of the overall effects on the wider local Highway Infrastructure.
More over in addition to the above, the possibility of a Developer only completing a minor proportion of the total Proposed Development site's housing allocation and then deciding not to continue with the remainder needs further
consideration. Such an undesirable outcome is likely to make the delivery of the rest of the housing for specific Development site non viable/undeliverable.

Terry Gregg
Yes

6224-1
No

Yes

Effective

The addition of the third bullet point in 4.15 {Maintaining the role of Darley Dale as a local service provider whilst safeguarding the intrinsic character and quality of the A6 corridor} is in direct conflict with proposed developments,
particularly HC2 {j} and HC2 {k}.
If the Local Plan is to be consistent and serious in its objectives the above proposed developments should be removed. Otherwise the amendment needs to be removed and the role of Darley Dale re-examined and re-stated.
Richborough Estates Ltd
Yes

6318-2
Yes

No

N/A
N/A
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To explain further the rationale
behind the suggested changes and
be given the opportunity to respond
to any changes the Council proposes
to make and any further evidence
that is presented.

DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM4
A number of the representation to this modification raise concerns about the effect it has upon the ability of the lower order settlements to maintain their sustainability as it appears to
restrict new development in these locations rather than encourage it. Others argue that the settlement hierarchy is incorrect and that some specific settlements should either be excluded
from it or placed in a different category. Other representations suggest that reference should be included to the impact that development has on groundwater run-off, and in particular in
relation to the residential allocation at Pinewood Road/Gritstone Road Matlock.
The settlement hierarchy was subject to considerable debate at the EIP, where consideration was given to the evidence to support the position of individual villages in the Hierarchy. No
substantive evidence has been presented in the representations to justify any change to the Settlement Hierarchy.
The purpose of this modification is to clarify the operational approach to the implementation of the Settlement Hierarchy. In particular it seeks to make a clear distinction between the
approach to development in Tier 4 and Tier 5 settlements. Whilst the effect of the modification would be to limit development within and beyond the extent of Tier 5 settlements this is a
reflection of the fact that Tier 5 settlements are the most unsustainable identified settlements in the district given their relative access to services and facilities. As such, development
should be strictly limited in accordance with the NPPF.
In regard to groundwater considerations, the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan should be read as a whole and reference is made to groundwater in Policy S2, Policy PD8 and Policy PD9.
The District Council does not consider it necessary to make any further changes to this modification as a result of the representations received.
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MM5 S3 - Revisions to Matlock settlement development boundary as per Policies Map Modification PM8
Rodney Howlett
Yes

7

415-2
No

Positively prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent with National Policy

Yes

Policies Map 8 extends the settlement boundary of Matlock along the A6 well into Darley Dale, from the Arc to Old Road.
This supports the continued ribbon development along the A6, encouraging the consolidation of inappropriate development along the Derwent Valley and contrary to longstanding government policy against ribbon development.
This extension of the settlement boundary is in contradiction to Main Modification 10, Policy S5 paragraph s}, which states that planning permission will be granted where: It does not undermine, either individually or cumulatively
with existing or proposed development, the physical separation and open undeveloped character between nearby settlements either through contiguous extensions to existing settlements or through development on isolated sites
on land divorced from the settlement edge.
This settlement boundary extension is also in serious conflict with Main Modification 19, Policy PD1 which states that contributions to local distinctiveness and sense of place will be achieved by: Requiring that development on the
edge of settlements enhances and / or restores landscape character. This boundary extension is highly detrimental to this objective.
This settlement boundary extension will change the whole character of the area by creating a Greater Matlock and ultimately will lead to the disappearance of Darley Dale as a separate community.
The settlement boundary extension from Matlock into Darley Dale should be deleted.
Barbara Bullard
Yes

5349-3
Yes

Archie Walker
Yes

6103-4
No

Positively prepared

Justified

Effective

Yes

Policy map PM8
Policies Map 8 extends the settlement boundary of Matlock along the A6 well into Darley Dale, from the Arc to Old Road. This supports the continued ribbon development along the A6, encouraging the consolidation of inappropriate
development along the Derwent Valley and contrary to longstanding government policy against ribbon development.
This extension of the settlement boundary is in contradiction to Main Modification 10, Policy S5 paragraph s}, which states that planning permission will be granted where: It does not undermine, either individually or cumulatively
with existing or proposed development, the physical separation and open undeveloped character between nearby settlements either through contiguous extensions to existing settlements or through development on isolated sites
on land divorced from the settlement edge.
This settlement boundary extension is also in serious conflict with Main Modification 19, Policy PD1 which states that contributions to local distinctiveness and sense of place will be achieved by: Requiring that development on the
edge of settlements enhances and / or restores landscape character. This boundary extension is highly detrimental to this objective.
This settlement boundary extension will change the whole character of the area by creating a Greater Matlock and ultimately will lead to the disappearance of Darley Dale as a separate community.
The settlement boundary extension from Matlock into Darley Dale should be deleted.
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Dan Stack
No

No

Positively prepared

Chevin Homes Ltd
Justified

6222-2
Yes

2.18Not applicable

We do not wish to comment on the legality of the plan.
1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1 This representation has been prepared by DLP Planning Ltd {DLP} for and on behalf of Chevin Homes Ltd in response to the consultation on the Derbyshire Dales District Council, Local Plan Modiﬁcations. The consultation {3rd
July 14th August 2017} forms part of the process for the preparation of the new Local Plan.
1.2 DLP attended the Examination in Public on behalf of Chevin Homes Ltd at the following hearings:
Session Matter 4: How will the Housing requirement be met and a Five Year Housing Land Supply Maintained; and
Session 13 Matters 10 and 11: Strategic and Other Allocations and the Settlement Boundaries: Darley Dale.
1.3 Chevin Homes Ltd is a regional housebuilder who is very active in the wider East Midlands area. Chevin Homes Ltd is committed to the delivery of housing in the Derbyshire Dales District, exempliﬁed by the fact the company on
the 14th February 2017 secured a planning permission for 9 dwellings {subject to an executed S106 Agreement} on proposed site allocation HC2{i} Land off Old Hackney Lane of the Pre-Submission Draft Plan.
1.4 Chevin Homes Ltd has submitted a planning application {Ref: 17/00417/OUT} on the land to the of Oakstone Farm, Old Hackney Lane, Matlock which was validated in May 2017 for 24 dwellings with a mix of 1,2,3 and 4 bed semi
and detached dwellings. Of the 24 units proposed 8 are affordable dwellings.
1.5 This representation promotes land to the north of Old Hackney Lane, Darley Dale for housing. In particular, this representation will demonstrate that the land to the north of Old Hackney Lane is suitable and remains available,
developable and deliverable for residential development. It is considered that the site should be allocated to provide flexibility and choice to the housing land supply of the District for the plan period.
1.6 This representation is submitted in the same structure as the Councils online survey and considers only the Main Modiﬁcations, Schedule of Additional Modiﬁcations and Schedule of Modiﬁcations to the Policies Maps and
Diagrams. The representation focuses on whether the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan is considered to be legally compliant and sound. The representation does not seek to repeat the information raised in previous consultations and
therefore this document should be read alongside the previous submissions made by Chevin Homes Ltd into the Local Plan process.
2.1 It is pleasing that following the Examination in Public hearings that the Council has now extended the settlement development limit of Matlock to include Old Hackney Lane. Indeed all the proposed allocations set out in new
Local Plan are now included in the settlement development limits of the relevant settlements.
2.2 Within MM9 the Council set out how settlement development limits have been drawn to reflect the majority of the planned growth of the District to 2033. The Council also state that the purpose of deﬁned settlement
boundaries is, not to limit the total supply of land for development, but to assist in directing built development towards the most suitable and sustainable locations across the District with respect to the settlement hierarchy and to
define the intended relationship between settlements and countryside beyond. However, it is considered that the settlement development limits should follow permanent boundaries as seen 'on the ground' and should not be drawn
so tightly around the settlement as to exclude future development opportunities which will provide flexibility for future development opportunities over the plan period. Without this, in our view, the plan is not positively prepared.
2.3 Speciﬁcally, it is noted that proposed allocation HC2{h} for 57 units {refer to ﬁgure 1} will extend the built form of Old Hackney Lane from Dairey House Estate Private Road along to Oakstone Farm and is encompassed within the
revised settlement development limit.
2.4 Immediately adjacent to the proposed settlement development limit and to the rear of Oakstone Farm is the parcel of land being promoted by Chevin Homes Ltd. Notably the site lies entirely outside the proposed settlement
development limit. Chevin Homes Ltd through previous representation to the Local Plan has identified and outlined to the Council the advantages and benefits of developing the land to the rear of Oakstone Farm, Old Hackney Lane
and why it is considered necessary in order to ensure the plan is found sound. Given the clear merits of the site, an application was duly submitted by Chevin Homes Ltd to the Council in May 2017 {Ref: 17/00417/OUT} for 24 units of
which 8 would be for affordable housing, in accordance with the emerging Local Plan which states sites of 11+ units should provide 30% affordable housing onsite.
2.5 W
hen considering the evolving built form and settlement pattern of Old Hackney Lane alongside the topography of the site and its associated physical features, it is logical that the settlement development limit should
encompass the application site, Oakstone Farm and the substantial tree belt and footpath to the southern boundary of the application site {refer to figure 1}.
We appear unable to insert a map showing the proposed revised settlement development limit for Matlock into this consultation survey response form. We will send the figure to the localplan@derbyshiredales.gov.uk
Fig 1:Plan showing the relationship of proposed Housing Allocation HC2{h} and application 17/00241/OUT.
2.6 By amending the settlement development limit to include the application site 17/00417/OUT the settlement development limit would utilise the existing natural boundaries which would provide a permanent, logical boundary to
the settlement and also allow for the early delivery of an additional 24 dwellings. As stated at the examination Chevin Homes Ltd is a regional housebuilder and if planning permission were secured, the company has the site
timetabled into the construction programme so the homes will be delivered quickly. The early submission of a planning application on this site further demonstrates Chevin Homes Ltd commitment to delivering homes in the
30

Mod Legally Compliant ?

Mod Sound ?

Positively Prepared ?

Not Justified ?

Not Effective ?

Not Consistent with National Policy ?

Inspector by Written Reps

Reason for Oral Hearing

Comments in Support of Legal Compliance and/or Soundness
Reasons for Not Legal Compliance or Sound
Suggested Revised Wording to Achieve Legal Compliance or Soundness
Derbyshire Dales District.
2.7Overall, it is considered that the revised settlement boundary along Old Hackney Lane is not justiﬁed, and the plan is not positively prepared due to the settlement development limits being unduly restrictive. Accordingly the Local
Plan will not provide sufficient land for housing in the plan period. The plan in its amended form is therefore considered to be unsound.
2.8 In order to make the plan sound, application site boundary ref: 17/00417/OUT should be included within the settlement development limit. This would make the plan more effective in that it would enable the delivery of 24
dwellings very early in the plan period with the additional benefit of providing 8 affordable units.
2.9 MM27 allows for development to come forward on non-allocated sites on the edge of deﬁned settlement development boundaries of ﬁrst, second and third tier settlements {Policy S3} in circumstances where there is no 5 year
supply {Sedgefield Method} subject to there being no material conflict with other policies in the Local Plan.
2.10 Considering the substantial concerns raised at the Examination in Public hearings concerning the delivery rates of old industrial legacy sites it would appear that the site subject to planning application 17/00417/OUT would
become suitable for residential development in the plan period in the case of the Council being unable to demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply. Considering the Government's requirement to boost significantly the supply of
housing, rather than waiting for 2-3 years for the housing implementation strategy to be applied in the case of a 5 year housing land supply not being demonstrated, the parcel of land should be included within the settlement
development limit to allow the housing to be built out and physically delivered in the next 18 months and so provide new housing for the residents of Derbyshire Dales early in the plan period {at a time when the industrial legacy
sites will clearly not be delivering housing} and so reflect the aspirations of the National Planning Policy Framework and Housing White Paper to boosts significantly the supply of housing. This would demonstrate that the local plan
would be positively prepared and effective. Development on the site would not lead to further development creep along Old Hackney Lane due to the permanent southern boundary provided by the tree belt.
David John Allday
Yes

6277-2
No

Positively prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent with National Policy

No

Paragraph 6 and 7 above are, to a
layman, identical yet require two
lots of answers. I don't feel that I
can rely on those reading any of my
complaints to interpret them
properly if they can submit
questions which are so obtuse.
Please tell me how a layman is to
know if a plan has been legally
prepared. What statutes has he
have to read to answer the
question. It is frankly laughable.

Main Modification 5 - Policy Map PM8
--------------------------------------------------The settlement boundary extension from Matlock into a significant area of Darley Dale should be erased. Map 8, basically, supports the continued ribbon development along the A6, which is already close to traffic saturation in the
peak travelling times. The Council are already guilty of approving ribbon development along the A6 Derwent Valley from Matlock to Old Road and the extension of the settlement boundary along the A6 condones their actions. Main
Modification 10 , Policy S5 paragraphs states that the planning permission will only be granted where " it does not undermine, either individually or cumulatively with existing or proposed development, the physical separation and
open undeveloped character between nearby settlements either through contiguous extension to existing settlements or through development on isolated sites on land divorced from the settlement edge".
It is a principle of planning that the Council must provide safe access to sites and homes. This boundary extension does not fulfill that criteria. It is already difficult ,if not impossible, to either leave one of the side roads or houses
between Grove Lane and Old Road without breaking the highway code. Already the writer feels it his duty to stand in the middle of the A6 in the rush hour period to stop the traffic so that nervous old ladies living at St. Elphin's Park
can cross the road.
Someone or some people should have the guts to say that because of it's geophysical characteristics further development of much of the Matlock area including this area cannot be permitted and other alternatives found.

David John Allday
Yes

6277-4
No

Positively prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent with National Policy
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Mr Rob Atkin
No

Wolds Action Group

6412-14

No

MM5 Policy Maps Modiﬁcation of the settlement boundary of Matlock to incorporate land included explicitly to make up numbers is a mechanism with which I strenuously disagree. HC2{u} has been included, by extending the
settlement boundary simply to satisfy an early OAN figure and can no longer be justified. The overprovision set out in MM13 is an unreasonable approach, using land as insurance to meet a flawed OAN figure. There is much
evidence which proves that there is a cyclical pattern where unrealistic housing targets are set, councils allocate large{r} amounts of land to satisfy this, developers select only the most profitable sites leaving less profitable sites
fallow, developers keep the rate of building slow inflating prices and missing set targets so councils allocate more land and round it goes time and again.
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM5
A number of the representations to this modification are concerned about the extension of the Settlement Boundary to the west of Matlock including areas of Darley Dale. Their main
concerns are that this modification undermines the strategy advocated within the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan of having separate identifies for Matlock and Darley Dale, by effectively
supporting the provision of ribbon development along the A6 corridor.
One representation argues that the inclusion of sites allocated for housing within the extended Settlement Boundary will contribute towards an overprovision of housing land and is
unreasonable. One representation argues that a site at Old Hackney Lane should be allocated for residential development within the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan.
Settlement Development Boundaries have been defined in accordance with the criteria set out in paragraph 4.23 of the Pre-Submission Draft Derbyshire Dales Local Plan. Having regard to
the criteria set out, the modification proposed seeks to delineate a logical boundary to the built framework of both settlements.
The District Council does not consider it necessary to make any further changes to this modification as a result of the representations received.
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MM9 Amendments to 4.23 & Policy S4
Albert Golding
Yes

Ashbourne Neighbourhood Plan Group

12

318-2

No

Consistent with National Policy

Yes

Additional clarification text is required to the proposed policy modification to make it fully compliant with the NPPF

Mrs Julie Atkin
No

Wolds Action Group

993-6

No

I write as a resident of Cavendish
Road.
I would like to participate in any
additional hearings the Inspector
may call.

MM 9 policy S4 : the spatial strategy :
I disagree with this MM
The settlement boundary has been extended to include the Wolds. But the site fails the tests included in the new policy and so should be removed.
New point B : " it does not adversely affect the purposes of the PDNP or is harmful to its valued characteristics." As previously discussed, Wolds can be seen clearly from vantage points miles around, including NP views. Wolds is
defined as sub peak landscape and therefore complements the Park. Its landscape has its own intrinsic value. See CPRE comments above.
New point E: " the access would be safe and the highway network can satisfactorily accommodate traffic generated or can be improved as part of the development "
There is no proof that the local roads can accommodate 430 new homes with 2 cars per home without creating a severe impact.
There is no proof that the sustainable transport initiatives presented as mitigators will work.
There is no proof that the many young people walking to local schools , as well as other pedestrians, will be safe with such a traffic increase.
Ms Carole Dean
Yes

Ashbourne Town Council

1137-2

Yes

MM9 - Page 38 - Policy S4 Policy S4: Development within Deﬁned Settlement Boundariese } the access would be safe and the highway network can satisfactorily accommodate traﬃc generated by the development or can be improved
as part of the development.Very high traﬃc flows across Ashbourne, and the need for effective traﬃc proposals to resolve existing and future highway issues as a result of new development proposed in the Local Plan, is a fundamental
issue of the Ashbourne community as evidenced in the draft Ashbourne Neighbourhood Plan.T his modiﬁcation is supported but needs to be further clariﬁed and developed to ensure that the entire traﬃc impact generated by new
development is assessed by the Highway Authority and included in full in planning officer reports on planning applications. Cumulative highway impacts are therefore essential on all development proposals on
allocated residential and employment sites within and in the hinterland of Ashbourne as listed in the Local Plan. Without this this modification may not be supported by the NPPF.
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Colleen Marples
No

No

Miss
Justified

1475-7
Effective

Chapter 4 MM9 policy S4 :
The Spatial Strategy: Development within settlement boundaries:
An extension of the previous settlement boundary to include the Wolds fails massively against the tests in the new policy and as such the site should be removed.
New point B: "It does not adversely affect the purposes of the PDNP or is harmful to its valued characteristics"
The Wolds is defined as "sub peak landscape" and therefore complements the PDNP. Not only can it be clearly seen from several PDNP vantage points, but its landscape has its own intrinsic value.
New point E: "The access would be safe and the highway network can satisfactorily accommodate traffic generated or can be improved as part of the development."
This new point is unclear; we ask what is the definition of 'the highway network"? Again, this is all too vague.
We know that previous attempts to develop the Wolds site have failed as developers were unable to achieve safe access off Chesterfield Rd onto Gritstone Rd
Again, estimates have already placed Chesterfield Road, Matlock Green and Crown Square as significantly over capacity if all proposed developments go ahead - surely this contravenes point E?
In order to satisfy point B and point E of MM9 / S4 the Matlock Wolds site should be removed from the local plan as it contravenes both points.
1. It would adversely impact on the PDNP if the site was developed as it is visible from several key viewpoints in the park.
2. It has a proven history of developers being unable to gain safe access to the site for development purposes. Estimates also already show that the existing highways network will be over capacity if all sites are retained in the plan.
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Mrs Susan Smith
No

Matlock Town Council

5436-4

No

Please find attached our comments
regarding the amendments, it is
requested that they are given to the
inspector as written. We would also
like to confirm that we would wish
to be heard should the Inspector
decide that further hearing sessions
are necessary.
In addition we would like to
comment with regard to revising the
Settlement Boundaries for longer
term necessary housing
development.
Matlock Town Council would like to
take this opportunity to ask the
District Council for a consideration
of where and how much further the
Settlement Boundary will be allowed
to extend. This is a reference to
encompassing further Greenfield
Sites on the periphery of Matlock to
within the Settlement Boundary.
The present significant increase of a
further 30% to the existing housing
stock in the local area is considered
to be too large and will be
detrimental in many respects. There
must be cognisant limits on further
expansion into the surrounding
Countryside.

In respect of Main Modification 9 Policy S4 Settlement Boundary it should be noted, for Development site HC2{u}, the existing settlement boundary was extended by some further 10HA during the later stages of the preparation of
the Local Plan. This was at the request of the Developer in waiting due to the consequences resulting from the discovery of a buried aqueduct of some age on the site. This is a significant increase of the stated Development Site area
by 70% of its original size {14HA}. This was not to accommodate additional housing on the Development site but to accommodate the existing numbers of dwellings stated in the Local Plan as a result of the discovery of the
aqueduct. It is assumed the District Council have considered the effects of this additional land area in respect of the Council's Policies.

Mr John Youatt
Yes

5588-3
Yes

MM9I welcome this modiﬁcation that includes tests a} to g}, most or all of which are failed by the Wolds extension.
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John Acres
Yes

Acres Land and Planning Limited

5924-4

Yes

Yes

MM9. Changes to paragraph 4.23 and to Policy S4 Development with Deﬁned Settlement Boundaries. Support. We welcome the clariﬁcation within MM9 to make the explanation of the role of settlement boundaries and their
purpose clearer, ie. that they are not designed to limit the total supply of land for development but to assist in directing growth to the most suitable locations. We remain concerned however about the definition of the settlement
boundary in Brailsford which seems to direct growth away from the natural focus and facilities within the village.

Mr David Elsworth
No

6001-5
No

As requested I confirm that I would
wish to be heard should the
Inspector decide that further
hearing sessions are necessary.

In respect of MM9 Policy S4 Settlement Boundary it should be noted, for Development site HC2{u}, the existing settlement boundary was extended by some further 10HA during the later stages of the preparation of the Local Plan.
This was at the request of the Developer in waiting due to the consequences resulting from the discovery of a buried aqueduct of some age on the site. This is a significant increase of the stated Development Site area by 70% of its
original size {14HA}. This was not to accommodate additional housing on the Development site but to accommodate the existing numbers of dwellings stated in the Local Plan as a result of the discovery of the
aqueduct. It is assumed the District Council have considered the effects of this additional land area in respect of the Council's Policies.

Terry Gregg
Yes

6224-2
No

Positively prepared

Yes

The modified objectives {a} and {e} in Policy S4 are not being met in the proposed development HC2 {k} where compatibility and road safety issues are being ignored. Furthermore the Local Plan continues to ignore or provide any
objective examination of the alternative provision of a new Garden Village to meet planning needs without further 'suburbanisation' of a previously attractive part of our county.
The revised objectives in S4 are totally reasonable and desirable and therefore should not be changed. To be consistent in the delivery of the Plan therefore the proposed development HC2 {k} should be removed. The Plan should
also be delayed until a FULL and OBJECTIVE examination of the provision of a new Garden Village has been undertaken with the results incorporated in a revised document.
Richborough Estates Ltd
No

6318-3
No

Positively prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent with National Policy

No

To explain further the rationale
behind the suggested changes and
be given the opportunity to respond
to any changes the Council proposes
to make and any further evidence
that is presented.

Our client welcomes the clariﬁcation that the purpose of deﬁned settlement boundaries is, however not to limit the total supply of land for development
Development beyond a defined settlement boundary is itself not inappropriate if it can be demonstrated that the proposals would deliver sustainable development that is well designed, appropriate in nature and scale to the rural
area and preserves or enhances the character and appearance of the countryside. The creation of new residential neighbourhoods can, through sensitive design, be deemed acceptable even where it results in a loss of open
countryside.
The Brailsford development boundary should be redrawn to include all of the land shown at Appendix 1 of this statement. The additional land will provide flexibility in the Council's supply, as required by the NPPF.
In order that the Plan can be found sound and legally compliant our client considers that the Brailsford development boundary should be redrawn to include all of the land shown at Appendix 1 of this statement.
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Norman Harris
Yes

6344-1
No

Consistent with National Policy

Yes

Very high traffic flows across Ashbourne, and the need for effective traffic proposals to resolve existing and future highway issues as a result of new development proposed in the Local Plan, is a fundamental issue of the Ashbourne
community as evidenced in the draft Ashbourne Neighbourhood Plan.
This modification needs to be further clarified and developed to ensure that the entire traffic impact generated by new development is assessed by the Highway Authority and included in full in planning officer reports on planning
applications. Cumulative highway impacts are therefore essential on all development proposals on allocated residential and employment sites within and in the hinterland of Ashbourne as listed in the Local Plan. Without this this
modification may not be supported by the NPPF.
Mr Rob Atkin
No

Wolds Action Group

6412-8

No

No

WAG would like to participate in any
further hearings the Inspector may
call. It represents and has the
backing of a large number of
concerned Matlock residents.

Chapter 4 MM9 policy S4 :The Spatial Strategy: Development within settlement boundaries: An extension of the previous settlement boundary to include the Wolds fails massively against the tests in the new policy. The site should
be removed. New point b: "it does not adversely affect the purposes of the PDNP or is harmful to its valued characteristics" Wolds is deﬁned as "sub peak land-scape" and therefore complements the PDNP ; not only can it be
clearly seen from several PDNP vantage points, but its landscape has its own intrinsic value. See also CPRE point above and appendix. New point e: "the access would be safe and the highway network can ..... or can be improved
as part of the development." There is no proof that sustainable transport initiatives will alleviate the increased traﬃc or access to/from the proposed site can be made safe.
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM9
A number of the representations to this modification have suggested that the site at Pinewood Road/Gritstone Road fails the criteria in the proposed Policy S4 and as such the site should
be removed from the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan. Other representations suggested that additional land in Brailsford should be included within the Settlement Boundary for the village.
The modification revises Policy S4 in the Pre-Submission Draft Derbyshire Dales Local Plan and explains the circumstances in which planning permission will be granted for development
within defined settlement boundaries (Policy S3). It does not in itself define the Settlement Boundaries.
These have been defined on the Policies Map relative to the criteria set out in Paragraph 4.23 in the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan.
Other representations raised concerns that the cumulative traffic impact of development should be included as one of the assessment criteria in the policy. In this regard, consideration of
the cumulative traffic impact of development is addressed in criterion (e) as set out in the modification.
The District Council does not consider it necessary to make any further changes to this modification as a result of the representation received.
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MM10 Replace Policy S5: Development in the Countryside
Mrs Julie Atkin
No

Wolds Action Group

11

993-3

No

I write as a resident of Cavendish
Road.
I would like to participate in any
additional hearings the Inspector
may call.

These are welcome new policies to protect the setting of the PDNP.
Wolds can be clearly seen from viewing points within the NP and the DVWHS. Large scale development would impact negatively on these views. It is valued by many; residents and tourists alike. Matlock is visited by tourists wishing
to visit the Peak District and has become an overspill of the Park. Matlock's landscape should be protected and intrusion into fine landscape by large scale development such as is proposed for Wolds will make Matlock much less
attractive.Most tourists don't know that Matlock isn't geographically in the Peak Park. They stay in Matlock because they want to visit the Park.
CPRE has pledged its support for removal of the site and they state this in their latest publication. {Derbyshire Branch Annual Report 2016-17 }

Victoria J Raynes
Yes

Tansley Parish Council
No

3358-5

Justified

No

'Development on non allocated sites on the edge of defined settlements' Policy S3
We thought SFB were to protect settlements that have had development imposed upon them.
There is no indication of how much development a settlement should be expected to take -- THIS BULLET SHOULD BE DELETED
How are we to know if there is a 5 year supply?
Monitoring reports are rather thin on the ground.
'Derbyshire Dales District Council will ensure new development is evenly distributed throughout the plan area. Ensuring all areas in the district have an opportunity to grow at a pace commensurate with their size and facilities
Residents will have confidence in the planning system, knowing areas for allocation have the security of a SFB, to allow development outside the boundary will lead to continual applications for development, settlements deserve a
period of stability and security. Not a constant bombardment of speculation.
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Jeremy Fryer
No

Roche Enterprises Ltd
Yes

Justified

5427-1
Effective

Consistent with National Policy

No

We consider it is important to
ensure that the Inspector is given
the opportunity to discuss the legal
implications of the wording of this
policy in light of the WMS and the
current High Court case.

i} {final bullet} We have concerns over whether there is a legal conflict with the Written Ministerial Statement of 12 December 2016 in relation to settlements that have a neighbourhood plan and the issue of 3 years supply being
relevant here. Welcome the additional flexibility that the re-worded policy brings, but would argue that there may be a legal conflict, albeit the WMS is subject to a legal challenge {something which we are part of} that has yet to be
heard by the High Court.
m} 'Excessive encroachment or expansion of development away from original buildings' is very difficult to define and is entirely open to subjective interpretation by development managers, who may have differing views on how this
should be implemented as a policy. It is unclear and difficult for developers to know how this could work. We consider that the wording of this policy needs further consideration in order for it to be clearer and easier to interpret.
With its current wording, we consider this part of Policy S5 to be add odds with NPPF Para 154, which states that: 'Local Plans should be aspirational but realistic. They should address the spatial implications of economic, social and
environmental change. Local Plans should set out the opportunities for development and clear policies on what will or will not be permitted and where. Only policies that provide a clear indication of how a decision maker should
react to a development proposal should be included in the plan.' {our emphasis}

Mr John Youatt
Yes

5588-4
Yes

MM10 / POLICY S5: Development in the CountrysideI welcome this set of positive policy tests, particularly in respect of my clients' site at the Woodyard, Homesford.That site is a brownﬁeld site with established, uncontrolled B1 and
related uses and an approval for an untraditional shed and travellers' pitches, including a screening fence. Most of the potential uses of the Woodyard fall within the sub paragraphs of MM10. A well-designed development for
rural or tourism businesses or for Travellers will enhance the DVWHS visually, as partly accepted already by the DVWHS panel and by the partial approval for travellers: and complies with the new policy S5.Absence of a strategic
modiﬁcation.The Plan still includes the travellers site at Watery Lane Ashbourne.I suggest that the Inspector or DDDC write now to DCC to ask for the conclusion of its announced review of the earlier allocation. There is a risk to
the Soundness of the plan if that allocation, as expected, is withdrawn, because it would leave the Plan with no provision for the agreed need. {HC6}. See other Plan decisions elsewhere have been found unsound for lack of travellers'
provision. Note that, providing for the verified need for travellers {9 pitches} is of equal importance in principle to meeting the needs for the settled community. Failure to provide now, 9 years since the need was quantified, would be
discrimination, for which there are heavy costs. Whilst I am not a lawyer, I'm told this might be a matter for judicial review.Given the welcome positive nature of the new S5, proposals for rural or tourism businesses as well as for travellers
speciﬁcally, are now approvable in principle at the Woodyard.The site is now in the hands of a commercial estate agent. My clients have been very upset by the travellers' saga since 2008. Interested buyers have been deterred and
might well sell at any time for a non-traveller use. I suggest DDDC buys a fast pair of skates!

Dan Sellers
Yes

5704-25
Yes

I support the main & additional modifications.
In particular, I support guidelines to redevelop brownfield land {including former industrial / mining / quarry sites such as Cawdor / Halldale / Middle Peak Quarries}, the protection of the natural & built environment and the
protection of the Derwent Valley Mills World Heritage Site / Peak District National Park.
I think this is very important!
I agree that new developments should be in-keeping with the surroundings and the character / appearance of the surrounding areas.
It is also important that the Local Plan addresses social / economic deprivation. Although this is an affluent area, there are pockets of deprivation such as Hurst Farm and part of Wirksworth.
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John Acres
Yes

Acres Land and Planning Limited

5924-5

Yes

Yes

MM10. Changes to Policy S5: Development in the Countryside. Support.We welcome the clariﬁcation in the policy and the recognition that small-scale development will be acceptable in Category 4 and 5 settlements proportionate to
community needs. The revised wording is more helpful in setting out what will and what will not be permissible.

Stephen Cairns
Yes

6267-5
Yes

I support this modification. The controversial 100% greenfield site at Gritstone Road/Pinewood Road, Matlock should be removed from the plan as it is no longer required. This site was the last to be allocated and was the subject of a
failed appeal. The site was never accepted but was voted out by the Local Plan Advisory Committee. This site has received the greatest number of objections throughout the consultation process.
The building of houses on this land will lead to an increased risk of flooding and will cause damage to the environment and wildlife. Development would cause traffic problems in an area which already suffers from marked
congestion and parking problems. The roads on Cavendish Park Estate were not designed to support the current level of traffic and a further considerable increase would lead to gridlock not just on the estate but on other main
routes in Matlock and surrounds. The proposed relief road would not alleviate this. Local brownfield sites should be developed first in order to protect this greenfield land which should be removed from the Local Plan.

Richborough Estates Ltd
No

6318-4
No

Positively prepared

Justified

Effective

No

To explain further the rationale
behind the suggested changes and
be given the opportunity to respond
to any changes the Council proposes
to make and any further evidence
that is presented.

Our client welcomes the deletion of the existing policy and replacement with the new policy.
However the current policy does not provide sufficient flexibility and is therefore ineffective in promoting sustainable development which would through the current drafting of the policy be refused planning permission on the basis
that it does not meet the criteria identified.
We discuss this further in response to MM9.
In order that the Local Plan can be found legally compliant and sound it is recommended that the following part is included to the policy.
Planning permission will be granted where:
{a}i t can be demonstrated that the proposals would deliver sustainable development that is well designed, appropriate in nature and scale to the rural area and preserves or enhances the character and appearance of the
countryside.
Mr John Pilgrim
Yes

Education & Skills Funding Agency

6347-1

Yes

We note that the Local Plan has identified a need for an additional 2,485 dwellings during the next 17 years, which may create some localised pressure for places in some schools. The ESFA welcomes the proposed modification to
Policy S5: Development in the Countryside, however, we consider that the introductory text would be strengthened by stating more explicitly that educational infrastructure will be supported where it meets the tests outlined within
Policy S5 {page 9}. This will provide greater reassurance to bodies seeking to develop proposals outside of existing settlement boundaries.
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Mr Rob Atkin
Yes

Wolds Action Group

6412-4

Yes

No

WAG would like to participate in any
further hearings the Inspector may
call. It represents and has the
backing of a large number of
concerned Matlock residents.

Landscape. MM1 and MM10 SO5a: to protect the setting of the PDNP and DVWHS. We support MM 1 and 10 because this change strengthens weight placed on harm to the National Park. We would expect consistency to be
maintained in this regard and sites which do impact on the NP should be removed. We refer to our Hearing Statement which shows that development of this magnitude at altitude will adversely impact on the NP views and will be
an unacceptable encroachment into fine countryside which is clearly visible from points miles around in the Park and the DVWHS. Any development would further diminish the open character and buffer provided by LCT Settled
Valley Pastures. There would be signiﬁcant adverse impacts upon the local and historic landscape. The CPRE pledged their support for the Wolds' cause, as evidenced in their Derbyshire Branch Annual Report 2016- 2017, "As in the
case of Snitterton, we have linked with the local group to voice our strong opposition to this." Sue Sayer, National Chair {CPRE Derbyshire Branch Annual Report.} See appendix 2Consistency must be maintained. We request the
Inspector or DDDC seek the PDNP review in the light of the CPRE view now not wait until applications are registered, to which it normally gives weight as a leading expert consultee.

Mr Rob Atkin
No

Wolds Action Group

6412-16

No

MM1 and MM10 These are both welcome since they strengthen the importance of the NP and visual amenity. The developers' approach to land selection is unmistakeably Brownﬁeld last as can be clearly demonstrated presently
in Matlock. There are at least 4 Greenfield sites currently being developed; extension to Moorcroft; Thornberries; Asker Lane/Presentation Convent Site and land adjacent to Matlock Golf Course. Removing the Wolds and
encouraging development of the quarry sites early in the plan will improve the visual amenity from the NP and overall the visual amenity of Matlock rather than what may happen with the quarries being left as they are, a sad legacy.
CPRE have been very vocal on the subject of planning reforms and the need to prioritise the use of Brownfield over Greenfield. They also demonstrate that brownfield sites are developed more quickly when directly compared to
Greenfield sites for the same volume of houses. This could also be attributed to the developers slowing down rates of build on Greenfield to maintain and inflate prices.
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM10
The majority of representations received in respect of the modification indicate support.
However, a number of representations advocate the removal of site allocation HC2(u) – Land at Pinewood Road/Gritstone Road, Matlock from the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan on the basis
that it constitutes unwarranted intrusion into the countryside and on the basis that development would result in significant visual intrusion for the Peak District National Park and the
Derwent Valley Mills World Heritage Site.
There was extensive discussion at the Examination in Public in regard to the case for the allocation of site HC2(u) and the Inspector will have regard to the evidence presented by all
parties. The evidence supporting the allocation indicates that the site does not have any adverse impact on the Peak District National Park, nor does it suggest that there is any likely
adverse impact upon the Derwent Valley World Heritage Site.
One representation (3358-5) suggests that the final bullet point of Criteria (i) should be deleted as it allows development outside of Settlement Boundaries when they had been advocated
as a means of protecting settlements from unwarranted development, and that it was difficult to identify when the District Council had/had not a five year supply of land for housing.
One representation (5427-1) questions whether the final bullet point of Criteria (i) is in accordance with the Written Ministerial Statement of 12th December 2016 which advocates that where
communities plan for housing in their area in a neighbourhood plan, those plans should not be deemed to be out-of-date unless there is a significant lack of land supply for housing in the
wider local authority area. This means that relevant policies for the supply of housing in a neighbourhood plan, that is part of the development plan, should not be deemed to be
‘out-of-date’ under paragraph 49 of the National Planning Policy Framework (subject to qualifying circumstances outlined in the statement).
The purpose of this element of the modification is to facilitate new development in sustainable locations in circumstances where a five year supply of housing land cannot be demonstrated
in accordance with the approach outlined in the National Planning Policy Framework. Whilst the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan may not include reference to the provisions set out in the
Written Ministerial Statement this by its very nature would be a material planning consideration which the District Council would need to take into account when appropriate. At the current
time there is only one made Neighbourhood Plan in the plan area and the District Council can demonstrate a five year supply of land for housing.
Finally one representation (5588-4) advocates support for the allocation of land at Homesford for an alternative Gypsy & Traveller site on the basis that its allocation is able to satisfy the
criteria set out in the Modified Policy S5.
Taking all these factors into account the District Council does not consider it necessary to make any further changes to this modification as a result of the representations received. Policy
S5 as proposed for modification provides a comprehensive set of criteria for the determination of planning applications in the Countryside and as such does not require any further
modification.
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MM11 Insert New Paragraph 4.29a
Mr Steve Buffery
Yes

Derbyshire County Council

3

2745-1

Yes

MM11: Page 42: Paragraph 4.29 : The Spatial StrategyT he inclusion of the paragraphs in 4.29a, relating to the appropriate deﬁnition ofthe Housing Market Area {HMA} for Derbyshire Dales is welcomed ands upported. In its
Statement to the Inspector on Matter 1: Procedural an dOverarching matters, DCC provided evidence on the housing provisio requirements that were being proposed in either adopted or emerging LocalPlans in adjoining HMAs to
Derbyshire Dales, particularly the Derby HMA, NorthDerbyshire and Bassetlaw HMA and High Peak HMA. On this basis, DCC'sS tatement advised the Inspector that he could be reassured that all of the neighbouring local planning
authorities {LPAs} to Derbyshire Dales District inthese HMAs, were proposing to meet their objectively assessed housing needs{ OAHN} in full in either their adopted or emerging Local Plans. Consequently,t here was no
requirement for Derbyshire Dales District to accommodate anypotential unmet housing need arising in any adjoining local authority areas inDerbyshire. Similarly, no neighbouring local authorities had indicated that th eyw ere in a
position to contribute to meeting Derbyshire Dales' housing needs. This position above is now appropriately referenced in MM11 and paragraph 4.29a. Furthermore, in verbal evidence given at the Hearing Session, DCC's Oﬃ
cer advised the Inspector that as the LPAs in the adjoining HMAs were in various stages of their plan making preparation, it would not be an appropriate time seek to unpick the deﬁnition of the physical extent of those HMAs,
which werelargely based on a best ﬁt of whole districts, as this could potentially underine the preparation of those Plans and the housing provision requirements set outwithin them. DCC's Oﬃcer advised the Inspector that this
would be a more appropriate consideration for the next round of Local Plan Reviews.I n the context of the above, the approach in MM1 paragraph 4.29a is fully justiﬁed and supported, which indicates that as part of future Local
Plan Reviews, it will be desirable to review the existing arrangements with a view to either defining a wider strategic HMA for Derbyshire Dales or pursuing joint working and plan preparation across the District Council's boundaries.

Mr Richard Crosthwaite
No

Gladman Developments

3752-3

No

Main Modiﬁcation 11 {MM11}Paragraph 4.29a: The Spatial StrategyGladman note the proposed changes that have been inserted into Paragraph to explain the approach that has been taken in establishing the development needs of
Derbyshire Dales District and how this relates to the context of the wider Housing Market Areas {HMAs}.I t is unfortunate that the duty to cooperate has not resulted in the wider HMA authorities reaching a position whereby they
can robustly deﬁne objectively assessed needs for housing across the wider housing market areas within which Derbyshire Dales falls. Gladman has raised concerns throughout the plan preparation process that the Local Plan is
formulated on evidence that relates to the district only and not to a wider housing market area. This signals that there has been a lack of effective cooperation insofar as the plan-making process has failed to achieve an outcome
whereby the objectively assessed housing development needs of Derbyshire Dales are understood in their proper context. The ability of the wider area to meet its own housing needs remains highly uncertain. It is acknowledged
that authorities across the area are at different stages of the plan making process, however this is not an uncommon position where there are multiple district local plans within housing market areas.I n circumstances where local
planning authorities are unable to achieve this important outcome through the Duty to Cooperate within the timescales that they have placed upon their own plan making, Gladman are of the view that suitable text should be
inserted into the Plan to ensure that it meets the test of soundness on effectiveness. In the case of Derbyshire Dales this can only be achieved through a main modiﬁcation to policy wording. This approach is necessary in order to
futureproof the ability to determine and meet the objectively assessed housing needs across wider housing market geographies and provide flexibility to adapt to rapid change {as required by paragraph 14 of the Framework}.
Housing supply can only meet needs if the adopted housing requirements in all up-to-date local plans across a Housing Market Area add up to assessed needs across the wider areas.I t is concerning that the proposed modiﬁcation
text only suggests that “it is desirable to review the existing arrangements with a view to either defining a wider strategic HMA or pursuing joint working and plan preparation across district boundaries.” The Framework makes it
clear that it is essential that plan makers work across boundaries to gain a clear understanding of the housing needs of the housing market area and any failure to do would therefore be inconsistent with national policy.I ndeed, at
the Matter 1 Hearing Session, the Council acknowledged the requirement to move towards a strategic approach to determining housing needs in the future.Gladman request that wording is included within Policy S6 of the Plan as
part of the main modifications to ensure that the shortcomings of the housing needs evidence can be effectively addressed. This is necessary to make certain that the Council will work collaboratively with the wider HMA authorities
in deﬁning the strategic HMA and in reviewing its local plan in this context.F urthermore, the Government intends to standardise the calculation of housing need as set out in the recent White Paper on housing. At the time of writing we
expect further details to be published by the government in the Autumn. As yet, we are unaware of what the new methodology will involve, but the Council will need to work with its HMA partners to keep the housing needs
evidence up-to-date, consider any implications emerging from the White Paper and where necessary review its local plan accordingly.T o resolve these issues, Gladman have proposed some additional text to be inserted into Policy
S6
Taking the issues raised in sections 2.3 and 2.4 of these representations into account, Gladma nrequest that Policy S6 is reworded as follows:The District Council will accommodate at least 6000 dwellings over the period 20132033. In order to accommodate this requirement, suﬃcient land is identiﬁed to accommodate at least 3001 dwellings on new sites allocated in Policy HC2.The Council will work collaboratively with authorities across the wider
housing market areas that relate to the District to establish the Strategic Housing Market Area. This will include consideration of the scale and distribution of any additional provision that may be necessary in Derbyshire Dales District
and elsewhere in the Strategic HMA as a result of the inability of one or more authority to accommodate its own needs.E xamination into the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan Schedule of Main Modiﬁcations July 2017A Review of the
Derbyshire Dales Local Plan will be instigated by the Council should its Annual Monitoring Report {AMR} identify that: There has been persistent and signiﬁcant under delivery of market and affordable housing from site
commitments, windfall sites and allocated sites; o rThere is a requirement to address unmet housing needs arising from local authorities within the Strategic Housing Market Area.If necessary, the Review shall commence within 3
months of the publication of the relevant AMR. This modification would also need to be reflected in Table 3 {MM14} to read as follow {see original rep}.
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John Acres
Yes

Acres Land and Planning Limited

5924-6

Yes

Yes

MM11. Additions to Paragraph 4.29a. Support.We support the addition to the text to explain the complex nature of the inter-locking housing markets and the diﬃculties Derbyshire Dales DC faces in trying to undertake the Duty to Cooperate against a background where so many LPA's are at different stages in their Local Plan preparation. It is also helpful to ‘flag' the need to undertake a more cohesive strategic review of housing needs in the next plan period.
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM11
Two of the three representations received (5924-6 and 2745-1) support this modification on the basis that it acknowledges the situation in regard to the definition of a Housing Market Area
for the Derbyshire Dales as reflected in the 2015 HEDNA Report (CD28). The representation that does not support this modification (3752-3) indicates that the plan should include some
further text to future proof the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan such that the future housing needs of the area can be considered across a wider housing market.
The justification for the approach taken in the definition of the HMA was clearly set out in CD28. In response to representations made at the EIP, MM11 responds positively to the request
that as part of a future Local Plan review, the existing arrangements will be reviewed. The District Council does not consider there to be any further substantive points contained within the
representations which would require any further modifications.

47

Mod Legally Compliant ?

Mod Sound ?

Positively Prepared ?

Not Justified ?

Not Effective ?

Not Consistent with National Policy ?

Inspector by Written Reps

Reason for Oral Hearing

Comments in Support of Legal Compliance and/or Soundness
Reasons for Not Legal Compliance or Sound
Suggested Revised Wording to Achieve Legal Compliance or Soundness
No. of Reps

MM12 Amend Paragraph 4.30
Christine Joy Martin
Yes

64

343-2
No

Yes

The Gritstone Road/Pinewood Road site should be removed from the Local Plan as Matlock now has too many houses allocated on the OAN. This is a 100% greenfield site with access only through an existing residential street. It has
produced the most objections for a large number of reasons including access, loss of greenfields and habitat for flora and fauna, was voted off the Local Plan and very controversially put back on at the last minute. This site will be
one of five accessing Chesterfield Road, an already congested narrow road that serves a number of schools. It is a flood risk and existing residents already have problems. If this site is left in the Local Plan it will be open to
development when the large brownfield sites in and around Matlock will never be developed. This is the largest proposed site of around 430 houses which will cause disruption for around 10 years, not to mention the extra traffic
this will generate.

Mr Geoffery Hardy
No

432-1
No

As the allocation of housing with the Derbyshire Dales has been reduced from 6684 to 5680 why is the Pinewood road / Gritstone Road site still included. This is a site that has on previous occasions been refused planning permission
due to poor access and exit to the site. anyone visiting the site should be fully aware that access via Cavendish Road is totally unacceptable due to its narrowness and inability to be widened ,access & egress to /from the current
housing is at times extremely difficult especially when Cavendish fields are in use.
The fields allocated are liable to flooding in bad weather and the provision of a large pond to take flood water {as shown on the plans put forward previously by William Davis and sent to all residents} is not the answer. .
How would this be maintained and kept secure, it would be a magnet for children
Also this site was voted out by the local planning committee.

Anne Kernaghan
Yes

530-1
No

Effective

Yes

I support this modification to reduce the OAN to 5680.
The council now has more housing allocated than is needed, therefore the greenfield site off Pinewood Road/Gritstone should now be removed. This is 100% greenfield site. The inclusion of this site was not supported by the Local
Plan Advisory Committee. It has received the most objections throughout the consultation period due to flood risk and unacceptable levels of transport, and was the last site to be added to the plan.
If this site is left in the plan it could potentially be developed whilst leaving unsightly brownfield sites undeveloped for many years.
As the District Council now has 17% more housing allocation as per the modification to reduce OAN to 5680 the Greenfield site on Pinewood/Gritstone Road {430 houses} should be removed from the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan.
wendy susan marples
Yes

704-1
Yes

Now that the district has approx. 17% more housing allocation than needed, the inclusion of the controversial and 100% 'greenfield' site at Pinewood Rd/Gritstone Rd, Matlock, is not required in the allocation and should be
removed.
It is an unsustainable site regards transport due to the elevated location and distance from the town centre and will generate unacceptable levels of traffic. It has been voted out by the Local Area Planning committee and had been
heavily objected to throughout the planning process.
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Robert Maddox
Yes

812-4
Yes

Yes

I support the reduction in the Objectively Assessed Housing Need which means that the development of the greenfield site at Gritstone Road/Pinewood Road is no longer needed. We are already under severe pressure from housing
development in this part of Matlock with four sites currently being developed within a mile of the Wolds site.

Mr & Mrs Peter & Lavina Wild
No

866-1

No

We support this modification.
The reduction in the OAN for the Derbyshire Dales means that Gritstone Road. Pinewood Road site {the Wolds HC2U} in no longer needed. We therefore request that it is removed from the Local Plan for the following reasons:1. It was
the last site {in the Matlock area} to be allocated because it does not meet the requirements for sustainability, particularly with regard to traffic issues. It was, therefore put into the Plan by the Planning Authority as a desperate
attempt to meet the original {absurdly high} OAN for a District having to accommodate almost all its housing need into half its area {as a result of disastrous 'national park effect'}. 2. Parts of the site are subject to localised, but
sometimes severe flooding.3. It was opposed by large numbers of residents. 4. It was opposed by Matlock Town Council.5. It was opposed by the District Council's own advisory committee. 6. If local democracy is to have any meaning
at all, such opposition cannot be ignored. This site must be deleted. Additional comments:1. The road network on Matlock Bank - which has hardly changed since the horse & cart days of John Smedley- is already
inadequate for todays needs. Despite this, there are three on-going large developments - all off Chesterfield Road {Thornberries, Asker Lane & Adjacent to Matlock Golf Club}. The increase in traffic will make this 'already inadequate'
situation even worse. Should further traffic movements {generated by another 430 houses at site HC2U} be added to the equation, we are bound to have periods of serve traffic disruption. Planning policy should seek to avoid such a
situation from arising. 2. Residents have a genuine concern about the provision of adequate health care. Local surgeries have diﬃculty in 'providing {suﬃcient} doctors' appointments to meet ever increasing demand'. There
appear to be no plans to increase health- care capacity in line with the anticipated increase population. 3. Should the site not be deleted from the Plan, it is more than likely that developers will cherry pick certain parts, whilst
brownfield sites in the area will remain undeveloped. Such 'back door' development would not be in the interests of good planning policy and would go against the spirit of what the NPPF is trying to achieve.

Ms Rachel Wallbank
No

918-1
No

MM12/page 42 Para 4.30
I was unable to complete the online survey monkey survey so pleased except this.
Although very frustrating having to keep sending through the same information time after time!
Regarding the above modification on the local plan I note the reduction in the objectively assessed housing need to 5,680. I support this modification. By reducing the original plan from 6684 you would be able to remove from plan
the 100% greenfield site at Gritstone/Pinewood Road. This was originally voted out by our local plan committee, has obtained the most objections throughout the process, the unsustainable traffic it would generate, along with the
flood risk would be therefore common sense to remove this from the plan.

Mr Chris Hartley
Yes

926-1
Yes

I support the Plan of a reduction in the number of houses to 5680.
This would remove the need to build on the Pinewood Rd/ Griststone Road greenﬁeld site. It has been the most controversial of the sites proposed in the Derbyshire Dales since the Planning process commenced for many well
documented reasons including...1. The unacceptable and dangerous levels of traﬃc it would generate along already busy routes. 2. The considerable risks from flooding in all areas of the proposed development. 3 . It was voted out
be members of all political parties who sit on the Local Plan Advisory Committee. To leave this site in the Plan would attract Developers who have neither the local population nor the Environment in their interest. Their main
concern has to be proﬁt at the expense of all other considerations. Their reluctance to engage in Public Debate and the patronising tone of their response to email and letter further evidence this. There are considerable risks of
brownfield sites in the area that could be developed but are clearly less attractive to potential developers.
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Mrs Julie Atkin
No

Wolds Action Group

993-1

No

I write as a resident of Cavendish
Road.
I would like to participate in any
additional hearings the Inspector
may call.

MM 12 reduction in the OAN by around 1,000.
I welcome this reduction because it will allow for a beautiful, 60 acre { 24 hectares } Greenfield site to be removed from the Plan. { Pinewood Road/ Gritstone Road / HC2U / Wolds }
The public and elected Members of the Council were repeatedly and aggressively informed that this was a "strategic Site " and that without it, the Plan would fail on numbers. This is no longer the case.
This site was the last to be allocated only because it enabled the DDDC to fulfil the { previous } OAN.
It was never endorsed by the LPAC and is the worst site in terms of the following:
100 % Greenﬁeld { Government is having a change of policy } : The Times July 7 th 2017 states that a government spokesman said, "We have been clear that councils must prioritise development on brownﬁeld land and announced
plans to radically boost brownfield development" It a dangerous strategy for large greenfield sites to remain in the plan when 80% are brownfield. Developers are likely to cherry pick the greenfields , especially in attractive
locations, leading to all the greenfields being taken and brownfield remaining undeveloped. Matlock relies heavily on tourism and already, large greenfield areas on the approach to the town have been lost.
Topography
Visibility from protected views
Flood risk
Traﬃc objections
Sustainable transport initiatives are not realistic.
To unnecessarily overload one area which is already struggling with infrastructure is now not necessary. Both GP surgeries in Matlock state they are at capacity. { you already have the statement }
Similarly, the roads are at capacity and there is no assurance from DCC or DDDC that the situation will not become severe. Again, this will impact negatively on tourism. Issues such as congestion and resultant air pollution have been
raised time and time again.
To conclude my comments on MM12 : the quality of life for current residents of Matlock in terms of infrastructure { or a lack of it } and loss of green space is deteriorating. The site should be removed from the Plan.

Ms Marjorie Harrison
No

1021-1
No

The GP's are already under pressure and extra people will only make things worse. Last but not least, there is the question of traffic onto Chesterfield Road- a very busy and dangerous road.

Mrs Tarina Johnson
Yes

1333-1
Yes

Firstly I would like to comment on MM12/Page 42/ Policy Par 4.30 The reduction of the Objectively Assessed Housing Needs {OAN} to 5680.
I support this modification as now that the district has approximately 17% more housing allocation over the OAN then surely the allocation of the 100% Greenfield site at Gritstone/Pinewood Rd is therefore no longer necessary and
it should be removed from the local plan.
The Local Plan Advisory Committee acknowledged that the inclusion of this site was totally unsatisfactory and consequently voted to have it removed. In addition to the committee's decision this site has received hundreds of
objections, by far the most objections received for any site in the local plan made through the consultation process. It was the very last site to be allocated to achieve the higher OAN, with the OAN being reduced, surely this should
be the first to be removed? It has been identified as a high flood risk and also unsustainable in terms of transport. A site of this size will generate thousands of extra traffic movements per day. If this site is left in the local plan the
brownfield sites will be overlooked and left undeveloped yet again. Additionally including a site of 430 houses will cause a huge burden on the local surgeries.
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Gareth Clarke
Yes

1366-1
No

Colleen Marples
Yes

Effective

Yes

Miss

1475-1

Yes

Yes

We support MM12 policy S5: Reduction in the OAN.
However this would result in a 17% over provision of allocation.
This reduction in the OAN would enable the controversial Wolds site to be deleted and still allow for the Local Plan to achieve the new reduced OAN figure.
The Wolds area has been subject to a lengthy planning history dating back at least 35 years that culminated in several planning refusals.
The only grounds for a review of that district council decision, and the Wolds subsequent appearance in the latest local plan, was the shortfall in meeting the original OAN.
That is no longer the case. In addition we don't yet know what the Inspector will decide RE the National Park effect or a new village; either, or both of which may further assist with the OAN.
The Wolds site was never supported by the LPAC and was the last site to be allocated.
As it was the last and is the worst in terms of topography, visibility from protected views, location, 100% greenfield, flood risk and does not realistically support sustainable transport initiatives, it should be the first site to be
removed.
It is not necessary to over stress areas by including dwellings so far in excess of the number now required by the revised OAN.
Suggested over provision is only in a currently unadopted White paper. Therefore the Wolds site can be safely deleted.

The Wolds Action group are submitting a statement from the Practice Managers of Lime Grove and Imperial Road GP surgeries that clearly refutes the statement that there are no, and are not anticipated to be, capacity issues in the
next five years
Similar to health provision, the roads around Wolds are at capacity and as there is nothing from DCC Highways to specify the amount of monies needed to alleviate the impact of an extra 430 houses, the costs are unknown.
The only mitigators to alleviate future traffic issues that are suggested by DCC are sustainable transport initiatives.
Several of these such as reliance on walking, cycling and public transport are complete fantasy in terms of the site given its steep gradient and significant distance from all of the town's main amenities. These issues are
comprehensively covered in the WAG's original statement.
It is fairly clear that these sustainable transportation mitigations will not go anywhere near offsetting the huge amounts of traffic generated by 430 houses being built in a location remote from key amenities in the town.

I agreed with the main modification to reduce the local plan OAN and would hope that this now allows the inspector to safely remove the 100% greenfield Wolds site from the plan.
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Rosemary Clarke
No

1479-1
No

Justified

Yes

MM12 / Page 42 / Policy / para 4.30
The reduction in overall housing allocation is welcome but I ask that the Gritstone Road/pinewood Road GREENFIELD site is now removed as the current allocation of housing is 17% more than needed so this site is not justified to be
built on

suzanne w gladwin
Yes

1482-1
Yes

Yes

I support the reduction in house numbers, but since it is shown that there is 17% more allocation than nessesary, I think that the Wolds site should be taken off the plan.
1/ It has received more objections than any other
2/ It was voted out by the local planning authority
3/ It is unsustainable due to position, access and vulnerability to floods

mark dawes
No

1517-1
No

Positively prepared

Justified

Effective

Yes

we have 17percent of housing unnedded allocation, this is why amongs many many reasons that gritstone road cavendish park is removed, this were voted out by our LOCAL PLANNING COMMITTEE, obviously they have very good
reason for this, just a shame they were not listened to, it all came down to a numbers game and we do not want housing on our back yard, as stated by some councillors, so please hc2u should be removed permantley from the local
plan,
thank you
wrong location, over the housing needed, needs to removed from the local plan for good.
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Roger Brown
Yes

1800-1
Yes

Yes

I support this modification. However, this means that the District now has around 17% more housing allocation over the OAN at 6,684. As a result, the controversial and unwarranted 100% green field site at Gritstone
Road/Pinewood Road is no longer needed and should be deleted from the Plan.
This site was the last to be included. The original draft Plan did not include this site as the District Council considered it to be a lowest priority site for development.
When the original draft Plan was rejected because of an insufficient housing allocation, the site at Gritstone Road/Pinewood Road site was the main additional site that was then included, with great reluctance by the Council, as a
last resort in order to meet the revised OAN.
This site has consistently received by far the most objections throughout the Plan consultation process being unsustainable in terms of transport in that it will generate unacceptable levels of traffic, it present a flood risk, and many
other reasons that were raised at the Examination in Public.
This site was subsequently voted out of the Plan by the Council's Local Plan Advisory Committee, which accepted its unsuitability for development, only for this decision to be overruled by the full Council to meet the then required
numbers.
The site was also rejected for development at Appeal some years ago.
Leaving this site in the Plan will leave it vulnerable to speculative development and leave unsightly brownfield sites undeveloped for years to come.
As modification MM12 is proposing a reduction in the OAN I feel the Gritstone/Pinewood road site should now be deleted.

Mr Steven Buffery
Yes

Derbyshire County Council

2745-2

Yes

MM12: Page 42: Paragraph 4.30 and MM15: Page 43: Policy S6: StrategicHousing DevelopmentT hese modiﬁcations are fully supported, which indicate that on the basis of newe vidence published in the 2014-Based Sub-National
Population and HouseholdP rojections, the updated analysis of the housing requirements for the Districtpoints to a lower OAHN of 284 dwellings per annum, which equates to an overall housing requirement for the Plan period of 5,680
dwellings.I n its Statement to the Inspector on Matter 1, DCC drew the Inspector's attention to the potential implications of the 2014-Based Sub-National Population and Household Projections on the District's OAHN requirement,
which would point to a significant reduction in the housing provision requirement for the District set out in Policy S6, in line with the sensitivity testing work carried out by G L Hearne on behalf of the District Council, which indicated
a housing requirement of around 5,680 dwellings over the Plan period. This work is now appropriately referenced through MM12. In this context, MM12 and MM15 are considered to be fully justified and
aresupported.

Denise Brown
No

3078-1
No

Positively prepared

Justified

Effective

No

Policy 4.30 regarding Residential Care Provision. 500 bed in the Derbyshire Dales is insufficient.
~ Beds are being used to get people out of hospital because home care can't be found and this impacts on the availability of residential beds. The provision needs to be greater.
I do not have the skills.
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Kevin John Knight
Yes

3096-2
Yes

Yes

I support the reduction n the OAN from 6684 to 5680 but cannot understand why the Gritstone Rd/Pinewood Rd site has not been removed fron the plan. The site is unsustainable, was removed from the local plan by the advisory
committee and has previously been rejected at a planning appeal. This site is not necessary and should be removed from the local plan. The resultant figure of 6254 would still be over 10% above the required OAN

I support the reduction n the OAN from 6684 to 5680 but cannot understand why the Gritstine Rd/Pinewood Rd site has not been removed fron the plan. The site is unsustainable, was removed from the local plan by the advisory
committee and has previously been rejected at a planning appeal. This site is not necessary and should be removed from the local plan. The resultant figure of 6254 would still be over 10% above the required OAN
Kevin John Knight
Yes

3096-1
Yes

Mr Louis William Rouse
No

3123-1
No

Positively prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent with National Policy

Yes

I support this modification, but where is this reduction taking place? The Gritstone Rd./Pinewood Rd. site is 100% greenfield, and was voted out of the plan by the Local Area Planning Committee. However the Council Chairman told
the full council to vote it back in. This was done by councillors who had never seen the site. I ask that this site is removed from the Plan, as it is no longer needed

Patricia Barrable
Yes

3294-4
Yes

Yes

The district has 17% more housing allocation at 6,684 which means that greenfield site use is unwarranted and unneeded as it was
the last site allocated
voted out by Local Plan Advisory Committee
consistently had most objections during consultation process
will generate unacceptable levels of traffic
is a flood risk
has been subject of an appeal

Patricia Barrable
No

3294-1
No

The area now has 17% more houses than OAN which takes away the need for building on the 100% greenfield site of Gritstone Road area which was never accepted and was voted out by Local Plan Advisory Committee. It has had
the most objections during consultation process and is unacceptable due to bringing an unacceptable high level of traffic. It is a flood risk and has been the subject of an appeal.

54

Mod Legally Compliant ?

Mod Sound ?

Positively Prepared ?

Not Justified ?

Not Effective ?

Not Consistent with National Policy ?

Inspector by Written Reps

Reason for Oral Hearing

Comments in Support of Legal Compliance and/or Soundness
Reasons for Not Legal Compliance or Sound
Suggested Revised Wording to Achieve Legal Compliance or Soundness
Mrs H Gilbert
No

3316-1
No

Gritstone Road/ pinewood Road, Matlock This is a large greenﬁeld site and should be removed from the plan when, there are brownﬁeld sites available. It has been turned down in the past, because of its inaccessibility and concern
over the amount of traﬃc it would generate. People may now have two or more cars per family. The land is a flood risk, It floods to the side of my property if it rains heavily. The drive located by the ﬁeld wall is permanently wet.

Elizabeth Chamberlain
Yes

3435-1
No

Positively prepared

Justified

Yes

Although I fully support the reduction in the Objectively Assessed Housing Need {OAN} from 6,684 to 5,680, I do not believe the plan currently meets the test of soundness, this is due to the continued inclusion of the 100% green
field site at Gritstone Rd / Pinewood Rd Matlock, which is now an unneeded allocation and should be removed. This site has been the subject of by far the most complaints from residents as well as actually being voted to be
removed by the Local Area Planning Committee.
Removal of the Gritstone Rd / Pinewood Rd site {The Wolds HC2U}.
Mr F A Burgess
No

3449-1
No

I refer to the meeting on Thursday 3rd August with Wolds Rise Action Group. Thank you for arranging this. I have represented the Group throughout the Examination Process and wish to support and endorse the Formal
representation submitted by the Group. There were some points raised at the meeting and I'm making my own representations. 1. The so called National Park Effect: it appeared that thanks to Brexit and the General Election no
one sought or been able to follow up the considerable amount of correspondence with Local MP and various Government Departments. This was all seeking clarification on Government Policy generally on the several Local Plans
where National Parks were sited in parts of Local Plan Administration Areas. I said I would be writing to Gavin Barwell about this issue and have done so. This may seem an odd choice as he is no longer in charge of the Planning
Inspectorate but I know he then voiced support for local people deciding planning issues wherever possible. I am sure he will forward my dossier of correspondence to the correct Minister responsible. Naturally I have said this
involves several Local Plans. I appreciate that the Council consider it sufficient to get a few houses built within the Park to help out with OAN but I hope to see any serious constraint imposed by a National Park anywhere recognised
by an appropriate reduction in OAN.

Mr J Plant
No

3456-2
No

The District now has more housing allocation than needed, therefore Gritstone Road/ Pinewood Road site should be removed from the Plan. If another 430 houses are built in this area, this situation and potential threat to public
safety is clearly unacceptable. There is still unsightly brownﬁeld sites undeveloped that should be considered ﬁrst.

Mr B Heathcote
No

3522-1
No

I wish to support this modification as there is more house allocation than required.
The Gritstone Road/ Pinewood Road development is no longer required. The proposed site was originally voted out by the planning committee. Housing built would add to the general congestion of traffic on Chesterfield Road.
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Ms Anita Crofts
Yes

3581-1
Yes

MM12/Page 42/Policy/para 4.30
Reduction in the Objectively Assessed Housing Need {OAN} from 6,684 to 5,680.
We SUPPORT this modification.
However, as the district now has approx 17% more housing allocation than is required the controversial, unwarranted inclusion of the 100% green field site at Gritstone Road /Pinewood Road, Matlock is now an unneeded allocation
and should be removed.
It was the last site to be allocated.
It was voted out by the Local Area Planning committee
It has systematically received by far the most objections through the Local Plan consultation process
It is unsustainable in terms of transport given its elevated location and distance from the town centre and will generate unacceptable levels of traffic
It is also a flood risk
Leaving this site in the Local Plan will leave it vulnerable to speculative development while leaving unsightly brownfield sites undeveloped for years to come.
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I support this modification. As a result of this reduction the Pinewood Road/Gritstone Road site must be removed from the Local Plan. Why does the district council still insist on having an allocation of 6684, which is 17% over the
OAN? The Pinewood Road/Gritstone Road site was voted out by the Local Plan Advisory Committee who heard all the evidence as to why it should or should not be included in the Local Plan but was subsequently voted back in by
councillors who had heard none of this evidence. Therefore, now that the OAN has been reduced there is no need to include the Pinewood Road/Gritstone Road site in the Local Plan. This site has received by far the most objections
throughout the consultation period for many reasons. It should be noted that numerous other planning submissions to build on this land in the past have not been successful purely and simply on the basis of lack of accessibility.
What has changed?
Who are we building these houses for? Certainly not for the local first time buyers. Look at the new Thornberries site in Matlock. They are building 3 to 5 bedroom houses starting at £351,000. All we are doing attracting people into
Matlock. We have no employment in the town and local young people who are living with parents who are employed in the town do not have an opportunity to acquire their own home if houses of this magnitude are the norm for
these new builds in the town.
If the Gritstone Road/Pinewood Road site is included then this will add a minimum of 1000 traffic movements per day to Chesterfield Road and other already busy junctions with Cavendish Road, Wellington Street and Asker Lane.
This area is already struggling with congestion due to the volume of traffic turning right from Chesterfield Road onto Wellington St, and on towards Bank Road, and vice versa of an evening. There is already a large volume of school
traffic and with the many new developments that are already being built at Thornberrys, Asker Lane, the Golf Course and Moor Croft, this will dramatically increase the amount of traffic on these roads. Many roads and junctions in
Matlock are at capacity already. The impact that these developments in addition to the Gritstone Road/Pinewood Road site will have on the immediate area as well as the town as a whole has not been seriously taken into
consideration and appears to have been conveniently overlooked.
Where do these people work? Certainly not in Matlock. DCC and DDDC are the town's main employers and they are cutting back on jobs so no employment there. The other main employment area is tourism but we are spoiling the
town by building so many houses and adding to already intolerable congestion so tourism will suffer. No jobs there either then. Therefore, new residents on the Gritstone Road/Pinewood Road site will have to travel to other towns
in the vicinity for work adding to the congestion in the local area.
Developers on the Thornberries site have encountered problems with natural springs, resulting in them losing two machines which needed to be recovered at great expense and time. The Gritstone Road/Pinewood Road site has
similar issues with springs and flooding. The building of 430 houses on this land with the subsequent covering over with tarmac and concrete will only exacerbate an already existing problem with flooding and can only contribute to
additional flooding further down the hillside into the town centre itself. Local residents on Amberdene, Gritstone Road, Bentley Close and High Ridge can all testify that flooding occurs on a too regular basis to properties adjacent to
the Gritstone Road/Pinewood Road site where surface run off from this area has flooded gardens and garages. I personally have had to dig a series of land drains leading to two metre cubed soak away in my back garden to alleviate
the flooding problem I have encountered as a natural spring runs down my back garden off of fields behind High Ridge. Despite this I still have concerns when we experience torrential rain as water can get to a couple of centimetres
of my patio doors and thus flooding my house. Concreting over the fields behind my house will only exacerbate the issue but despite making my voice heard over several consultation periods, no one is prepared to listen apart from
the Local Plan Advisory Committee who took on board the advice from locals who now what we are talking about. Look what happened to them? Cast aside by councillors from outside the area who have no interest in local issues
but in advancing their own personal political careers, or at least not putting it at jeopardy by going against the party whip. So we find ourselves, yet again in a consultation period. No one has listened before so I ask, what is the
point? Where is the democracy? What is the point in consulting people if no one is prepared to listen? MONEY TALKS! I have no money so no one will listen to me.
For what it is worth, it has to be said that leaving the Gritstone Road/Pinewood Road site in the Local Plan will also leave it vulnerable to speculative developers whilst leaving unsightly brownfield sites undeveloped. If it is left in the
Local Plan, rest assured William Davis Homes will immediately put in for planning permission and the district council will pass it, possibly with a small delay for diplomacy and dramatic effect, but it is inevitable that it will be passed as
the district council has fought tooth and nail to have it included in the plan despite the fact that there is no need for such a contentious site to be included. One questions why are the district council fighting so hard for this sight to be
included when there is no need for it to be included? Answers on a postcard please.
In conclusion, the inclusion of this site in the Local Plan contradicts numerous sections of the NPPF guidance on sustainability, building on greenfield sites, air, noise and light pollution, as well as infrastructure issues.
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Gladman Developments

3752-4

No

Main Modiﬁcations 12, 13, 14 AND 15 {MM12, MM13, MM14 andMM15}The Spatial Strategy and Policy S6It is disappointing that a reduction in the housing requirement from 6440 to 5680 dwelling has been proposed following
the analysis undertaken by GL Hearn on behalf of the Council. As set out in our previous representations, affordability pressures in the District are acute, being significantly higher in Derbyshire Dales than comparator
authorities and having significantly worsened over time. The HEDNA identifies that median house prices in the District are 8.6 times the median earnings, compared to a national rate of 6.5 and a county rate of 5.54. The lower
quartile ratio is slightly worse at 9.35, indicating the problem is more acute at the lower end of the market. It is therefore essential that the Local Plan suitably responds to market signals by setting a demonstrably positive approach
that addresses the greater than modest market pressures that exist.I t is noted that the economic led scenario that has been undertaken by GL Hearn includes an uplift of 46% on the demographic projection starting point of 178
dwellings per annum {dpa}. This is required to appropriately address the need for workforce growth associated with the analysis that has been undertaken to forecast future employment trends. However, the proposed modest uplift
of 20dpa to respond to market signals and affordable housing need would not be at the level necessary to address the serious affordability issues highlighted above. Greater than modest affordability pressures of the nature present
in Derbyshire Dales point towards the need for a 20% uplift, which would suggest the need for a further 36dpa rather than 20dpa proposed.Furthermore, The HEDNA {September 20} identiﬁed an annual need of 101 affordable dwellings
per annum, which rose to 112 dwellings per annum if the housing register is taken into account. In reviewing its OAN through the HEDNA update {February 2017}8, the HEDNA Update {February 2017} the Council has
failed to provide the annual need figure that takes the housing register into account. This omission has not been fully explained by the Council and is a factor that places clear upward pressure on the need to plan for additional
housing to meet affordable needs. The Council's record of affordable housing delivery to date during the plan period is a cause for serious concern and it is considered by Gladman that the Plan will result in an affordable housing
delivery shortfall of 767 affordable dwellings {based on the Council's 2015 HEDNA} and 903 affordable dwellings {based on the Council's 2017 HEDNA}. This is further explained at Appendix 1 {see separate file} to these
representations. Should the Local Plan requirement be reduced to the lower minimum figure of 5680 as has been proposed within these main modifications, the maximum dwelling yield from the proposed allocations would be
6684. Gladman and a number of other participants at the examination hearings raised serious concerns at the ability of a number of strategic allocations to deliver housing at the rates that have initially been forecast within the
Council's housing trajectory. Indeed, as raised by Gladman in its representations on the Local Plan, there is an over reliance on quarry sites within the Plan and furthermore it was made clear by the Council during the discussions at
the examination hearings that there is a legacy of such sites not delivering in the manner expected.Whilst the regeneration of previously developed land is important, the emerging Local Plan overly relies on the role that they can play
in significantly boosting the supply of housing to address the housing crisis to deliver much needed market and affordable housing. As set out in our Matter 4 Hearing Statement, delivery from quarry sites could reasonably be
considered as aspirational rather than deliverable. It cannot be considered that there is a reasonable prospect that they will be viably developed at the point of time that is currently envisaged by the Council.The sites at Halldale Quarry
and Cawdor Quarry have been identified as having the potential to provide a combined total of up to 806 residential dwellings and their delivery is critical in terms of the Council's assumptions on the ability to demonstrate a 5 year
supply of deliverable sites and a supply of specific, developable sites to contribute towards the Local Plan requirement for market and affordable housing over the plan period. Evidence exists that the sites are unlikely to be
implemented in the manner currently envisaged by the Council, in particular it is envisaged that there will be little or no affordable housing delivered at the sites, significant on-site constraints and a level of profit that may not be
suﬃcient to guarantee the delivery of the proposed development.A summary of our current understanding of the factors affecting the deliverability of these two sites is provided at Appendix 2 to these representations.As
stated previously by Gladman, the risks associated with the proposed allocations can and should be addressed through this Local Plan. A contingency of housing allocations to provide a dwelling capacity of 20% above a local plan's
minimum requirement is considered the minimum necessary in order to demonstrate an effective supply of developable housing land in these circumstances. This approach would require the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan to meet a
housing provision ﬁgure of 6816 dwellings on deliverable sites for the period 2013 to 2033 {taking into account the lower requirement that the Council has proposed}. After applying the further market signals uplift fori mproved
affordability of 36dpa to these figures {an additional 16dpa / 320 over the plan period to that proposed through these modifications}, it is considered that the Local Plan requirement should be 6000 and that the Plan should identify
housing allocations to accommodate 3001 dwellings {through Policy HC2} to ensure that there is a total capacity of 7200 dwellings across all components of the planned supply over the period 2013-2033.As a result of the risks
associated with the delivery of the strategic sites contained within the Local Plan being so significant, it is also considered necessary to include an early review mechanism within policy wording to ensure that a positive response is
made in circumstances where persistenta nd signiﬁcant under delivery of market and/or affordable housing has been observed through the Council's annual monitoring.

Taking the issues raised in sections 2.3 and 2.4 of these representations into account, Gladman request that Policy S6 is reworded as follows:T he District Council will accommodate at least 6000 dwellings over the period 2013-2033 In
order to accommodate this requirement, sufficient land is identified to accommodate at least 3001 dwellings on new sites allocated in Policy HC2. The Council will work collaboratively with authorities across the wider housing
market areas that relate to the District to establish the Strategic Housing Market Area. This will include consideration of the scale and distribution of any additional provision that may be necessary in Derbyshire Dales District and
elsewhere in the Strategic HMA as a result of the inability ofone or more authority to accommodate its own needs.A Review of the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan will be instigated by the Council should its Annual Monitoring Report
{AMR} identify that: There has been persistent and signiﬁcant under delivery of market and affordable housing from site commitments, windfall sites and allocated sites; or There is a requirement to address unmet housing
needs arising from local authorities within the Strategic Housing Market Area.If necessary, the Review shall commence within 3 months of the publication of the relevant AMR.This modiﬁcation would also need to be reflected in
Table 3 {MM14} to read as follows:{ see original submission for table}
Elizabeth Towe
Yes

3912-1
No

Positively prepared

Justified



Yes
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5175-1
Yes

I support this modification. The OAN was massively overstated based on DDDC's own literature states that the population is due to grow by 6,000 people by 2033!
However, As a result of this reduction, the Pinewood Road/Gritstone Road site should absolutely be removed from the Local Plan. It would not be legal to keep it in the plan as it would be in breach of many of the NPPF rules on
building on greenfield sites when there is absolutely no need for the housing as we can fulfil the OAN without it. DDDC presently have significantly more sites than required in the local plan by an additional 1,004 houses. There is no
need for this over allocation. especially when it means including 100% greenfield sites that is in complete contravention of the NPPF and the governments own planning policies.
When the original local plan was submitted and rejected in 2014, there were sites covering 6,100 houses included in the local plan and Gritstone Road / Pinewood Road was not included in this version of the plan. So realistically we
should never be in the position we are now - by reducing the number further shows that the original local plan did in fact cover the OAHN in the first place and this exercise has been a complete waste of taxpayers time and money in
a time of austerity.
This site was previously voted out of this latest version of the plan by the Local Plan Advisory Committee, who heard all the evidence put forward by residents following hundreds of objections submitted - more than any other site
has ever had in the councils history. This evidence shared in objection to the inclusion of the Gritstone Road/ Pinewood Road site was presented over a number of sessions by residents, town councillors, local councillors,
representatives involved with the Peak Park, experts on NPPF and planning experts and the overwhelming consensus of the LPAC was to remove this site from the plan, much to the horror of Mr Lewis Rose, and Mr P Wilson, who
clearly had a different agenda - certainly not one of respecting the democratic voting system of their own appointed LAPC and accepting the decision made. Subsequently this vote was then overturned by other councillors who
didn't even bother to turn up and hear the evidence presented, and whose constituencies will not be affected by this development. This was a complete disgrace and showed that no matter how much evidence is presented nor how
many objections presented, this site was always going to be included by hook or by crook. The council have vehemently fought to ensure this site is kept in the plan over and above any other site - they are supposed to serve the
interests of the local people. Someone's interests are indeed being served, but it is most definitely not those of the community DDDC have been elected to represent.
Mr Wilson indicated he wanted to keep this site in the Local Plan as a "safeguard" site. What a load of rubbish - let's not kid ourselves as we all know that William Davies will be submitting planning requests immediately the Local
Plan is signed off should Gritstone / Pinewood Road remain included. They already have their "vision" drafted and it is clearly already being supported by DDDC regardless. Seeing the deep interest that Mr Wilson and Mr Lewis
showed in ensuring this site remains included, I imagine any objections will be met with the same disdain as the hundreds already received and the building will go ahead regardless, resulting in the destruction of acres of greenfields
whilst leaving eyesore brownfield sites to continue to rot. The chance of any planning submissions being rejected seems slim to me, seeing as all other objections have been summarily dismissed.
There have been numerous attempts to submit plans build on this land and include the site in the local plan over the years, and all the reasons presented previously that resulted in this site being rejected still stand. In fact we shared
evidence of a letter from Mike Hase which stated the site was unsuitable for inclusion in the local plan within the last 2 years - seeing as nothing has changed apart from more houses being built since in the immediate vicinity, then
clearly this should be the very first site to be excluded from inclusion in the local plan to help protect the environment and green spaces of Matlock. The building work presently going on at Thornberrys and Moorcroft has already
caused issues with traffic on occasion, with tailbacks to Slack Hill and Matlock Green actually causing total gridlock in the town. This will become a much more regular occurrence the more additional traffic we add to the already
overstretched junctions which are crucial to access Matlock and keep a continuing flow of traffic. Accessibility is being made worse not better with another 1,000 traffic movements per day to added to Chesterfield Road and other
already busy junctions with Cavendish Road, Wellington Street and Asker Lane should this Pinewood / GrItstone Road site be developed. There is no getting away from this fact. There is already a large volume of school traffic and
with the many new developments included in the plan for Matlock, this will dramatically increase school traffic as the number of students at the school increases.
We have all already included submissions of proof that there are natural springs and run off water from the hills, causing regular flooding in the area and that building will only exacerbate this. The fact that a giant underground
aqueduct runs below the site, no-one knows it's state of repair and no risk assessment has been done seems to have been completely overlooked!!
As well as contradicting most of the government's policies, there are far more reasons NOT to include this site than to include it. There is only one reason to keep it in - someone will gain financially. The losers will be the entire
community of Matlock who will all feel the effects one way or another. I therefore implore you to remove this site from the local plan as it is not required, and if it is included it will be built on before any brownfield sites.
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Matlock Civic Association
No

Positively prepared

Justified

5323-1

Effective

Consistent with National Policy

No

Because there have been four
changes of circumstance since the
Examination in Public last May {see
6 above}. The Inspector's dismissal
of our arguments last May needs to
be reconsidered. This will need to
be in more detail than is possible
just through consideration of this
brief statement.

In our representations dated 13 April 2017 {Ref 5323} we argued that the scale of housing proposed was out of proportion to what is likely to be needed or desirable and would mean Matlock growing by about 30% in just 16 years the fastest rate of development ever achieved. The consequence would be that brownfield sites that are in need of development {and are currently a blight on the town} will remain undeveloped simply because the greenfield sites
included to meet the 6,440 Objectively Assessed Need {OAN} figure will be easier to develop and will tend to be developed first - the opposite of sound planning.
At the Local Plan Examination the Inspector seemed to dismiss these arguments - The OAN had to be met and there was no national policy for phasing development or to give priority to brownfield development. Since the Inquiry
the following changes have already happened - in just 10 weeks:
a} The OAN figure has been reduced from 6,440 to 5,680 but the housing allocation has actually been increased to 6,684 {1,004 above the OAN figure}. It would be more logical {and sounder planning} to bring the allocation into line
with the new OAN by deleting the less desirable greenfield sites from the allocations. We can suggest where this could be done.
b} The Inspector seemed to dismiss our suggestion that if development was in practice faster than the lower OAN figure we were suggesting then the monitoring process could enable new, less desirable site to be brought forward.
Yet this is exactly the procedure now advocated in MM27. Sound planning would allocate only the brownfield sites and sites where development is a commitment. If there is a demonstrable need for additional development beyond
this reduced allocation in future years then the monitoring process would identify the scale of additional allocation needed and the new greenfield sites {which we suggest should be deleted from the plan} could be brought forward
for consideration.
c} The Inspector dismissed our argument for brownfield priority arguing that there was no national planning policy for this. This no longer seems to be true. In The Times on 3 July 2017 a spokesman for the Government said " We
have been clear that Councils must prioritise development on brownfield land and announced plans to radically boost brownfield development". So there clearly is a government brownfield priority and it would be sound planning to
reflect that priority by the means we suggest.
d} MM49 has a new brownfield priority in relation to tourism development by adding a new paragraph to Policy EC10 requiring "full and effective use of existing buildings in preference to the construction of new buildings". We
agree with this additional policy as it is clearly sound planning. An equivalent brownfield preference policy should be included in the Housing policies of the Plan and the site allocations should be amended to reflect that preference.

See answer to Question 6. The Inspector would be better able to draft the details of appropriate wording if he accepts our reasoning. We would be happy to help.
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Roche Enterprises Ltd
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No

It is considered that the risks of
under-delivery and development
delay are clearly not fully
understood by the Council,
particularly in relation to previously
developed sites, and they openly
admit this. As a CIL is also being
proposed by the Council, it follows
that affordable housing delivery will
suffer as CIL is mandatory. This will
exacerbate already poor affordable
housing delivery in the district, over
the plan period.

The Objectively Assessed Need for the whole of the Derbyshire Dales, including areas within the National Park, for the period 2013-2033 should be 322 dwellings per annum or an overall figure of 6,440. However, having regard to
the more recent 2014-based Sub-National Population and Household Projections, the updated analysis of the housing requirements for the Derbyshire Dales points to a lower objectively assessed housing need {OAN} of 284
dwellings per annum. This equates to an overall requirement for the plan period of 5,680 dwellings. The District Council considers this to be a more up to date assessment of housing need for the period up to 2033.'
We object to the reduction of the OAN by 760 dwellings, in light of the woeful performance of the Council in terms of affordable housing delivery over recent years and urge the Council to reconsider its approach. There is clearly an
issue with development viability on some residential sites which the Council openly admit in the Derbyshire Dales Housing & Economic Development Needs Assessment {September 2015}.
We note that the Council have only published an Annual Monitoring Report {AMR} for 2015/16. The Council were claiming 5.8 years at that point {Appendix 1}. The Council have not produced an AMR for the 2016/17 monitoring
year and as a result we have no supply sites to assess other than those included in the 2015/16 AMR.
In that document, the Council have measured their supply against an Objectively Assessed Need figure of 322 dwellings per annum, being a total of 6,440 dwellings for the plan period to 2028.
Significantly, we have observed that the claimed supply is reliant on sites that have been allocated in the draft Local Plan {1,265} but have no planning permission. It is still assumed by the Council that these sites will come forward
within the first 5 years of the plan {2016-2021}, but there is scant evidence to justify this position. Further, some 1,785 dwellings are considered to form the supply as 'under construction' or commitments as planning permissions as
yet to be implemented {outline and detailed}. Putting those commitments figure to one side and considering allocations without any formal planning permission, given the delay to the emerging development plan {and the fact that
it cannot be adopted in August this year}, it is clear that there has to have been some slippage to the delivery assumptions in the Council's AMR for 2015/16. As they have not yet published a similar document for the 2016/17
monitoring year it is not certain what proportion of each allocated site can {reasonably} now be delivered in the short term and therefore counted as part of the supply. Until that information is provided by the Council {and it is
incumbent on them to provide robust proof of this} then we consider that the 5 year supply claim could indeed be questionable.
The difference between having a 5 year supply and not having a 5 year supply equates to a difference of around 417 dwellings {with all of the Council's assumptions in Table 1, para 5.4 of their 2015/16 AMR remaining unaltered}.
The 417 dwellings represents around a third of the dwellings assumed to come forward from the allocations which have no permission in place. Given the slippage we have identified, it is likely that even considering supply from
allocations {which will have to reduce}, it is highly likely the Council do not have a 5 year supply at the current time when measured against their original OAN.
We have not considered the 300 dwellings which were awaiting a s106 agreement and assuming they all deliver within 5 years, we have focussed on those commitments set out in the Council's Appendix to their AMR, many of which
are older permissions.
In their calculations for 2015/16, the Council do not appear to have applied a lapse rate to their sites with permission {outline and detailed} which is not robust, particularly as some are ageing permissions and permissions that have
been subject to at least one extension of time.
Further, we wish to briefly draw the Inspector's attention to the following supply sites by way of an example, that the Council rely upon, but that we dispute:
Ladygrove Mill {11/00545/EXF{1} which is still let for oﬃce space with a planning permission that may have lapsed {2011} - supposedly providing 24 new dwellings. It does not appear the site is therefore available. B
entley Bridge House {13/0020/EXF} subject to an extension of time limit for 6 dwellings granted in May 2013, which appears to have expired.
2729, Causeway Lane, Matlock {13/00762/FUL} full planning permission granted for 6 dwellings in December 2013, which appears to have expired. No evidence any conditions have been discharged on the Council's website.
Ernest Bailey House, The Butts Matlock {WED/0000/1398} full planning permission for 11 dwellings was granted in 1992, but there appears to have been no implementation of this permission/discharge of conditions, which will
therefore have expired.
Riber Castle {WED/0000/2299} redevelopment for 47 new dwellings has stalled. Granted in 2005, the conversion has been covered by the media extensively, but the redevelopment work appears to be incomplete with evidence
that the owners have put it up for sale for around £9million , with no completions registered as yet. The CLA have reported on the redevelopment on behalf of the owners with a view to inviting potential JV partners. We consider
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this is a long-term project and to count units from it in the short term is inappropriate.
Chequers Farm Workshop, Millers Green, Wirksworth {11/00229/EXF} 10 dwellings has been subject to an extension of time back in 2011, which would have expired in 2014. It is noted that there is one unit under construction, but
given the speed at which this appears to have happened, this site should not be counted as contributing to short term supply.
Similarly, with 14 The Gables, Bolehill Road, Bolehill {11/00387/REM} this site has permission for 7 dwellings where permission was granted in 2011. Only one unit is under construction, which points to a very slow delivery rate.
We consider this site should not be relied upon as short term supply.
Stones of Wirksworth {13/00906/FUL} permission granted for 11 new dwellings has not been implemented despite being granted full planning permission in 2014. The company are still trading from this address, so no signs of the
development being brought forward. This site should not be included in the short term supply.
We consider {even at a glance} there are some 292 dwellings forming part of the Council's supply, which we strongly debate will come forward in the short term. Those that do not have permission are not deliverable now, and those
sites that are occupied by other users are not deliverable now with very little reasonable prospect of delivery in the short term. The Council have not provided any evidence to suggest why they should continue to be included in the
supply calculation.
In the Council's Statement of Case, they set out that they have recalculated their 5 year supply in light of a proposed reduction in their OAN {which is a Main Modification subject to consultation at the time of writing} - something we
comment further on in the next section. This recalculation is something that the appellants have not seen previously, and is not supported by details on each supply site at their Appendix C {as it is 'as at' April 2017, presumably these
have changed}. Clearly, if they reduce the OAN figure, the Council feel they are able to claim an improved supply of 6.8 years. This comes from a merely an amended table with very few changes to inputs {addition of a lapse rate of
5% to 'small sites'} and no real change to the assumed delivery from sites with planning permission and the total supply figures in both tables are virtually the same. However the new table is not supported by the same level of
evidence contained within the 2015/16 AMR. It is therefore difficult to provide comments on this other than to say that our comments remain on individual sites above, as well as our comments on the emerging plan allocations.
We intend to make separate representations to the Main Modifications within the specified timeframes, but they will include an objection to the reduction in the OAN figure.
The Council simply stating that 'statements of common ground' between the Council and various promoters have been signed is somewhat naive: it is in the best interests of those developer/promoters to agree to deliver on the
basis that they wish to secure an allocation.
The reality of delivery is something quite different and it is quite doubtful that the Council have taken a suitably inquisitive approach to each proposed allocation. This is despite the fact that many strategic sites are being promoted
by non-housebuilders, who cannot robustly prove either way how fast build out rates are likely to be because they ultimately will not be responsible for delivery and implementation.
Indeed, there was only one housebuilder represented at the Hearings Sessions in May 2017 where the proposed OAN and housing allocations/5 year supply were discussed, amongst the following list of parties: Roger Yarwood
{2164}, Gladman Developments Ltd {3752}, Home Builders Federation {4794}, Acres Land and Planning for Goodall Family {5924}, PDP for FW Harrison {6212}, DLP for Chevin Homes {6222}. The HBF of course being a representative
body and not specifically involved in any particular site.
The HBF in their representation to the emerging plan of 14 December 2015 suggests the following questions are asked of the Council in reference to their estimate of {what was their original} OAHN:
Is sensitivity testing of demographic projections likely to necessitate an upward adjustment?
Are adjustments to support economic growth sufficient?
Are adjustments for worsening market signals sufficient?
Is the Council meeting affordable housing needs?
Unfortunately, this latest 6 week consultation period for the Main Modifications is insufficient for a full assessment of the reduced OAHN to be performed properly by any of the participants in the EiP process. To that end, even
focussing entirely on the impact upon affordable housing delivery, the final question above remains of great concern to us.
Further the Council's own data shows a woefully low level of affordable housing delivery District-wide. At paragraph 6.1 of the 2015/16 AMR, the Council saw completions of only 19 affordable homes. The Council have shown in
their Examination Library for the emerging Local Plan {EX23} a table of affordable housing completions for the District since 2006/7. Over the last 5 years, it is clear that the Council's affordable housing delivery has dropped off
significantly, against all of the different targets put forward:
Total
Completions
Requirement
(HEDNA 2015)
Requirement
(HEDNA 2015)
Requirement
(HEDNA 2015)

2012/13
132

2013/14
36

2014/15
25

2015/16
15

2016/17
11

219

101

101

101

101

101

505

112

112

112

112

112

560

101

96

96

96

96

586

At best, the Council are now carrying a shortfall of affordable housing of 286 dwellings. At worst, the shortfall is 367.
The Council's own Choice-Based Lettings system, called 'Home-Options' is a live database. At the time of writing, it was showing 758 households in affordable housing need registered as living in the District.
Para 5.18 of the August 2016 SHELAA states that
62

Mod Legally Compliant ?

Mod Sound ?

Positively Prepared ?

Not Justified ?

Not Effective ?

Not Consistent with National Policy ?

Inspector by Written Reps

Reason for Oral Hearing

Comments in Support of Legal Compliance and/or Soundness
Reasons for Not Legal Compliance or Sound
Suggested Revised Wording to Achieve Legal Compliance or Soundness
'The achievability of sites has been assessed on the basis of developer forecasts, market area demand and costs associated with development. A number of large sites are on previously developed land where development costs may
be more significant than previously considered. There is therefore a risk that sites will not be delivered as envisaged. While risks associated with the wider economic climate and national policy cannot be controlled locally, the
District Council can affect the financial burden on developers through planning obligations and the setting of a CIL. Detailed viability studies undertaken by developers at planning application stage will ensure that these risks are
reduced.'
Further, in the Council's 2015/16 AMR, they also admit that: '¦developers of large scale developments are building less affordable units due to viability constraints on sites and Government funding has decreased significantly over
the last few years.' {Para 3.3}
This demonstrates that the risks of under-delivery and development delay are clearly not fully understood by the Council, particularly in relation to previously developed sites, and they openly admit this. As a CIL is also being
proposed by the Council, it follows that affordable housing delivery will suffer as CIL is mandatory. This will exacerbate already poor affordable housing delivery in the district, over the plan period.
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Mrs Susan Smith
No

Matlock Town Council

5436-8

No

Please find attached our comments
regarding the amendments, it is
requested that they are given to the
inspector as written. We would also
like to confirm that we would wish
to be heard should the Inspector
decide that further hearing sessions
are necessary.
In addition we would like to
comment with regard to revising the
Settlement Boundaries for longer
term necessary housing
development.
Matlock Town Council would like to
take this opportunity to ask the
District Council for a consideration
of where and how much further the
Settlement Boundary will be allowed
to extend. This is a reference to
encompassing further Greenfield
Sites on the periphery of Matlock to
within the Settlement Boundary.
The present significant increase of a
further 30% to the existing housing
stock in the local area is considered
to be too large and will be
detrimental in many respects. There
must be cognisant limits on further
expansion into the surrounding
Countryside.

It is noted Main Modification 12 states the re-evaluation of the OAN {Objectively Assessed Housing Need} of the overall District needed housing allocation has been reduced by 1000 dwellings. A total provision of 6684 dwellings is no
longer therefore required in this Local Plan Period and some existing allocations could be postponed for possible/more than likely future requirements. In addition it is understood very recently submitted Planning Applications for
other sites in the Matlock area have been received {some approved} that were not included in the Local Plan as submitted.
The fact that the site of Development Site HC2{u} has had Planning refusal by DDDC in the past {with less housing proposed} and also an appeals dismissed. This together with decision of the DDDC Planning Advisory Committee
earlier this year recommending to the Council Members that the site should be removed from the Local Plan {subsequently overturned} clearly illustrates the case for its inclusion is very fragile. The significance of the numerous
Public Objections and their reasoned grounds brought before DDDC throughout the preparation of the currently submitted Local Plan is also indicative of itsfragility'
Given the ongoing uncertainties regarding the deliverability of this Development site it is considered an alternative solution of a necessarily substantial reduction in its housing numbers would reduce its viability for any prospective
Developer.
Matlock Town Council is therefore supportive of the public of Matlock in requesting this Development site be taken out of the Local Plan for reason of the ongoing need to resolve the many valid issues raised that are needed to
ensure this site is both sound and deliverable.
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Mr John Youatt
No

5588-5
No

MM12, 13, 14, 15 I note and welcome the reduction of the OAN, as far as it goes. The reduction of allocated sites in the Mods from 3,188 to 2,485 = 603 is suﬃcient to remove the last-minute allocation of the Wolds. To include it
now is an excessive insurance ﬁgure given the adequacy of the supply for more than 5 years. The site's previous refusal and dismissal on appeal should stand for a further 5 years.Also, the Inspector's position on other grounds for
reduction of the of the OAN are currently unknown.T hese are, the ‘NP effect' and a ‘Garden Village', which could further reduce the OAN by several thousand homes.I object to the retention of the allocation at the Wolds on strategic
grounds and on the site-specific grounds set out by WAG as unsound.

Isabella Stone
Yes

CPRE Derbyshire Branch
No

5643-2

Justified

Yes

The revised housing requirement, whilst welcome, does not address the points made in our original submission, and therefore in our view is still too high and therefore unsound.
Specifically, the matter of the effect of the National Park housing requirement has not been addressed.
In the introductory paragraph of revised section 4.30 {MM12} insert new sentences between the penultimate and last sentences:
"However, it is recognised that the Peak District National Park will not be able to deliver its theoretical OAN due to its statutory purposes, and this should reduce the housing requirements overall in the adjacent local authorities.
Furthermore, the evidence indicates that it is unreasonable for all the required housing need within the National Park to be accommodated by the Derbyshire Dales District alone, but should be spread across other adjacent districts.
This reduces the overall requirement for the plan period even further, to 5000 dwellings."
Then reduce the figures in the following table accordingly.
John Lowe
Yes

5693-1
No

MM12 PAGE 42 POLICY 4.30
This concerns the soundness of the decision to revise downwards the OAN figure.
The housing completions 'target' has in the last 36 months seen a 50% or so increase and now a 15% or so decrease. As the OAN is dervived mainly from population trends and housing needs projections it seems very strange that
there has been such volatility in the OAN. Perhaps political expediency is a factor?
Certainly none of the neighbouring authorities have moved from their previously stated positions of being able to 'assist' the Dales. So that cannot be a factor.
Other than Brexit and levels of migration {in/out}, neither of which are material factors in the area, population forecasts should be reasonably predictable, in the medium term.
My concerns are also regarding the level of Affordable housing, following this reduction and the prospects of 'windfall' sites being rejected because "on paper" the Council can demonstrate a 5 year supply.
The Plan places a great deal of confidence in brownfield sites, many of which have been around for many years without any progress in terms of developing the sites.
MM12 PAGE 42 POLICY 4.30
This concerns the soundness of the decision to revise downwards the OAN figure.
The housing completions 'target' has in the last 36 months seen a 50% or so increase and now a 15% or so decrease. As the OAN is dervived mainly from population trends and housing needs projections it seems very strange that
there has been such volatility in the OAN. Perhaps political expediency is a factor?
Certainly none of the neighbouring authorities have moved from their previously stated positions of being able to 'assist' the Dales. So that cannot be a factor.
Other than Brexit and levels of migration {in/out}, neither of which are material factors in the area, population forecasts should be reasonably predictable, in the medium term.
My concerns are also regarding the level of Affordable housing, following this reduction and the prospects of 'windfall' sites being rejected because "on paper" the Council can demonstrate a 5 year supply.
The Plan places a great deal of confidence in brownfield sites, many of which have been around for many years without any progress in terms of developing the sites.
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Ms Susan Hinchliff
No

5880-4
No

I wish to make comment on the following Main Modification to the Local Plan:
MM12/Page 42/Policy/para4.30
Reduction in the Objectively Assessed Housing Need {OAN} from 6,684 to 5,680
* I support this Modification as I believe any reduction to be a good thing for the DDDC district.
HOWEVER, I understand that the district has currently approximately 17% more housing allocation than is required, & In view of this fact I would ask that the controversial, unwarranted inclusion of the 100% green field site at
Gritstone Road/Pinewood Road Matlock is now an unneeded allocation & should therefore be removed from the draft Local Plan.
- The Gritstone Road/Pinewood Road site was voted out by the Local Planning Committee
- The site has systematically received by far the most objections through the Local Plan consultation process
- It is unsuitable in terms of transport given its elevat

John Acres
No

Acres Land and Planning Limited

5924-7

No

Yes

MM12. Proposed changes to Paragraph 4.30. Objection.We are not convinced that the statistical evidence presented at the EIP supported a reduction in the OAN for housing, based simply on the outcome of the 2014-based household
projections. The explanation given; broadly that elderly people were not likely to live as long as was previously predicted, belies the progress made in prolonging peoples' lifespans which seems to contradict the figures for the
Derbyshire Dales. {Additional Modification {AM15} which is recommended for inclusion in the Local Plan actually states ‘Life expectancy in the Derbyshire Dales is higher than the national average. Between 2008 and 2025 the
number of people aged 65 and over in the Derbyshire Dales is projected to rise by 46% and the old age dependency ratio for the Derbyshire Dales is considerably higher than the East Midlands'. The combination of an unexpected
‘dip' in the 2014 based ﬁgures, coupled with the acknowledged unrepresentative nature of the housing market areas within Derbyshire Dales, suggests that a modiﬁcation to reduce the OAN is not appropriate.

James Johnson
Yes

5982-1
No

Positively prepared

Yes

Justified

The local plan was based on an OAN of 6440 dwellings. This is being revised to 5680 and, therefore the plan is not sound as it has not reduced the housing allocation accordingly.
Site HC2{u} {Pinewood/Gritstone Road} is the most controversial site and should be removed as it is not longer needed:
- it is 100% green field site.
- It was the last site to be allocated
- It was voted out by the Local Area Planning committee
- It has systematically received by far the most objections through the Local Plan consultation process
- It is unsustainable in terms of transport given its elevated location and distance from the town centre and will generate unacceptable levels of traffic
- Leaving this site in the Local Plan will leave it vulnerable to speculative development while leaving other unsightly brownfield sites undeveloped for years to come.
Site HC2{u} {Pinewood/Gritstone Road} should be removed from MM28 and MM52 should be deleted.
Lynn Hines
Yes

5986-2
Yes

Reduction in the Objectively Assessed Housing Need. The reduction in houses to 5,680 should now allow for the deletion of the Gritstone / Pinewood Road site from the Local Plan. It was voted out previously by the Local Plan
Advisory Committee due to the flood risk, threat to the environment and nature conservation, remoteness and inaccessibility to the town centre. This greenfield site cannot be developed when brown field sites in the centre of
Matlock on main access routes remain disused and eyesores in a town that attracts tourists throughout the year.

66

Mod Legally Compliant ?

Mod Sound ?

Positively Prepared ?

Not Justified ?

Not Effective ?

Not Consistent with National Policy ?

Inspector by Written Reps

Reason for Oral Hearing

Comments in Support of Legal Compliance and/or Soundness
Reasons for Not Legal Compliance or Sound
Suggested Revised Wording to Achieve Legal Compliance or Soundness
Mr David Elsworth
No

6001-1
No

As requested I confirm that I would
wish to be heard should the
Inspector decide that further
hearing sessions are necessary.

The proposals in the DDDC Local Plan Submission result in an increase in the number of dwellings in the Matlock area of 30% above the existing numbers. I still am unconvinced that the magnitude of this increase {circa 1680} will not
be of significant detriment to the Town without further safeguards being amended/added to the already proposed MM's and AM's as presented in the Public Consultation documentation.
The first of these concerns relates to the traffic flows and air pollution from the combined increase in generated traffic from the several large local proposed Development sites in the Matlock area that still needs to be addressed.
Many of the 'policy' statements in the Local Plan MM's and AM's, although welcomed, have no actual direction as to how they could be achieved and more importantly whether any measures eventually proposed can even be
delivered. It is abundantly clear that DDDC's normal practise to address such matters as and when an individual Planning Application is received is too little, too late for overall consideration of resulting impacts of the group of the
large proposed Development sites in the Matlock area.
Additional modifications AM 12/17/22/25/34/35/36/37//39/56/64 are considered to fall into the category of what is described in the above two paragraphs above.
Mr David Elsworth
No

6001-8
No

As requested I confirm that I would
wish to be heard should the
Inspector decide that further
hearing sessions are necessary.

It is noted MM12 states the re-evaluation of the OAN {Objectively Assessed Housing Need} of the overall District needed housing allocation has been reduced by 1000 dwellings. A total provision of 6684 dwellings is no longer
therefore required in this Local Plan Period and some existing allocations could be postponed for possible/more than likely future requirements {should circumstances change}. In addition it is understood very recently submitted
Planning Applications for other sites in the Matlock area have been received {some approved} that were not included in the Local Plan as submitted.
The Development Site, now HC2{u}, has had Planning refusal by the District Council in the past {with less housing proposed} and also had appeals dismissed. This together with a decision of the District Council Planning Advisory
Committee earlier this year recommending to the Council Members that the site should be removed from the Local Plan {subsequently overturned} clearly illustrates the case for its inclusion is veryfragile. Of equal importance, in an
earlier Members Cabinet meeting, a Report by the County Council's Strategic Director on the subject of the County Councils Formal Response to the District Council Public Consultation it was stated. However, and as the Transport
Study suggests, the transport network in Matlock and Ashbourne would give rise to increased levels of congestion. In view of this, DDDC should give consideration to the potential rebalancing of the proposed distribution of housing
across the three Market Towns in my opinion a clearly signiﬁcant indication concern regarding the Districts housing allocation for Matlock where no physical Mitigation measures are even possible.
Overall the above factors support the fact that Site HC2{u} has always been a very borderline Development Site in consideration as to its inclusion in the Local Plan.
I am completely supportive of the responses of both the Public of Matlock and Matlock Town Council {the latter includes other specific amendments to particular MM's and AM's in respect of Development Site HC2{u} which in my
capacity as a Chartered Civil Engineer - are fully endorsed.
Given the ongoing uncertainties regarding the deliverability of this Development site I also considered a possible alternative solution of a necessarily substantial reduction in numbers {< 40} of its housing allocation. This was later
discounted as the reduction could reduce its viability for any prospective Developer.
In conclusion, even with the foregoing considerations and proposed amendments to the MM's and AM's, I submit that to ensure the Soundness and Deliverability of the Local Plan, Development site HC2{u} should be removed from
the Local Plan.
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Matt Haywood
Yes

6007-1
Yes

I strongly support this modification as the inclusion of this site was never accepted and was voted OUT by the local plan advisory committee. It was also the last site allocated and has always received the most number of objections
throughout the course of the consultation periods.
Currently living on Gritstone Road, I believe the development represents a significant risk in terms of the increased levels of traffic it will create. Gritstone Road is currently overused with parked cars and through traffic. The main
road to Chesterfield is also overused with cars regularly breaking the 30mph limit. The planned increase will only exacerbate these issues.

Katie Haywood
Yes

6168-5
Yes

Justified

Yes

the district has 17% more housing allocation over OAN at 6,684 therefore the greenfield site at Gritstone Road Matlock allocation is no longer needed and should be removed from the plan.
It will generate unacceptable levels of traffic,
it is a flood risk
it has received the most objections through the local plan consultation process and will continue to do so.

Mrs Margaret Elsworth
Yes

6171-1
Yes

Yes

I support this modification. As there has been a reduction in the OAN for Derbyshire Dales by around 1,000 dwellings the opportunity arises to remove the Gritstone Rd/Pinewood Rd site from the Local Plan. There have been
innumerable representations about the unsuitability of this site throughout the consultation period. The Local Plan Advisory Committee voted to remove it from the Plan as has happened in all previous assessments throughout the
years. The site is above the snowline. It is covered in ever changing natural springs. The steepness of the roads out of Matlock centre make car journeys inevitable and the roads cannot take any increase in traffic.
Delete this site from the Plan
Andrew Kernaghan
Yes

6191-1
No

Justified

Yes

The council now has more housing allocated than is needed, therefore the greenfield site off Pinewood Road/Gritstone should now be removed. This is 100% greenfield site. The inclusion of this site was not supported by the Local
Plan Advisory Committee. It has received the most objections throughout the consultation period due to flood risk and unacceptable levels of transport, and was the last site to be added to the plan.
If this site is left in the plan it could potentially be developed whilst leaving unsightly brownfield sites undeveloped for many years
As the District Council now has 17% more housing allocation as per the modification to reduce OAN to 5680 the Greenfield site on Pinewood/Gritstone Road should be removed from the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan
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Jill Armshaw
Yes

6197-1
Yes

It is apparent that the district now has approximately 17% more housing allocation than is required, so would ask that the controversial, unwarranted inclusion of the 100% green field site at Gritstone Road / Pinewood Road in
Matlock, should now be deemed as not needed allocation and therefore should be removed.
It was the last site to be allocated.
It was voted out by the Local Area Planning Committee
It has systematically received by far the most objections through the Local Plan consultation process.
It is unsustainable in terms of transport given its elevated location and distance from the town centre and will generate unacceptable levels of traffic.
Leaving this site in the Local Plan will leave it vulnerable to speculative development while leaving unsightly brownfield sites undeveloped for years to come.
I feel there is an alternative site not previously mentioned to my knowledge, and that is the Rowsley Shopping Village, which has many vacant shop units and is nowadays little used. I propose that to demolish the shopping village
and along with the adjacent large car park, this would create a perfect site to build at least 430 new houses, with little disturbance to the area, and would indeed create a new community. Equal distance between Bakewell and
Matlock would provide choice of amenities and services without having severe impact on just Matlock.

Robert Allen
Yes

6337-1
No

Justified

Reduction in the Objectively Assessed Housing Need {OAN} from 6,684 to 5,680. I support the reduction, but you now you have 17% more land allocated then you need to fulfil the required number, so I strongly object that you have
still included the 100 % greenfield site of HC2U Gritstone RD / Wolds Rise. Why has this happened. This area has received the largest number of objections, most elevated land away from public transport. The land has to be removed
from the plan, if not you will clearly destroy greenfield areas, when not required due to the reduction {OAN}, and just allow rich land owners to get richer and increase the profits of David Wilson Homes.

The total numbers of houses required have been reduced, so you now need to remove the greenfield site of Gritstone Rd.
Janet Knight
No

6342-2
No

Positively prepared

Justified

Consistent with National Policy

Yes

Remove the Gritstine Rd/Pinewood Rd site
1 support the reduction n the OAN from 6684 to 5680 but cannot understand why the Gritstine Rd/Pinewood Rd site has not been removed fron the plan. The site is unsustainable, was removed from the local plan by the advisory
committee and has previously been rejected at a planning appeal. This site is not necessary and should be removed from the local plan. The resultant figure of 6254 would still be over 10% above the required OAN
Jack Kernaghan
Yes

6351-1
No

Justified

Yes

I support this modification to reduce the OAN to 5680.
The council now has more housing allocated than is needed, therefore the greenfield site off Pinewood Road/Gritstone should now be removed. This is 100% greenfield site. The inclusion of this site was not supported by the Local
Plan Advisory Committee. It has received the most objections throughout the consultation period due to flood risk and unacceptable levels of transport, and was the last site to be added to the plan.
If this site is left in the plan it could potentially be developed whilst leaving unsightly brownfield sites undeveloped for many years.
As the District Council now has 17% more housing allocation as per the modification to reduce OAN to 5680 the Greenfield site on Pinewood/Gritstone Road should be removed from the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan

69

Mod Legally Compliant ?

Mod Sound ?

Positively Prepared ?

Not Justified ?

Not Effective ?

Not Consistent with National Policy ?

Inspector by Written Reps

Reason for Oral Hearing

Comments in Support of Legal Compliance and/or Soundness
Reasons for Not Legal Compliance or Sound
Suggested Revised Wording to Achieve Legal Compliance or Soundness
Ms Lucy Heathcote
No

6354-2
No

Please consider these comments on the above modiﬁcation:I would like to support this modiﬁcation because the house allocation now is more then requir - Gritstone Road & Wolds Road surplus to requirements. Originally this
area was voted out by the Planning committee as unsuitable for housing. Currently, Chesterﬁeld Road has reached vehicle saturation point, which would feed all the area, bearing in mind the average house has at least two cars.
If this site is left in the Local Plan it is vulnerable to speculative development in the future. Please ensure all these concerns are dealt with.

Penelope Whitney
Yes

6356-1
Yes

Yes

I think that the original proposal for the number of new houses in the Gritstone/Pinewood to be reduced is necessary. The exit via Cavendish ROad is already subject to excessive traffic. I moved to Matlock 18 months ago. I had not
appreciated at the time the extent of the housing along Cavendish Road, beyond the turning to Rockside car park. Nor had I realised that there was a playing field used for football training on a Saturday. Obviously, the small
cottages at the entrance to Cavendish Rd from Wellington Street were built before the advent of cars, so car owners need to park on the street. One gets used to waiting for cars to pass along - it is courtesy in this part of the world.
However, on a Saturday one can wait for anything up to 20 cars to pass along, taking children to the training at the playing field. One needs to allow additional time to exit Cavendish Rd, if one is going to a meeting, catching a train
etc. Whilst this may seem trivial, by comparison with providing living accommodation for people, it is a cause of concern that many more vehicles exiting via Cavendish Road will be detrimental to the folk already living there. Exiting
directly onto Chesterfield Road would be more desirable. Though if there are many cars exiting onto it I do believe that some sort of roundabout might be needed.

Mr Desmond Joseph Martin
Yes

6380-2
No

Justified

Yes

MM12/Page 42/ Policy/para 4.30
I support this modification, the Gritstone Road/Pinewood Road site should be removed from the Local Plan once and for all as it has been speculatively looked at for over 30 years. This is a green field site with access through an
existing, quiet, residential street. I have raised my objections time and time again and yet DDDC has insisted this site should remain on the Local Plan. It is by far the largest site in Matlock and will affect the quality of life for more
existing residents than the other four sites at the top of Chesterfield Road. This site suffers from flooding, which will prove catastrophic for both new and existing residents. The extra traffic will make it more dangerous for children
going to the three schools and nursery, all on Chesterfield Road. If this site is allowed to be developed for 430 houses, this will lead ultimately to further expansion as the site is surrounded by more green fields.
This site is not justified for a number of reasons including access, traffic congestion, flooding, loss of greenfields and habitat of flora and fauna and should never have been allowed to be put back on to the Local Plan after it was
voted off by the Advisory Committee who agreed with the large number of valid objections made for the Gritstone Road/Pinewood Road site.
Please remove the Gritstone Road/Pinewood Road site to prevent Matlock becoming one large rat run of traffic and parked cars!
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Mr Rob Atkin
No

Wolds Action Group

6412-1

No

No

WAG would like to participate in any
further hearings the Inspector may
call. It represents and has the
backing of a large number of
concerned Matlock residents.

MM12 policy S5 : We support this reduction in the OAN which enables Wolds HC2{u} to be deleted. This area has been subject to a lengthy planning history that culminated in planning refusal and an appeal that was dismissed in
1990and1991 { Appeal Report 23/4 & 22-224/10 1991 App/ P1045/A/90/157192/p3 & App/p1045/A/91182806/p3 } The only grounds for a review of that decision, and the Wolds subsequent allocation in the latest local plan,
was the shortfall to meet the OAN. That is no longer the case. At the Council meeting it was clearly stated that this last allocation was to meet the then OAN. And we don't yet know what the Inspector will decide re the NP Effect
{see appendix 1} or a new village. Either, or both of which may also mitigate the OAN. The site was never supported by the LPAC and was the last site to be allocated. This was the last and is the worst allocation in terms of
•topography, •visibility from protected views ,•location , •100% Greenﬁeld, •lf ood risk,•traﬃc objections - congestion and safety. •Sustainable transport initiatives are not realistic. For these reasons it should be
the ﬁrst site to be removed. Not to do so could be open to legal review, depending on the totality of the Inspector's reasons. It is necessary not to over stress areas by including dwellings so far in excess of the number now
required by the revised OAN. There is adequate provision for the 5 year target. Suggested over provision of 20% is in an unadopted White Paper. Therefore, Wolds can be deleted. As the attached Statement from the two Matlock
Doctors' surgeries demon-strates, the area is already over stressed in terms of GP services. New residents of the 430 houses may need to travel to Darley Dale or Wirksworth to visit a GP {if they have capacity} because the Matlock
surgeries cannot take any more patients. Wirksworth is outside the catchment for home visits. The following statement is directly from the Practice Managers. {In addition, we include a statement from the PPG for Lime Grove}
To conclude this point: although welcomed, the reduction in the OAN does not go far enough when taking into account the National Park Effect and the current strain on infrastructure.
Mr Rob Atkin
No

Wolds Action Group

6412-13

No

Removal of the site HC2U Land at Gritstone Road/Pinewood Road Matlock will not make the plan unsound but will signiﬁcantly improve it for Matlock.MM12 Reduction in OANMost welcome however, given the presence of the National
Park, it does not go far enough. Tier 1 settlements and in particular Matlock are already at breaking point in terms of traffic and medical resource therefore the burden should be reduced with site HC2{u} The Wolds {land between
Gritstone Road and Pinewood Road} removed. This site is by far the worst allocation of any in terms of:•T opography•Visual amenity from the NP• F lood Risk• T raﬃc with no viable sustainable
transport• Brownﬁeld should come ﬁrst with any Greenﬁeld developed after ALL previously used land has been developed.T he reduction in the OAN offers opportunity to reduce numbers however, the allocations, together with sites
already committed and predicted windfall stand at approaching 6700 which is an overprovision of at least 17% {MM13}. There is nothing in the NPPF or any adopted Government Policy which suggest there should be an
overprovision of allocations and it is unethical to take this approach using land which will be less expensive to develop as insurance. Throughout the process of preparing to meet the OAN this site has always been considered by
council as poor and at best a risk, lacking viability. The LPAC recommended its removal well before there was any suggestion of a reduction in assessed need and now that opportunity needs to be taken.

Ms Karen Jenkinson
Yes

6413-1
Yes

I wish to strongly support the proposed modifications to the local plan in respect of MM12/page 42/Policy para 4.30 - reducing the OAN is appropriate and logically enables DDDC to remove the above contested location from its
Local Plan for housing provision over and above the OAN.
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Ms Heather Clifton-Smith
No

6414-1
No

MM12/ Page 42 /Policy /para 4.30
Reduction in the Objectively Assessed Housing Need {OAN}
At present there are 4 other housing building sites within walking distance of The Wolds, which are NOT in the local plan.
The sites are all along the Chesterfield Road are:
1. Thornberries
2. Tree Tops
3. Oaklands
4. Moorcroft

86 houses
86 houses
58 houses
25 houses

TOTAL 255 houses

This shows a complete over estimate of the OAN, and that the development on the green field site at Gritstone Road/ Pinewood Road is no longer needed.
This development should no longer be included in the local plan.
Building 430 houses on top of the 255 which are being built all in a very close vicinity, will exacerbate traffic congestion and the town will not be able to support the health and social needs of such a large increase in the number of
residents.

Ms Julie Hartley
Yes

6415-1
Yes

MM12/Page 42/Policy/para4.30
I fully support this modification to reduce the number of houses to 5,680.
This should mean that the Gritstone Rd/Pinewood Rd site should be removed.
It was the site which had the most objections for many reasons.
1.The most important being the unacceptable levels of traffic this would engender.
2.There is inadequate drainage of the land creating a flood risk.
3.It was voted out by the Local Plan Advisory Committee.
To leave this site in the local plan would attract developers who have not got the interests of the public at heart nor the environment.Their main concern would be to make money.There are brownfield sites which are less attractive
but which would require more effort on the part of the developer.
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Mr Stephen Crofts
Yes

6416-2
Yes

MM12/page 42/Policy/para 4.30 - Reduction in the Objectively Assessed Housing Need {OAN} to 5,680
We SUPPORT this modification
However, as the district now has approx 17% more housing allocation than is required we would ask that the controversial, unwarranted inclusion of the 100% green field site at Gritstone Rd / Pinewood Rd Matlock be removed from
the plan as it is no longer needed.It was the last site to be allocated. It was voted out by the Local Area Planning committee. It has systematically received by far the most objections through the Local Plan consultation process. It is
unsustainable in terms of transport given its elevated location and distance from the town centre and will generate unacceptable levels of traffic. It is a flood risk. Leaving this site in the Local Plan will leave it vulnerable to speculative
development while leaving unsightly brownfield sites undeveloped for years to come.

Mr Stephen Crofts
Yes

6416-1
Yes

MM1/Page 25/New Strategic objective SO5A -To protect the setting of the Peak District National Park
We SUPPORT this modification
The Pinewood Road/Gritstone Road site is visible from several viewpoints in the National Park. Any development would have a negative impact.
Comparisons made by The Campaign for the Protection of Rural England between the Wolds Site and the now deleted Snitterton Fields site show similarities. The CPRE Derbyshire Branch annual report 2016 / 17 confirms the sites
are similar andin which case they should both be treated the same and removed from the Local Plan.
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM12
Many of the representations support the reduction in the OAN figure but then seek to have the site HC2(u) – land at Gritstone Road/Pinewood Road and other allocated sites removed from
the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan on the basis that they are no longer required to meet the revised OAN figure over the plan period.
The extent of the District Council’s Objectively Assessed Need for Housing was subject to considerable debate at the Examination in Public. The representations do not raise any additional
issues that have not already been addressed through evidence presented as part of the EIP. As such the District Council does not consider it necessary to make any further changes to this
modification as a result of the representations received.
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MM13 Amend Paragraph 4.31
Albert Golding
Yes

Ashbourne Neighbourhood Plan Group
No

7

318-3

Justified

No

ANPG response
It is not explained why this policy, promoting 500 additional residential care provision, is not included in the Objectively Assessed Need {OAN}. Does this undermine the validity and robustness of the OAN?
The additional residential care provision for Derbyshire Dales should be part of the demand assessment of general housing supply. The OAN needs to be amended accordingly.
Ms Carole Dean
No

Ashbourne Town Council

1137-3

No

MM13 - Page 12 - Policy 4.30
The Derbyshire Dales Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment {2015} also assessed the needs for registered care provision for older persons and identified a net need for 500 bed spaces over the period 2013-2033.
This does not form part of the objectively assessed housing need and is to be provided in accordance with Local Plan Policy HC11.
It is not explained why this policy, promoting 500 additional residential care provision, is not included in the Objectively Assessed Need {OAN}. Does this undermine the validity and robustness of the OAN?
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Mr Richard Crosthwaite
No

Gladman Developments

3752-5

No

The Spatial Strategy and Policy S6 It is disappointing that a reduction in the housing requirement from 6440 to 5680 dwelling has been proposed following the analysis undertaken by GL Hearn on behalf of the Council. As set out in
our previous representations, affordability pressures in the District are acute, being significantly higher in Derbyshire Dales than comparator authorities and having significantly worsened over time. The HEDNA identifies that median
house prices in the District are 8.6 times the median earnings, compared to a national rate of 6.5 and a county rate of 5.54. The lower quartile ratio is slightly worse at 9.35, indicating the problem is more acute at the lower end of
the market. It istherefore essential that the Local Plan suitably responds to market signals by setting a demonstrably positive approach that addresses the greater than modest market pressures that exist.It is noted that the
economic led scenario that has been undertaken by GL Hearn includes an uplift of 46% on the demographic projection starting point of 178 dwellings per annum {dpa}. This is required to appropriately address the need for workforce
growth associated with the analysis that has been undertaken to forecast future employment trends. However, the proposed modest uplift of 20dpa to respond to market signals and affordable housing need would not be at the
level necessary to address the serious affordability issues highlighted above. Greater than modest affordability pressures of the nature present in Derbyshire Dales point towards the need for a 20% uplift, which would suggest the
need for a further 36dpa rather than 20dpa proposed.Furthermore, The HEDNA {September 2015} identiﬁed an annual need of 101 affordable dwellings per annum, which rose to 112 dwellings per annum if the housing register is taken
into account. In reviewing its OAN through the HEDNA update {February 2017}8, the HEDNA Update {February 2017} the Council has failed to provide the annual need ﬁgure that takes the housing register into account. This omission
has not been fully explained by the Council and is a factor that places clear upward pressure on the need to plan for additional housing to meet affordable needs. The Council's record of affordable housing delivery to date during the
plan period is a cause for serious concern and it is considered by Gladman that the Plan will result in an affordable housing delivery shortfall of 767 affordable dwellings {based on the Council's 2015 HEDNA} and 903 affordable
dwellings {based on the Council's 2017 HEDNA}. This is further explained at Appendix 1 {see original submission} to these representations.Should the Local Plan requirement be reduced to the lower minimum ﬁgure of
5680 as has been proposed within these main modifications, the maximum dwelling yield from the proposed allocations would be 6684. Gladman and a number of other participants at the examination hearings raised serious
concerns at the ability of a number of strategic allocations to deliver housinga t the rates that have initially been forecast within the Council's housing trajectory. Indeed, as raised by Gladman in its representations on the Local Plan, there
is an over reliance on quarry sites within the Plan and furthermore it was made clear by the Council during the discussions at the examination hearings that there is a legacy of such sites not delivering in the manner expected.
Whilst the regeneration of previously developed land is important, the emerging Local Plan overly relies on the role that they can play in significantly boosting the supply of housing to address the housing crisis to deliver much
needed market and affordable housing. As set out in our Matter 4 Hearing Statement, delivery from quarry sites could reasonably be considered as aspirational rather than deliverable. It cannot be considered that there is a
reasonable prospect that they will be viably developed at the point of time that is currently envisaged by the Council.T he sites at Halldale Quarry and Cawdor Quarry have been identiﬁed as having the potential to provide a combined
total of up to 806 residential dwellings and their delivery is critical in terms of the Council's assumptions on the ability to demonstrate a 5 year supply of deliverable sites and a supply of specific, developable sites to
contribute towards the Local Plan requirement for market and affordable housing over the plan period. Evidence exists that the sites are unlikely to be implemented in the manner currently envisaged by the Council, in particular it is
envisaged that there will be little or no affordable housing delivered at the sites, signiﬁcant on-site constraints and a level of proﬁt that may not be suﬃcient to guarantee the delivery of the proposed development.A summary of
our current understanding of the factors affecting the deliverability of these two sites is provided at Appendix 2 to these representations.As stated previously by Gladman, the risks associated with the proposed allocations can and
should be addressed through this Local Plan. A contingency of housing allocations to provide a dwelling capacity of 20% above a local plan's minimum requirement is considered the minimum necessaryi n order to demonstrate an
effective supply of developable housing land in these circumstances.T his approach would require the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan to meet a housing provision ﬁgure of 6816 dwellings on deliverable sites for the period 2013 to
2033 {taking into account the lower requirement that the Council has proposed}. After applying the further market signals uplift for improved affordability of 36dpa to these figures {an additional 16dpa / 320 over the plan period to
that proposed through these modifications}, it is considered that the Local Plan requirement should be 6000 and that the Plan should identify housing allocations to accommodate 3001 dwellings {through Policy HC2} to ensure that
there is a total capacity of 7200 dwellings across all componentsof the planned supply over the period 2013-2033.As a result of the risks associated with the delivery of the strategic sites contained within the Local Plan being so
signiﬁcant, it is also considered necessary to include an early review mechanism within policy wording to ensure that a positive response is made in circumstances where persistent and signiﬁcant under delivery of market and/or
affordable housing has been observed through the Council's annual monitoring.

Taking the issues raised in sections 2.3 and 2.4 of these representations into account, Gladman request that Policy S6 is reworded as follows:T he District Council will accommodate at least 6000 dwellings over the period 2013-2033. In
order to accommodate this requirement, sufficient land is identified to accommodate at least 3001 dwellings on new sites allocated in Policy HC2. The Council will work collaboratively with authorities across the wider housing
market areas that relate to the District to establish the Strategic Housing Market Area. This will include consideration of the scale and distribution of any additional provision that may be necessary in Derbyshire Dales District and
elsewhere in the Strategic HMA as a result of the inability ofone or more authority to accommodate its own needs.A Review of the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan will be instigated by the Council should itsAnnual Monitoring Report
{AMR} identify that: There has been persistent and signiﬁcant under delivery of market and affordable housing from site commitments, windfall sites and allocated sites; or There is a requirement to address unmet housing
needs arising from local authorities within the Strategic Housing Market Area.If necessary, the Review shall commence within 3 months of the publication of the relevant AMR.This modiﬁcation would also need to be reflected in
Table 3 {MM14} to read as follows: See Original Submission
Barbara Bullard
Yes

5349-4
Yes

76



Mod Legally Compliant ?

Mod Sound ?

Positively Prepared ?

Not Justified ?

Not Effective ?

Not Consistent with National Policy ?

Inspector by Written Reps

Reason for Oral Hearing

Comments in Support of Legal Compliance and/or Soundness
Reasons for Not Legal Compliance or Sound
Suggested Revised Wording to Achieve Legal Compliance or Soundness
Jeremy Fryer
Yes

Roche Enterprises Ltd
No

Positively prepared

Justified

5427-3
Effective

Consistent with National Policy

No

The following statement is proposed to be removed: 'acknowledges that not all commitments are likely to be implemented during the plan period'.
We are not clear why this line has been removed, as it is an important admission by this Council, and one that is supported by our clients. Adding a lapse rate does address this in part, but coupled with the plans for CIL and the
symptoms of existing poor viability through patterns of low affordable housing delivery, we consider this is something the Council should continue to admit is of concern.
We have already assembled evidence for a S78 appeal {Reference: APP/P1045/W/17/3176852} we are currently working on. As part of this we have assessed a number of planning permissions and other commitments that the
Council rely upon for their supply that, in our opinion, have limited hope of coming forward in the short to medium term. It is impossible for the Council to tell in the longer term whether all of their commitments will be
implemented during the plan period, and as such it is important that this acknowledgement remains in the wording of Policy 42, together with clear flexible policies which allow a steady supply of housing land to come forward in the
event that commitments do not all come forward.

Mr John Youatt
No

5588-6
No

MM12, 13, 14, 15 I note and welcome the reduction of the OAN, as far as it goes. The reduction of allocated sites in the Mods from 3,188 to 2,485 = 603 is suﬃcient to remove the last-minute allocation of the Wolds. To include it
now is an excessive insurance ﬁgure given the adequacy of the supply for more than 5 years. The site's previous refusal and dismissal on appeal should stand for a further 5 years.Also, the Inspector's position on other grounds for
reduction of the of the OAN are currently unknown.T hese are, the ‘NP effect' and a ‘Garden Village', which could further reduce the OAN by several thousand homes.I object to the retention of the allocation at the Wolds on strategic
grounds and on the site-specific grounds set out by WAG as unsound.

John Acres
Yes

Acres Land and Planning Limited

5924-8

Yes

Yes

MM13. Amendments to paragraph 4.31. Qualiﬁed Support.We welcome the additional text to clarify the constituent parts of the housing provision and the Council's decision to maintain their theoretical supply at around 6,600 dwellings.
But this has created an artificial illusion of flexibility which in practice won't exist if the actual OAN is closer to the un-modified housing figure. The suggestion that there is 17% flexibility ought to be qualified to explain that
this is reliant upon the OAN being reduced.
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM13
The modification is a factual update of the strategic housing provision as at 1st April 2017 and indicates the extent of provision above the Objectively Assessed Housing Needs of the
District up to 2033. Whilst many of the representations received object to the modification as a justification for advocating the removal of land at Gritstone Road/Pinewood Road (Policy
HC2(u)), the modification is a factual update. As such, the District Council does not consider it necessary to make any further changes to this modification as a result of the representations
received.
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MM14 Amend Table 3
Mr Richard Crosthwaite
No

Gladman Developments

5

3752-6

No

The Spatial Strategy and Policy S6 It is disappointing that a reduction in the housing requirement from 6440 to 5680 dwelling has been proposed following the analysis undertaken by GL Hearn on behalf of the Council. As set out in
our previous representations, affordability pressures in the District are acute, being significantly higher in Derbyshire Dales than comparator authorities and having significantly worsened over time. The HEDNA identifies that median
house prices in the District are 8.6 times the median earnings, compared to a national rate of 6.5 and a county rate of 5.54. The lower quartile ratio is slightly worse at 9.35, indicating the problem is more acute at the lower end of
the market. It istherefore essential that the Local Plan suitably responds to market signals by setting a demonstrably positive approach that addresses the greater than modest market pressures that exist.It is noted that the
economic led scenario that has been undertaken by GL Hearn includes an uplift of 46% on the demographic projection starting point of 178 dwellings per annum {dpa}. This is required to appropriately address the need for workforce
growth associated with the analysis that has been undertaken to forecast future employment trends. However, the proposed modest uplift of 20dpa to respond to market signals and affordable housing need would not be at the
level necessary to address the serious affordability issues highlighted above. Greater than modest affordability pressures of the nature present in Derbyshire Dales point towards the need for a 20% uplift, which would suggest the
need for a further 36dpa rather than 20dpa proposed.Furthermore, The HEDNA {September 2015} identiﬁed an annual need of 101 affordable dwellings per annum, which rose to 112 dwellings per annum if the housing register is taken
into account. In reviewing its OAN through the HEDNA update {February 2017}, the HEDNA Update {February 2017} the Council has failed to provide the annual need ﬁgure that takes the housing register into account. This omission
has not been fully explained by the Council and is a factor that places clear upward pressure on the need to plan for additional housing to meet affordable needs. The Council's record of affordable housing delivery to date during the
plan period is a cause for serious concern and it is considered by Gladman that the Plan will result in an affordable housing delivery shortfall of 767 affordable dwellings {based on the Council's 2015 HEDNA} and 903 affordable
dwellings {based on the Council's 2017 HEDNA}. This is further explained at Appendix 1 {see original submission} to these representations.Should the Local Plan requirement be reduced to the lower minimum ﬁgure of
5680 as has been proposed within these main modifications, the maximum dwelling yield from the proposed allocations would be 6684. Gladman and a number of other participants at the examination hearings raised serious
concerns at the ability of a number of strategic allocations to deliver housinga t the rates that have initially been forecast within the Council's housing trajectory. Indeed, as raised by Gladman in its representations on the Local Plan, there
is an over reliance on quarry sites within the Plan and furthermore it was made clear by the Council during the discussions at the examination hearings that there is a legacy of such sites not delivering in the manner expected.
Whilst the regeneration of previously developed land is important, the emerging Local Plan overly relies on the role that they can play in significantly boosting the supply of housing to address the housing crisis to deliver much
needed market and affordable housing. As set out in our Matter 4 Hearing Statement, delivery from quarry sites could reasonably be considered as aspirational rather than deliverable. It cannot be considered that there is a
reasonable prospect that they will be viably developed at the point of time that is currently envisaged by the Council.T he sites at Halldale Quarry and Cawdor Quarry have been identiﬁed as having the potential to provide a combined
total of up to 806 residential dwellings and their delivery is critical in terms of the Council's assumptions on the ability to demonstrate a 5 year supply of deliverable sites and a supply of specific, developable sites to
contribute towards the Local Plan requirement for market and affordable housing over the plan period. Evidence exists that the sites are unlikely to be implemented in the manner currently envisaged by the Council, in particular it is
envisaged that there will be little or no affordable housing delivered at the sites, signiﬁcant on-site constraints and a level of proﬁt that may not be suﬃcient to guarantee the delivery of the proposed development.A summary of
our current understanding of the factors affecting the deliverability of these two sites is provided at Appendix 2 to these representations.As stated previously by Gladman, the risks associated with the proposed allocations can and
should be addressed through this Local Plan. A contingency of housing allocations to provide a dwelling capacity of 20% above a local plan's minimum requirement is considered the minimum necessaryi n order to demonstrate an
effective supply of developable housing land in these circumstances.T his approach would require the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan to meet a housing provision ﬁgure of 6816 dwellings on deliverable sites for the period 2013 to
2033 {taking into account the lower requirement that the Council has proposed}. After applying the further market signals uplift for improved affordability of 36dpa to these figures {an additional 16dpa / 320 over the plan period to
that proposed through these modifications}, it is considered that the Local Plan requirement should be 6000 and that the Plan should identify housing allocations to accommodate 3001 dwellings {through Policy HC2} to ensure that
there is a total capacity of 7200 dwellings across all componentsof the planned supply over the period 2013-2033.As a result of the risks associated with the delivery of the strategic sites contained within the Local Plan being so
signiﬁcant, it is also considered necessary to include an early review mechanism within policy wording to ensure that a positive response is made in circumstances where persistent and signiﬁcant under delivery of market and/or
affordable housing has been observed through the Council's annual monitoring.
Taking the issues raised in sections 2.3 and 2.4 of these representations into account, Gladman request that Policy S6 is reworded as follows:T he District Council will accommodate at least 6000 dwellings over the period 2013-2033. In
order to accommodate this requirement, sufficient land is identified to accommodate at least 3001 dwellings on new sites allocated in Policy HC2. The Council will work collaboratively with authorities across the wider housing
market areas that relate to the District to establish the Strategic Housing Market Area. This will include consideration of the scale and distribution of any additional provision that may be necessary in Derbyshire Dales District and
elsewhere in the Strategic HMA as a result of the inability ofone or more authority to accommodate its own needs. A Review of the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan will be instigated by the Council should itsAnnual Monitoring Report
{AMR} identify that:• There has been persistent and signiﬁcant under delivery of market and affordable housing from site commitments, windfall sites and allocated sites; or• There is a requirement to address unmet housing
needs arising from local authorities within the Strategic Housing Market Area.If necessary, the Review shall commence within 3 months of the publication of the relevant AMR.This modiﬁcation would also need to be reflected in
Table 3 {MM14} to read as follows: See Original Submission
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Mr John Youatt
No

5588-7
No

MM12, 13, 14, 15 I note and welcome the reduction of the OAN, as far as it goes. The reduction of allocated sites in the Mods from 3,188 to 2,485 = 603 is suﬃcient to remove the last-minute allocation of the Wolds. To include it
now is an excessive insurance ﬁgure given the adequacy of the supply for more than 5 years. The site's previous refusal and dismissal on appeal should stand for a further 5 years.Also, the Inspector's position on other grounds for
reduction of the of the OAN are currently unknown.T hese are, the ‘NP effect' and a ‘Garden Village', which could further reduce the OAN by several thousand homes.I object to the retention of the allocation at the Wolds on strategic
grounds and on the site-specific grounds set out by WAG as unsound.

John Acres
No

Acres Land and Planning Limited

5924-9

No

Yes

MM14. Amendments to Table 3. ObjectionWhilst we welcome the clariﬁcation by updating the numbers showing provision against the housing requirement, we don't agree with the reduction in the OAN to 5,680 dwellings.
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Dan Stack
No

No

Positively prepared

Chevin Homes Ltd
Justified

6222-3
Consistent with National Policy

Effective

Yes

Not applicable

We do not wish to comment on the legality of the plan.
Extensive discussion was taken up at the Examination in Public hearings in relation to the industrial legacy sites.
At the hearings it was also concluded by all parties that the majority of the small to medium sites {10-50 units} had been progressing and a good majority of the identified sites of this size benefited from planning permission and were
likely to be built out. This includes proposed Allocation HC{i} where Chevin Homes Ltd has secured full planning permission for 9 dwellings and are wanting to progress quickly to construction {though I note that the S106 has yet to be
executed by the Council}.
This is a drastically different picture to the significant uncertainty around the industrial legacy sites which make up a considerable proportion of the Councils housing land supply in the plan period. C
awdor Quarry Outline planning permission for 432 units {2001} 12 units only delivered in Phase 1. The Council have allocated 90 units to be delivered in the 5 year housing land supply.
aL nd at Middleton Road, Wirksworth 50 units included in the 5 housing land supply.
Halldale Quarry, Matlock - Outline application submitted in August 2014 {ref: 14/00541/OUT}. The constraints to development are reflected in that the District Valuer accepts the site is unable to support any affordable housing or
any other S106 contributions {letter dated 12th July 2016 Ref: 1538995/JRK}. The Council have allocated 60 units to the 5 year housing land supply.
Stancliffe Quarry it has been noted that since the hearings the Council has accepted that it has previously overestimated the likely delivery of housing on this site and now anticipates that the site will deliver only 25 units per
annum from 2022/23, this compares to the original housing trajectory which stated that housing would be delivered by 2017/18. This reflects the considerable uncertainty over delivery timescales for the site. In particular, it is noted
the site owners have gone into receivership and the site has been marketed on the open market.
Again at the Examination in Public the Council set out that the redevelopment of Cawdor Quarry had been a very long process even to reach the current position which is some way from delivering units due to the significant
development constraints onsite {even though 90 units are apportioned to the 5 year housing land supply.}
The Council acknowledge that all the industrial legacy sites have specific and complex planning issues including environmental, design, heritage, and transport matter that warrant specific, detailed attention. Indeed, the Council, in
policies DS1 to DS9 identify the specific requirements that should be addressed for each site.
It is contested that the Council has not gone far enough in the Main Modifications to address the likely delays and difficulties to be encountered in delivering the industrial legacy sites. It is considered that the strategy to redevelop
the industrial legacy sites to provide the majority of the District's housing need is not justified; it will not deliver the required housing and so is ineffective and furthermore the sites will not deliver the infrastructure anticipated by the
Council's policies. The Plan is therefore clearly unsound.
It is also noted that the PPG highlights that {031 ID: 3-031-20140306} an allocation in a development plan is not a prerequisite for a site being deliverable in terms of the five-year supply. Local Planning Authorities are required to
provide robust, up-to-date evidence to support the deliverability of sites, ensuring that their judgements on deliverability are clearly and transparently set out. The size of sites will also be an important factor in identifying whether a
housing site is deliverable within the first five years. Plan makers will need to consider the time it will take to commence development on site and build out rates to ensure a robust five-year housing supply.
The Housing White Paper emphasises the importance of a wide range of sites because a good mix of sites provides choice for consumers, allows places to grow in a sustainable ways and creates opportunity to diversify the
construction sector.
Overall, it is considered that the plan is unsound as it has not been positively prepared as the large strategic sites and in particular the industrial legacy sites will not deliver sufficient housing and associated infrastructure to meet the
objectively assessed housing need for the District over the plan period. The overall strategy for housing delivery is not considered justified and will not be effective in delivery sufficient housing for the residents of Derbyshire Dales. In
addition the plan is not consistent with national policy in that the delivery rate assumptions for the proposed housing allocations are not robust and so very early in the plan period housing delivery will be significantly below the
housing trajectory as it is currently shown.
If the proposed settlement boundaries are too tightly drawn there will be no flexibility and sustainable development will be prevented from coming forward since development outside the settlement boundaries will be so severely
restricted.
To make the local plan positively prepared, justified and effective the site at Old Hackney Lane subject to application Ref 17/00417/OUT should be included in the settlement development limit and/or allocated as an additional
housing allocation. The promoter/applicant is a regional housebuilder and would provide the crucial early delivery {within 2 years} of the plan period of a small site of 24 units of which 8 units {30%} would be affordable dwellings.
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Terry Gregg
Yes

6224-3
No

Justified

Yes

Table 3 has been amended to show a significant reduction in Requirement {down 760 homes or 12%}. This over-statement of demand in the original document seems to have now been replaced by an over-statement of supply in the
revised document where, despite the above, housing Provision actually increases by 113 homes or 2%! Over such a short timeframe these changes do not inspire confidence that the Plan is based upon a robust and credible evidence
base or that decisions are being made objectively.
Decisions made now and over the period of the Plan will have a lasting impact upon the character and attractiveness of our communities.
The Inspector needs to objectively review the basis of the changes in the supply and demand dynamics and satisfy himself - and the community - that the Plan really is based upon a robust and credible evidence base and that
decisions are being made objectively
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM14
The modification is a factual update to Table 3 indicating the various elements in the strategic housing provision calculation as at 1st April 2017. The representations to this modification do
not make any substantive comments that suggest that there are any inaccuracies with the contents of Table 3. As such, the District Council does not consider it necessary to make any
further changes to this modification as a result of the representations received.
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MM15 Amend Policy S6: Strategic Housing Development
Mr Richard Crosthwaite
No

Gladman Developments

5

3752-7

No

The Spatial Strategy and Policy S6 It is disappointing that a reduction in the housing requirement from 6440 to 5680 dwelling has been proposed following the analysis undertaken by GL Hearn on behalf of the Council. As set out in
our previous representations, affordability pressures in the District are acute, being significantly higher in Derbyshire Dales than comparator authorities and having significantly worsened over time. The HEDNA identifies that median
house prices in the District are 8.6 times the median earnings, compared to a national rate of 6.5 and a county rate of 5.54. The lower quartile ratio is slightly worse at 9.35, indicating the problem is more acute at the lower end of
the market. It istherefore essential that the Local Plan suitably responds to market signals by setting a demonstrably positive approach that addresses the greater than modest market pressures that exist.It is noted that the
economic led scenario that has been undertaken by GL Hearn includes an uplift of 46% on the demographic projection starting point of 178 dwellings per annum {dpa}. This is required to appropriately address the need for workforce
growth associated with the analysis that has been undertaken to forecast future employment trends. However, the proposed modest uplift of 20dpa to respond to market signals and affordable housing need would not be at the
level necessary to address the serious affordability issues highlighted above. Greater than modest affordability pressures of the nature present in Derbyshire Dales point towards the need for a 20% uplift, which would suggest the
need for a further 36dpa rather than 20dpa proposed.Furthermore, The HEDNA {September 2015} identiﬁed an annual need of 101 affordable dwellings per annum, which rose to 112 dwellings per annum if the housing register is taken
into account. In reviewing its OAN through the HEDNA update {February 2017}8, the HEDNA Update {February 2017} the Council has failed to provide the annual need ﬁgure that takes the housing register into account. This omission
has not been fully explained by the Council and is a factor that places clear upward pressure on the need to plan for additional housing to meet affordable needs. The Council's record of affordable housing delivery to date during the
plan period is a cause for serious concern and it is considered by Gladman that the Plan will result in an affordable housing delivery shortfall of 767 affordable dwellings {based on the Council's 2015 HEDNA} and 903 affordable
dwellings {based on the Council's 2017 HEDNA}. This is further explained at Appendix 1 {see original submission} to these representations.Should the Local Plan requirement be reduced to the lower minimum ﬁgure of
5680 as has been proposed within these main modifications, the maximum dwelling yield from the proposed allocations would be 6684. Gladman and a number of other participants at the examination hearings raised serious
concerns at the ability of a number of strategic allocations to deliver housinga t the rates that have initially been forecast within the Council's housing trajectory. Indeed, as raised by Gladman in its representations on the Local Plan, there
is an over reliance on quarry sites within the Plan and furthermore it was made clear by the Council during the discussions at the examination hearings that there is a legacy of such sites not delivering in the manner expected.
Whilst the regeneration of previously developed land is important, the emerging Local Plan overly relies on the role that they can play in significantly boosting the supply of housing to address the housing crisis to deliver much
needed market and affordable housing. As set out in our Matter 4 Hearing Statement, delivery from quarry sites could reasonably be considered as aspirational rather than deliverable. It cannot be considered that there is a
reasonable prospect that they will be viably developed at the point of time that is currently envisaged by the Council.T he sites at Halldale Quarry and Cawdor Quarry have been identiﬁed as having the potential to provide a combined
total of up to 806 residential dwellings and their delivery is critical in terms of the Council's assumptions on the ability to demonstrate a 5 year supply of deliverable sites and a supply of specific, developable sites to
contribute towards the Local Plan requirement for market and affordable housing over the plan period. Evidence exists that the sites are unlikely to be implemented in the manner currently envisaged by the Council, in particular it is
envisaged that there will be little or no affordable housing delivered at the sites, signiﬁcant on-site constraints and a level of proﬁt that may not be suﬃcient to guarantee the delivery of the proposed development.A summary of
our current understanding of the factors affecting the deliverability of these two sites is provided at Appendix 2 to these representations.As stated previously by Gladman, the risks associated with the proposed allocations can and
should be addressed through this Local Plan. A contingency of housing allocations to provide a dwelling capacity of 20% above a local plan's minimum requirement is considered the minimum necessaryi n order to demonstrate an
effective supply of developable housing land in these circumstances.T his approach would require the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan to meet a housing provision ﬁgure of 6816 dwellings on deliverable sites for the period 2013 to
2033 {taking into account the lower requirement that the Council has proposed}. After applying the further market signals uplift for improved affordability of 36dpa to these figures {an additional 16dpa / 320 over the plan period to
that proposed through these modifications}, it is considered that the Local Plan requirement should be 6000 and that the Plan should identify housing allocations to accommodate 3001 dwellings {through Policy HC2} to ensure that
there is a total capacity of 7200 dwellings across all componentsof the planned supply over the period 2013-2033.As a result of the risks associated with the delivery of the strategic sites contained within the Local Plan being so
signiﬁcant, it is also considered necessary to include an early review mechanism within policy wording to ensure that a positive response is made in circumstances where persistent and signiﬁcant under delivery of market and/or
affordable housing has been observed through the Council's annual monitoring.
Taking the issues raised in sections 2.3 and 2.4 of these representations into account, Gladman request that Policy S6 is reworded as follows:T he District Council will accommodate at least 6000 dwellings over the period 2013-2033. In
order to accommodate this requirement, sufficient land is identified to accommodate at least 3001 dwellings on new sites allocated in Policy HC2. The Council will work collaboratively with authorities across the wider housing
market areas that relate to the District to establish the Strategic Housing Market Area. This will include consideration of the scale and distribution of any additional provision that may be necessary in Derbyshire Dales District and
elsewhere in the Strategic HMA as a result of the inability ofone or more authority to accommodate its own needs. A Review of the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan will be instigated by the Council should itsAnnual Monitoring Report
{AMR} identify that:• There has been persistent and signiﬁcant under delivery of market and affordable housing from site commitments, windfall sites and allocated sites; or• There is a requirement to address unmet housing
needs arising from local authorities within the Strategic Housing Market Area.If necessary, the Review shall commence within 3 months of the publication of the relevant AMR.This modiﬁcation would also need to be reflected in
Table 3 {MM14} to read as follows: See Original Submission
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Jeremy Fryer
Yes

No

Positively prepared

Roche Enterprises Ltd
Justified
Effective

5427-4
Consistent with National Policy

No

Strategic Housing Development
The District Council will accommodate at least 5680 dwellings over the period 2013-2033. In order to accommodate this requirement, sufficient land will be identified to accommodate at least 2,485 dwellings on new sites allocated
in Policy HC2.'
Our position on this is, at present, there is insufficient clarity in the proposed policies to ensure enduring flexibility within the plan. We also disagree with the reduction of the OAN, just having regard to affordable housing delivery
alone. The 'headroom' of 17% is low given that the Council's own evidence shows clearly that at least 96 affordable homes are required every year. The revised OAN does not appear to take account of this, when previously the OAN
of 6,440 did. It would be helpful for the Council to explain why this is the case, and {as affordable housing has dropped off so significantly}, why the OAN has not been boosted to ensure continued delivery of affordable housing
throughout the plan period. Instead, it appears the Council are now on a trajectory of building up a substantial shortfall of affordable homes, which has the potential to impact on hundreds of people in affordable housing need in the
short and medium term.

Mr John Youatt
No

5588-8
No

MM12, 13, 14, 15 I note and welcome the reduction of the OAN, as far as it goes. The reduction of allocated sites in the Mods from 3,188 to 2,485 = 603 is suﬃcient to remove the last-minute allocation of the Wolds. To include it
now is an excessive insurance ﬁgure given the adequacy of the supply for more than 5 years. The site's previous refusal and dismissal on appeal should stand for a further 5 years.Also, the Inspector's position on other grounds for
reduction of the of the OAN are currently unknown.T hese are, the ‘NP effect' and a ‘Garden Village', which could further reduce the OAN by several thousand homes.I object to the retention of the allocation at the Wolds on strategic
grounds and on the site-specific grounds set out by WAG as unsound.

John Acres
No

Acres Land and Planning Limited

5924-10

No

Yes

MM15. Amendments to Policy S6 Strategic Housing Development. Objection.For the reasons outlined above in relation to MM12 and MM14 we do not support the revised {lower} OAN of 5,680 dwellings.

Laura Stephens
Yes

Sheffield City Council

6383-1

Yes

Sheffield City Council understands the justification for re-calculating the OAN based on more up to date population projections, which has resulted in a lower overall housing requirement than in the submitted Local Plan. We
welcome the significant degree of flexibility, of around 17% above requirement, within the anticipated provision set out in MM14. As stated in our correspondence prior to the Examination in Public, we would not realistically expect
Derbyshire Dales District Council to meet any of Sheffield's housing needs as this would not represent a sustainable solution. The closest settlement within the planning authority boundary is Darley Dale which is a considerable
commuting distance from Sheffield, with poor transport connectivity. Therefore Sheffield City Council raises no objection to the proposed changes to policy S6 {MM15}.
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM15
The modification reflects the revised OAN for Derbyshire Dales in the period 2013 -2033 based upon evidence presented to the EIP (Document EX/03) and seeks to update Policy S6
accordingly. This matter was subject to considerable debate at the EIP and the representations received do not provide any substantive new evidence that would indicate a necessity to
make further changes to Policy S6. As such, the District Council does not consider it necessary to make any further changes to this modification as a result of the representations received.
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MM17 Amend Policy S9: Ashbourne Development Strategy
Albert Golding
Yes

Ashbourne Neighbourhood Plan Group
No

11

318-4

Effective

Yes

The ANPG welcomes this additional policy modifications which responds to the points made by Ashbourne Town Council at the EiP. However since this relates specifically to the Ashbourne Development Strategy section of the Local
Plan it should be made clear which local partner organisations DDDC will work with. This should include the Ashbourne Neighbourhood Plan Group and Ashbourne Town Council. In addition, given the significant additional traffic
volume that will be generated by the development of housing sites and employment land proposed in the Local Plan, a timescale which is realistic in relation to and anticipation of the impact of proposed developments, for the
implementation of this added policy should be included.
The Local Plan housing trajectory for new housing shows significant new development over the next 3-4 years. Therefore will feel that it would be reasonable to add this time period to the proposed new planning policy. Unless this is
done it is difficult to see how this policy complies with the NPPF which is clearly a 'soundness' issue.
Ms Carole Dean
Yes

Ashbourne Town Council

1137-4

Yes

MM17- Page 49-S9POLICY S9: Ashbourne Development StrategyWorking with partner organisations to secure the implementation of appropriate traﬃc management and mitigation measures.The Town Council welcome this additional
policy modifications which responds to the points made by ourselves at the EiP. However since this relates specifically to the Ashbourne Development Strategy section of the Local Plan it should be made clear which local partner
organisations DDDC will work with. This should include the Ashbourne Town Council and the Ashbourne Neighbourhood Plan. In addition, given the significant additional traffic volume that will be generated by the development of
housing sites and employment land proposed in the Local Plan, a timescale which is realistic in relation to and anticipation of the impact of proposed developments, for the implementation of this added policy should
be included.T he Local Plan housing trajectory for new housing shows signiﬁcant new development over the next 3- 4 years. Therefore, will feel that it would be reasonable to add this time period to the proposed new planning
policy. Unless this is done it is difficult to see how this policy complies with the NPPF which is clearly a 'soundness' issue.

Mr Steven Buffery
No

Derbyshire County Council

2745-3

No

MM17: Page 49: Policy S9: Ashbourne Development Strategy It is noted that there are no proposed modiﬁcations to the policy reference to the District Council ‘supporting the principle of a second bypass to connect the A52 west
of the town with the A515 to the north should funding opportunities arise'.T he issue of a proposed second bypass for Ashbourne was discussed at legth tha t a number of the Local Plan hearing Sessions. In the context of the above
and by way of update, DCC would draw the attention of the District Council and the Inspector to a report which was considered at the County Council's Cabinet on 29 June 2017 on the carrying out of investigation and preparation
work into a possible north-south bypass for Ashbourne. In summary the report:• Indicated that the County Council has, for some considerable time,maintained a position of ‘in principle' support for a north-south bypass,
thebroad objectives of which would be two-fold: to relieve the town itsel through-traﬃc and heavy goods vehicles in particular and to serve as amore suitable route for visitors to the Peak District National Park;• Identiﬁed
potential funding sources for a bypass scheme, which includedt he Local Transport Plan; National Productivity Investment Fund; Large Local Major Transport Schemes Fund; Local Growth Fund; developer contributions; or private
sector contributions from organisations;• Emphasised that if any scheme was to stand a chance of accessing funs it will require initial work to be undertaken so that a ‘pipeline' project couldbe ready for when suitable funds
become available; and that from theoutset a scheme regarded as a ‘major' transport project would need abusiness case compliant with Transport Analysis Guidance {or WebTAG it is to receive Government funding;•
Recommended that any early work on a potential Ashbourne Bypasss hould be on the basis that the project would need to be a WebT compliant business case;• Emphasised that a package of work to develop such proposals
should bebuilt upon engagement with stakeholders and a review of evidence on thenature of problems to be addressed;• Proposed that evidence gathering, stakeholder engagement and option a ssessment should take place
over the summer of 2017 with a view t presenting options to Cabinet in the autumn; and• To support this, it was recommended that proposals would need to be invited from suitable consultants {most likely under the existing
Midlans Highways Alliance frameworks}.T he report included a number of recommendations that were agreed by Cabinet as follows:• The carrying out of Stage 1 {option appraisal development} work on apossible A5151
Ashbourne Bypass as set out in the report:• To procure consultants to help develop proposals and options;To initiate a programme of local stakeholder engagement, including loc businesses, residents and Members of
Parliament.• For Cabinet to receive a further report on its completion recommending the next steps. Since the approval of Cabinet, the investigation and preparation works have now commenced.
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Denise Brown
No

No

Positively prepared

Justified

3078-3
Consistent with National Policy

Effective

No

POLICY S9: Ashbourne Development Strategy.Safeguarding from prejudicial development, the playing area used for the historic and iconic game of 'Ashbourne Shrovetide Football' has been removed. Anyone born and bred in
Ashbourne regards Shrovetide as, history & heritage and would like this protected. The game is already at risk because of decreasing open land for the play forcing into residential areas. The farm land between the two goals must
be safeguarded. I feel his has not been effectively consulted on or made public which leave me to believe this part of the document has been a paper/desktop exercise by people with little knowledge of Ashbourne people.
I do not have the skills to do this.
Lucy Green
No

3081-2
No

Justified

No

I consider that the plan has now not
taken into account Ashbourne's
culture whatsoever. Not including
Ashbourne in the Local plan, means
that the Local plan has been a
desktop exercise only without
listening to or considering what the
people of Ashbourne would like.

Shrovetide is at the heart of Ashbournes culture and to remove this part of S9 would be to prejudice the continuation of one of the UKs most historic medieval games. During Local Plan consultations, Ashbourne was extremely vocal
that future developments and plans should be sympathetic to Shrovetide, and that the continuation of this game should be supported and safeguarded. Removing this paragraph will mean that development would be allowed in
areas which would negatively impact the game. These areas are on flood plains and greenfields, so the DDDC should not be supporting developments on these areas at all.
During preparation of the Neighbourhood Plan, shrovetide and the preservation of shrovetide was one of the key priorities for the town. The Neighbourhood Plan is an emerging document which has been written by Ashbourne and
the removal of this policy is the opposite of what Ashbourne wants.
The Local Plan sets out that it is to preserve the character of its towns, and removing this part of the policy is a nail straight into the heart of Ashbournes already perishing community and character
Reinstate the paragraph "Safeguarding from prejudicial development, the playing arera used for historic and iconic game "Ashbourne Royal Shrovetide Football"
Paul Tame
Yes

NFU

5960-1

Yes

We support modification 17 removing reference to the Shrovetide Football from the local plan at the behest of those farming landowners and occupiers who have land over which the match is played.

Norman Harris
Yes

6344-4
No

Consistent with National Policy

Yes

It should be made clear which local partner organisations DDDC will work with. This should include Ashbourne Town Council and the Ashbourne Neighbourhood Plan Group. In addition, given the significant additional traffic volume
that will be generated by the development of housing sites and employment land proposed in the Local Plan, a timescale which is realistic in relation to the implementation of this added policy should be included.
The Local Plan housing trajectory for new housing shows significant new development over the next 3-4 years. Therefore, will feel that it would be reasonable to add this time period to the proposed new planning policy. Unless this
is done it is difficult to see how this policy complies with the NPPF which is clearly a 'soundness' issue.
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Dawn Finney
No

6359-1
No

Barbara Harvey
No

6360No

Justified

Yes

The plans were originally passed against local opinion for 4 pitches ie 8 caravans this is being increased to 6 pitches 12 caravans without consultation with the local council or residents
Locals were not consulted and this modification is material ie 50% increase on the original plan without consultation
Barbara Harvey
No

6360-2
No

Justified

Yes

The removal of the protection of Shrovertide area of play is not defined and would allow the council to restrict the play anywhere. There has been not consultation with Ashbourne regarding the size and location of this restriction
and could result in the cessation of an activity which has centuries of history
A formal consultation with the town with defined areas to be affected but the modification
Simon Gillis
No

6361-1
No

Positively prepared

Justified

Effective

Yes

I feel a public forum is required to
gather the feeling of the people of
Ashbourne

The plan is not in compliant with the intentions of the local community, There are very few jobs in ashbourne for the people that are already here and those that do work in the town are typically business owners or managers. The
plan in summary does not make sound sense since it is catering for an area of community that does not exist in ashbourne and therefore will fail from the getgo
The whole ashbourne development plan needs to be reworked with more input from the local community. It is very apparent that decision is based on a 'not in my back yard' principle by local council
Members few if any actually live In or even near Ashbourne
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM17
This modification removes the requirement within Policy S9 to safeguard areas around Ashbourne from development likely to prejudice the playing area of the Shrovetide Football. It also
advocates partnership working to address traffic and transportation issues across the town.
The element of the modification relating to ‘Ashbourne Shrovetide Football’ has been proposed in direct response to representations received by the Ashbourne Shrovetide Committee and
affected landowners (5960-1) over whose land the game is played. Whilst those commenting on the removal of the Shrovetide requirement appear to be concerned that this will result in the
area over which the game is played being diminished, this is not considered to be the case.
The only substantive representation relating to traffic and transportation matters (2745-3) helpfully sets out the position of Derbyshire County Council which is that the County Council has
resolved to initiate investigation and preparation works to look at the possibilities of a future bypass for Ashbourne. As such, the District Council does not consider it necessary to make
any further changes to this modification as a result of the representations received.
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MM18 Amend Policy S10: Rural Parishes Development Strategy
Mr Richard Crosthwaite
Yes

Gladman Developments

3

3752-8

Yes

POLICY S10: Rural Parishes Development StrategyGladman welcome the proposed main modiﬁcation to Policy S10, which ensures consistency with the Framework by supporting the development of housing on sustainable sites.

John Acres
Yes

Acres Land and Planning Limited

5924-11

Yes

Yes

MM18. Change to Policy S10: Rural Parishes Development Strategy. SupportWe support the additional text to Policy S10 which gives added emphasis to the need for Rural Parishes to support the development of new housing on
sustainable sites.

Richborough Estates Ltd
Yes

6318-5
Yes

No

N/A
N/A
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To explain further the rationale
behind the suggested changes and
be given the opportunity to respond
to any changes the Council proposes
to make and any further evidence
that is presented.

DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM18
The representations to this modification all indicate their support for it.
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MM19 Amend Policy PD1: Design and Place Making
Dan Sellers
Yes

2

5704-26
Yes

I support the main & additional modifications.
In particular, I support guidelines to redevelop brownfield land {including former industrial / mining / quarry sites such as Cawdor / Halldale / Middle Peak Quarries}, the protection of the natural & built environment and the
protection of the Derwent Valley Mills World Heritage Site / Peak District National Park.
I think this is very important!
I agree that new developments should be in-keeping with the surroundings and the character / appearance of the surrounding areas.
It is also important that the Local Plan addresses social / economic deprivation. Although this is an affluent area, there are pockets of deprivation such as Hurst Farm and part of Wirksworth.

Dan Sellers
Yes

5704-26
Yes
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM19
The representations to this modification all indicate their support for it.
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MM20 Delete Paragraph 5.15 & Amend Policy PD2: Protecting The Historic Environment
Mr Richard Crosthwaite
Yes

Gladman Developments

3

3752-9

Yes

Policy PD2: Protecting the Historic Environment Gladman support the proposal to delete the test contained in paragraph 5.15 of the Plan and the rewording of Policy PD2: Protecting the Historic Environment, which when read
together reduce the conflict between the emerging Local Plan and the Framework in relation to the way in which the historic environment will be considered through local decision making.

Dan Sellers
Yes

5704-24
Yes

I support the main & additional modifications.
In particular, I support guidelines to redevelop brownfield land {including former industrial / mining / quarry sites such as Cawdor / Halldale / Middle Peak Quarries}, the protection of the natural & built environment and the
protection of the Derwent Valley Mills World Heritage Site / Peak District National Park.
I think this is very important!
I agree that new developments should be in-keeping with the surroundings and the character / appearance of the surrounding areas.
It is also important that the Local Plan addresses social / economic deprivation. Although this is an affluent area, there are pockets of deprivation such as Hurst Farm and part of Wirksworth.

John Acres
Yes

Acres Land and Planning Limited

5924-12

Yes

Yes

MM20. Changes to paragraph 5.15 and Policy PD2. Support.We welcome the deletion of paragraph 5.15 and the clariﬁcation within policy PD2 to specify that the protection of heritage assets should be treated in a manner which
reflects the significance of the asset and the level of control is proportionate to its impact.
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM20
The representations to this modification all indicate their support for it.
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MM21 Amend Policy Policy PD3: Biodiversity and the Natural Environment
Andrew Stubbs
No

Natural England
No

1

2152-1
Effective

Consistent with National Policy

Yes

Natural England generally supports the amendment to create Policy S2: Sustainable Development Principles however we do not agree with the changing of the wording of Avoid the risk of damage to areas of importance for nature
conservation...to Minimising the risk of damage to areas of importance for nature conservation and/ or landscape value, both directly and indirectly. We also feel that the removal of "where avoidance is not possible ensuring that
there is suitable mitigation for a net gain in biodiversity and the creation of ecological networks to address any adverse effects should be kept to ensure Policy PD3 is strongly worded for the protection of sites of importance for
nature conservation per Paragraph 118 of the NPPF
Natural England recommends that the original wording of Policy PD3 is kept to reflect that Derbyshire Dales will in the first instance for Sustainable Development look to avoid development in areas that will damage areas of
importance for nature conservation and/or landscape value.
Furthermore Policy PD3 should recognise the National designation of SSSIs and stipulate them as such within the Policy to recognise this.
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM21
The one representation to this modification suggests that original wording of Policy PD3 should be retained in order to avoid development in areas that will damage areas of importance for
nature conservation and/or landscape value and that the policy should recognise the national designation of SSSI’s.
The modification as it relates to SSSI’s has been proposed in response to the Inspectors preliminary questions (Document IN/03, question 7). The purpose of the modification is to ensure
that it gives sufficient clarity about the District Council’s approach to development that has the potential to have an impact upon all types of sites important for nature conservation. It
seeks to avoid duplicating existing legislation and the advice contained at Paragraph 118 in the NPPF. As such, the District Council does not consider it necessary to make any further
changes to this modification as a result of the representation received.
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MM22 Amend Policy PD5: Landscape Character
Mr Steven Buffery
No

Derbyshire County Council

5

2745-4

No

MM21: Page 70: Policy PD5: Landscape Character It is noted that there has been a slight modiﬁcation to the wording in the 3rd bullet point of this policy so that it now reads as follows:• Requiring that development proposals
recognise the intrinsic character, appearance and local distinctiveness of he landscape and landscape setting of the Peak District National Park ancan be accommodated without unacceptable impact.Whilst Oﬃcers would support the
inclusion of the word ‘intrinsic', which suggests judging each landscape character type on its own merits, the use of the term ‘recognise' appears to be a much less precise term than ‘protect and enhance'. It is considered,
therefore, that the policy would be improved and more understandable if it was amended to read as “protect or enhance the intrinsic character, etc.”

Victoria J Raynes
Yes

Tansley Parish Council
No

3358-6

Positively prepared

Yes

Protecting Derbyshire Dales Character .......
Part of the historic landscape of the Derbyshire dales are the 'miles' of 'dry stone walls'
They form part of the patchwork of our rugged and beautiful landscape.
I do not note any reference to the preservation of this ancient form of land delineation
Part of the unique and valued landscape of the Derbyshire Dales are the miles of dry stone walls, these form an important part of our treasured landscape and should be preserved and rebuilt as part of any development of the plan
area.
Mr Richard Crosthwaite
No

Gladman Developments

3752-10

No

Gladman note the proposed modification to Policy PD5: Landscape Character and welcome the move towards an approach that requires the recognition of the intrinsic character, appearance and local distinctiveness of the
countryside rather than its protection and enhancement. As such, to ensure internal consistency within this Policy, a further change is required in addition to thatp roposed at bullet point 2 of MM22. This relates to the opening
paragraph of the Policy and is set out below:T he District Council will seek to protect, enhance and restore the landscape character of the Local Plan Area for its own, recognising its intrinsic beauty and for its beneﬁt contribution to
the economic, environmental and social well-being of the Plan Area.As stated in our previous representations, Policy PD5 states that the Council will seek to protect, enhance and restore the landscape character of the Plan Area
for its own intrinsic beauty. The protection [of countryside for its own sake} was not carried forward into the Framework. Within the Framework protection is reserved for areas designated as Green Belt {paragraph 17 bullet five} and
valued landscapes {paragraph 109}. That is not to say that the character and beauty of the countryside, and the impact of development upon it is not an important factor within an overall planning balance. Paragraph 17 {bullet five}
talks of “recognising the intrinsic beauty and character of the countryside” but also of “supporting thriving rural communities within it”. The Framework recognises that there will often need to be a loss of countryside if its wider
objectives are to be achieved. It is therefore considered necessary to further amend Policy PD5 as set out above to enable consistency with national policy.

Mr John Youatt
Yes

5588-9
Yes

MM 22 I welcome the following Modiﬁcation“ and landscape setting of the Peak District National Park and can be accommodated withoutunacceptable impact”I suggest again that the judgement as to the acceptability of the impact
of the houses on Wolds Rise rests with the PDNPA. It should be asked now, not wait for an application.
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John Acres
Yes

Acres Land and Planning Limited

5924-13

Yes

Yes

MM22. Changes to Policy PD5: Landscape Character. Support We welcome the speciﬁc changes to Policy PD5, especially the removal of the words ‘as identiﬁed in the Landscape Impact Assessment' which implicitly acknowledges
the shortcomings of the Landscape Sensitivity work undertaken on behalf of the Council which seemed to be geared to supporting the draft allocations rather than identifying the nature and sensitivity of the local landscape. {See
also the response to AM27}.
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM22
Of the representations to this modification two indicate their support for it.
One representation suggests that dry stone walls should be preserved and rebuilt as part of any development in the plan area. Another seeks the retention of the phrase ’protect or enhance the
intrinsic character’ in the third bullet point. Finally one representation raises concern about how compatible Policy PD5 is with Paragraph 109 of the NPPF in regards to the use of the word ‘protect’
in the Policy.
The District Council is of the opinion that dry stone walls are an inherent feature of the landscape in the plan area, and where appropriate Policy PD5 would seek to ensure that adequate
consideration is given to their retention during the determination of planning applications.
In terms of compatibility with the NPPF the District Council considers that the modifications being proposed to Policy PD5 seek to ensure that it is compliance with the NPPF and has been proposed
in response to the Inspectors preliminary questions (Document IN/03, question 9).
As such, the District Council does not consider it necessary to make any further changes to this modification as a result of the representation received.
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MM23 Amend Policy PD6: Trees, Hedgerows and Woodlands
Mr Steven Buffery
No

Derbyshire County Council

1

2745-5

No

MM23: Page 71: Policy PD6: Trees, Hedgerows and WoodlandsIt is noted that this policy has been completely rewritten and now states in itss econd sentence:“ Where their loss is justiﬁed replacement provision will be required
utilisingi ndigenous tree species and hedgerows that are in sympathy with the locality and the site and, as a minimum, of equivalent value to the trees and hedgerows to be lost” – The last part of the policy underlined above is
unclear as to what is actually meant by ‘equivalent value' and particularly how this would be assessed or calculated. For example, how much planting would be needed to compensate for the loss of an individual mature tree? The
application of this policy may therefore be difficult in practice and may need further consideration or clarification.
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM23
The single representation to this modification raises concerns about the interpretation of the phrase ‘of equivalent value’ in regard to the replacement of existing trees. This modification arose from the
EIP Hearing Session on Matter 12 (Session 15).
The value of existing trees on a development site will involve an assessment of their visual prominence, role and function. As such, the circumstances will vary between different types of development
in different locations. The policy modification seeks to ensure that whatever value existing trees have on a site, that replacement provision is of an equivalent value either in terms of site coverage,
function, prominence, attractiveness etc.
The District Council does not consider it necessary to make any further changes to this modification as a result of the representation received.
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MM24 Amend Policy PD7: Climate Change
Ms Jenny Hope
No

United Utilities

1

3139-1

No

Policy PD 7– Climate Change United Utilities supports Policy PD7 but notes that bullet point 4 has been proposed for deletion. United Utilities wishes to see the retention of the following wording: ‘Supporting developments that
avoid {where possible} flood risk and minimise and mitigate against future flood risk and which protects and enhances the quality of the District's surface and groundwater.'New development should manage surface water in a
sustainable, effective and appropriate way. If it is demonstrated that it is necessary to discharge to a watercourse or public sewer, then any discharge should be at an attenuated rate.
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM24
This modification was identified as being necessary because it duplicates the requirements of Policy PD8 and is proposed in response to the Inspectors preliminary questions (Document IN/03,
question 13). The concerns raised in respect of flood risk, and mitigation will be taken into account by the District Council in the determination of planning applications.
The District Council does not consider it necessary to make any further changes to this modification as a result of the representation received.
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MM25 Amend Policy PD8: Flood Risk Management and Water Quality
Mr Steve Buffery
No

Derbyshire County Council

5

2745-6

No

MM25: Page 76: Policy PD8: Flood Risk Management and Water QualityReference is made in the Policy that “SuDS schemes will require the approval ofthe SuDS approval body for the area”. It should be noted, however, that there
is no SuDS approval body {SAB} as schedule 3 of the Flood and Water Management Act {2010} has not been fully enacted. Therefore, this reference int he Policy could cause confusion.

Ms Jenny Hope
No

Unitied Utilities

3139-2

No

Policy PD8 – Flood Risk Management and Water Quality United Utilities supports Policy PD8 but notes the deletion of part of the Policy. United Utilities wishes to see the retention of the following wording:‘ Where development
accords with the principles listed above, it will only be permitted if:• It conserves and enhances the ecological flood storage value of the water environment, including watercourse corridors.• It opens up any culverted watercourse
and/or removes all redundant structures within the watercourse {such as weirs, outfalls, and bridge abutments} where safe and practicable to reduce flood risk, provide flood plain storage, create a wildlife and/ or green access
corridor.• It improves flood risk and water eﬃciency through incorporating appropriate water conservation techniques including rainwater harvesting and grey water recycling.It discharges surface run-off sustainably, giving
preference to the use of Sustainable Drainage Systems having regard to the surface water disposal hierarchy, listed in order of priority:a} into the ground {inﬁltration}; or where not reasonably practicableb} into a surface water body;
or where not reasonably practicablec} to a surface water sewer, highway drain, or other drainage system; or where not reasonably practicabled} to a combined sewer.• It uses the natural environment including woods and trees to
deliver sustainable solutions.• It connects waste water to the main foul sewer network where possible.'We would like to emphasise the need to encourage new development to explore all methods for mitigating surface water runoff. Wherever possible, developers should look at ways to incorporate an element of betterment within their proposals as a means to reduce further the risk of flooding within the area. This approach is wholly in accordance with
paragraph 103 of the NPPF.United Utilities strongly recommends the retention of the surface water hierarchy within the policy text.
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Mrs Susan Smith
No

Matlock Town Council

5436-6

No

Please find attached our comments
regarding the amendments, it is
requested that they are given to the
inspector as written. We would also
like to confirm that we would wish
to be heard should the Inspector
decide that further hearing sessions
are necessary.
In addition we would like to
comment with regard to revising the
Settlement Boundaries for longer
term necessary housing
development.
Matlock Town Council would like to
take this opportunity to ask the
District Council for a consideration
of where and how much further the
Settlement Boundary will be allowed
to extend. This is a reference to
encompassing further Greenfield
Sites on the periphery of Matlock to
within the Settlement Boundary.
The present significant increase of a
further 30% to the existing housing
stock in the local area is considered
to be too large and will be
detrimental in many respects. There
must be cognisant limits on further
expansion into the surrounding
Countryside.

In respect of Main Modification 4 Policy S2 & Main Modification 25 Policy PD8 {Flood risk Management} the reference is specifically to surface water run-off. No such reference is make for Development HC2{u} in the context of
ground water. Derbyshire County Council is the Lead Local Flood Authority with the role of coordination of flood risk management with other organisations and the British Geological Survey is a recognised body of expertise in the
UK. A specific additional Clause is required for Development site HC2{u} to make it clear that an accepted engineered solution will be expected to be provided in any Planning Application Flood Risk Assessment to alleviate the known
problems that have resulted in the flooding of some of the existing properties along the southern site boundary of this site together with any future problems within the site. It is considered this will require an expanded
comprehensive ground investigation survey as it should be noted that in a Hearing Session of the Examination in Public it was stated that the soil survey in progress on HC2 {c} had not detected any significant ground water at that
time.
A further site specific clause is also required for Development site HC2{u} is respect of Severn Trent Water requirement for a protection/maintenance zone to protect and safeguarded this historic aqueduct. The developer should be
required to provide details of a solution agreed by the Water Authority to accommodate the provision of the proposed link road through the site where it crosses this zone.

John Acres
Yes

Acres Land and Planning Limited

5924-14

Yes

Yes

MM25. Changes to Policy PD8 Flood Risk Management & Water Quality. Support.We support the changes to remove the onerous and prescriptive requirements within the original policy wording which related to SUD's and grey water
harvesting – which we pointed out in our original objections.
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Mr David Elsworth
No

6001-7
No

As requested I confirm that I would
wish to be heard should the
Inspector decide that further
hearing sessions are necessary.

In respect of MM4 Policy S2 & MM25 Policy PD8 {Flood risk Management} the reference is primarily/specifically to surface water run-off. No such reference is made for Development HC2{u} in the context of ground water.
Derbyshire County Council is the Lead Local Flood Authority with the role of coordination of flood risk management with other organisations and the British Geological Survey is a recognised body of expertise in the UK. A specific
additional Clause is required for Development site HC2{u} to make it clear that an accepted engineered solution will be expected to be provided in any Planning Application Flood Risk Assessment to alleviate the known problems that
have resulted in the flooding of some of the existing properties along the southern site boundary of this site. {with any additional measures to prevent future problems within the site}. It is considered this will require an expanded
comprehensive ground investigation survey as it should be noted that in a Hearing Session of the Examination in Public it was stated that the soil survey in progress on HC2 {c} had not detected any significant ground water at that
time. Obviously this is an existing known geotechnical problem with this area of land.
A further site specific clause is also required for Development site HC2{u} is respect of Severn Trent Water's requirement for a protection/maintenance zone to protect and safeguarded this historic aqueduct. The Developer should
be required to provide details of a solution agreed by the Water Authority to accommodate the provision of the proposed link road through the site where it crosses this zone.
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM25
The representations to this modification raise three issues; the first about the need to protect groundwater, the role of a SUDS Approval Body and the need to retain the wording that is
being suggested for removal.
The modification is proposed in response to the Inspectors preliminary questions (Document IN/03, questions 14 and 15) and has regard to the fact that the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan
should be read as a whole. Reference is made to groundwater in Policy S2, Policy PD8 and Policy PD9. As such, there is no need to make further reference in Policy PD8 to such matters.
In regard to the current lack of a SUDs approval body, this fact is acknowledged, however, this position may change during the life of the Local Plan and as such, it is considered
appropriate to retain such a reference.
In regard to the text proposed for deletion, this text duplicates Paragraph 103 in the NPPF and as such is not necessary for inclusion within the Policy.
The District Council does not consider it necessary to make any further changes to this modification as a result of the representations received.
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MM26 Revise Policies Map for Policy PD10- Matlock to Darley Dale A6 Corridor open spaces Policies Map Modificat
Rodney Howlett
Yes

No. of Reps

5

415-3
No

Positively prepared

Justified

Effective

Yes

The modification to the Darley Dale A6 corridor Open Spaces map {Appendix 5, Policy PD10} removes two large and significant open spaces between the Peak Rail line and the A6.
The whole of the existing open space land between Matlock and the Arconic {formerly Firth Rixson} site between the Peak Rail line and the A6 should be included in this map of protected open space to preserve the stunning views
from the A6 across the valley and from across the other side of the valley toward Darley Dale.
This is necessary to preserve the intrinsic character of the valley which is required to attract tourist income to the region; prospective passengers on Peak Rail want a journey in the countryside, not alongside an urban development.
Previous, and already planned, development along this land has proved highly detrimental to the character of the area.
Failure to preserve all this open land is in conflict with Main Modification 4, paragraph 4.15: safeguarding the intrinsic character and quality of the A6 corridor.
This map should be amended to conform exactly to the boundaries that were extant in the previous Local Plan under Policy NBE9, adopted in 2005.
Mr Steven Buffery
No

Derbyshire County Council

2745-7

No

MM26: Page 80: Policy PD10: Revisions to Matlock to Darley Dale A6 Corridor Open SpacesI t is noted that the Policies Map that supports this Policy has been modiﬁed and a number of the modiﬁcations appear to accord with the
County Council's previous recommendations in its response on the Local Plan Pre-Submission, to include other areas of open space within Darley Dale that had been recorded as sensitive in the District Council's Landscape Sensitivity
Study.Additional areas have been included such as the open space to the north-east of the Audley Court development and land east and west of the A6 corridor near Forest Nurseries, which is supported. However, at the same time two
areas have been excluded from the original proposal. The first area excluded is the Whitworth Park, football pitch, graveyard and open space to the north-west, which is considered to be broadly acceptable by Officers given that the
area is already heavily constrained by existing land-use and designation, for example, the Whitworth Park is a Registered Park and Garden. The second area is the land between Olympian Way and Arconic immediately adjacent to the
A6 to the northern end of Darley Dale. This is an important parcel of land that prevents the coalescence of Darley Dale and Northwood and allows views out across the valley towards the river corridor and the Peak District National
Park beyond. Given that there is no other designation associated with this land and the fact that Stancliffe Quarry to the east is allocated for housing, Officers would strongly urge that this land is included within this Policy to help
maintain the character of the valley along the A6 corridor and protect the setting / sense of arrival for the National Park.DCC's Oﬃcers also lobbied in its comments on the Local Plan Pre-Submissionfor the inclusion of land
to the south-west of the Normanhurst Park / ShandHouse area so that a strategic green infrastructure corridor could be maintainedalong the lower valley side to help retain the integrity and character of the RiverDerwent corridor
and buffer its floodplain. It is noted that a modest housingdevelopment adjacent to Normanhurst Park is still being promoted {although now at reduced in size}. DCC expressed concerns in its comments on the Local Plan
Pre-Submission to the allocation of this site as it was considered likely to have impacts on a highly sensitive landscape and separate the physical and visual continuity of the green space along the valley corridor. Careful consideration
would therefore be needed about how these potential impacts could be mitigated adequately as part of any development proposals for the site. These concerns are reaffirmed by the County Council's Officers.

Archie Walker
Yes

6103-3
No

Positively prepared

Justified

Effective

Yes

Policy map PM11
The modification to the Darley Dale A6 corridor Open Spaces map {Appendix 5, Policy PD10} removes two large open areas of land between the Peak Rail line and the A6.
The whole of the existing open space land between Matlock and the Arconic {formerly Firth Rixson} site between the Peak Rail line and the A6 should be included in this map of protected open space to preserve the stunning views
from the A6 across the valley and from across the other side of the valley toward Darley Dale. This is necessary to preserve the exceptional character of the valley that attracts tourist income to the region; passengers on Peak Rail
expect a journey that takes in these glorious views and not to travel through an urban development as if they were on Southern Rail in the suburbs of London. Previous, and already planned, development along this land has proved
highly detrimental to the character of the area.
Failure to preserve all this open land is in conflict with Main Modification 4, paragraph 4.15: safeguarding the intrinsic character and quality of the A6 corridor.
This map should be amended to conform exactly to the boundaries that were extant in the previous Local Plan under Policy NBE9, adopted in 2005.
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David John Allday
Yes

No

Positively prepared

Justified

6277-1
Consistent with National Policy

Effective

No

I believe a catastrophic error will be
made with the continued
development of the valley. Clearly
the inspector does not realize this
otherwise he would not have
included additional sites in the plan.
A new left leaning government will
demand yet more sites are
developed which are currently
"green".

Main Modification 26 - Policy Map PM11
-----------------------------------------------------Main Modification 4, paragraph 4.15 states that the "intrinsic character and quality of the A6 corridor" must be safeguarded. The proposal in Policy Map PM11 to lay open to development some sizeable open spaces between the
railway line and the A6 will be extremely detrimental to the habitat and character of the area. More important still is that the floodgates will be opened as to future development.Specifically the "landlocked" land to the north of the
Shand building which ceases to be landlocked when one of several houses on the A6 are demolished and the land owned by the Whitworth Institute considered to be "parkland". I personally spoke {in isolation} very strongly against
this land being developed at the Darley Dale Council meeting 2 years ago. If the previous local plan map under Policy NBE9 , adopted in 2005, is now redrawn by Policy Map PM11 then attitudes, and mine specifically, change and I
will move heaven and earth to see that the supposedly landlocked site and the "parkland" site are developed. We have a council and possibly an inspector who propose to seriously destroy the beauty of the Derwent Valley. Two can
play at that game!

111

Mod Legally Compliant ?

Mod Sound ?

Positively Prepared ?

Not Justified ?

Not Effective ?

Not Consistent with National Policy ?

Inspector by Written Reps

Reason for Oral Hearing

Comments in Support of Legal Compliance and/or Soundness
Reasons for Not Legal Compliance or Sound
Suggested Revised Wording to Achieve Legal Compliance or Soundness
Reuben Spears and Jonathan Wildgoose
Yes

No

Wildgoose Construction
Positively prepared

Justified

6346-1
Effective

Consistent with National Policy

Yes

Consultation 3rd July until 14th August 2017
Modification Reference: PM11
Page: 25
Policy/Paragraph: Appendix 5 Policy PD10
Modification: Objection to PD10 Matlock to Darley Dale A6 Corridor
Client: Wildgoose
Location of site: Old Road off Darley Dale

We object to the inclusion of all our clients land within policy PD10. We also maintain our objection to the policy which we believe prevents sustainable development from taking place.
The site is a small field. It does not have a specific quality or character other than its open-ness and it abuts an employment site to the north-west, housing to the south-west and east. The sense of open-ness is principally along the
A6 corridor.
Given the sustainable location of the site, it is well related to existing services and facilities which can be easily accessed by foot, bike and by using public transport. An opportunity exists to maintain the open approach to Darley Dale
from Matlock but to allow some housing development in the lower half of the field. 30 dwellings would help to meet local housing needs and these could be accommodated without affecting open-ness given the large boundary
trees which run along Old Road and create a visual backdrop preventing wider views of the Derwent Valley. The lower half of the field is the least sensitive in landscape terms and partial development will strike a balance between
the need to develop land in sustainable locations and protect the open-ness of the existing corridor.
There are good planning reasons why Policy PD10 should be removed from the plan. Policy PD10 is essentially a negative policy preventing development from taking place. A more appropriate response for a plan should be
'positively prepared' is an Action Area plan which balances the need for development against the protection of the environment and is based upon an in-depth study of the area, which looks at its importance in landscape terms, the
opportunity for development and the improvements to the area which will deliver sustainable development. PD10 because of its negative nature does not provide any benefits to residents that comes from development. An Action
Area plan could identify improvements to infrastructure, road, schools, provision of employment and services. It could seek landscape improvements including new tree planting. It could improve accessibility with wider pavements,
new footpaths, improved bus stops and crossings, enhancing sustainability and the lives of the local people. It would integrate new housing in a sensitive and beneficial way, relieving pressure, especially in less sustainable locations
such as Gritstone Road.
An Action Area plan which encompasses the eastern built areas of Darley Dale and the western edges of Matlock could look at the potential of existing housing and employment land to also accommodate development, particularly
the DFS site which could provide significant new employment opportunities.
Policy PD10 reflects a lack of vision in the proposed modifications and in the plan itself. For the plan, defining an Action Area now, as a policy would provide the legal basis for the work that would then follow. An Action Area Plan
would only take a few months to prepare and once in place would result in speedy delivery of homes, improved employment, social and economic improvements and long term environmental gains. It would allow truly sustainable
development in a location where there is developer demand.
Objection to the policy PD10 which we believe prevents sustainable development from taking place.
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM26
The representations to this modification seek to have one area of land excluded from the PD10 designation and to have other areas of land included within it. The area of land sought for
exclusion from the PD10 designation (6346-1) has recently been the subject of a dismissed appeal for residential development with the appeal inspector concluding that the site was an
important part of the landscape.
In respect of the other areas of land being sought for retention within Policy PD10, reference is made (415-3, 6103-3 and 2745-7) to the area of open land north of Darley Dale upto the former
Firth Rixon premises (now Arconic) alongside the A6, opposite Stancliffe Quarry. Whilst this land is not proposed for inclusion within Policy PD10 due to its location beyond the settlement of
Darley Dale, it is located outside of the proposed settlement development boundary for Darley Dale and is thus deemed to be within the countryside where restrictive planning policies apply
under Policy S5.
In regard to representation 6277-1 relating to the grounds of the Whitworth Institute, the EIP hearing sessions considered the merits of retaining this land within Policy PD10 as it does not
specifically relate to the open spaces between Matlock and Darley Dale as it lies beyond the centre of Darley Dale. The land is also protected by its status as a Historic Park and Garden under
Policy PD2.
In regard to land south-west of Normanhurst Park / Shand House (2745-7) the exclusion of this site is due to the allocation of development under Policy HC2(k), the merits of which will be
considered by the Inspector in light of the evidence presented at the EIP.
As such, the District Council does not consider it necessary to make any further changes to this modification as a result of the representations received.
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MM27 Amend Policy HC1: Location of Housing Development
Mr Richard Crosthwaite
No

Gladman Developments

4

3752-11

No

POLICY HC1: Location of Housing Development Gladman note the rewording of Policy HC1 that is proposed through Main Modiﬁcation 27. It is recognised that the proposed changes seek to provide a degree of flexibility in
circumstances where the Council is not able to demonstrate a five year housing land supply and this intention is welcomed. However, the current wording does not provide certainty to developers that the local planning authority will
positively respond to sustainable development proposals in such locations and is therefore considered contrary to the presumption in favour of sustainable development. In order to ensure consistency with paragraphs 14 and 15 of
the Framework, Gladman request further changes to Policy HC1 to ensure that the local plan provides an effective guide as to how the presumption will be applied locally in such circumstances.
Gladman set out the following amendments to the wording of this policy to address this issue:E xamination into the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan Schedule of Main Modiﬁcations July 2017“ In circumstances where there is no 5 year
supply, the Council will approve give consideration to approving development on non-allocated sites on the edge of first, second and third tier settlements {Policies S3 and S5} subject to there being no material conflict with other
policies in the Local Plan and unless the harm of doing so signiﬁcantly and demonstrably outweighs the beneﬁts in accordance with the provisions of the NPPF . “As discussed at the hearing sessions, effective monitoring will be
essential to ensure that the policies of the Local Plan positively enable the level of development that is required to meet the needs of the area in full over the plan period; and, to demonstrate and maintain a five year housing land
supply. Gladman therefore support the intention to review the Local Plan if persistent underdelivery is observed against housing requirements. Further to comments in Section 2.4 above regarding Policy S6, Gladman are of the view
that the strategy contained in the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan to meet housing land requirements remains decidedly uncertain in that it relies on a number of difficult to deliver / aspirational strategic sites. The amendment proposed
above, together with a portfolio of housing allocations with a capacity of 20% above the local plan housing requirement is considered necessary to provide a suitably robust contingency against circumstances where the spatial
strategy fails to deliver housing in the manner currently anticipated by the Council. This will ensure that the Local Plan is suitably flexible in its response to signiﬁcantlyboosting the supply of housing in its area in the manner
expected by the Framework.
Jeremy Fryer
Yes

Roche Enterprises Ltd
No

Positively prepared

Justified

5427-5
Effective

Consistent with National Policy

No

If necessary the indicators outlined in the Housing Implementation Strategy demonstrate that there is persistent under delivery against the housing requirements of the plan area, the District Council will review the Local Plan to
bring forward additional sites for housing.
Not clear how this will be measured - is this 2 out of 3 years, or more? What would trigger a review? Again, this is a policy that is not sufficiently clear. From a developer's perspective, it is difficult to understand what 'persistent'
means and how it will be defined. Similarly, for development managers, persistent under delivery is not something they will be in a position to establish themselves, and will have to await the outcome of an annual strategy, which
may not be produced in time to deal with an application, or defend an appeal. We would again urge the Council to consider re-wording this policy to make it easier for development manager to be able to implement.

John Acres
Yes

Acres Land and Planning Limited

5924-15

Yes

Yes

MM27. Changes to Policy HC1: Location of Housing. Support.We warmly welcome the addition of wording to Policy HC1 to facilitate the release of additional non-allocated sites on the edge of tier 1, 2 and 3 settlements {which would
include Brailsford} where there is shown to be a lack of 5 year housing supply. We also welcome the commitment to review the Local Plan where there is shown to be persistent under-delivery of housing against the housing
requirements in the District. NB. We are opposed to the ‘lowering of the bar' within Policy S6 and Table 3.
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Richborough Estates Ltd
No

No

Positively prepared

Justified

6318-6
Consistent with National Policy

Effective

No

To explain further the rationale
behind the suggested changes and
be given the opportunity to respond
to any changes the Council proposes
to make and any further evidence
that is presented.

Our client supports the identification that in circumstances where there is no 5 year supply, the Council will give consideration to approving development on non-allocated sites on the edge of first, second and third tier settlements
subject to there being no material conflict with other policies in the local Plan and in accordance with the provisions of the NPPF.
However, it is strongly recommend that further information is provided in the policy as to whether the development of non-allocated sites will be supported if the Council accept they cannot demonstrate a five year housing land
supply, or whether it must be demonstrated through an appeal that the Council cannot demonstrate a five year housing land supply. Similarly further information is required as to the definition of 'persistent under delivery' and
whether this would be one two or three years and whether the years need to be consecutive. Further explanation is required to this policy in order to ensure that it is effective.
In order that the Local Plan can be found legally compliant and sound it is recommended that the following paragraphs are included to the policy.
Retain paragraph 1 of the Main Modification.
Insert the following paragraph as paragraph 2:
"Whether or not the Council is able to demonstrate a five year housing land supply and when this will trigger the approval of planning permissions on sites outside the development boundary will be determined through an appeal
inspector concluding that the Council is unable to demonstrate a five year housing land supply.
Amend the current final paragraph as follows:
"If the indicators outlined in the Housing Implementation Strategy demonstrate that there is persistent under delivery against housing requirements of the plan area, the District Council will review the Local Plan to bring forward
additional housing sites. Persistent under delivery will be judged as the Council being unable to meet its annual housing requirement for two consecutive years."

115

DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM27
This modification acknowledges the requirements of the NPPF to deliver a continuous supply of land for housing and responds positively to this requirement, particularly in circumstances
where there is no 5 year supply. However, the lack of a 5 year supply is not the only consideration in the determination of any such proposals at the exclusion of all other material considerations.
Accordingly, proposals will still need to have regard to other policies within the Local Plan.
In regard the definition of ‘persistent under delivery’, this is outlined in detail at MM59 which clearly defines what the District Council considers to be ‘under delivery’.
As such, the District Council does not consider it necessary to make any further changes to this modification as a result of the representations received.
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MM28 Amend Policy HC2: Housing Land Allocations
Mr Adrian Chadha
Yes

Highways England

9

311-1

Yes

Highways England has previously provided specific comments in relation to the Land at Ashbourne Airfield site which was previously allocated for 1,100 dwellings. It was stated that whilst this is a significant scale of development.,
Given that the site is located over 8 miles to the north of the A50 and a similar distance from the A38 at Derby the site is unlikely to have a significant impact on the operation of these routes. This position was considered to be
appropriate given that the A50/A515 junction used to access the A50 from Ashbourne is grade-separated. Highways England is also planning to commence a scheme for the grade separation of the A38/A52 junction in Derby by 2021.
It is noted in the current consultation document that the number of dwellings being identified for this site has increased to 1,467 and that the site will be delivered in two phases. However it also noted that only 1,167 dwellings will
be delivered during the plan period to 2033. With this said, Highways England retains its original position.
Highways England has no further comments to provide, and trusts the above is useful in the progression of the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan.

Ms Jenny Hope
No

Unitied Utilities

3139-7

No

Groundwater Source Protection Zones {SPZ}As with our previous representations, we would like to take the opportunity to make you aware of a number of Groundwater Source Protection Zones within your local authority
boundaries, which will need to be afforded due regard in the future development of sites. United Utilities have a number of water abstraction boreholes situated within the Derbyshire Dales area. The Environment Agency have
deﬁned Source Protection Zones {SPZs} for these groundwater sources, which are used for public drinking water supply purposes.The aim should be to avoid siting potentially damaging activities in the most sensitive locations from a
groundwater protection viewpoint. Groundwater SPZ's show where there may be a particular risk from polluting activities on or below the land surface to the water abstraction.United Utilities supports the following statement under
Policy DS6 {Land off Middleton Road/Cromford Road, Wirksworth} and Policy DS7 {Land at Middle Peak Quarry, Wirksworth}: ‘Site speciﬁc hydrogeological assessment into the potential impacts of the development and mitigation
measures required to ensure the ongoing protection of groundwater in the underlying Source Protection Zone 1 of a public water supply'United Utilities would be supportive of the above statement to support additional allocations
within Ground Source Protection Zones within the emerging local plan:• Policy HC2{t}, DS5, EC2{c} and EC5 Land at Halldale Quarry, Matlock• Policy HC2{s} Land at RBS, Matlock• Policy HC2{v} Land to the north of Porter Lane, east
of Main Street, Middleton By Wirksworth• Policy HC2{w} Former Permanite Works, West of Cawdor Quarry• Policy HC2{aa}, EC5, EC2{d} and DS6 Land at Middleton Road, Wirksworth• Policy HC2{bb}, EC5 and DS7 Land at Middle
Peak Quarry, Wirksworth• Policy EC2{b}, EC5 and DS9 Land at Cawdor Quarry, Matlock• Policy EC2{e} Land at Porter Lane/Cromford Road, WirksworthWhen assessing proposals for development within each
of these proposed allocations, I would urge you to refer to the Environment Agency's Groundwater Source Protection Zones Map {available online at http://apps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/default.aspx} together with the
document ‘Environment Agency Groundwater protection: Principles and practice {GP3}' to ensure any impact of development on groundwater quality in the area is best managed. The document encourages planners, developers and
operators to consider the groundwater protection hierarchy in their strategic plans and when proposing new development.United Utilities has a free pre-application service available for developers to discuss options on potential
development land for water and wastewater, including surface water drainage. We would encourage this to take place at the earliest opportunity. Interested parties can find more information
at:https://www.unitedutilities.com/services/builders-developers/pre-development/
Victoria J Raynes
Yes

Tansley parish Council
No

Positively prepared

3358-4

Justified

Consistent with National Policy

No

To ensure Tansley is represented

'The district Council will work with developers and the local community' working with the local community should have happened during the plan making process.
HC2{x} Thatchers Croft { take out of plan} problems known by DDDC re legal obligations that are not in place, the present development still not signed off DDDC refuse to enforce.
Whitelea Nursery should be withdrawn the culminative effect of proposed development at this site and Tansley House Gardens will be a total of 98 dwellings Church Street and the pinch point onto the A615 can not cope with this
additional traffic.No transport evaluation re cumulative effect on impact to village.
Mitigation required should the Inspector think an additional 98 homes and the possibility of up to another 200 cars accessing the village is acceptable.
The Plan fails to provide a comprehensive plan on improvements and mitigation for the village.
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Mr Richard Crosthwaite
No

Gladman Developments

3752-12

No

POLICY HC2: Housing Land AllocationsF urther to comments made under MM11 to MM15 above, Gladman are of the view that the site selection process will need to be revisited and further housing allocations identiﬁed to ensure
that a 20% contingency of sites is available. This approach will ensure that the Local Plan is positively prepared in line with the Framework and is consistent with the approach taken in other local authority areas, for example in
Stratford-on-Avon. In addition, our comments above set out that further consideration needs to be given to the need to plan for additional housing sites to address the worsening affordability issues in Derbyshire Dales
District.Additionally, Gladman continue to have concerns that the Sustainability Appraisal that has been prepared by the Council to justify the proposed housing allocations has mistakenly screened out a number of reasonable alternative
sites through the SHELAA process. Speciﬁcally, the process hasscreened out sites from appraisal in circumstances where the issues identiﬁed can be appropriately addressed or mitigated through the planning process. Indeed, at the
Matter 1 Hearing Session, it is was confirmed by the Council that those issues that have been red rated through the SHELAA process can be overcome and that those sites could be brought forward in the future. As a result, Gladman
consider that the approach within the SA is flawed because it goes against the Planning Practice Guidance10 {PPG} whereby: “The sustainability appraisal should identify any likely signiﬁcant adverse effects and measures envisaged
to prevent, reduce and, as fully as possible, offset them. The sustainability appraisal must consider all reasonable alternatives and assess them in the same level of detail as the option the plan-maker proposes to take forward in the
Local Plan {the preferred approach}”A number of reasonable alternatives have not been considered against the same level of information as the preferred option and mitigation for impacts has not been
considered. The approach taken is in direct conflict with the PPG and therefore cannot be considered robust. This issue points again towards a need to revisit the site selection process.

Barbara Bullard
Yes

5349-1
Yes

Isabella Stone
Yes

CPRE Derbyshire Branch
No

5643-3

Justified

Yes

We consider that the inclusion of landscape sensitive sites for housing allocation is not justified where housing requirement numbers have been reduced and could be reduced still further if the National Park effect were properly
considered.
We suggest that the following housing allocation sites are ommitted from the list for landscape reasons, or because they comprise unsustainable over development in village or rural locations:
HC2{e} Land north of A52 Brailsford
HC2 {o} Land at Marston Lane Doveridge
HC2 {u} Land at Gritstone rd/Pinewood road Matlock
There is an opportunity to remove these sites as a result in the revised analysis of housing requirements
John Acres
No

Acres Land and Planning Limited

5924-16

No

Yes

MM28. Adjustments to Policy HC2. Objection.Whilst we welcome the updating of the Table within Policy HC2 to remove those sites which have become commitments since the submission of the Local Plan following the receipt of
planning consent, we remain opposed to the list of housing allocations, firstly, because of the focus within the list on difficult brownfield, especially quarry sites which are unlikely to be delivered within the plan period, secondly,
because of the unrealistic housing delivery target set for the Ashbourne Airfield site where the EIP was assured that employment would be delivered before housing, but where dwellings are expected to be built at unachievable rates
and thirdly, due to the absence of the land south-west of Brailsford from the list which could provide a small sustainable and deliverable site within an area of high demand in the District which is close to the Derby Market area and
enjoys good facilities.
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Richborough Estates Ltd
No

No

Positively prepared

Justified

6318-7
Consistent with National Policy

Effective

No

To explain further the rationale
behind the suggested changes and
be given the opportunity to respond
to any changes the Council proposes
to make and any further evidence
that is presented.

Our client supports the policy in part insofar as it recognises that the site provides a suitable location for sustainable development and should be allocated for residential development. Site Ref HC2{g} now benefits from a resolution
to grant outline planning permission for up to 47 dwellings {Ref: 16/00436/OUT}.
The site is situated in an accessible location, within a short walking distance of the existing services and facilities at Brailsford. The location of the site reduces the reliance on the private car and promotes healthy lifestyles. The
development of the site will result in additional household expenditure in local shops and facilities which can help sustain these services. The Council confirm in their Officer's Committee Report to Planning Committee for the site
{dated 20 September 2016} that Brailsford is a sustainable settlement where additional growth can be accommodated and where such growth will aid the viability of local services. The Council also conﬁrmed that the development
proposals meet the social, economic and environmental roles of the National Planning Policy Framework and that there is no significant and demonstrable harm from the development which cannot be mitigated against.
Our client does not however support the arbitrary line that has been drawn around the area of the allocation, and particularly that which currently demarcates the northern site boundary. Our client considers that the wider site
{refer to Appendix 1} can accommodate up to 71 dwellings and has prepared an evidence base which supports this.
A Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment {LVIA} of the site has been prepared and was submitted in support of the planning application {16/00436/OUT} for the delivery of the whole site. The field work undertaken as part of the
LVIA work establishes, that the application site is influenced by the settlement edge of Brailsford immediately to the south of the site boundary whose rear gardens form this southern boundary. To the north of the application site
beyond Mercaston Lane the character of the landscape becomes more rural as the road bends eastwards, and the landscape falls away further north. The LVIA demonstrates that the application site is clearly contained by the belt of
mature trees along the eastern boundary and by Mercaston Lane to the north, and it must also be taken into account that the rural character context of this northern edge of the village is already compromised by the consented
development for the new Primary School opposite the site to the west, for which construction works are currently taking place.
The LVIA concludes that the site can be assimilated within this Medium Sensitivity Landscape. This can be achieved through a sensitive design response, with existing vegetation protected and enhanced, legible development offsets
provided and a commitment to the provision of a softened development frontage on the approach to Brailsford from the north.
It should also be considered that the provision of a larger scheme will provide scope for enhanced mitigation, such as an increase in affordable housing; more flexibility in terms of housing mix; and an increased scope for further
infrastructure and community related contributions.
The Council should allocate the entirety of the land shown at Appendix 1 for the residential development of 71 dwellings. In order to provide choice and flexibility the northern part of the site could be identified as a reserve site to
come should the Council be unable to meet its identified housing needs. The evidence base submitted in support of planning application 16/00436/OUT, including a Transport Assessment, Sustainability Statement, Design and Access
Statement, Ecological Surveys, Flood Risk Assessment and LVIA, demonstrate that there are no constraints to the development of the wider site which would prevent it from being delivered. Indeed this would make a significant
contribution to helping the Council meet its locally identified housing need. The allocation of additional land at this stage would also provide the Council with the flexibility in its supply, a requirement of paragraph 47 of the National
Planning Policy Framework.
In order that the Local Plan can be found legally compliant and sound it is recommended that the table included in the policy is amended as follows:
Reference: HC2{g}
Location: Land at Luke Lane / Mercaston Lane
Settlement: Brailsford
Site Area: 3.48 hectares
No. of dwellings: 71
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Paul Harrison
Yes

F. W Harrison Comercials

6389-1

Yes

Acting on behalf of F. W Harrison Commercials, we support MM28.
MM28 shows the inclusion of Land at Ashbourne Airfield {Phase 1} and {Phase 2} as a housing land allocation to be split into two phases. This is logical as it links more efficiently with the rest of the emerging Plan, which goes into
detail regarding the phases 1 and 2 in policies DS1 and DS8. Furthermore, the modification provides more clarity within the table at page 81, by listing the 367 dwellings which already have planning permission. This is more effective
and justified as it demonstrates how the allocations are deliverable over the plan period, based on evidence.
Overall, we deem the modifications sound and in line with the four tests defined in the National Planning Policy Framework, as the modifications outlined above seek to ensure that the Plan is positively prepared, justified, effective
and consistent with national policy.
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM28
The modification is essentially a factual update listing the schedule of sites which comprise the provision of housing land allocations identified for residential development in the Derbyshire Dales
Local Plan. The representations received generally either seek the deletion of sites or the inclusion of additional sites in this policy.
Evidence has been submitted as part of the EIP in respect of the majority of these sites which the Inspector will consider.
As such, the District Council does not consider it necessary to make any further changes to this modification as a result of the representations received.
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MM29 Amend Policy HC3: Self-Build Housing Provision
Mr Richard Crosthwaite
Yes

Gladman Developments

2

3752-13

Yes

POLICY HC3: Self-Build Housing ProvisionGladman note the proposed modiﬁcation to Policy HC3: Self-Build Housing Provision and welcome the move towards a demand led approach. The intention of the District Council to have regard
to viability and site specific circumstances is also noted.

John Acres
Yes

Acres Land and Planning Limited

5924-17

Yes

Yes

MM29. Self-Build housing provision. Support.We welcome the minor changes proposed to this policy.
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM29
The representations to this modification all indicate their support for it.
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MM30 Amend Paragraph 6.8 & Policy Policy HC4: Affordable Housing
Albert Golding
Yes

Ashbourne Neighbourhood Plan Group
No

7

318-5

Justified

Yes

ANPG response
The addition of the words 'designed as an integral part' of this key planning policy is strongly supported by the Ashbourne Neighbourhood Plan Group. This ensures that this policy conforms to the NPPF and the principles of
sustainable development. However there is a need to define the term 'exceptional cases' to ensure that DDDC actually ensures that the majority of affordable housing is constructed on site. Current experience of the provision of
affordable housing in Ashbourne or recent residential developments demonstrates that integral affordable housing on site is not universally provided. Consequently unless this policy modification is clarified and strengthened it could
be seen as being contrary to the NPPF and therefore possibly unsound.

Ms Carole Dean
No

Ashbourne Town Council

1137-5

No

MM30 - Page 84 - Policy HC4 Affordable housing provision should normally be provided in the form of completed dwellings, designed as an integral part of within the development site itself and in perpetuity. In exceptional cases,
the Council may allow provision of affordable housing off-site or by means of a ﬁnancial contribution of equivalent value or through the provision of serviced land or a combination thereof.The addition of the words 'designed as an
integral part' of this key planning policy ensures that this policy conforms to the NPPF and the principles of sustainable development. However, there is a need to define the term 'exceptional cases' to ensure that DDDC actually
ensures that the majority of affordable housing is constructed on site. Current experience of the provision of affordable housing in Ashbourne or recent residential developments demonstrates that integral affordable housing on
site is not universally provided. Consequently unless this policy modification is clarified and strengthened it could be seen as being contrary to the NPPF and therefore possibly unsound.

Mr Richard Crosthwaite
No

Gladman Developments

3752-14

No

Policy HC4: Affordable Housing Gladman note the proposed modiﬁcation to Policy HC4: Affordable Housing. The proposed changes seek to reflect the Council's evidence base, which points towards a maximum net affordable
housing level of 30%. The proposed amendment to include reference to affordable rent within the preferred affordable housing mix is also noted.T he Policy requires further modiﬁcation to ensure that the proposed affordable
housing mix is applied in a flexible manner in recognition of individual site characteristics, as well as viability. In addition, the tenure split target should be monitored regularly and any changes should be published to reflect changes in
the housing market and the deﬁnition of affordable housing over time. This is considered necessary to avoid conflict with paragraph 50 of the Framework, the third bullet point of which states:“ …Such policies should be suﬃciently flexible
to take account of changing market conditions over time.”
To address these concerns, Gladman request the following additional changes to Policy HC4:T he affordable housing provision should be in the form of 80% social and affordable rented accommodation with the balance being provided
as intermediate housing or discount starter homes. These proportions will be monitored regularly by the Council and may be varied in light of changes in the housing market, individual site circumstances and local considerations
with the agreement of the District Council.T he evidence provided within the ‘New Affordable Housing Completions Table 2006-2017'11 demonstrates that recent affordable housing delivery in the District has been particularly poor.
This points towards the need for further flexibility to improve the ability to meet affordable housing needs.
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John Lowe
Yes

5693-2
No

MM30 PAGE 83 POLICY 6.8
Not sound. {reduction from 45 to 30%}.
As a consequence of the reduction in the OAN, the already challenging Affordable Housing target seems unlikely to be achieved. It is difficult to imagine that, even with the Council's best efforts, the numbers on the housing registers
are likely to reduce. Factors such as house price/ income ratios and stock will not be helped by this change.
The GL Hearn report dated Sept 2015 suggested a level of 107 new unitsper annum.
If achieved, this would be the equivalent of 38% of the new housing target figure.
Even allowing for some 'exception' sites coming forward, its difficult to see how the Fearn estimate of need can be met. Many of the new builds will be on brownfield sites where the AF percentage will no doubt be well below 30%.
A current application on a greenfield site in Darley Dale is only offering a 20% contribution.
Sites below 11 units are also excluded. So the scope for significant levels of Needs housing is reduced even further.
The Council needs to be clear what its annual target for Affordable housing is and in addition have a measure in place to show what progress is being made on reducing housing register numbers.

John Acres
Yes

Acres Land and Planning Limited

5924-30

Yes

Yes

MM30. Changes to Policy HC4: Affordable housing and paragraph 6.8. Support.We support the minor changes to Policy HC4 to change the threshold for the delivery of affordable homes from 10 to 11 dwellings, to widen the definition
of the policy to include both social and affordable housing and to remove the words ‘at least' in relation to the 30% affordable target, which allows for more realism in terms of viability for the delivery of affordable homes.

Luke Bradley
Yes

6028-2
No

Positively prepared

Justified

Effective

Yes

While I commend the increase in the number of affordable homes per development from 10 to 11 there is no associated increase in the minimum area for the total number of houses, reducing the floor plan per house by 9%. The
only winner here is the housing company, not the residents who will lose out on a more comfortably sized home with the developer gaining in profit. A policy so skewed towards profit for the developer rather than meeting the
needs of less well of people in need of affordable housing is not sound by any measure.
Similarly the wording change from "at least 30%" to simply "30%" encourages developers to carry out the bear minimum of affordable housing construction, when, in an age of increasing house prices, they should be encouraged to
build as many as reasonably possible.
An increase in the minimum combined floorspace from 1000m2 to 1100m2 to retain the area per house.
Retain the wording "at least 30%", or ideally upgrade it to "at least 40%".
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Dan Stack
No

Chevin Homes Ltd
No

Justified

6222-4
Effective

Consistent with National Policy

Yes

Not applicable

We do not wish to comment on the legality of the plan.
The Main Modification clarifies the threshold of Affordable Housing of site of 11 dwellings or more stating that 30% of all housing should be an affordable housing tenure.
Within the Council Local Plan evidence base 'The Implications of 2014-based Population and Household Projections for Housing Need in Derbyshire Dales' {GL Hearn February 2017} Report states that an analysis of market signals
indicated a median house price of £218,500 {the East Midlands average house price is £174,222} with lower quartile house prices 9.3 times earnings of younger household. The evidence demonstrates considerable affordability
pressures which has contributed to a fall in household formation amongst those in their 20s and early 30s.
The industrial legacy sites, upon which the Council are relying to deliver the majority of their housing need, are highly unlikely to deliver significant affordable housing numbers due to viability constraints. This is exemplified in the
Halldale Quarry viability assessment that states the site will not only not support any affordable housing contributions but in fact will not support any other S106 contributions either. Even proposed allocation HC2{j} land to the rear
of RBS at Darley Dale proposes only a 20% affordable housing provision for a greenfield site under recently submitted application Ref: 17/00490/FUL.
As such, the Local Plan will not deliver sufficient affordable housing units over the plan period with the currently proposed housing allocations and so will be ineffective. The Council identify within their own evidence base the
substantial affordability issues within Derbyshire Dales. The current local plan strategy to deliver affordable housing has not been positively prepared to meet the significant requirement for affordable housing. Likewise the strategy
to allocate large industrial legacy sites to deliver large numbers of affordable housing units has not been justified given the known viability constraints around their delivery. Therefore insufficient affordable housing units will be
delivered in the plan period which is inconsistent with the aims of national policy that requires local planning authorities to plan for a mix of housing based on current and future demographic trends and the needs of different groups
in the community. Consequently the plan is unsound.
To make the local plan positively prepared, justified and effective the site at Old Hackney Lane subject to application Ref 17/00417/OUT should be included in the settlement development limit and/or allocated as a housing
allocation. The promoter/applicant is a regional housebuilder and would provide the crucial early delivery {within 2 years} of a small site of 24 units of which 8 units {30%} would be affordable dwellings. Unlike the larger brownfield
sites, the delivery of affordable housing on this site would therefore be compliant with the emerging plan.
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM30
The issue of affordable housing provision was discussed in detail at EIP Session 5, Matter 5.
The representations received raise a number of points with some concerned that the policy will not meet all of the affordable housing needs of the plan area and that more sites should be
allocated to boost delivery. Other representations suggest that there should be more flexibility in the implementation of the policy, whilst also ensuring that affordable housing is ‘designed
as an integral part’ of development.
The District Council considers there to be sufficient housing provision within the Local Plan to meet the affordable housing needs of the district. The revised OAN of 5680 (284 dpa)
advocated in MM12 represents 60% provision above the demographic starting point of 178 dpa outlined in the 2015 HEDNA report (CD28). The total housing provision proposed in MM13
represents 17% provision above the revised OAN of 5680 dwellings.
In terms of flexibility Policy HC4 already allows for reduced provisions subject to financial viability being tested. The District Council has delivered almost 800 affordable housing units
since 2006 (Document EX/23), in the context of an adopted Local Plan (2005) which did not contain any strategic housing allocations.
The District Council does not consider it necessary to make any further changes to this modification as a result of the representations received.
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MM31 Amend Policy HC5: Meeting Local Affordable Housing Need (Exception Sites)
Rodney Howlett
No

1

415-4
No

Yes

This policy reads: the development profits from the open market housing element of the scheme above a reasonable developer return {having regard to appropriate land values and margin on building costs} are employed in
subsidising the local needs element.
This is effectively legalised theft and should be deleted.
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM31
The District Council does not concur with the views expressed in representation 415-4. As such, the District Council does not consider it necessary to make any further changes to this
modification as a result of the representation received.
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MM32 Amend Policy HC6: Gypsy and Traveller Provision
Albert Golding
Yes

Ashbourne Neighbourhood Plan Group
No

Positively prepared

11

318-6

Justified

Consistent with National Policy

Yes

ANPG response
Derbyshire County Council notified the Inspector of the Examination in Public and Derbyshire Dales District Council in May 2017 that the new administration of the County Council, following the May 2017 county elections, would be
reviewing both their planning policy and land transfer policy on the proposed Gypsy and Traveller planning policy in the Local Plan.
The ANPG is still waiting for this review to be completed and until it is DDDC cannot be confident that the land for the provision of the Travellers site at Watery Lane will be made available for development by the landowner.
Therefore this planning policy and its site allocation should be deleted from the Local Plan. Its continued inclusion is clearly a soundness issue for the Local Plan in relation to the 'effectiveness test' included in the 'Tests of Soundness.
Furthermore the Watery Lane site has not been subject to a SHLAA review to assess potential suitability or need number of pitches. Until it has then the proposed allocation of pitches at Watery Lane should remain as four in line
with the planning permission for the scheme.

Albert Golding
Yes

Ashbourne Neighbourhood Plan Group
No

Positively prepared

318-7

Justified

Consistent with National Policy

Yes

ANPG response
Derbyshire County Council notified the Inspector of the Examination in Public and Derbyshire Dales District Council in May 2017 that the new administration of the County Council, following the May 2017 county elections, would be
reviewing both their planning policy and land transfer policy on the proposed Gypsy and Traveller planning policy in the Local Plan.
The ANPG is still waiting for this review to be completed and until it is DDDC cannot be confident that the land for the provision of the Travellers site at Watery Lane will be made available for development by the landowner.
Therefore this planning policy and its site allocation should be deleted from the Local Plan. Its continued inclusion is clearly a soundness issue for the Local Plan in relation to the 'effectiveness test' included in the 'Tests of Soundness.
Furthermore the Watery Lane site has not been subject to a SHLAA review to assess potential suitability or need number of pitches. Until it has then the proposed allocation of pitches at Watery Lane should remain as four in line
with the planning permission for the scheme.

Ms Carole Dean
No

Ashbourne Town Council

1137-6

No

MM32 - Page 86 - Policy HC6 POLICY HC6: Gypsy and Traveller Provon The District Council will safeguard 0.3ha of land at Watery Lane, Ashbourne as identiﬁed on the Local Plan Policies proposals Map for at least 6 Gypsy and
Traveller pitches. for Gypsies and Travellers. Provision for at least a further 3 pitches will be met on unallocated sites in accordance with the provisions of this policy. Derbyshire County Council notiﬁed the Inspector of the
Examination in Public and Derbyshire Dales District Council in May 2017 that the new administration of the County Council, following the May 2017 county elections, would be reviewing both their planning policy and land transfer
policy on the proposed Gypsy and Traveller planning policy in the Local Plan.Ashbourne Town Council is still waiting for this review to be completed, and has contacted DCC to ﬁnd out when it will be completed, and until it is DDDC
cannot be confident that the land for the provision of the Travellers site at Watery Lane will be made available for development by the landowner. Therefore, this planning policy and its site allocation should be deleted from the
Local Plan. Its continued inclusion is clearly a soundness issue for the Local Plan in relation to the 'effectiveness test' included in the 'Tests of Soundness.F urthermore, the Watery Lane site has not been subject to a SHLAA review to
assess potential suitability or need number of pitches. Until it has then the proposed allocation of pitches at Watery Lane should remain as four in line with the planning permission for the scheme.
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Peter Fox
No

No

2130-1
Consistent with National Policy

Effective

No

Because my previous written
comments appear not to have been
taken account of.

The site identified in the plan is subject to a review by the owner {Derbyshire County Council} and whilst this review is not complete there can be no guarantee that the site will be deliverable. Indeed, the policies emerging from the
County Council regarding the safeguarding of land for a bypass route point to a likely denial of this site.
The policy therefore has no soundness and should be deleted.
I also maintain that the site identified does not meet national guidelines for travellers due to its proximity to the sewage works, waste tip, and sensitive local areas including allotments and the cemetery.
The policy needs to be removed and a policy that canactually deliver needs to replace it.
Denise Brown
No

3078-4
No

Positively prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent with National Policy

Yes

PolicyPOLICY HC6: Gypsy and Traveller Provision.
Ashbourne has been earmarked for a traveller site. There has been no needs assessment for a traveller site in this area. In addition, the site was not effectively surveyed. The current Planning application os for 4 pitches. This
should be removed.
As I have no expertise in this area I am unsure of how to make the modifications legally sound.
Lucy Green
No

3081-3
No

Justified

Yes

To my knowledge there has been NO assessment as to how many area, and how many sites need to be allocated for the Gypsy and Traveller provision. At this stage the DDDC is unable to legally prove nor justify how it has arrived
at these figures.
In this plan it states a number of sites for which it DOES NOT have planning permission. The current permission which was granted on a smaller number was met by hundreds of people in Ashbourne who were in total disagreement
with the application, its nature and its location and are now not being considered in the expansion of this site. It has been proven by the DDDC that there are other areas in the Derbyshire Dales where the Traveller site should be
located, and in fact that the other site was the preferred site with the land owners being happy to sell at the market rate.
Safeguarding this land will also completely prejudice any possibility of a bypass or any transportation infrastructure which Ashbourne needs.
I understand that legally there has to be provision for travellers within the Local Plan. However I suggest that there be a HOLD placed on this entire policy until a proper and thorough traveller assessment has been undertaken to
understand how many sites are needed, and until a proper and thorough examination of sites has been undertaken to resolve the issue. The DDDC have not done this to date.
Mr John Youatt
No

5588-10
No

MM32.Inspector, see above at MM 10.The situation is surreal.DCC will almost certainly revoke the allocation of land on or near the A515 bypass for travellers, to strengthen its campaign to create the bypass.No travellers have expressed
any interest in this site directly, eg by occupying the site, as they do repeatedly elsewhere around the District, at great cost to the taxpayer, especially the DCC budget.DDDC has oddly pencilled in £500,000 to create a site at Watery
Lane at taxpayers' expense, in direct conflict with Government policy, which encourages provision by the private sector. That is, by travellers themselves, who generally can afford to look after themselves. Interest has been
expressed but killed by the time limit and limit to 3 pitches.DDDC has pencilled in £500,000 in the face of huge pressure on its capital and revenue budgets.My clients are not primary supporters of the allocation {over their heads and
behind their backs} of their site for travellers. However, their land has been blighted by the traveller's saga since 2008. They are in debt. So much so, that they must sell now to the highest bidder.I nspector, you should please also note
that the revised MM32 suggests 6 pitches now and 3 more later, on an unspecified site. This is grossly inefficient. The infrastructure and management costs demand the economies of scale of a single permanent site for the current
assessed need, whether public or private. The Woodyard was selected by due process by DDDC to do so.DDDC has long failed to make adequate provision. It suggests that demand might reduce. That is an affront to the nationally
approved DCC assessment of need,without any justiﬁcation, other than the vain hope the need might evaporate. Given the influx into the UK of communities with traveller cultures, that's very unlikely. Either you or DDDC need to get
a grip. If you don't the Plan might be unsound or even illegal, which all parties wish to avoid.
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Paul Siddall
Yes

5923-1
No

Justified

No

I would like to think that I can bring
a lot of local information regarding
the Watery Lane site and the
council's handling of it's proposed
development that could inform the
modifications as per my comments
above.

When planning permission for the Council's one and only location for Traveller accommodation provision, the Watery Lane Site, was originally passed on 16th June 2016 the planning committee were presented with a report that
stated:
Policy SF4 criteria 'e' does not preclude development in the countryside that 'provides for other needs which can only be met in a rural area' SUCH DEVELOPMENT IS CHARGED WITH BEING APPROPRIATE IN NATURE AND SCALE to a
rural area; IT SHOULD PRESERVE OR ENHANCE THE CHARACTER AND APPEARANCE OF THE COUNTRYSIDE AND MINIMISE ANY ADVERSE IMPACT ON THE LOCAL ENVIRONMENT.
In 2015 I asked several members of the District Council Executive just how putting 8 caravans a few hundred yards from the Welcome to Ashbourne, Gateway to Dovedale signage would preserve or enhance the character and
appearance of the countryside and minimise any adverse impact on the local environment. . I also asked why this development could "only be met in a rural area" given that Derby City for example has a traveller site in an urban
environment.
I never received any response on this and several other issues, however the original application which was forced through by the planning committee included that statement and the council SHOULD be held to it for any
development on that site.
I feel the statement for the Watery Lane site should reflect the conditions that the original application was granted under for any future development of the site. Over a hundred letters of representation many of which cited the
impact on the local environment were effectively ignored in granting permission in the first place not to mention planning regulations regarding protected species being overlooked despite two of those letters mentioning a
protected species on the site and in the area which have both proven to have been accurate subsequent to permission being granted when all material factors could not have been considered properly.
Therefore the local plan should reflect in some way the original terms that the application was approved under:
"Such development is charged with being appropriate in nature and scale to a rural area. It should preserve or enhance the character and appearance of the countryside and minimise any adverse impact on the local environment"
Siobhan Spencer
Yes

Derbyshire Gypsy Liaison Group

6180-1

Yes

Yes

No

We support the changes to policy HC6. We will expect the District Council to be pro-active in addressing the need to meet the shortfall in provision by finding and approving a site for at least 3 additional pitches.

Norman Harris
Yes

6344-5
No

Effective

Yes

Derbyshire County Council notified the Inspector of the Examination in Public and Derbyshire Dales District Council in May 2017 that the new administration of the County Council, following the May 2017 county elections, would be
reviewing both their planning policy and land transfer policy on the proposed Gypsy and Traveller planning policy in the Local Plan.
This review is still to be completed and until it is DDDC cannot be confident that the land for the provision of the Travellers site at Watery Lane will be made available for development by the landowner. Therefore, this planning
policy and its site allocation should be deleted from the Local Plan.
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Ann Smith
Yes

6349-1
Yes
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Inspector by Written Reps

Reason for Oral Hearing

DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM32
With the exception of the representation received from the Derbyshire Gypsy Liaison Group (6180-1), all other representations received seek to have the site at Watery Lane, Ashbourne removed from
the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan on the basis that there is uncertainty about whether it can actually be delivered. This matter was the subject of considerable debate at the EIP.
It is claimed that in a number of representations (318-6, 5588-10, 1137-6, 318-7, 6344-5) that Derbyshire County Council in their letter dated 9th May 2017 (Document EX/22) from the Director of Legal
Services to the Inspector for the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan Inquiry said that the new administration of the County Council would be reviewing its Planning Policy and Land Transfer Policy on the
Proposed Gypsy and Traveller Planning Policy in the Local Plan. The letter of 9th May did not include any such statement. The County Council does not have such a Planning Policy or Land Transfer
Policy and the County Council has confirmed that the review referred to in the letter of 9th May will not be carried out before the County Council receives the Options Appraisal for the Ashbourne
Bypass being undertaken by consultants on the Council’s behalf. This work has yet to be commissioned and will be some considerable time before it is completed.
Contrary to the stated claims, the County Council have made no statement to the effect that they intend to revoke their previous agreement to the use of land at Watery Lane as is claimed in
representation 5588-10 and there is no evidence before the EIP to prove such a claim.
As such, the District Council does not consider it necessary to make any further changes to this modification as a result of the representations received.
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MM33 Amend Policy HC8: Conversion and Re-Use of Buildings for Residential Accommodation
Brian Rough
Yes

1

4924-1
Yes

On behalf of our client we are writing in support of modification MM33 to Policy HC8.
The removal of criteria {e} that the building or group of buildings are not suitable for conversion to employment or tourism uses is fully in accordance with national planning policy.
The National Planning Policy Framework paragraph 55 allows the conversion of rural buildings into dwellings with the provision that it will lead to an enhancement to the immediate setting.
This provision is captured in the policy HC8 through the requirement that the dwellings make a positive contribution to the character and appearance of its surroundings so its protection and reuse through conversion will protect and
enhance the character and appearance of the countryside.
Class Q in the General Permitted Development Order 2015 allows landowners to convert agricultural buildings into and up to 3 dwellings {450sqm} without express consent. National Planning Practice Guidance paragraph 108 states:
Many agricultural buildings will not be in village settlements and may not be able to rely on public transport for their daily needs. Instead, the local planning authority can consider whether the location and siting of the building would
make it impractical or undesirable to change use to a house.
This reflects the reality of rural living and it identifies the criteria that should be applied to ensure a conversion is successful. The planning policy requires a building to make a 'positive contribution', Class Q does not but within policy
HC8 is the opportunity to extend albeit where this is not extensive, providing options to boundaries consider the benefits of both approaches.
We welcome the attention to this policy and strongly support its inclusion.
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM33
The representation to this modification indicates their support for it.
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MM35 Inert Paragraph 6.25a & Amend Policy HC11: Housing Mix and Type
Albert Golding
Yes

Ashbourne Neighbourhood Plan Group
Yes

7

318-8

Positively prepared

Yes

ANPG response
The ANPG welcomes the proposed housing mix policy and this added Main Modification. However it needs to refer to existing local Housing Needs Assessment where they exist and also relevant Neighbourhood Plans.
The ANPG commissioned an Ashbourne Housing Needs Assessment which has been endorsed by Ashbourne Town Council. Reference needs to be made in Policy HC11 to its publication and be used as a neighbourhood planning
policy framework for planning applications in the Ashbourne area.
Ms Carole Dean
No

Ashbourne Town Council

1137-7

No

MM35 - Page 91 - Policy HC11 Proposals that do not provide for the above housing mix will be required to demonstrate how the development contributes to meeting the long-term housing needs of the district particularly in regard
to the housing needs of young people, families and the elderly. Planning permission will be refused for developments that do not provide an appropriate mix of housing having regard to the factors outlined above.T he Town Council
welcome the proposed housing mix policy and this added Main Modiﬁcation. However, it needs to refer to existing local Housing Needs Assessment where they exist and also relevant Neighbourhood Plans.T he Ashbourne
Neighbourhood Plan Group commissioned an Ashbourne Housing Needs Assessment which has been endorsed by Ashbourne Town Council. Reference needs to be made in Policy HC11 to its publication and be used as a
neighbourhood planning policy framework for planning applications in the Ashbourne area.

Mr Richard Crosthwaite
No

Gladman Developments

3752-15

No

Policy HC11: Housing Mix and Type Gladman note the proposed modiﬁcations to Policy HC11: Housing and Tenure Type. Gladman are concerned that the proposed modiﬁcation is not positively framed and fails to recognise that
the table contained in Policy HC11 represents a snapshot of housing need across a district at a ﬁxed point in time.T he policy therefore requires additional flexibility to allow for changes in need, demand and viability over time. The
Policy also requires a suitable further amendment in order to make it clear that the housing mix table is a starting point for consideration on a site by site basis. Sufficient flexibility should be applied through policies of this nature to
ensure that the optimum housing mixc an be achieved to support the viability and deliverability of sustainable housing proposals.As currently drafted, the proposed modiﬁcation does not provide suﬃcient flexibility and points to
an intention to rigidly apply a district wide housing mix on a site by site basis. The proposed approach is not consistent with Paragraph 50 of the Framework and is therefore unsound. The policy is not supported by evidence to
demonstrate that this mix is required in the specific locations within the district where housing allocations are proposed, does not reflect local demand and does not recognise that market trends will alter over time. In addition, the
specific reference to young people, families and the elderly unnecessarily narrows the ‘unlimited' list of groups within the community that is established by the Framework within bullet point 1 of Paragraph 50.
Gladman propose the following text in the ﬁnal paragraph of the proposed modiﬁcation to address these concerns:“ Proposals are expected to have regard to the above housing mix to demonstrate how the development will
contribute to meeting the longt erm housing needs of the district. Planning permission will be granted for developments that provide an appropriate mix of housing having regard to the factors outlined above.”
John Acres
No

Acres Land and Planning Limited

5924-18

No

Yes

MM35. Changes to Policy HC11: Housing Mix and Type. Objection.We expressed concern about the original wording of the policy {including the table showing the expected distribution of homes between dwelling sizes} because they
seemed too prescriptive. The proposed change goes some way to diluting the prescriptive nature of the policy – by asking developers to justify their proposed housing mix where they wish to stray from the proposed distribution.
But arguably, this doesn't recognise the need for different sites to reflect their particular demand characteristics. We do however welcome the changes to remove the specific Part M space standards which are contrary to current
Government policy.
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Norman Harris
Yes

6344-3
No

Positively prepared

Yes

The Policy needs to refer to existing local Housing Needs Assessment where they exist and also relevant Neighbourhood Plans.
The Ashbourne Neighbourhood Plan Group commissioned an Ashbourne Housing Needs Assessment which has been endorsed by Ashbourne Town Council. Reference needs to be made in Policy HC11 to its publication and be used
as a neighbourhood planning policy framework for planning applications in the Ashbourne area.
Ernest V Waddington Ltd
No

C/O JVH Town Planning
No

Positively prepared

Justified

6348-1

Effective

Consistent with National Policy

Yes

Imposing the identified mix on schemes of 11 or more is inflexible. Small schemes are unlikely to be able to achieve such a prescribed mix of units with a 40% 2- bed requirement considered to create viability issues. In simple terms
seeking 5% or 15% of 11 units doesn't calculate into whole units. This makes the policy unworkable on schemes below 20 units as neither 1 or 4+ bed units can be calculated. They require rounding up thereby also then throwing out
the calculation for the 2 and 3 bed percentages, which the also fail. The policy only works as drafted on schemes of 20 plus units.
The policy should therefore be amended to apply on sites of 20 and above units. The policy as drafted is inflexible and overly prescriptive and should be reworded as below.
Proposals should aim to provide for the above housing mix to assist with contributing to meeting the long term housing needs of the District, particularly in regard to the housing needs of young people, families and the elderly. The
council will take a flexible approach to the mix particularly on smaller sizes under 20 units, where factors relating to site and viability factors will be considered in determining scheme.
Ernest V Waddington Ltd
No

C/O JVH Town Planning
No

Positively prepared

Justified

6348-2
Effective

Consistent with National Policy

No

The bringing forward of small sites is
critical to the overall delivery of the
plan and this policy has an import
role in ensuring this, to achieve both
a 5 year housing supply and a
suitable housing mix for this district.
It is therefore important this is given
full consideration by the inspector
and discussed accordingly to ensure
the plan is both justified, sound and
effective.

The policy as drafted is inflexible and overly prescriptive especially for small sites where it will jeopardise viability in seeking such high levels of 2 bed units. The policy is also unworkable as drafted on smaller sites of less than 20 units
as the percentages for the respective mixes are unachievable. In simple terms the policy does not work on sites below 20 units as it requires rounding up of both 1 bed {5%} and 4+ bed {15%} units in order to achieve a whole unit.
This has a knock on effect of throwing the 2 and 3 bed % figures. The policy therefore can only ever be achieved on schemes of 20 or more units if applied as it is currently drafted. The policy should be redrafted as follows and only
applied to schemes in excess of 20 or more units.
Proposals should seek to achieve the above housing mix to help meet the long term housing needs of the district, particularly in regard to the housing needs of young people, families and the elderly. A flexible approach will be taken
to meeting the mix especially on schemes of less than 20 units. The mix will be considered as a starting point in negotiations with applicants and will be considered alongside site constraints, market conditions as well as locational
and viability factors in order to enable schemes to deliver a suitable mix of accommodation for the district.
Proposals should seek to achieve the above housing mix to help meet the long term housing needs of the district, particularly in regard to the housing needs of young people, families and the elderly. A flexible approach will be taken
to meeting the mix especially on schemes of less than 20 units. The mix will be considered as a starting point in negotiations with applicants and will be considered alongside site constraints, market conditions as well as locational
and viability factors in order to enable schemes to deliver a suitable mix of accommodation for the district.
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM35
The representations to this modification raise two issues, firstly that the Ashbourne local housing needs assessment should be taken into account and secondly that a more flexible approach
should be taken to the interpretation of Policy HC11.
The Ashbourne local housing needs assessment was prepared to support the preparation of the Ashbourne Neighbourhood Plan and is not part of the evidence base that underpins the Derbyshire
Dales Local Plan. Furthermore the District Council understands that it does not provide information in the level of detail that would be required to underpin the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan.
In terms of flexibility the proposed modification facilitates the submission of proposals that do not provide the housing mix outlined in the policy provided that this can be supported by evidence
which demonstrates how the development contributes to meeting the long term housing needs of the district.
As such, the District Council does not consider it necessary to make any further changes to this modification as a result of the representations received.
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MM37 Amend Paragraph 6.37 & Policy Policy HC14: Open Space and Outdoor Recreation Facilities
Helen Cattle
Yes

Sport England

2

392-1

No

Consistent with National Policy

Yes

Further evidence base work has been carried out in the sports facilities. Sport England made comments about this in response to previous consultation back in September 2016. However, these comments do not appear to have been
reported or considered. {The comments have been resent under separate cover}.The proposed Main Modification would seem to reinforce the reference to the Peak Sub Region Open Space, Sports and Recreation Study rather than
more up to date evidence.
Sport England would be happy to discuss/engage in further dialogue about how this could be addressed, given that the earlier Sport England comments appear to have been missed and not considered earlier in the examination
process, prior to the Main Modification being proposed.
Mr John Youatt
Yes

5588-11
Yes

MM 37 I welcome the new stress on the need to protect open space for recreational purposes. This adds to the case against the Wolds allocation. Residents and owners beneﬁt from the open space and footpaths within walking
distance.
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM37
Sport England did not submit any representations to the Pre-Submission Draft Derbyshire Dales Local Plan.
The representation suggests that the policy is based upon older evidence contained within the Peak Sub Region Open Space, Sports and Recreation Study rather than more up to date
evidence. However, Policy HC14 already includes in the second bullet point a reference to ‘or successor documents’. This reference was deliberately included in the Derbyshire Dales Local
Plan to allow new evidence to be taken into account as and when it becomes available. As new evidence becomes available, due regard will be given to it.
As such, the District Council does not consider it necessary to make any further changes to this modification as a result of the representations received.
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MM39 Amend Policy HC19: Accessibility and Transport
Mr Steven Buffery
Yes

Derbyshire County Council

4

2745-8

Yes

MM39: Page 102: Policy HC19: Accessibility and TransportI n its comments on the Local Plan Pre-Submission, DCC indicated that, although a number of the Strategic Allocation sites included the need for the development to
incorporate the preparation of a Transport Assessment and Travel Plan, the policies should also seek to make sure that provision should be made for the monitoring of any Travel Plan that is put in place.T his modiﬁcation makes
provision for applicants to submit Travel Plans to include a program of travel measures to minimise single occupancy car use. It is welcomed and supported that this policy requirement has been widened out to include the
implementation and monitoring of such Travel Plans, which is keyr equirement of the County Council through the planning applications process.

Victoria J Raynes
Yes

Tansley Parish Council
No

3358-2
Effective

Consistent with National Policy

No

there are too many unanswered
questions,
we note the MM's but do not feel
valid concerns have been addressed.

'Improvements to local bus services'
An explanation should be provided of how this can be achieved - if this can not be explained then the statement is with out substance and should be omitted.
'targeted programme of sustainable transport interventions to minimise single occupancy' another meaningless statement and unrealistic statement, Tansley residents need to travel to Matlock for ALL everyday essentials and access
to health care.- sustainable methods of transport are unrealistic.
HOW WHEN and WHERE appear to be vital questions related to HC19
these questions have not been addressed - NPPF expects authorities to have addressed all issues related to proposed development,
there is nothing in the Plan that makes the reader confident about accessibility issues.

Mr F A Burgess
No

3449-2
No

We mentioned the apparent lack of clarity in reports from various bodies being asked to advise on current and future traffic problems. The only advice which I believe is still relevant locally was the report about Matlock Crown
Square where the forecast of increased traffic from locally allocated sites led the highways advisers to suggest that the number of dwellings allocated in the Matlock area should be re-examined. Mr Wilson also dealt with my hope of
a better outcome generally for traffic problems{ as a result of Highways England being consulted in future} by saying the Highways England only deal with Trunk roads. However I still hope for better traffic management as a result of
the on-going general debate in Govt circles about roads generally. Also there is CPRE initiative in asking Highways England to look at the whole question of problems arising from motorway feeder roads and all the local new road
proposals or improvements resulting from the huge increase in housing developments nationwide. One other aspect was the meaning of expression 'severe impact' when estimating the effect of traﬃc {current or likely} in
locations. As you know I gave the inspector details of a judicial decision in which the term severe was examined. I don not see why any research about this decision case should only be left to H.M Inspector as it seems to me it could
be useful interpretation for the Local Plan generally. I attach a copy for your Legal Advisor to study.
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Mr John Youatt
Yes

5588-12
Yes

MM39, MM 40I welcome the extra stress on the need for… travel demand measures. Such measures to include a targeted programme of sustainable transport interventions to minimise single occupancy car usage, improvements
to local bus services and the implementation of effective Travel Plan measures and Ensuring development does not lead to an increase in on-street parking to the detriment of the safe and efficient operation of the highway
networkSubmissions at the Hearings and simple observation demonstrate that no mitigation measures will work for the 430 homes and shop at Wolds Rise. On street parking on the roads to the new 430 homes is a major cause of
unsafe and inefficient operation. The introduction of parking restrictions would cause a huge backlash from residents and office workers.
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM39
Two representations raise concern about this modification. The first seeks to ensure that as part of infrastructure needs that sustainable transport interventions are already in place prior to
new development taking place. The second representation suggests that more is required in order to understand the impact of new development in the Matlock area on the highways
network.
Both these issues were discussed during the EIP. The District Council considers that no substantive additional information has been submitted to justify any further change to Policy
HC19. As such, the District Council does not consider it necessary to make any further changes to this modification as a result of the representations received.
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MM40 Amend Paragraph 6.61
Mr John Youatt
Yes

1

5588-13
Yes

MM39, MM 40 I welcome the extra stress on the need for… travel demand measures. Such measures to include a targeted programme of sustainable transport interventions to minimise single occupancy car usage, improvements to
local bus services and the implementation of effective Travel Plan measures and Ensuring development does not lead to an increase in on-street parking to the detriment of the safe and efficient operation of the highway
networkSubmissions at the Hearings and simple observation demonstrate that no mitigation measures will work for the 430 homes and shop at Wolds Rise. On street parking on the roads to the new 430 homes is a major cause of
unsafe and inefficient operation. The introduction of parking restrictions would cause a huge backlash from residents and office workers.
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The representation to this modification indicates their support for it.
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MM41 Amend Policy EC1: New and Existing Employment Development
Dan Sellers
Yes

2

5704-27
Yes

I support the main & additional modifications.
In particular, I support guidelines to redevelop brownfield land {including former industrial / mining / quarry sites such as Cawdor / Halldale / Middle Peak Quarries}, the protection of the natural & built environment and the
protection of the Derwent Valley Mills World Heritage Site / Peak District National Park.
I think this is very important!
I agree that new developments should be in-keeping with the surroundings and the character / appearance of the surrounding areas.
It is also important that the Local Plan addresses social / economic deprivation. Although this is an affluent area, there are pockets of deprivation such as Hurst Farm and part of Wirksworth.

John Acres
Yes

Acres Land and Planning Limited

5924-19

Yes

Yes

MM41. Changes to Policy EC1: New {and existing} employment development. Support.We welcome the proposed change to extend the scope of the policy from just ‘new' employment to include ‘new and the expansion of existing'
employment.
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The representations to this modification indicates their support for it.
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MM45 Amend Par 7.18 & Insert new Paragraph 7.18a Amend Policy EC5: Regenerating an Industrial Legacy
Dan Sellers
Yes

No. of Reps

1

5704-23
Yes

I support the main & additional modifications.
In particular, I support guidelines to redevelop brownfield land {including former industrial / mining / quarry sites such as Cawdor / Halldale / Middle Peak Quarries}, the protection of the natural & built environment and the
protection of the Derwent Valley Mills World Heritage Site / Peak District National Park.
I think this is very important!
I agree that new developments should be in-keeping with the surroundings and the character / appearance of the surrounding areas.
It is also important that the Local Plan addresses social / economic deprivation. Although this is an affluent area, there are pockets of deprivation such as Hurst Farm and part of Wirksworth.
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MM49 Amend Policy EC10: Farm Enterprises and Diversification
John Acres
Yes

Acres Land and Planning Limited

1

5924-20

Yes

Yes

MM49. Changes to Policy EC10. Farm Enterprises and Diversiﬁcation. Support.We support the minor change to this policy to remove reference to ‘farming practices that have a positive impact on the environment'. These would
have been very difficult to define. We also welcome the change to emphasise the value of using existing rural buildings in preference to constructing new buildings.
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM49
The representation to this modification indicates their support for it.
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MM50 Amend Policy DS1: Land at Ashbourne Airfield (Phase 1), Ashbourne
Mr Albert Golding
Yes

Ashbourne Neighbourhood Plan Group

3

318-10

Yes

This Main Modiﬁcation which clariﬁes that any B8 Storage and Distribution uses on Phase 1 of the Ashbourne Airﬁeld development must be ancillary to the main B1 Business and B2 General Industry is very welcome. It builds on
representations made at the Examination in Public by Ashbourne Town Council that the Ashbourne Airfield development is a unique opportunity to attract a new quality employment offer to Ashbourne hopefully resulting in higher
level employment for local residents in Ashbourne and the adjacent employment areas Derbyshire and Staffordshire. It will also avoid storage and distribution uses being the main employment offer on the site. In addition the
ANPG seeks confirmation that the proposed housing on Phase 1 of the Ashbourne Airfield will be constructed within the housing trajectory timescale included within the Local Plan. It is noted that significant development on Phase 1
of the Ashbourne Airfield site has not yet started. The only works that are evident are preparatory ground works for the new access to the site where it connects to the A52. The marketing board that has been erected to explain
these works refers to land available for employment.

Ms Carole Dean
Yes

Ashbourne Town Council

1137-8

Yes

MM50- Page 122 - Policy DS1 POLICY DS1: Land at Ashbourne Airﬁeld {Phase 1}, AshbourneLand amounting to 39.35 hectares is allocated for a mixed-use development {Policy EC2{a}} comprising approximately 367 dwellings and
8 hectares of employment land {predominantly Use Class B1 Business and B2 General Industry uses with any Use Class B8 Storage and Distribution being ancillary to these uses} {6 hectares of B2 development and 2 hectares of B1{b}
/ B1{c} development} at Ashbourne Airﬁeld as deﬁned on the Policies Map. Development will be subject to compliance with adopted Local Plan policies and:This Main Modiﬁcation which clariﬁes that any B8 Storage and Distribution
uses on Phase 1 of the Ashbourne Airﬁeld development must be ancillary to the main B1 Business and B2 General Industry is very welcome. It builds on representations made at the Examination in Public by the Town Council that
the Ashbourne Airfield development is a unique opportunity to attract a new quality employment offer to Ashbourne hopefully resulting in higher level employment for local residents in Ashbourne and the adjacent employment
areas Derbyshire and Staffordshire. It will also avoid storage and distribution uses being the main employment offer on the site.

Paul Harrison
Yes

F. W Harrison Comercials

6381-2

Yes

Acting on behalf of F. W Harrison Commercials, we support MM50.
MM50 allocates two more hectares of employment land to come forward during phase 1 and includes B8 use. We support this alteration as it will allow more companies which are currently struggling to expand; to retain their
business in Ashbourne and the addition of 2ha in phase 1 corresponds with the approved outline planning application for phase 1 and will allow the employment land to be developed sooner, which will have economic and social
benefits. MM50 meets the test of being positively prepared as it is consistent with sustainable development and is also justified and effective.
Overall, we deem the modifications sound and in line with the four tests defined in the National Planning Policy Framework, as the modifications outlined above seek to ensure that the Plan is positively prepared, justified, effective
and consistent with national policy.
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM50
The representation to this modification indicates their support for it.
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MM51 Amend Policy DS2: Land to the Rear of Former RBS premises, Darley Dale
Mr Steven Buffery
No

Derbyshire County Council

1

2745-9

No

MM51: Page 123: Policy DS2: Land to the rear of the former RBS Premises, Darley Dale Whilst no comments are made on the actual modiﬁcations to the policy itself, it is noted, however, that the policy makes no mention of the
requirement for sustainable drainage features to manage surface water to be provided as part of the development proposals. The District Council may wish to consider, therefore,the inclusion of an additional policy requirement as
follows:“ Preparation of an outline drainage strategy giving early consideration to theintegration of site-wide sustainable drainage systems into the layout andlandscaping of developme" It is considered that this would ensure
early consideration of SuDS and theiri ncorporation into the layout proposals.
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM51
This representation suggests that Policy DS2 should include a reference to a requirement for the site to incorporate a Sustainable Drainage system.
There are references to the provision of Sustainable Drainage systems in Policies S2 and PD8. Furthermore none of the strategic site allocations for residential development in the
Derbyshire Dales Local Plan contains a specific requirement for the provision of Sustainable Drainage Systems. As such the District Council considers that taking the Derbyshire Dales
Local Plan as a whole that there is sufficient encouragement for the provision of the Sustainable Drainage Systems without having specific requirement within Policy DS2.
The District Council does not consider it necessary to make any further changes to this modification as a result of the representation received.
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MM52 Amend Policy DS4: Land off Gritstone Road/Pinewood Road, Matlock
julie dawes
No

61

No

Positively prepared

Justified

Effective

Yes

this site is not suitable for building on at all, traffic coming from the link road at bentley close is totally stupid expecting at leas 700 cars to pass through here onto an already busy main chesterfield road, with new housing estates
being built on asker lane, possibly 110 homes next to infant school, housing at the side of lumsdale 100 so homes also on the side of maltock golf course again 100 homes, all coming onto 1 main road, totally lunacy. their are 2
schools within the region of these homes, highfields school and josephs infant school. please reconsider the gritstone road and cavendish road site, this should be left well alone for agricultural and farming land which it is at the
moment, cawdor quarry etc can take all this with the roads already in place and know where as busy,
matlock people are not against the building of new homes its where they are wanting to be put, matlock people have spoke out against the building on gritstone /cavendish road, please listen to the people of matlock , and
concentrate on brownfield sites. leave the countryside as it is, beautiful land for wildlife, farming etc.
Christine Joy Martin
No

343-4
No

Justified

Yes

MM52/Page 126, Policy DS4 - Provision of a local centre - this is a load of nonsense as the site is so remote from the centre of Matlock and will only add to traffic congestion when large lorries are trying to deliver. The sites should
be developed ie Cawdor Quarry which are close to existing community facilities. I don't support this modification.
MM52/Page 126, Policy DS4 - Link Road Provision - a link road is being proposed before 150 houses out of 430 are built on the site. There is no timescale, nor is there any proof that this will improve the traffic situation for existing
residents. The road will be taken right up to Pinewood Road and will shunt some of the traffic from Cavendish Road to Bentley Close and Gritstone Road. These roads also have problems with parked cars and the extra traffic
generated will be dangerous and cause massive problems for existing residents. We can see that DDDC will allow the highway authority to start banning on street parking - how will this be fair on existing residents and where would
they be expected to park? All the time this will just keep shifting on parking problems and access to other streets. Matlock is a small town with narrow streets and a lot of housing stock which were built before cars became the main
form of transport.
Remove the Gritstone Road/Pinewood Road site from the Local Plan permanently. This really is the straw that will break the back for residents living near Chesterfield Road.
Paul Hibbitt
No

404-1
No

Consistent with National Policy

Yes

I have been reading all of the plans and notice that this is still in the plan where it states that you will not build on land that is known as green fields and also that is not accessible to the town centre. Which of course this will most
definitely not be. Also there will be brown sites that will be left and not touched until all green fields are ruined
To make the plan sound you need to look at the environment in which you are looking at ruining.
Mr Geoffrey Hardy
No

432-2
No

MM52 page 126 Policy DS4 provision of Local centre.
Having lived on cavendish Park Estate since 1964 I have seen local facilities be provided and fail to recommend such a provision acknowledges that this site is remote from Local amenities and school and medical services
Link Road Provision
The addition of any link road supports the theory that additional traffic will be generated, as 430 houses is bound to do, also any increase in traffic generated by this development will cause severe pressure on existing parking
facilities in the town centre, also how would traffic from this site be made to use any link road.
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Anne Kernaghan
Yes

530-3
No

Positively prepared

Yes

I do not support this modification as there is not enough detail to make it a sound option.
The need for a link road indicates the acceptance there will be a significant increase in traffic even for the first 150 houses. If 430 houses are built on the site the traffic situation will be intolerable for local residents.

wendy susan marples
No

704-3
No

Positively prepared

I do not support this modification because there is insufficient detail to make it sound.
'Before the building of 150 houses {out of the proposed total of 430} a link road needs to be constructed on the site' as stated in the modifications. No timescale is stated for when this work needs to be done or how it will be
provided.
A link road is an obvious indication that the development will produce a higher level of traffic and there is no explanation that it would ease this situation.
No evidence in the modification is given to support added traffic would go onto to the new road even if it was built.
There's a possibility that if the traffic from 430 houses were added to our roads, the Highway Authority will start to ban street parking.
Remove the site from the Local Plan.
Robert Maddox
No

812-3
No

Effective

Yes

It is unlikely any local centre would be sustainable in the face of intense competition from leading supermarkets offering a home delivery service.

Mr & Mrs Peter & Lavina Wild
No

866-4

No

Modiﬁcation MM52/ page 126. Policy DS4{with reference to site HC2U - Gritstone/ Pinewood Roads}:Link road provision This is irrelevant for the following reason:The reduction in the OAN for the Derbyshire Dales means that
the Gritstone Rd/ Pinewood Rd site - the Wolds HC2U - is no longer needed. We therefore request that this site is removed from the Local Plan. Additional comments:Adequate infrastructure should be in place before any
development is given the green light. A good example locally is the brownfield site at Hall Dale Quarry. This site could accommodate far more residential units than currently allocated. It is also convenient for, and has a good
connection with the A6 corridor and Matlock town centre {via Matlock Spa Road and new junctions {at Crown Square, Causeway Lane/steep Turnpike and Matlock Green/ Lime tree Road} serving the Chesterfield Road area.

Mr & Mrs Peter & Lavina Wild
No

866-3

No

Modiﬁcation MM52/ page 126. Policy DS4{with reference to site HC2U - The Wolds - Gritstone/ Pinewood Roads}:P rovision of a Local CentreT his is irrelevant for the following reason:T he reduction in the OAN for the Derbyshire
Dales means that the Gritstone Rd/ Pinewood Rd site - The Wolds HC2U is no longer needed. We therefore request that thios site is deleted from the Local Plan. Additional comments:1 . The very concept of a local centre
indicates that site HC2U is considered to be 'too remote' from existing facilities in the town. At the same time, the number of charity shops and vacant premises in Matlock town centre suggests that the retail sector is
struggling here; and any local centre- if successful {AND its a big if} - would further damage the viability of a number of shops.2. The reasoning behind the choice of sites for residential development should bear in mind the need to
increase the customer base for existing shops and facilities.
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Mr Chris Hartley
No

926-3
No

I do not support this modification which states that a link road through the site needs to be built before 150 of the 430 houses are built. Surely this is immediate evidence that the long held concerns about the traffic issue have been
recognised. Where is the link road to be built? what will happen on Cavendish Rd, now almost impassable at certain times because of traffic. Buses, lorries etc all have difficulty travelling this road? Is a one way system being quietly
planned?

Mrs Julie Atkin
No

Wolds Action Group

993-5

No

I write as a resident of Cavendish
Road.
I would like to participate in any
additional hearings the Inspector
may call.

Inclusion of a local Centre:
I do not support this MM for the following reasons:
P
roviding a local Centre may reduce traﬃc visiting the town centre but additional traﬃc visiting the new Centre is unlikely to offset any reduction. As stated, the roads in this locality are already compromised by parked vehicles and
narrowness.
A previous small local Centre on Wolds Rise failed, as did the mini supermarket on Smedley Street.
Providing a local Centre is a recognition of the remoteness of the site from existing facilities in the town.
Sites should be developed which support and enhance existing facilities in town, rather than rely on new local centres.

Mrs Julie Atkin
No

Wolds Action Group

993-4

No

I write as a resident of Cavendish
Road.
I would like to participate in any
additional hearings the Inspector
may call.

MM 52
I disagree with this MM:
East - West link Road provision before 150 houses are built { no detail is given about timescales or improvements on Cavendish Road } in theory , developers could build 149 houses and then walk away.
In addition , there is no assurance or proof that additional traffic will re assign through the new site and Cavendish Road already has well known access problems which have made access for emergency vehicles impossible at some
times. In any case, the presence of the Derwent Valley Aqueduct will constrain the construction of such a link Road.

159

Mod Legally Compliant ?

Mod Sound ?

Positively Prepared ?

Not Justified ?

Not Effective ?

Not Consistent with National Policy ?

Reason for Oral Hearing

Inspector by Written Reps

Comments in Support of Legal Compliance and/or Soundness
Reasons for Not Legal Compliance or Sound
Suggested Revised Wording to Achieve Legal Compliance or Soundness
Mrs Tarina Johnson
No

1333-3
No

Secondly I would like to comment on MM52/Page 126/ Policy DS4 The Link Road Provision. I do not support this modification as the new wording of 150 houses is ambiguous. There is no indication of timescale and where the 150
houses will be built can they just cherry pick the land at either end of the development and never complete the link road? The actual inclusion of a link road is probably a clear indication that traffic problems are anticipated but there
is no concrete evidence to determine whether this road will improve the situation or that it will be used by Pinewood or Gritstone Road residents. It may also mean that with such a large development the highway authority may
impose a ban on street parking for residents of Pinewood / Gritstone Road.
Lastly I would like to comment on MM52/ Page 126 / Policy DS4 Provision of a local centre. There has already been a local centre which has failed. This new centre will create additional traffic problems. People will only walk a few
yards, the rest will use a car. There are going to be delivery lorries and vans every day, so where will the parking for this store be? This centre is very unlikely to offer any reduction in town centre traffic as people are more likely to
drive down into Matlock where they have access to all the shopping facilities. I cannot support this modification in any way. The necessity to provide such a centre acknowledges the fact that this is a very remote site, a site above the
snow line which will be an extension to an area never cleared in the winter months. Will this mean that there will be an un-stocked and possibly unmanned convenience store if there is snow?

Neil Fray
No

1468-1
No

Positively prepared

Consistent with National Policy

No

There is a significant public health
risk in continuing without further
assessment

I consider the modification removing the term "to Gritstone Road in the first phase of development" and replacing with "from East to West {Gritstone Road to Pinewood Road} to be completed before 150 dwellings are
constructed on the site" to make the plan unsound and not consistent with National Policy
It makes the plan unsound as it will no longer be able to adhere to the National Planning Policy Framework - 35 "give priority to pedestrian movements"
Neither is it "positively prepared" the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements"
with regard to development HC2 {u}, the planning department admit in letter to me 20 December 2016 that there has been no analysis of traffic effect on the pertinent junctions of Gritstone Road with Wolds Road and Chesterfield
Road at the pedestrian entrance to the Upper site of Highfields School - and of Pinewood Road eggressing into Cavendish Road onto Wellington Street because they were not currently identified as high risk by the police.
The Highways Department confirm this in the freedom of information request I submitted FOI 1697/16 asking for information about this assessment - "the information requested is not available"
Any assessment of the effects of 430 new dwellings will indicate the traffic volume will be increased , as one egress from the development is effectively a single track road , and the other will discharge directly onto the path of
hundreds of teenagers crossing a road with no lights or crossing patrol twice a day
This a vulnerable group , who are under age and so whose views will not have been heard in the submission stage. They are being discriminated against by making the assessement of their safety more difficult by this modification ,
creating a public health risk , considering what is known about teenage risk taking
https://www.psychologytoday.com/blog/the-wide-wide-world-psychology/201506/why-are-teen-brains-designed-risk-taking
At least when injury or , heaven forbid, death occurs, the process of publishing objections will give a clear line of accountability as to who to hold responsible, and if required , prosecute for negligence if assessment of those junctions
continues to be absent
The lack of clear timescale for the link, in conjunction with no timescale for the development mean that initially all access will be from Gritstone Road as the access moves East to West , and then only after 150 houses have been built
There should be an evaluation of the safety of the junctions that have not been assessed at the egress to HC2{u}
The traffic objections I consider are enough to say the site itself is not safe to develop upon
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Colleen Marples
No

Miss
No

Positively prepared

Justified

1475-3
Effective

Yes

East - West Link road provision.
I do not support this modification as it is too vague and offers no timescales or assurances.
The recognition that a link road is necessary demonstrates that there is already envisaged to be a significant traffic problem with the site.
This modification offers no clarity at all about how and when the link road is going to be provided.
The report by Sanderson Consulting submitted by the Wolds Action Group as part of their Local Plan hearing statement on traffic issues concludes that there is no evidence to suggest that the additional traffic will re assign through
the site via the link road.
The modification states that the link road will be constructed before 150 houses are built.
But there is no clarity on how this will be achieved, leaving it open to creative interpretation by developers. For example 75 houses could be built off Gritstone Road and then a second phase could be accessed off Pinewood Road
with no link road ever being put in place.
Gritstone Rd and Bentley Close are being offered up as the main access point to the new development. However there are serious issues with gaining safe access to and from Chesterfield Rd onto these residential roads.
Routing 100s if not thousands of new vehicle movement along what are essentially quiet cul de sac roads will increase the dangers for pedestrians, children and older people who make up a significant proportion of existing residents.
In addition, there is no reference to Cavendish Road improvement matters. This is already a problematic and severely compromised highway with little or no opportunities for mitigation to allow for the additional traffic that will
inevitably use it as a rat run to the Pinewood end of the new development.
The Wolds Action Group believes all these peripheral measures demonstrate a problem without a solution and sustains its strong objection on traffic safety and congestion grounds.
The vague proposals for a link road on the Wolds site demonstrates that there is already anticipated to be significant traffic issues with the proposed development.
The lack of clarity on how and when the link road would be developed leaves it open to interpretation by unscrupulous developers who can simply opt to build upto 150 homes and then leave the site unlinked.
This will then have knock on effects to the small, congested streets of Cavendish Road and others in the vicinity as people will rat run through them to reach the Pinewood side of the development.
The modifications need to contain fair more robust detail about how a link road will be achieved, when it must be built and who is liable for maintenance of it.
However, given that the need for a road demonstrates yet more issues with the deliverability of the site, the Wolds site should be deleted from the Local Plan
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Colleen Marples
No

No

Positively prepared

Miss
Justified

1475-4
Yes

I do not support this modification for the provision of a local centre.
There is no indication of the scale of such a centre or what it would contain, however given the scale of the development proposed at the Wolds site {430 houses} it would need to be a significant local centre to provide for the influx
of householders.
Providing a local centre may cut down on the amount of traffic visiting the town centre but the additional traffic visiting the new centre is unlikely to offset any reduction.
It is also likely to attract additional traffic from the surrounding area, placing more burden on the congested residential streets surrounding the proposed new development and increasing the risk of pedestrian and driver accidents.
Provision of a local centre is also a recognition of the remoteness of the site from existing community facilities and this confirms its unsustainable location.
Sites should be developed which support and enhance existing community facilities rather that relying on new local centres.
The Wolds site has consistently been shown to be unsustainable in terms of its inaccessible location, geography, access and highways constraints as well as being a significant flood risk.
Retaining this site in the plan, despite the fact that is is unviable and unsustainable makes the plan unsound.
Remove the Wolds site from the Local plan.
Suzanne W Gladwin
No

1482-2
No

Justified

Yes

Effective

This modification talks about creating a local centre, that is proportionate for the scale of development-430-houses. Yet no where does it state what is meant by proportionate, what facilities it would provide or how traffic will be
managed. How will it be fitted into Davis's scheme? Will they remove the much Vaunted "country park" and thus negate the flood defence?
How will this affect the profitability of the site?
Basically as seems to me have been the case all along, the council, for whatever reason, and against all reason and their own planning com are determined to keep this site in the plan. It would be interesting to know what that
reason is.
Remove the Wold site from the local plan. The site is difficult to access, unsustainable and solutions so far mentioned are too vague to be able to be properly considered.
Removing the Wold site will force developers to focus attention on the Brownfield sites, as I understand is actually Government policy.
Extra traffic will not be forced onto the local roads, thus enhancing the environment. Wildlife will not be disturbed, which means the adjacent National park will be less affected.
Despite the statements that schools and medical facilities are sufficient this is not the case, as the local surgeries and schools have made clear. The proposed closure of ALL the local hospitals will also make it more difficult for all
these extra people to receive adequate medical care..
And I am not a lawyer so how do you expect me to "revise the wording" in a legal document? Is it excuse to disregard our comments? Ridiculous.
mark dawes
No

1517-2
No

Positively prepared

Justified

Effective

Yes

this site is totally unsuitable for ANY housing to be built here, never mind 430 homes, the link road is totally not suitable for any additional traffic. flooding drainage etc etc that happens on this site, the traffic is a major problem now
never mind the extra 700 cars from this estate alone, never mind the other 3 new housing estates that are being built all coming onto the main chesterfield road,
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Roger Brown
Yes

1800-2
No

Justified

Effective

Yes

MM52 Policy DS4 - Link Road Provision
I do not support this modification as there is insufficient detail to make it sound.
The modification states that a link road needs to be provided before 150 out of the total of 430 homes are built. However, there is no timescale attached to this, or detail as to how it will be provided.
The inclusion of a link road is a clear indication that this development will generate significant levels of traffic , and there is no indication that this road would improve the situation. Furthermore, there is no evidence to support that
additional traffic would make use of the new road if it were to be built.

Roger Brown
Yes

1800-3
No

Justified

Effective

Yes

Provision of a Local Centre - Gritstone/Pinewood Road Site
The proposal for a local centre to be incorporated in this site is , in my opinion, a recognition that this is a remote location away from existing facilities in the town.
New sites should be developed which support and enhance existing community facilities. Such a centre would generate additional traffic which would further exacerbate the situation on the local roads.

Mr Steven Buffery
No

Derbyshire County Council

2745-10

No

MM52: Page 126: Policy DS4: Land off Gritstone Road/Pinewood Road,M atlockW hilst no comments are made on the actual modiﬁcations to the policy itself, it is noted that the Policy references Flood Risk assessment but not
early consideration of SuDS. The District Council may wish to consider, therefore, thei nclusion of an additional policy requirement as follows:“ Preparation of an outline drainage strategy to give early consideration ofs ustainable
drainage features in the management of surface water and thes ubsequent flood risk posed by the nature of the topography of the site. SuDSs hould be integrated into the landscape and layout of development”.T he addition of
this requirement to the Policy may prompt developers to consider SuDS at the initial stage of planning and incorporate features into thedevelopment.

Mr Louis William Rouse
No

3132-2
No

Positively prepared

Justified

Effective

Yes

I do not support this modification. What is a 'local centre'? Are they wanting to create a 'new village'? This was not indicated in the William Davis plan for the site, and so what are they wanting to do, reduce the number of houses,
or expand even further into the countryside? If they reduce the number of houses will the site even be financially viable? I ask this modification be scrapped.
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Mr Louis William Rouse
No

3132No

Positively prepared

Justified

Effective

I do not support this modification. What is a 'local centre'? Are they wanting to create a 'new village'? This was not indicated in the William Davis plan for the site, and so what are they wanting to do, reduce the number of houses,
or expand even further into the countryside? If they reduce the number of houses, will even be financualy viable?

Mrs H Gilbert
No

3316-2
No

A Local Centre. To include what? we had a shop on the estate. Long gone. There was also one on Smedley Street. That too, long gone. They cant complete with the supermarkets. It would probably become another boarded -up
eyesore in the middle of nowhere. The link road can be as wide as you want it to be, but you cant escape the fact that, there will be a bottleneck at either end. Narrow roads, parked cars. Cavendish Road is a nightmare now! What
happens when we get all this additional traffic this site will generate? Horrendous! A link Road will solve nothing!

Elizabeth Chamberlain
Yes

3435-3
No

Positively prepared

Justified

Effective

Yes

This modification refers to a 'local centre' but there are no details as to what this may consist of or how much land may be needed to facilitate it. What is defined as 'proportionate' and who makes this decision ? The current detailed
plans from William Davies for developing this land makes no mention of any 'local centre', what would this mean in terms of reduced housing numbers on the site ? To simply say there will be a local centre which is proportionate
without further exploration or answering the aforementioned questions cannot possibly meet the test of soundness.
Remove the Gritstone Rd / Pinewood Rd site {The Wolds HC2U}.
Elizabeth Chamberlain
Yes

3435-2
No

Positively prepared

Justified

Effective

Yes

Within this modification it states that a link road needs to be constructed before 150 houses, out of the proposed total of 430 at The Wolds site, are built. However there is no details as to where or how this will be done or indeed
when. To include the requirement of a link road is to acknowledge this development will have a significant impact on traffic levels but there is no evidence to suggest this link road would help at all, in fact I understand that The Wolds
Action Group commissioned Sanderson Consulting Engineers to look into traffic issues and they concluded that there was no evidence to support that additional traffic would reassign onto the new road even if it was built.
Remove the Gritstone Rd / Pinewood Rd site {The Wolds HC2U}.
Mr B Heathcote
No

3522-2
No

I do not support this as any worthwhile centre would increase traffic on Chesterfield road as others used it. Any link road would generate more on Chesterfield Road as others used it. Any Link road would generate more traffic on
Chesterfield Road. A road onto Chesterfield road would need to cope with slow and stopped traffic {Bus stops} up the hill holding convoys of cars; the near presence of Highfield School, and the crossroads at the Duke of Wellington.
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Ms Anita Crofts
No

3581-3
No

MM52/Page 126/Policy DS4
Provision of a Local Centre.
We DO NOT SUPPORT this modification
The Local Centre is to be proportionate for the 430 houses on the Wolds site, what is proportionate? What are the facilities is would provide? Where would this Local Centre be situated and would the number of houses have to be
reduced to accommodate it. Would the site then become financially unsound for the developers. Also it is unlikely the creation of a Local Centre would offset any reduction in the Town Centre traffic. It only recognises the
remoteness of the site from the existing facilities in the town.
MM52/Page 126/Policy DS4
Link Road Provision
We DO NOT SUPPORT this modification as there is not enough detail to make it sound
The modification states that a link road needs to be constructed before 150 houses, out of the proposed total of 430 at The Wolds site, are built. However there is nothing that states a timescale for when this work needs to be done
or how it will be provided.The need for provision of a link road makes it clear that this development will generate significant levels of traffic and there is no indication that this road would improve the situation in the slightest.The
Wolds Action Group commissioned Sanderson Consulting Engineers to look into traffic issues and they concluded that there was no evidence to support that additional traffic would reassign onto the new road even if it was built.We
would ask that far more detail is included about this proposed link road as well as clear guidance on when and how it will be built.

Ms Anita Crofts
No

3581-4
No

MM52/Page 126/Policy DS4 Link Road ProvisionWe DO NOT SUPPORT this modiﬁcation as there is not enough detail to make isound. T he modiﬁcation states that a link road needs to be constructed before 150 houses, out of the
proposed total of 430 at The Wolds site, are built. However there is nothing that states a timescale for when this work needs to be done or how it will be provided. The need for provision of a link road makes it clear that this
development will generate significant levels of traffic and there is no indication that this road would improve the situation in the slightest.The Wolds Action Group commissioned Sanderson Consulting Engineers to look into traffic
issues and they concluded that there was no evidence to support that additional traﬃc would reassign onto the new road even if it was built. Wew ould ask that far more detail is included about this proposed link road as well as clear
guidance on when and how it will be built.

Mr Stuart Briddon
No

3592-3
No

MM 52, Policy DS4 Provision of a Local Centre
I do not support this modification. The inclusion of a local centre will only attract additional traffic from surrounding new developments such as those on Asker Lane, Thornberries, The Golf Course and Moor Croft thus exacerbating
the traffic congestion problem and also increasing pollution. The fact that the inclusion of a local centre is being considered highlights the remoteness of the site from the town centre and makes a mockery of the site being
sustainable. A local centre will not be able to provide a fraction of what most households require so residents on the Pinewood Road/Gritstone Road site will still have to make trips in their cars to the town centre or surrounding
areas.
MM52, Policy DS4 Link Road Provision
It is naive to believe that the inclusion of a link road running east to west from Gritstone Road to Pinewood Road would ease congestion on Cavendish Road if the site was developed. The report by Sanderson Consulting submitted
by WAG as part of the hearing Statement on traffic issues concludes that there is no evidence to suggest that the additional traffic will re assign through the site via the link road. The fact that a link road is needed shows a recognition
that traffic congestion will be a factor that local people will need to live with on a daily basis. Clarification as to how and when this is to be done needs to be put in place.
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julie dawes
No

3878-2
No

Positively prepared

Justified

Effective

Yes

once again, doctors, schools, jobs situations, TRAFFIC from chesterfield road going into matlock town centre ,
the planning of 430 homes at gritstone road is totally unsuitable, this is unsuitable in terms of transport and will generate UNACCEPTABLE levels of traffic coming from a VERY UNSUITABLE link road of bently close onto gritstone
road, their are already 3 extra sites that are being built NOW consisting of nearly 300 houses that WERE NOT ON THE LOCAL PLAN. This traffic which is coming onto the main chesterfield road plus the normal heavy traffic and also
including the 700+ cars coming from gritstone is a total NIGHTMARE, This site is not needed at all with the extra 3 sites already being built. This site were voted out by the local plan advisory committee, the people who know
matlock and want matlock to remain a tourist attraction, which is at the moment looking like a concrete jungle, instead of the beautiful GREENFIELD SITE which it is. This site has had the most objections to all of them, surely this
means that it is very unsuitable. Please listen to the people of matlock, they are not against the building of suitable homes its were they are being put, please use brownfield sites, there are plenty in the matlock area.
use brownfield sites first, Doctors surgery already there is a notice in one of the windows saying they are struggling to make appointments as they are to busy already.Schools ,
jobs, etc.
Elizabeth Towe
Yes

3912-2
No

Positively prepared

Justified

Effective

Yes

Provision of a Local Centre- No mention is made of size or facilities it will involve or how it will impact on traffic within the new development and drawing it in from other surrounding residential areas. It should also be noted that in
Willim Davies site plan there has been no indication of a local centre/ amenities provision. If this is to go ahead will it mean the housing numbers be reduced so as not to impact on any green area allocation.
Will it still be a financially viable site?
Wolds Link road provision- The need for provision of a link road clearly indicates that the development will generate a significant increase in traffic levels. Any development will increase volume of traffic onto the main A632 which is
already congested at peak times.
Remove site from local plan.
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Mrs Sharon Briddon
No

5175-3
No

MM 52, Policy DS4 Provision of a Local Centre
I do not support this modification and believe it is unsound.
This would mean that even more traffic than already forecasted {which is already beyond junction capacity will start to flow onto the residential roads, increasing pollution, congestion and safety concerns for local residents. Clearly
if it is felt we need to have a local centre then it is not a sustainable site that can access existing local amenities, and is therefore in breach of NPPF sustainability policies. A local centre will not be able to provide the weekly shopping
as will not stock what is required at an affordable and competitive price to do a weekly shop, so this will not eliminate traffic movements into Matlock, but increase them locally as well. There has previously been a local shop in the
area, but it closed due to lack of sustainability as everyone chose to use cheaper supermarkets anyway, so there is a risk for any business owners to invest in this area anyway. These centres also become a hive for gangs of youths
and boy racers to congregate and often behave unsociably. This will have a further adverse effect on existing residents who presently have a quiet and peaceful estate with a very, very low rate of anti-social and criminal behaviour.
MM52, Policy DS4 Link Road Provision
I strongly object to this and believe this to be unsound. I also do not believe it is legal as building on this land when it is not required as part of the OAN contravenes the majority of the NPPF rule, as it absolutely not necessary to
destroy this land due to being no need to supply the houses, and so no need to provide an additional road.. It is completely short sighted to think that that the inclusion of a link road running east to west from Gritstone Road to
Pinewood Road would ease congestion on Cavendish Road if the site was developed. The report by Sanderson Consulting submitted by WAG as part of the hearing Statement on traffic issues concludes that there is no evidence to
suggest that the additional traffic will enter and exit the site via the link road. If people want to travel down to Matlock they are more likely to use Cavendish Road to exit the site. It is likely easier to get out directly onto Wellington
Street than it would be to queue to get onto Chesterfield road turning right against the traffic, then queue from Chesterfield Road to get onto Wellington street turning right against the traffic all of which will be time consuming. It is
blatantly obvious that people will take the more direct route down Cavendish Road and only negotiate the one junction onto Wellington Street! The fact that a link road is needed shows a recognition that traffic congestion will be a
factor that local people will need to live with on a daily basis, and any suggestion of it easing traffic is a complete fabrication which flies against all common sense. People will take the shortest and most direct route not travel the
complete opposite direction I the first instance period.
As previously advised to Mr Dalkeyne, this link road is planned to be built directly over the gigantic Severn Trent owned Victorian built underwater aqueduct that transports millions of litres of water from Hathersage to Leicester
every day. Severn Trent's own website states that the condition of this pipe is unknown and it is to start a schedule of work to survey the pipe to understand its state of repair. When I personally challenged William Davies
representatives and Mr Wilson to advise what risk assessment has been done to consider the effect of building on this site, the response was that Severn Traten put £x million aside daily for any liability! This did not answer the
question which I re-addressed what risk assessment has been done. The ultimate answer is none as William Davies believe this is not of their concern. It is however of great concern to the residents of Matlock who would very
much rather understand the risk and we require that a proper assessment take place. There clearly is an element of risk due to the fact that Severn Trane put money aside as a provision for this. It is not acceptable to the residents
of Matlock that no risk assessment be properly carried out we would rather keep our homes, families, pets and belongings in one piece than be financially compensated when our houses have been washed away due to the lack of
due diligence by all parties involved. This alone is a very clear reason this site is not fit to be included in the local plan.

Mr J Coleman
Yes

William Davis Limited

5317-2

Yes

Our client, William Davis Limited, supports Main Modification MM52, which sets out proposed amendments to Policy DS4: Land off Gritstone Road/Pinewood Road, Matlock, in terms of its legally compliance and soundness.

Mr J Coleman
Yes

William Davis Limited

5317-1

Yes

It is confirmed that our client, William Davis Limited, supports Main Modification MM52 {proposal to amend 'POLICY DS4: land off Gritstone Road/Pinewood Road, Matlock'} which is considered to be legal compliant and meets the
test of soundness.
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Mrs Susan Smith
No

Matlock Town Council

5436-1

No

Please find attached our comments
regarding the amendments, it is
requested that they are given to the
inspector as written. We would also
like to confirm that we would wish
to be heard should the Inspector
decide that further hearing sessions
are necessary.

It is noted the Inspector has amended Policy DS4 {Main Modification 52 page126} to include a detailed specific requirement {more normally associated with a condition of an actual Planning Application submission} for the Gritstone
Road / Pinewood Road proposed Development Site {HC2{u}. In the view of the Town Council such detailed defined measures affecting the Highway Infrastructure and Air Pollution considerations need also to be stated for this site {as
the primary generator of the increased traffic flows in Matlock}.
Derbyshire County Council have now stated any meaningful/significant physical mitigation changes to the Highway Infrastructure {especially in the Town Centre} cannot be made. It is noted the Crown Square roundabout has already
reached its defined capacity, in Highway terms, in 2015 now resulting in, as defined, significant Loss of Service. The effect can be seen, on a daily basis, at Peak Traffic flow times and also, to a lesser extent, regularly outside these
times.
It is, as stated by Derbyshire County Council, reliance on various Sustainable Transport interventions will needed to be put in place to reduce traffic flows to acceptable levels {It is noted a raft of such measures have already been
proposed in the pre-Planning Application discussions for the above site between a Developer and Derbyshire County Council / Derbyshire Dales District Council}. These intervention matters are purely aspirational, cannot be enforced
{the AECOM Report states such measures will need to be aggressive}. Equally important there is also no actual guarantee that such measures would produce the reduction actually required {particularly in car usage 69% of the total
of all modes of transport} to within defined limits for the items of primary concern to Matlock Town Council.
Given the stage of the current proposed Local Plan, it is suggested thatoverdue' further modification to the present relevant Main Modifications/Additional Modifications should be made, requiring that actual justification be supplied
of the deliverability/ability of such proposals for any submitted Planning Applications for the major Proposed Developments in
the local area. {It is noted a Planning Application for one site has already been submitted}. Without clear evidence that the result of such Sustainable Transport Interventions will reduce Traffic Flows and Air Pollution Levels that will
be below accepted defined levels in Highway terms for the major Proposed Developments in the local area. Should this not be the case it would lead, in our opinion, to the consideration that the Local Plan is undeliverable and
unsound.
Referring back to Main Modification 52 regarding the Site HC2{u} and the provision of a link road through the Development site, whilst in agreement with the amendment in principle it is considered, as stated, there is an ambiguity
and requires further additional clarification. It is not actually defined whether the link road only extends as far as the Pinewood Road location or whether it is to be actually connected with Pinewood Road. Such a connection onto the
wider existing Highway Infrastructure via Wolds Rise and Cavendish Road, given the existing traffic problems and the lack of any meaningful significant mitigation to alleviate any increase in traffic from HC2{u} is considered as
extremely detrimental. It is our view this Main Modification should clarify this matter and also state the requirement for a detailed predictive {local} traffic assessment {using an approved methodology} to be undertaken by the
Developer to establish the level of the impact of this linkage on the existing network to ensure it is acceptable.
Mr John Youatt
No

5588-14
No

MM 52 Site DS 4Some of these requirements are unachievable.

Susan Hinchliff
No

5880-5
No

The Modiﬁcation talks about the provision of a "local centre" that is proportionate for the scale of development of 430 houses at the Wolds site {HC2U}.HOWEVER nowhere does it give any indication of *what "proportionate"
means, *what facilities would be involved or *how the provision of such a centre would adversely impact on traffic both within the proposed new development, but also by drawing traffic in from other surrounding residential
areas.* There is no mention of a local centre in William Davies master plan.* There is no indication of where this local centre is to be located or whether the proposed housing numbers will have to be reduced in order to
accommodate this proposed centre.* In the case of proposed housing numbers having to be reduced will this mean that the site becomes ﬁnancially unviable for development?T hese questions all need to be addressed.
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Susan Hinchliff
No

5880-3
No

Yes

I DO NOT SUPPORT this modiﬁcation as there is currently insuﬃcient detail on this issue.T he modiﬁcation states that a link road needs to be constructed before 150 houses out of the proposed total of 430 at the Wolds site are
built.However, there is no detail of the timescale for this work { including the date of completion} or how it is to be provided.T he need for the provision of a link road makes it clear that this proposed development would
generate signiﬁcant levels of traﬃc & there is no indication that a link road would improve the traﬃc situation in Matlock.T he Wolds Action Group commissioned Sanderson Consulting Engineers to look into traﬃc issues & they
concluded that there was no evidence to support that the additional traﬃc would use a link road even if one was built.

James Johnson
No

5982-2
No

Justified

Consistent with National Policy

Yes

MM52 is not sound as it is not a sustainable site: living on this site will require the use of private motor cars - there is no viable alternative. The roads are too narrow for bus services and the route to any amenities includes a very
steep hill which is not possible for cyclists {even professional cyclists call it challenging} and onerous for pedestrians.
Remove site HC2{u} {Pinewood/Gritstone Road} from the local plan as the site is not sustainable.
Lynn Hines
No

5986-4
No

Positively prepared

Justified

Effective

Yes

Link Road Provision - the requirement for a link road in the plan immediately confirms that the road infrastructure from Cavendish Road, Wolds Rise and Pinewood Road. The plan to use Cavendish Road is unsustainable and
unsuitable for the amount of traffic which will increase exponentially as families move in and grow in the 3 - 5 bedroom houses planned for the Gritstone / Pinewood site. No reasonable alternative to traffic using Cavendish road has
been confirmed as part of the development plan nor when or how an effective link road would be completed. Cavendish Road already suffers congestion during busy periods due to the local council offices, refuse collection and bus
use. Cavendish Road and entry into Pinewood Road are unsuitable for construction traffic due to road widths and turning circle capacity. The estate is gridlocked every weekend between Autumn and Spring due to the amount of
cars accessing Cavendish Fields, this situation will be intolerable for existing and the proposed number of additional residents. Should a link road be built onto the already busy A632 / Chatsworth Road into the development all those
travelling south into or via Matlock are likely to use Cavendish Road as a short cut or quicker alternative. The amount of construction traffic and disruption it causes has already been witnessed on the A632 by the two sites near the
golf club.
Due to my objection to the development of the Pinewood / Gritstone Road site due to the increase in traffic and unsuitability of the roads, I have no suggestions as to how the provision of a link road could be made legally compliant
or made sound.
Michael Pomerantz, PhD
No

5992-1
No

Positively prepared

Justified

Effective

Yes

The modified text as I read it fails to address the strong concerns expressed by so many local residents about road provision and excess traffic. I have lived in this area since 1975 and have watched the traffic building up. We see on a
daily basis the challenges that are the result of the traffic build up around the new housing development opposite the golf course on Chesterfield road...and that is just for a few houses being built. The road is getting rather dirty and
the delays frustrate drivers in an already busy school area. The project outlined in this plan under investigation is much more ambitious and I feel local residents and rate payers are entitled to far more comprehensive reassuances
about the overall road provision and associated deadlines.
They fail to answer questions being raised or to reduce predictable and reasonable anxieties. If the plans were actually legal and/or sound why would there be such an uproar from local residents. These people are not all legally
minded solicitors and expect that what is published in a plan should be accessible and interpretable to normal people. Why has it been necessary to hold so many public meetings where people attend hoping to secure answers and
they leave with more uncertainty than they had on arrival. Why do so many people distrust the process if it is actually sound? Why do they feel that planning officers are not listening and are working to a political agenda that is
simply not popular or fair.
A revised plan should be drafted so as to be accessible and interpretable. As a retired psychologist I would recommend that what you produce is piloted and tested with a cross section of local residents who are asked: Do you
understand this plan? Are you in agreement with this plan?
You may say that this consultation process is already in operation with this current feedback survey but my reply would be to ask you why so many people are so angry. You may go ahead and push this unpopular traffic congestion
plan into application. But one day someone will be seriously hurt or killed in a predictable road accident and then there will be an uproar and people will be screaming at the media holding up letters and other submissions they sent
to you containing these dire warnings well in advance of the trouble.

169

Mod Legally Compliant ?

Mod Sound ?

Positively Prepared ?

Not Justified ?

Not Effective ?

Not Consistent with National Policy ?

Inspector by Written Reps

Reason for Oral Hearing

Comments in Support of Legal Compliance and/or Soundness
Reasons for Not Legal Compliance or Sound
Suggested Revised Wording to Achieve Legal Compliance or Soundness
Mr David Elsworth
No

6001-2
No

As requested I confirm that I would
wish to be heard should the
Inspector decide that further
hearing sessions are necessary.

It is noted that the Inspector has amended Policy DS4 {MM52 page126} to include a detailed specific requirement {more normally associated with acondition' of an actual Planning Application submission} for the Gritstone Road /
Pinewood Road proposed Development Site {HC2{u}. This is a welcomed additional sensiblesafeguard.
Such detailed defined measures affecting the Highway Infrastructure and Air Pollution considerations also need to be stated for this site {as the primary generator of the increased traffic flows in Matlock}
DCC have stated in a document submitted at the final Session of the Examination in Public that any meaningful/significant physical mitigation changes to the Highway Infrastructure {especially in the Town Centre} are not possible. It
is noted the Crown Square roundabout has already reached its defined capacity, in Highway terms, in 2015 now resulting in, as defined, significant Loss of Service. The effect can be seen, on a daily basis, at Peak Traffic flow times
and also, to a lesser extent, regularly outside these times.
It is, as stated by DCC, reliance on various Sustainable Transport interventions will need to be put in place to reduce traffic flows to acceptable levels {It is noted a raft of such measures have already been proposed in the prePlanning Application discussions for the above site between a Developer and DCC/DDDC}. These intervention matters are purely aspirational, cannot be enforced {the AECOM Report states such measures will need to be
aggressive'}. Equally important there is also no actual guarantee that such measures would produce the reduction actually required {particularly in car usage 69% of the total of all modes of transport} to within defined limits for the
particular items stated above.
Given the stage of the current proposed Local Plan, it is suggested that overdue further modification to the present relevant MM's/AM's should be made, requiring that actual justification be supplied of the deliverability/ability of
such proposals for any submitted Planning Applications for the major Proposed Developments in the Matlock local area. {It is noted a Planning Application for one site has already been submitted}
Without clear evidence that the result of such Sustainable Transport Interventions will reduce Traffic Flows and Air Pollution Levels that will be below accepted defined levels in Highway terms for the major Proposed Developments
in Matlock. Should this not be the case, from my perspective, without the provision of further consideration would lead to the consideration that the Local Plan is undeliverable and unsound. It will necessary to add a new or amend
an existing clause to direct a prospective Developer that compliance with this requirement is required.
Referring back to MM52, regarding the Site HC2{u} and the provision of a link road through the Development site, as previously stated, is welcomed. However it is considered, as stated, there is an ambiguity that requires further
additional clarification. It is not actually defined whether the link road only extends as far as the Pinewood Road location' or whether it is to be actually connected with Pinewood Road. Such a connection onto the existing Highway
Infrastructure of the Pinewood Road estate {via Wolds Rise and Cavendish Road} is considered as extremely detrimental. The existing traffic problems and the lack of any meaningful significant mitigation to alleviate any increase in
traffic from HC2{u} have been well documented and significant factual evidence has been presented to both DDDC and DCC. It is considered this Main Modification should clarify this matter and also clearly state the requirement for
a detailed predictive {local} traffic assessment {using an approved methodology} to be undertaken by the Developer to establish the level of the impact of this linkage' on the existing network to ensure it is acceptable.

Katie Haywood
No

6168-2
No

Positively prepared

Justified

Yes

Previous centres have failed, again additional traffic will be generated by people visiting the centre who are not even residents of the site and is likely to contribute to the heavy traffic in the town centre.
The need to include a centre in the site, demonstrates how far the site is from any local amenities. sites should be developed to enhance the existing facilities not by having to build new ones, taking away custom from other facilities
in the town.

Katie Haywood
No

6168-3
No

Positively prepared

Yes

There is NOT enough detail to make it sound.
There is no indication of how long and if there is a deadline of when the link road will be constructed for the 150/ 430 houses can be built or how this road will be constructed.
The inclusion of a link road is a big indication of how much the volume of traffic is likely to increase by and no one can prove that a link road will improved the traffic situation.
The additional traffic may not even reassign onto the link road if it were to be built.
The authority may be forced to ban on street parking if there is an additional 430 houses being built, there will be nowhere for residents to park cars and this will inevitably create massive problems with parking on other roads
nearby.
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jackie pearson
No

No

Positively prepared

Justified

6184-1
Consistent with National Policy

Effective

Yes

i live on smedley street near to the site gritstone road, this should be taken of the local plan, it is ridicoulous to even think of building an extra 430 homes on that beautiful greenfield site, there are already 3 sites leading onto
chesterfield road that are being built which is areound the 300 mark, why do you need to add an extra 430 homes onto a very very busy chesterfield road, where there are 2 schools one being a infant school, and a large secondary
school, the traffic is going to be horrendous, into matlock TOWN centre, this will not b a town with all additional housing that is wanting to be built, i have to travel on chesterfield road, passing gritstone road, there are queues there
all the time, its going to be horrendous, accidents waiting to happen.when we have rain the water comes of gritstone bentley close down on to wellington street then down onto smedly street, this field is not fit for building on
anyway. i hope you have seen some of the videos of the flooding, a friend of mine who lives on bentley close cannot get house insurance with the halifax because of flooding, some of these homes are already been built on rafts,
some already have had to be underpinned because of the water on the land, so many reasons for this site to be removed from the plan, to many building sites at the top of matlock, go to the brownfield sites , cawdor quarry hallgate
put them all up their if you have to build so many
without a doubt traffic on chesterfield road, a nightmare, flooding from the above site onto wellington street, also its been into highfields school car park. not suitable land only for farming, far to many houses being built at the top
of matlock.
build on brownfield sites, you get a goverment loan, building companys want to make a quick profit and not bothered who or what damage they cause,
Mr & Mrs Karl Dawes
No

6185-1
No

MM52 / Page 126. Policy DS4 {Provision of a local centre}
We as a family do not support this since previous such local centres such as this have in recent time failed / closed. Such a centre will have yet another effect on traffic and as such this type of centre is unlikely to offset any reduction
in the town centre. As such sites should be developed which both support and enhance existing community facilities.
MM52 / Page 126. Policy DS4 {Link road Provision}
The inclusion of a proposed link road is in my opinion a CLEAR INDICATION of the expected increase in traffic, but does not anywhere deem it to resolve issues only add to them! This will obviously have a knock-on effect in the
surrounding area to which the Highways department will no doubt BAN ON STREET PARKING following the inevitable stream of accidents and injuries to pedestrians.

Andrew Kernaghan
Yes

6191-3
No

Positively prepared

Yes

I do not support this modification as there is not enough detail to make it a sound option.
The need for a link road indicates the acceptance there will be a significant increase in traffic even for the first 150 houses. If 430 houses are built on the site the traffic situation will be intolerable for local residents

Stephen Cairns
No

6267-3
No

Positively prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent with National Policy

Yes

I do not support the provision of a local centre as this will cause further problems for the estate due to increased traffic including that of delivery lorries for any shops. Previous shops on the estate have been short-lived. The estate is
perfectly well served by the existing amenities in Matlock town centre and the Sainsburys supermarket as well as shops on Smedley Street and Bank Road. A local centre would not enhance the existing site in any way.
I do not support the construction of a link road which would further harm the environment with increased noise and pollution from traffic. The need for a link road supports the view that there will be a sizeable increase in traffic
levels and there is no evidence that this link road will improve the damage caused by unsustainable traffic levels. There is no evidence in the plan regarding when the link road will be built or how long it will take. Additionally, there
is no evidence to suggest that traffic would use any link provided, it is more likely that drivers will look for short cuts, possibly putting pedestrians at risk on normally quiet side roads. If as a result of increased traffic, parking
restrictions were introduced, residents would find parking even more difficult than it is now. Many homes on the estate have two or three vehicles parked at them already, if all of the proposed new homes have the same then the
roads will become more dangerous, congested and parking more difficult.
I suggest that the Gritstone Road/Pinewood Road site is removed from the Local Plan.
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Robert Allen
No

6337-4
No

Positively prepared

I object strongly to the proposed link road for the Gritstone Rd site HC2U. There have been no time lines given with the proposed link road. When will it be build, before the houses, after the houses ? The need for the road, suggests
strongly to me that there are massive road congestions problems, and there is no evidence that this link road will make any difference. The Wolds Action Group commissioned Sanderson Consulting Engineers to look at the impact of
the link road. They stated there is no evidence that a link road would improve the congestion. I need more information and evidence. I also strongly complain about the recommendations to increase the road size of Gritstone road
and Wolds rise , by reducing the size of the pavements. This would be very dangerous to local people and children, more traffic, smaller pavements, and traffic using the new link road as a Rat Run. Double parked cars , more traffic,
equals risks to lives.

Robert Allen
No

6337-3
No

I object strongly to the proposed building of a local centre in the Gritstone Rd HC2U land. This needs to be removed from the draft plan. No details are given regarding the size of the public centre, where it is to be built and the
impact this will have on traffic congestion. The plans provided by William Davies, showed no Public centre facilities. Hopefully by forcing William Davies to build a public centre this will cost to much money and then the profit driven
private company will drop out. We must remember, this is all about money, and not the needs to local people or the protection of countryside.

Jack Kernaghan
Yes

6351-3
No

Positively prepared

Yes

I do not support this modification as there is not enough detail to make it a sound option.
The need for a link road indicates the acceptance there will be a significant increase in traffic even for the first 150 houses. If 430 houses are built on the site the traffic situation will be intolerable for local residents.

harry townsend
No

6352-1
No

Positively prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent with National Policy

Yes

i have lived at the above address for over 40 years , i cannot believe that you are even considering building on these greenfields at gritstone, i have seen many winters here plenty of flooding, it is very unsuitable for any thing other
than farming land. The link road at bentley close is a joke for could be up to 700 plus cars coming onto a very quiet road leading onto a a very busy chesterfield rd, with the addition of the 3 new sites already being built, which i dont
believe were even on the local plan, this could be up to another 300 houses extra, why do you need to even build on gritstone fields, its beyond me.Surely with these extra houses gritstone is not needed, even though councillor rose
said at the beginning it is a numbers game, this is sheer madness, the total amount of traffic coming onto the very busy chesterfield road leading into crown square matlock , its going to kill matlock town centre for tourism, please
take of this site and leave as it should be, i have seen what the weather is like up here for 40 years we are above snow level, the fields are always flooding into peoples garden especially bentley close, . build on brownfield sites
cawdor quarry, hallgate, there are plenty of these about.
to many homes in matlock town, the new 3 sites on chesterfield road have not been added to the plan these are extra 300 homes. take gritstone road out of the plan and leave the greenfields alone.
traffic, flooding, doctors, dentist, hospital which you are already closing a ward on whitworth hosp and have closed the maternity.
Ms Lucy Heathcote
No

6354-1
No

MM52/ page 126/ Policy DS4 Provision of a local centre The provision of a local centre {Drs surgeries etc} is not speciﬁed in William Davis masterplan. It would produce yet more traﬃc on Chesterﬁeld Road. The evidence of the
link road needed as this is of a major concern due to the problems at the crossroads at the Duke of Wellington and adjacent bus stop & the proximity of Highfield school. I ask you to seriously consider the above concerns.
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Mr Desmond Joseph Martin
No

6380-1
No

Justified

Yes

MM52/Page 126/Policy DS4 - Provision of Link Road
The developers are planning on building a link road to alleviate the traffic on Cavendish Road onto Wellington Street as these narrow streets are congested with parked cars making it difficult for cars, delivery vans, refuse lorries and
emergency services to access the existing houses on the Cavendish Estate. The addition of an extra 430 homes is untenable as things stand, so the plan is for a relief road to come through Bentley Close and Gritstone Road to link the
new homes and all of Cavendish Estate to Chesterfield Road through an existing residential road that also suffers from congestion due to parked cars. This is clearly madness as this site will actually provide additional traffic from a
total of FIVE new residential sites onto the busy Chesterfield Road. The queues of traffic at peak times will bring the centre of Matlock to a standstill for longer periods and traffic will be backed up Chesterfield Road too. The side
streets of Matlock will also suffer as the additional traffic will eventually find routes through creating chaos for all residents. Starkholmes Road still suffers from the Sainsbury's bypass created as people use the road as a shortcut to
Cromford. Matlock, unfortunately, was built mainly before cars became the norm, so we suffer from narrow streets and homes that have choice but to park on the street. Where are all these cars going to park when the local
authority decide to ban on street parking?
For the sake of ALL residents in Matlock, the Gritstone Road/Pinewood Road site should be taken off the Local Plan. Historically, over the last thirty years a number of planning requests have been turned down - each and every time
for problems with access, flooding and not least because this is a large greenfield site. Cawdor Quarry is one of a number of brownfield sites that are crying out for development, but will never be developed whilst the greenfield sites
are given over so easily.
Mr Rob Atkin
No

Wolds Action Group

6412-17

No

MM52 Local Centre and Link RoadI support neither of these modiﬁcations. Provision of a local centre is an admission the site is not sustainable in its own right and is clearly the wrong place to build. Justiﬁcation on the grounds of
sustainable transport is flawed since it will not reduce trips in/out of a development, but it will encourage trips in from other locations and remove some prosperity from the town shops.T he proposal that a link road must be in place
must be in place at a housing count of 150 units could easily lead to development stopping at a point before that number is reached. This kind of condition is often applied where actual planning applications are considered.

Mr Rob Atkin
No

Wolds Action Group

6412-5

No

No

WAG would like to participate in any
further hearings the Inspector may
call. It represents and has the
backing of a large number of
concerned Matlock residents.

MM52: We do not support this modiﬁcation for a local Centre: Providing a local centre may reduce traﬃc visiting the town centre but addi-tional traﬃc visiting the new centre is unlikely to offset any reduction. Provi-sion of a local
Centre is a recognition of the remoteness of the site from existing community facilities and this confirms it's an unsustainable and unsuitable location. Sites should be developed which support and enhance existing community
facilities in town rather than relying on new local centres.
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Mr Rob Atkin
No

Wolds Action Group

6412-6

No

No

WAG would like to participate in any
further hearings the Inspector may
call. It represents and has the
backing of a large number of
concerned Matlock residents.

MM52 East - West Link road provision. We do not support this modiﬁcation because it is too vague. The recognition that a link road is necessary demonstrates that there is a traﬃc problem. This Modiﬁcation offers no clarity at
all about how and when the link road is going to be provided. The report by Sanderson Consulting submitted by WAG as part of the hearing Statement on traﬃc issues concludes that there is no evidence to suggest that any
additional traﬃc will re assign through the site via the link road. The MM states that the link road will be constructed before 150 houses are built. There is no clarity; eg. 75 could be built off Gritstone Road and then a second phase
of perhaps 50 could be accessed off Pinewood Road with no link road being in place. In addition, there is no reference to Cavendish Road improvement matters. WAG believes all these peripheral measures demonstrate a problem
without a solution. WAG sustains its strong objection on traﬃc safety and congestion grounds. We welcome the MM to the Policy Map to include the Whitworth Trust site which was put forward for accommodation for older
residents. This is sensible, given the predicted 43% increase in the over 65's. Again, this should relieve pressure on the Wolds as far as numbers are concerned.

Ms Julie Hartley
No

6415-3
No

MM52/Page 126.PolicyDS4
I do not support this modification which states that a link road needs to be constructed before 150 of the proposed 430 are built .This is an admission of the fact that the level of traffic will be high. However there is no concrete
evidence to say where this link road will be.With that number of extra traffic the highway authority will start to ban street parking.Where will existing residents on Cavendish Road park in this case?

Mr Stephen Crofts
No

6416-3
No

MM52/Page126/Policy DS4 - Provision of a Local Centre
We DO NOT SUPPORT this modification
The modification talks about the provision of a local centre that is proportionate for the scale of development of 430 houses at the Wolds site. However nowhere does it give any indication of what proportionate means, what
facilities it would involve or how that will adversely impact on traffic both within the new development, but also drawing it in from other surrounding residential areas.
Where will this Local Centre be located? Will the housing numbers need to be reduced in order to allow for the creation of the local centre? If this is the case, will the reduction in numbers mean that the site becomes financially
unsound for development?
Also the need to provide a Local Centre surely recognises the remoteness of the site from the existing facilities within the town.
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Mr Stephen Crofts
No

6416-4
No

MM52/page126/Policy DS4 - Link Road Provision
We DO NOT SUPPORT this modification
The modification states that a link road needs to be constructed before 150 houses, out of the proposed total of 430 at The Wolds site, are built. However there is nothing that states a timescale for when this work needs to be done
or how it will be provided.
The need for provision of a link road makes it clear that this development will generate significant levels of traffic and there is no indication that this road would improve the situation in the slightest.
The Wolds Action Group commissioned Sanderson Consulting Engineers to look into traffic issues and they concluded that there was no evidence to support that additional traffic would reassign onto the new road even if it was built.
We would ask that far more detail is included about this proposed link road as well as clear guidance on when and how it will be built.
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM52
This modification made two specific changes to Policy DS4; firstly it introduced a requirement for the development to include proportionate community facilities that would be of a
sufficient scale to meet the needs of future residents of the site; and secondly to clarify that the link road should be provided between Gritstone Road and Pinewood Road before 150
dwellings are completed on the site.
A significant number of the representations to this modification have suggested that the most appropriate course of action would be to have the allocation of the site at Pinewood
Road/Gritstone Road removed from the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan because it is considered to be an unsuitable site for residential development on the basis of the level of traffic likely to
be generated, the impact that it would have on the local infrastructure and the fact that is not required to meet a reduced OAN.
A number of representations considered that the local centre would attract additional traffic into the site from the surrounding area, that there are insufficient details of what it would
comprise and where it would be located on the site. Furthermore there is concerns raised about what is meant by “proportionate in scale” and that the need for such a facility is an
admission that the site is in a remote location away from the town centre and therefore unsustainable. A number of representations consider that the provision of such a facility on the
basis of past evidence from the rest of the town may not be financially viable.
In terms of the modification relating to the link road, a number of the representations suggest that the need for a link road indicates that there is an acceptance there will be a significant
increase in traffic even for the first 150 houses built on the site, there is no evidence to suggest that traffic will reassign through the site, and that it will improve congestion. A number of
representations indicate their concerns that there is no timescale for the provision of the link road, and that far more details are required about when and how it will be built.
There was extensive discussion at the EIP in respect of this site allocation where both the phasing of the link road and the need for the a reference to a local centre on the site were
discussed in detail. The representations received in respect of this modification do not make any substantive alternative suggestions and as such the District Council does not consider
that it is necessary to make any further changes to this modification.
One representation suggests that Policy DS4 should include a reference to a requirement for the site to incorporate a Sustainable Drainage system. There are references to the provision of
Sustainable Drainage systems in Policies S2 and PD8. Furthermore none of the strategic site allocations for residential development in the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan contains a specific
requirement for the provision of Sustainable Drainage Systems. As such the District Council considers that taking the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan as a whole that there is sufficient
encouragement for the provision of the Sustainable Drainage Systems without having specific requirement within Policy DS4.
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MM53 Amend Policy DS5: Land at Halldale Quarry/Matlock Spa Road, Matlock
Mr Steve Buffery
No

Derbyshire County Council

3

2745-11

No

MM53: Page 127: Policy DS5: Land at Halldale Quarry / Matlock Spa,MatlockT his policy does not refer to SuDS and therefore to ensure early consideration is given and that sustainable drainage features are integrated in the site
landscape and layout, the District Council may wish to consider the inclusion of an additional policy requirement as follows:“ Preparation of an outline drainage strategy giving early consideration to theintegration of site-wide sustainable
drainage systems into the layout and landscaping of development”.

Ms Jenny Hope
No

Unitied Utilities

3139-5

No

Groundwater Source Protection Zones {SPZ}As with our previous representations, we would like to take the opportunity to make you aware of a number of Groundwater Source Protection Zones within your local authority
boundaries, which will need to be afforded due regard in the future development of sites. United Utilities have a number of water abstraction boreholes situated within the Derbyshire Dales area. The Environment Agency have
deﬁned Source Protection Zones {SPZs} for these groundwater sources, which are used for public drinking water supply purposes.The aim should be to avoid siting potentially damaging activities in the most sensitive locations from a
groundwater protection viewpoint. Groundwater SPZ's show where there may be a particular risk from polluting activities on or below the land surface to the water abstraction.United Utilities supports the following statement under
Policy DS6 {Land off Middleton Road/Cromford Road, Wirksworth} and Policy DS7 {Land at Middle Peak Quarry, Wirksworth}: ‘Site speciﬁc hydrogeological assessment into the potential impacts of the development and mitigation
measures required to ensure the ongoing protection of groundwater in the underlying Source Protection Zone 1 of a public water supply'United Utilities would be supportive of the above statement to support additional allocations
within Ground Source Protection Zones within the emerging local plan:• Policy HC2{t}, DS5, EC2{c} and EC5 Land at Halldale Quarry, Matlock• Policy HC2{s} Land at RBS, Matlock• Policy HC2{v} Land to the north of Porter Lane, east
of Main Street, Middleton By Wirksworth• Policy HC2{w} Former Permanite Works, West of Cawdor Quarry• Policy HC2{aa}, EC5, EC2{d} and DS6 Land at Middleton Road, Wirksworth• Policy HC2{bb}, EC5 and DS7 Land at Middle
Peak Quarry, Wirksworth• Policy EC2{b}, EC5 and DS9 Land at Cawdor Quarry, Matlock• Policy EC2{e} Land at Porter Lane/Cromford Road, WirksworthWhen assessing proposals for development within each
of these proposed allocations, I would urge you to refer to the Environment Agency's Groundwater Source Protection Zones Map {available online at http://apps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/default.aspx} together with the
document ‘Environment Agency Groundwater protection: Principles and practice {GP3}' to ensure anyUnited Utilities LtdRegistered in England & Wales No. 2366678Registered oﬃce: Haweswater House, LingleyMere Business Park,
Lingley Green Avenue, Great Sankey, Warrington, WA5 3LP. impact of development on groundwater quality in the area is best managed. The document encourages planners, developers and operators to consider the groundwater
protection hierarchy in their strategic plans and when proposing new development.United Utilities has a free pre-application service available for developers to discuss options on potential development land for water and wastewater,
including surface water drainage. We would encourage this to take place at the earliest opportunity. Interested parties can ﬁnd more information at:https://www.unitedutilities.com/services/builders- developers/pre-development/
Simon Mark Haslam
Yes

5752-1
Yes

I strongly support the recommendation relating to traffic flow through Oker and Snitterton, on the basis that this minimises the risk of harm caused by excessive traffice flow through the very narrow road that passes through
Snitterton and Oker
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM53
One representation suggests that Policy DS2 should include a reference to a requirement for the site to incorporate a Sustainable Drainage system, whilst another refers to the need for the
policy to take account of the need to protect groundwater.
There are references to the provision of Sustainable Drainage systems in Policies S2 and PD8. Furthermore none of the strategic site allocations for residential development in the
Derbyshire Dales Local Plan contains a specific requirement for the provision of Sustainable Drainage Systems. As such the District Council considers that taking the Derbyshire Dales
Local Plan as a whole that there is sufficient encouragement for the provision of the Sustainable Drainage Systems without having specific requirement within Policy DS5.
In regard to groundwater, there are already references in the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan in Policy S2, Policy PD8 and Policy PD9.
The District Council does not consider it necessary to make any further changes to this modification as a result of the representation received.
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MM54 Amend Policy DS6: Land off Middleton Road/Cromford Road, Wirksworth
Mr Steven Buffery
Yes

Derbyshire County Council

3

2745-12

Yes

DCC's Hearing Statement on Matters 10 and 11: Strategic Allocations andS ettlement Boundaries in Wirksworth, set out the County Council's position onthe need for a new primary school in Wirksworth to meet the school place needs
associated with planned housing growth in the town set out in the Local Plan Pre- Submission. DCC's Officers also attended the Hearing Session on Matters 10 and 11 to provide the Inspector with further clarification on its position.
The Statement indicated that through the County Council's discussions with the District Council and the owners {Tarmac} of the strategic allocation sites at Middleton Road/ Cromford Road {DS6} and Middle Peak Quarry
{DS7}, these two sites had been identified as providing potential to accommodate a new primary school to serve Wirksworth. Part of the strategic allocation site at Middleton Road / Cromford Road had been notified by the County
Council in February 2017 for education purposes.In the context of the above, it is welcomed and supported that MM54 nowprovides for a speciﬁc requirement in Policy DS6, that the development of theMiddleton Road /
Cromford Road site will be subject to developer contributionst owards the provision of infrastructure and other community facilities, includingt he provision of a replacement primary school for Wirksworth. T requirement mirrors
that set out in Policy DS7 for the strategic allocation of the Middle Peak Quarry site, which was previously included in the Local Plan Pre-Submission and was supported by the County Council.I n its Hearing Statement and at the
Hearing Session, DCC's Oﬃcers made the Inspector aware that the Council's Children's Services Oﬃcers had commend preparatory and evidence gathering work with a view to seeking approval of the County Council's Cabinet to
carry out a public consultation exercise on the need for a new school in Wirksworth. The District Council and Inspector may wish to be aware that this preparatory and evidence gathering work has now been completed by the County
Council's Officers and a report will be presented to the County Council's Cabinet on 14 September 2017, seeking authorisation to undertake the public consultation exercise on a range of options for the provision of future primary
education in Wirksworth, which will include the possible location for a new school on the Middleton Road / Cromford Road or Middle Peak Quarry sites.I t is noted that this policy does not refer to SuDS and therefore to ensure
earlyconsideration is given and that sustainable drainage features are integrated in the site landscape and layout, the District Council may wish to consider the inclusion of an additional policy requirement as follows:“ Preparation of
an outline drainage strategy giving early consideration to thei ntegration of site-wide sustainable drainage systems into the layout andl andscaping of development”

Ms Jenny Hope
No

Unitied Utilities

3139-3

No

Groundwater Source Protection Zones {SPZ}As with our previous representations, we would like to take the opportunity to make you aware of a number of Groundwater Source Protection Zones within your local authority
boundaries, which will need to be afforded due regard in the future development of sites. United Utilities have a number of water abstraction boreholes situated within the Derbyshire Dales area. The Environment Agency have
deﬁned Source Protection Zones {SPZs} for these groundwater sources, which are used for public drinking water supply purposes.The aim should be to avoid siting potentially damaging activities in the most sensitive locations from a
groundwater protection viewpoint. Groundwater SPZ's show where there may be a particular risk from polluting activities on or below the land surface to the water abstraction.United Utilities supports the following statement under
Policy DS6 {Land off Middleton Road/Cromford Road, Wirksworth} and Policy DS7 {Land at Middle Peak Quarry, Wirksworth}: ‘Site speciﬁc hydrogeological assessment into the potential impacts of the development and mitigation
measures required to ensure the ongoing protection of groundwater in the underlying Source Protection Zone 1 of a public water supply'United Utilities would be supportive of the above statement to support additional allocations
within Ground Source Protection Zones within the emerging local plan:• Policy HC2{t}, DS5, EC2{c} and EC5 Land at Halldale Quarry, Matlock• Policy HC2{s} Land at RBS, Matlock• Policy HC2{v} Land to the north of Porter Lane, east
of Main Street, Middleton By Wirksworth• Policy HC2{w} Former Permanite Works, West of Cawdor Quarry• Policy HC2{aa}, EC5, EC2{d} and DS6 Land at Middleton Road, Wirksworth• Policy HC2{bb}, EC5 and DS7 Land at Middle
Peak Quarry, Wirksworth• Policy EC2{b}, EC5 and DS9 Land at Cawdor Quarry, Matlock• Policy EC2{e} Land at Porter Lane/Cromford Road, WirksworthWhen assessing proposals for development within each
of these proposed allocations, I would urge you to refer to the Environment Agency's Groundwater Source Protection Zones Map {available online at http://apps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/default.aspx} together with the
document ‘Environment Agency Groundwater protection: Principles and practice {GP3}' to ensure anyimpact of development on groundwater quality in the area is best managed. The document encourages planners, developers and
operators to consider the groundwater protection hierarchy in their strategic plans and when proposing new development.United Utilities has a free pre-application service available for developers to discuss options on potential
development land for water and wastewater, including surface water drainage. We would encourage this to take place at the earliest opportunity. Interested parties can find more information
at:https://www.unitedutilities.com/services/builders-developers/pre-development/
Mr John Pilgrim
Yes

Education & Skills Funding Agency

6347-2

Yes

The ESFA supports the proposed amendments to Policy DS6: Land off Midleton Road/Cromford Road, Wirksworth {page 65}, in particular the proposals for a replacement primary school for Wirksworth.
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM54
Of the representations to this modification two indicate their support for it, whilst a further representation seeks to ensure that groundwater protection is adequately taken into account.
Derbyshire County Council as local education authority have indicated that a report recommending a public consultation exercise on the need for a new school in Wirksworth will be considered
by the County Council’s Cabinet on 14th September. The District Council welcomes this initiative which justifies the approach taken in the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan to not seek to establish a
precise site for a new school at the present time.
One representation suggests that Policy DS5 should include a reference to a requirement for the site to incorporate a Sustainable Drainage system, whilst another refers to the need for the
policy to take account of the need to protect groundwater.
There are references to the provision of Sustainable Drainage systems in Policies S2 and PD8. Furthermore none of the strategic site allocations for residential development in the Derbyshire
Dales Local Plan contains a specific requirement for the provision of Sustainable Drainage Systems. As such the District Council considers that taking the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan as a
whole that there is sufficient encouragement for the provision of the Sustainable Drainage Systems without having specific requirement within Policy DS5.
In regard to groundwater, there are already references in the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan in Policy S2, Policy PD8 and Policy PD9.
The District Council does not consider it necessary to make any further changes to this modification as a result of the representation received.
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MM55 Amend Policy DS7: Land at Middle Peak Quarry, Wirksworth
Mr Steven Buffery
No

Derbyshire County Council

3

2745-13

No

MM55: Page 131: Policy DS7: Land at Middle Peak Quarry, WirksworthIt is noted that this policy does not refer to SuDS and therefore to ensure earlyconsideration is given and that sustainable drainage features are integrated in
the site landscape and layout, the District Council may wish to consider the inclusion of an additional policy requirement as follows:“ Preparation of an outline drainage strategy giving early consideration to thei ntegration of sitewide sustainable drainage systems into the layout andl andscaping of development”.

Paul Jennings
No

Wirksworth Town Council

2931-1

No

Yes

Please see below the response from Wirksworth Town Council:We note the increase in housing stock allocation for Land at Middleton Rd and Middlepeak Quarry, and are concerned that the inclusion of the phrase “convenience ‘local
centre' retail facilities, Use Class B1 and Office Accomodation” is eroding the focus of the town and its centre - We therefore request that any development take full account of the resources available within the town to avoid
duplication and the creation of a satellite centre.We note the reference to broader government policies regarding infrastructure, planning etc.. but are concerned that the modiﬁcations appear to reduce/ water down the
measures to protect local heritage, ecological measures, biodiversity and green space.

Ms Jenny Hope
No

Unitied Utilities

3139-4

No

Groundwater Source Protection Zones {SPZ}As with our previous representations, we would like to take the opportunity to make you aware of a number of Groundwater Source Protection Zones within your local authority
boundaries, which will need to be afforded due regard in the future development of sites. United Utilities have a number of water abstraction boreholes situated within the Derbyshire Dales area. The Environment Agency have
deﬁned Source Protection Zones {SPZs} for these groundwater sources, which are used for public drinking water supply purposes.The aim should be to avoid siting potentially damaging activities in the most sensitive locations from a
groundwater protection viewpoint. Groundwater SPZ's show where there may be a particular risk from polluting activities on or below the land surface to the water abstraction.United Utilities supports the following statement under
Policy DS6 {Land off Middleton Road/Cromford Road, Wirksworth} and Policy DS7 {Land at Middle Peak Quarry, Wirksworth}: ‘Site speciﬁc hydrogeological assessment into the potential impacts of the development and mitigation
measures required to ensure the ongoing protection of groundwater in the underlying Source Protection Zone 1 of a public water supply'United Utilities would be supportive of the above statement to support additional allocations
within Ground Source Protection Zones within the emerging local plan:• Policy HC2{t}, DS5, EC2{c} and EC5 Land at Halldale Quarry, Matlock• Policy HC2{s} Land at RBS, Matlock• Policy HC2{v} Land to the north of Porter Lane, east
of Main Street, Middleton By Wirksworth• Policy HC2{w} Former Permanite Works, West of Cawdor Quarry• Policy HC2{aa}, EC5, EC2{d} and DS6 Land at Middleton Road, Wirksworth• Policy HC2{bb}, EC5 and DS7 Land at Middle
Peak Quarry, Wirksworth• Policy EC2{b}, EC5 and DS9 Land at Cawdor Quarry, Matlock• Policy EC2{e} Land at Porter Lane/Cromford Road, WirksworthWhen assessing proposals for development within each
of these proposed allocations, I would urge you to refer to the Environment Agency's Groundwater Source Protection Zones Map {available online at http://apps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/default.aspx} together with the
document ‘Environment Agency Groundwater protection: Principles and practice {GP3}' to ensure anyimpact of development on groundwater quality in the area is best managed. The document encourages planners, developers and
operators to consider the groundwater protection hierarchy in their strategic plans and when proposing new development.United Utilities has a free pre-application service available for developers to discuss options on potential
development land for water and wastewater, including surface water drainage. We would encourage this to take place at the earliest opportunity. Interested parties can find more information
at:https://www.unitedutilities.com/services/builders-developers/pre-development/
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM55
One representation suggests that Policy DS5 should include a reference to a requirement for the site to incorporate a Sustainable Drainage system, whilst another refers to the need for the policy to
take account of the need to protect groundwater.
There are references to the provision of Sustainable Drainage systems in Policies S2 and PD8. Furthermore none of the strategic site allocations for residential development in the Derbyshire Dales
Local Plan contains a specific requirement for the provision of Sustainable Drainage Systems. As such the District Council considers that taking the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan as a whole that there
is sufficient encouragement for the provision of the Sustainable Drainage Systems without having specific requirement within Policy DS5.
In regard to groundwater, there are already references in the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan in Policy S2, Policy PD8 and Policy PD9.
One representation (2931-1) raises concerns about the provision of a convenience ‘local centre’ retail facility, Use Class B1 and Office Accommodation on the basis that these could have an adverse
impact upon a town centre, and that new development should take account of wider issues. The local centre is limited to 280 square metres (net sales area) and is not therefore likely to have any
impact on Wirksworth town centre but will provide a valuable facility to local residents.
The District Council does not consider it necessary to make any further changes to this modification as a result of the representation received.
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MM56 Amend Policy DS8: Land at Ashbourne Airfield (Phase 2), Ashbourne
Mr Albert Golding
Yes

Ashbourne Neighbourhood Plan Group

3

318-11

Yes

The ANPG welcomes the Main Modifications to this key regeneration development allocation in Ashbourne. The Ashbourne Neighbourhood Plan requires the preparation of a comprehensive masterplan for this site to maximise both
employment and environmental benefits to Ashbourne and the adjacent parishes. It should also address the different proposed residential densities assumed in the Local Plan between Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the Ashbourne Airfield
development. The ANPG believe that good design is a much more effective measure of sustainable development that broad housing densities.T he ANPG believe that Derbyshire Dales District Council must prepare the masterplan, in
partnership with Ashbourne Town Council and the Ashbourne Neighbourhood Plan Group, to shape the future development of this major site allocation in the Local Plan. We therefore ask for this policy to be amended to make this
clear.In addition we welcome the additional modiﬁcation to the preparation of the Transport Assessment and Travel Plan for this key regeneration site to include ‘off-site' highway designs. This could have particular relevance to the
potential development of the Ashbourne bypass that Derbyshire County Council is currently evaluating. Indeed reference to the technical evaluation of the Ashbourne bypass could be referenced in this planning policy modification.

Albert Golding
Yes

Ashbourne Neighbourhood Plan Group
Yes

318-9

Effective

Yes

ANPG response
The ANPG welcomes the Main Modifications to this key regeneration development allocation in Ashbourne. The Ashbourne Neighbourhood Plan requires the preparation of a comprehensive masterplan for this site to maximise both
employment and environmental benefits to Ashbourne and the adjacent parishes. It should also address the different proposed residential densities assumed in the Local Plan between Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the Ashbourne Airfield
development. The ANPG believe that good design is a much more effective measure of sustainable development that broad housing densities.
The ANPG believe that Derbyshire Dales District Council must prepare the masterplan, in partnership with Ashbourne Town Council and the Ashbourne Neighbourhood Plan Group, to shape the future development of this major site
allocation in the Local Plan. We therefore ask for this policy to be amended to make this clear.
In addition we welcome the additional modification to the preparation of the Transport Assessment and Travel Plan for this key regeneration site to include 'off-site' highway designs. This could have particular relevance to the
potential development of the Ashbourne bypass that Derbyshire County Council is currently evaluating. Indeed reference to the technical evaluation of the Ashbourne bypass could be referenced in this planning policy modification.
Ms Carole Dean
Yes

Ashbourne Town Council

1137-9

Yes

MM56- Page 132 - Policy DS8 POLICY DS8: Land at Ashbourne Airﬁeld {Phase 2}, AshbourneLand amounting to 49.93 hectares is allocated for a mixed use development {Policy HC2{c} and Policy EC2{f}} comprising approximately 1100
dwellings and 6-8 hectares of employment land at Ashbourne Airﬁeld as deﬁned on the Policies Proposals Map. Development will be subject to compliance with adopted Local Plan policies and:•A comprehensive
layout and site masterplan for the development incorporating community Ieducational facilities proportionate to serve the needs of future residents of the site.Preparation of a Transport Assessment and Travel Plan, including
full on-site and off-site highways design, specific consideration of public transport routes and subsidies, improvements to existing and development of new pedestrian/ cycle routes. Provision for public transport, cycle and pedestrian
routes to Ashbourne town centre.The Town Council welcome the Main Modiﬁcations to this key regeneration development allocation in Ashbourne. The Ashbourne Neighbourhood Plan requires the preparation of a comprehensive
masterplan for this site to maximise both employment and environmental benefits to Ashbourne and the adjacent parishes. The Town Council believe that Derbyshire Dales District Council must prepare the masterplan, in
partnership with Ashbourne Town Council and the Ashbourne Neighbourhood Plan Group, to shape the future development of this major site allocation in the Local Plan. We therefore ask for this policy to be amended to make this
clear. In addition we welcome the additional modiﬁcation to the preparation of the Transport Assessment and Travel Plan for this key regeneration site to include 'off-site' highway designs. This could have particular relevance to the
potential development of the Ashbourne bypass that Derbyshire County Council is currently evaluating . Indeed reference to the technical evaluation of the Ashbourne bypass could be referenced in this planning policy modification.
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM56
The representations to this modification all indicate their support for it.
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MM57 Amend Policy DS9: Land at Cawdor Quarry, Matlock
Mr Steven Buffery
No

Derbyshire County Council

3

2745-14

No

MM57: page 134: Policy DS9: Land at Cawdor QuarryIt is noted that this policy does not refer to SuDS and therefore to ensure earlyconsideration is given and that sustainable drainage features are integrated in thes ite landscape
and layout, the District Council may wish to consider the inclusionof an additional policy requirement as follows:“ Preparation of an outline drainage strategy giving early consideration to theintegration of site-wide sustainable
drainage systems into the layout andl andscaping of development”.

Ms Jenny Hope
No

Unitied Utilities

3139-6

No

Source Protection Zones {SPZ}As with our previous representations, we would like to take the opportunity to make you aware of a number of Groundwater Source Protection Zones within your local authority boundaries, which will
need to be afforded due regard in the future development of sites. United Utilities have a number of water abstraction boreholes situated within the Derbyshire Dales area. The Environment Agency have defined Source Protection
Zones {SPZs} for these groundwater sources, which are used for public drinking water supply purposes.The aim should be to avoid siting potentially damaging activities in the most sensitive locations from a groundwater protection
viewpoint. Groundwater SPZ's show where there may be a particular risk from polluting activities on or below the land surface to the water abstraction.United Utilities supports the following statement under Policy DS6 {Land off
Middleton Road/Cromford Road, Wirksworth} and Policy DS7 {Land at Middle Peak Quarry, Wirksworth}:‘ Site speciﬁc hydrogeological assessment into the potential impacts of the development and mitigation measures required to
ensure the ongoing protection of groundwater in the underlying Source Protection Zone 1 of a public water supply'United Utilities would be supportive of the above statement to support additional allocations within Ground Source
Protection Zones within the emerging local plan:• Policy HC2{t}, DS5, EC2{c} and EC5 Land at Halldale Quarry, Matlock• Policy HC2{s} Land at RBS, Matlock• Policy HC2{v} Land to the north of Porter Lane, east of Main Street,
Middleton By Wirksworth• Policy HC2{w} Former Permanite Works, West of Cawdor Quarry• Policy HC2{aa}, EC5, EC2{d} and DS6 Land at Middleton Road, Wirksworth• Policy HC2{bb}, EC5 and DS7 Land at Middle Peak Quarry,
Wirksworth• Policy EC2{b}, EC5 and DS9 Land at Cawdor Quarry, Matlock• Policy EC2{e} Land at Porter Lane/Cromford Road, WirksworthWhen assessing proposals for development within each of these proposed allocations, I would
urge you to refer to the Environment Agency's Groundwater Source Protection Zones Map {available online at http://apps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/default.aspx} together with the document ‘Environment Agency
Groundwater protection: Principles and practice {GP3}' to ensure anyimpact of development on groundwater quality in the area is best managed. The document encourages planners, developers and operators to consider the
groundwater protection hierarchy in their strategic plans and when proposing new development.United Utilities has a free pre-application service available for developers to discuss options on potential development land for water
and wastewater, including surface water drainage. We would encourage this to take place at the earliest opportunity. Interested parties can ﬁnd more information at:https://www.unitedutilities.com/services/buildersdevelopers/pre-development/
Simon Mark Haslam
Yes

5752-2
Yes

I strongly support the recommendation relating to traffic flow through Oker and Snitterton, on the basis that this minimises the risk of harm caused by excessive traffice flow through the very narrow road that passes through
Snitterton and Oker
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM57
One of the representations to this modification indicated their support for the inclusion of reference to traffic management measures regarding Snitterton and Oker.
One representation suggests that Policy DS9 should include a reference to a requirement for the site to incorporate a Sustainable Drainage system, whilst another refers to the need for the
policy to take account of the need to protect groundwater.
There are references to the provision of Sustainable Drainage systems in Policies S2 and PD8. Furthermore none of the strategic site allocations for residential development in the
Derbyshire Dales Local Plan contains a specific requirement for the provision of Sustainable Drainage Systems. As such the District Council considers that taking the Derbyshire Dales
Local Plan as a whole that there is sufficient encouragement for the provision of the Sustainable Drainage Systems without having specific requirement within Policy DS9.
In regard to groundwater, there are already references in the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan in Policy S2, Policy PD8 and Policy PD9.
The District Council does not consider it necessary to make any further changes to this modification as a result of the representation received.
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MM58 Amend Para 9.2 & Insert new Paragraph
Mrs Julie Atkin
No

Wolds Action Group

9

993-7

No

I write as a resident of Cavendish
Road.
I would like to participate in any
additional hearings the Inspector
may call.

MM58:
I disagree with this:
Infrastructure is delivered alongside development.
I believe this to be a piecemeal approach and made my thoughts known at a recent meeting with DDDC officers and elected Councillors.
It is probable that early developments are not required to contribute, leaving later developments to pay for the cumulative impact of previous ones. If the later developments happen to be the quarries, which are not so profitable or
attractive to developers, the end result may be that these sites don't come forward for development at all. Everybody wants the quarries to come forward before any more green field sites are taken , so this is a real issue which
requires further attention.
The total figure of £22 m with £12m for the Ashbourne bypass seems very small. I welcome the by pass for Ashbourne. Sadly, Matlock cannot have such a solution because of its topography.

Ms Carole Dean
Yes

Ashbourne Town Council

1137-10

Yes

MM58 - Page 135 - Para 9.2In addition, the District Council is committed to the publication an Annual Monitoring Report {AMR} in December each year. The purpose of the AMR is to show how the implementation of policies in the
Local Plan is progressing.In addition the AMR will speciﬁcally include:• Progress against the delivery of projects identiﬁed in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.• F unding secured and allocated through s.106
agreements.•Funding secured and allocated through the Community Infrastructure Levy {CIL}.Ashbourne Town Council strongly welcomes this Main Modiﬁcation to the Implementationsection of the Local Plan. We have made strong
and coherent representations at the Examination in Public that there needed to be a S106 Action Plan which clearly identified what development agreements had been made, what S106 was going to be used for and an identification
of projects. This information is prepared by other local authorities and clearly helps local people and organisations to understand how S106 funding can assist sustainable development on much need community infrastructure. While
there is a particular need for a Section 106 Action Plan for Ashbourne, given the scale of development occurring and that proposed in the Local Plan, there is also a District wide need for transparency in the way S106 ismanaged to
support sustainabledevelopment.
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Mrs Susan Smith
No

Matlock Town Council

5436-2

No

Please find attached our comments
regarding the amendments, it is
requested that they are given to the
inspector as written. We would also
like to confirm that we would wish
to be heard should the Inspector
decide that further hearing sessions
are necessary.
In addition we would like to
comment with regard to revising the
Settlement Boundaries for longer
term necessary housing
development.
Matlock Town Council would like to
take this opportunity to ask the
District Council for a consideration
of where and how much further the
Settlement Boundary will be allowed
to extend. This is a reference to
encompassing further Greenfield
Sites on the periphery of Matlock to
within the Settlement Boundary.
The present significant increase of a
further 30% to the existing housing
stock in the local area is considered
to be too large and will be
detrimental in many respects. There
must be cognisant limits on further
expansion into the surrounding
Countryside.

With regard to Main Modification 4 & Main Modification 58 the "staged" nature of the larger proposed Developments in the Matlock area, it is clear that where any necessary sufficient mitigation measures have to be provided
and/or a heavy reliance on Sustainable Transport Interventions etc. Community Infrastructure Levy {if adopted} contributions will be required alongside Section 106 agreements. It is difficult to see how this can be achieved as stated.
The amendment should include an additional statement such that the total Levy contribution to be paid for the whole of each Development site should be agreed beforehand and paid as each stage of the Development {preloaded
for the initial stages}. Even this would still not deal with theglobal' contributions required from each of the major developments in the Matlock in terms of their share of the overall effects on the wider local Highway Infrastructure.
Additionally, in addition to the above, the possibility of a Developer only completing a minor proportion of the total Proposed Development site's housing and then deciding not to continue with the remainder needs further
consideration as this outcome could make the delivery of the rest of the Development site non viable/deliverable.
Mr John Youatt
No

5588-15
No

MM 58There has been to date no headroom assessment of the Sec 52 and CIL at site DS4. To include the allocation before the 5 years review would be reckless and misleading.DDDC must make a preliminary assessment of the needs
for Sec 52 / CIL payments at the Wolds now. Without …• a broad indication of what's needed• whether the measures are practical• how much they will cost and• whether there's suﬃcient headroom… the allocation is virtually
meaningless and potentially a waste of everyone's time, including any developer who might later claim it's been misled.
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John Acres
Yes

Acres Land and Planning Limited

5924-21

Yes

Yes

MM58. Amendment to paragraph 9.2 {monitoring}. Support.We particularly welcome the addition of the requirement for an Annual Monitoring Report to measure performance of the Local Plan. This is essential to keep track on the
delivery of housing and the release of sites, in order to trigger the release of further sites {when required} under the change recommended in MM27 above.

Mr David Elsworth
No

6001-4
No

As requested I confirm that I would
wish to be heard should the
Inspector decide that further
hearing sessions are necessary.

With regard to MM4 & MM58 the staged nature of the larger proposed Developments in the Matlock area, it is clear that where any necessary sufficient mitigation measures have to be provided and/or a heavy reliance on
Sustainable Transport Interventions etc. Community Infrastructure Levy {if adopted} contributions will be required with Section 106 agreements alongside. It is difficult to see how this can be achieved as stated. The amendment
should include an additional statement such that the total Levy contribution to be paid for the whole of each Development site should be agreed beforehand and paid as each stage of the Development {perhaps preloaded for the
initial stages}. Even this approach would still not deal with the global contributions required from each of the major developments in Matlock in terms of their share of the overall effects on the wider local Highway Infrastructure.
More over in addition to the above, the possibility of a Developer only completing a minor proportion of the total Proposed Development site's housing allocation and then deciding not to continue with the remainder needs further
consideration. Such an undesirable outcome is likely to make the delivery of the rest of the housing forspecific' Development site non viable/undeliverable.

Mr John Pilgrim
Yes

Education & Skills Funding Agency

6347-3

Yes

Developer Contributions and CIL. There is a need to ensure that education contributions made by developers are suﬃcient to cover the increase in demand for school places that are likely to be generated by major developments.
In this respect we welcome the identification within the Local Plan Infrastructure Needs, CIL and Whole Plan Viability Assessment {June 2016} of the need to spend CIL receipts on the provision of additional primary school capacity in
Ashbourne and Wirksworth, with an estimated cost of £6 million.T he ESFA note that Derbyshire Dales is currently in the early stages of developing a CIL Charging Schedule that will reflect Local Plan review priorities, and that the
Council will review CIL rates to ensure appropriate rates are levied and the right infrastructure is secured across the district.T he ESFA would be particularly interested in responding to any update to the Infrastructure Delivery Plan
or review of infrastructure requirements, which will inform any CIL review and/or amendments to the Regulation 123 list. As such, please add the ESFA to the database for future CIL consultations.

Mr Rob Atkin
No

Wolds Action Group

6412-9

No

MM. 58 Infrastructure is delivered alongside development.T his is a piecemeal approach. There is only hypothetical reference to how this will be achieved. Because of this "development - by development" ap-proach, it's probable that
developments coming in during the first phase of the plan will not be required to contribute towards infrastructure , leaving those coming in during the second phase to pick up the bill for the cumulative demands on
infrastructure of the first phases. 80% of allocations are Brown-field. In all likelihood, some of the most difficult and expensive sites {quar-ries}, could then face huge Infrastructure Levy charges, making them even less viable, meaning
all the greenfield sites will be lost and brownfield left as a sorry legacy to the town. There is a need to set out consistent charging for all developments throughout the entire Plan period in order to ensure each development makes a
fair and equitable contribution. On 3rd July 2017 The Times published an article stating that ‘A spokesman for the Government said “We have been clear that Councils must prioritise development on brownfield land and announce
plans to radically boost brownfield development.”
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Mr Rob Atkin
No

Wolds Action Group

6412-19

No

MM58 The suggestion that infrastructure is delivered alongside development is a fragmentary approach and destined for failure. CILs and Section 106 agreement charging mechanisms potentially bring about a scenario where
sites A and B are developed at no additional cost to the developer {remember the cherry pick so these are likely to be easy greenfield sites} with remaining sites having to meet the cumulative cost of additional infrastructure which
renders them unsustainable, not viable and leaving brownfield undeveloped.
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM58
The purpose of this modification is to set out how the District Council will report progress on the implementation of the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan including how much funding has been
secured and allocated through S106 and the Community Infrastructure Levy.
The representations received in respect of this modification set out a number of concerns about how effective the Community Infrastructure Levy will be in delivering infrastructure
required to support new development across the plan area. As the Inspector is aware the District Council is committed to the introduction of the Community Infrastructure Levy but has yet
to complete the statutory stages necessary for its implementation.
The District Council has produced an Infrastructure Delivery Plan (CD20) which establishes the nature and scale on infrastructure improvements required to support the scale of
development proposed through the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan. Contributions towards infrastructure improvements will be secured through the development process in a timely manner.
As the representations received primarily relate to the operational aspects of the Community Infrastructure Levy and do not raise any substantive objections to the modification, the
District Council does not consider it necessary to make any further modifications to address the points raised
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MM59 Insert New Para 9.3a
Mr Richard Crosthwaite
Yes

Gladman Developments

3

3752-16

Yes

Paragraph 9.3a Housing Implementation Strategy Gladman welcome that additional information is being provided within the Plan to explain the Council's ‘Housing Implementation Strategy'. This provides a useful explanation of
how the Council will manage its housing land supply over the plan period through the implementation of the Local Plan. In particular, Gladman welcome the clarity that is provided through this proposed main modification on the
way in which housing land supply will be calculated locally and the commitment to publish an Annual Monitoring Report that will include an update to the housing trajectory and five year housing land supply calculation. The
approach of utilising the Sedgefield method when calculating supply is also welcomed and demonstrates an approach to significantly boosting the supply of housing in a manner that aligns with the expectations of the
Framework. Gladman also welcome the Council's commitment to publishing the information contained in points a} to i} of the proposed main modiﬁcation within its AMR. Gladman would add that as part of this information, it is
vital that a comprehensive table is provided that sets out delivery assumptions from all sites that are contained within the Council's housing trajectory.As set out in Section 2.4 above, Gladman are of the view that the risks
associated with the delivery of the strategic sites contained within the Local Plan are significant. It is therefore necessary to include an early review mechanism within the wording of Policy S6 to ensure that a positive response is
made in circumstances where persistent and significant under delivery of market and/or affordable housing is observed through annual monitoring.

John Acres
Yes

Acres Land and Planning Limited

5924-22

Yes

Yes

MM59. New paragraph 9.3a. Monitoring. Support.F or similar reasons to those within MM58 above, we support the addition of this paragraph which helps to ‘pin down' the monitoring of the Local Plan and provides a trigger for the
further release of sites if required. However, bearing in mind that the Government expects Local Plans to be reviewed every 5 years in any event, the bar for triggering a review where performance is lacking must not be set too high,
otherwise it will be ineffective.
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Dan Stack
No

Chevin Homes Ltd
No

Positively prepared

Justified

6222-5
Effective

Consistent with National Policy

Yes

Not applicable

We do not wish to comment on the legality of the plan
There are significant concerns in relation to the housing trajectory in relation to the assumptions on completion rates and if they are realistic and justified.
The housing implementation strategy states if there is a persistent under delivery {with certain caveats such as 65% delivery rate over more than a single year period} intervention will take place such as a policy review or intervention
measures through LEP's etc.
The housing trajectory shows a significant 'step change' in housing delivery over the next 4 years {approximately 3 times the annual historic rate}. It is questioned if this is realistic or achievable. It will be extremely challenging to
deliver, particularly considering the Council's reliance on the Ashbourne Airfield site, and a number of large sites that are on previously developed land {industrial legacy sites} where development costs may be significantly more than
anticipated previously so there are significant risk to housing delivery particularly in the plan period. As such it is considered that the Plan is not justified and is also not consistent with national policy in that the delivery rate
assumptions for the proposed housing allocations are not robust and so very early in the plan period housing delivery will be significantly below the published housing trajectory.
Overall, it is considered that the Housing Implementation Strategy is not sufficiently flexible or robust and will therefore not be effective in order to deliver the anticipated housing trajectory. Furthermore the plan is not positively
prepared as it will not be able to address any shortfall without significant policy reviews and time delays. As such the Plan is unsound.
Additional sites should be allocated of a range of sizes in tier 1-3 of the settlement hierarchy to ensure a significant boost to housing delivery in the District in the short term and so reflect the aspirations of the National Planning
Policy Framework and Housing White Paper.
To make the local plan positively prepared, justified and effective the site at Old Hackney Lane subject to application Ref 17/00417/OUT should be included in the settlement development limit and/or allocated as a housing
allocation. The promoter/applicant is a regional housebuilder and would provide the crucial early delivery {within 2 years} of a small site of 24 units of which 8 units {30%} would be affordable dwellings.

CONCLUSION
This report provides a representation submitted to the Derbyshire Dales District Council Local Plan Main Modifications consultation on behalf of Chevin Homes Ltd. The representation relates to 'Land to the north of Old Hackney
Lane, Matlock' upon which an application has been submitted to the Council for outline planning permission Ref: 17/00417/OUT for 24 dwellings of which 8 units are affordable.
This representation objects to MM5 S3 PM8, MM14 Table 3, MM30 AND MM59.
The representation has demonstrated that the Council has failed to fully justify the deliverability and suitability of all of the proposed housing allocations. In addition the Council has failed to provide a sufficient and flexible housing
land supply for the plan period. The Plan therefore fails to meet any of the four tests of soundness, in that the plan has not been positively prepared, the strategy is not justified and will be ineffective and is inconsistent with national
planning policy.
This representation has demonstrated that the Council needs to allocate additional housing sites in order to boost the supply of housing delivery in the District and in particular deliver additional affordable housing. It is imperative
that a variety of size and types of sites are allocated for housing across the District and so provide choice to the market and headroom for delivery against the objectively assessed requirement and economic growth aspirations of the
District.
Old Hackney Lane has been identified as a sustainable location. The site subject to this representation is adjacent to the proposed allocation HC2{h}. The site has existing built form to the street frontage and a strong permanent tree
belt boundary to the south west which would form a logical extension to the settlement development limit. The site is considered to be a logical extension to allocation HC2{h} and accordingly the settlement development limit of
Matlock should be expanded to include the site subject to application Ref: 17/00417/OUT.
In conclusion, this representation therefore seeks to:
A
mend the settlement development limit of Matlock to include the site subject to planning application 17/00417/OUT.
Allocate the site at land North of Old Hackney Lane for housing in the Local Plan.
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM59
This modification sets out the District Councils Housing Implementation Strategy. Of the representations made to this modification two have indicated their support for it, whilst a third has
indicated concern that it is not sufficiently flexible or robust and will not be effective in delivering the anticipated housing trajectory. To address this situation it is suggested that land at
Old Hackney Lane should be allocated for residential development in the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan.
The District Council consider that the modification sets out a robust approach to monitoring the Derbyshire Dales Local Plan allowing a responsive and proportionate approach to housing
delivery over the Plan period.
As such, the District Council does not consider it necessary to make any further changes to this modification as a result of the representation received.

194

Mod Legally Compliant ?

Mod Sound ?

Positively Prepared ?

Not Justified ?

Not Effective ?

Not Consistent with National Policy ?

Inspector by Written Reps

Reason for Oral Hearing

Comments in Support of Legal Compliance and/or Soundness
Reasons for Not Legal Compliance or Sound
Suggested Revised Wording to Achieve Legal Compliance or Soundness
No. of Reps

MM60 Insert Updated Appendix 3
Mr Richard Crosthwaite
No

Gladman Developments

1

3752-17

Yes

Appendix 3: Housing Trajectory Gladman support the inclusion of the housing trajectory within the Local Plan. This provides an important baseline against which future annual monitoring can be based. The components of housing
supply that underpin this graph are also of vital importance to the reader in fully understanding the trajectory and it is therefore essential that this continues to be made available to those with an interest in planning issues in the
Derbyshire Dales both in relation to this baseline trajectory and future trajectories contained within Annual Monitoring Reports.
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DERBYSHIRE DALES DISTRICT COUNCIL RESPONSE TO MAIN MODIFICATION MM60
The representation to this modification indicate it’s support for it.
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