Regualtion 19: Consultee Response submitted Regulation 20

LEGALL .
DULY v Officer (Intent)
PINS REF REP NAME ORGANISATION DPD CHAPTER | POLICY PARA PAGE SOUNDNESS]respondi [SUMMARY OF RESPONSE (SOUNDNESS) ATTENDING
MADE COMPLI
ng EXAMINATION
ANT
PINS 01/01/LC/S [JWarren Hilton National Highways Online |Both DPDs N/A N/A N/A N/A LC S N/A  INo comments to make No
. . Supportive of The CELPR and the amendments made for Reg 19. CPRE note the changes made to SO2, SO3, SC4 and the Key Diagram
PINS_02/01/LC/S  Packie Copley CRPE Online 1Both DPDs NIA N/A N/A N/A LC S DN and are supportive of the chang_]es made to SP4, SP8, SP9, SP10 and the fabric first approach taken by LCC. No
PINS 03/01/LC/S |JLiz Locke Environment Agency Online |Both DPDs N/A N/A N/A N/A LC S N/A |State 'DPDs are both legally compliant and sound'. No
. Development . : : : . . .
PINS_04/01/LC/US |Matt Verlander AV|sor_1 Young_on behalf online  |Management Chapter 09 | DM29 92 66 LC US DN States t_hat po_Ilc_les s_hould not l_)e cqn5|dered effective as cannot be delivered as proposed. Policy DM29 requests additional wording the
of National Grid DPD respecting existing site constraints (infrastructure).
Avison Yound on behalf Development States that policies should not be considered effective as cannot be delivered as proposed. Proposes that wording is added to DM53 in
PINS_04/02/LC/US [Matt Verlander of National G%id Online |Management Chapter 13 | DM53 13.2 144 LC us DN relation to the need for a strategy for responding to the National Grid transmission pipelines present within a site proposed for tbc
DPD renewable/low carbon energy generation.
Considers that DMCCHL1 put heritage at risk by promoting retrofitting in DMCCHZ1 without making it clear that there are instances where
Development this will not apply and that there are exemptions in Part L. Also considers there to be variation in terminology that should be consistent and
PINS_05/01/LC/US  |Emily Hrycan Historic England Online  |Management Chapter 10 |omccH1|  N/A 115 LC us . bply anc rea P - A . , minology ) ! the
DPD the title of the policy is confusing in terms of what the policy is for. Questions how the term ‘responsible’ is to be applied. Considers the
bulleted list contradicts the requirements of the NPPF and Building Regs and is therefore unsound.
Development
PINS_05/02/LC/US JEmily Hrycan Historic England Online |Management Chapter 10 | DMCCH1 46 115 LC us The background text should mention more than just heating and ventilation to ensure heritage assets are appropriately referenced. tbc
DPD
. L . Development Policy should mention that there are exemptions and that the starting point should be the significance of the asset and not balancing the
PINS_05/03/LC/US JEmily Hrycan Historic England Online |Management Chapter 10 |DMCCH1 a7 115 LC us . . . . . ) ) o tbc
DPD risks and benefits of the responsible retrofit approach. The supporting text should clearly outline what responsible retrofit is.
. o , Development Retrofit requirements do not always apply to a heritage asset - decisions should include the significance of the building not just the
PINS_05/04/LC/US JEmily Hrycan Historic England Online |Management Chapter 10 |DMCCH1 48 116 LC us ) . tbc
DPD requirements of the building.
Development The para does not make it clear that there are exemptions in Part L and therefore the requirements in DMCCHZ1 on responsible retrofit will
PINS_05/05/LC/US JEmily Hrycan Historic England Online |Management Chapter 10 |DMCCH1 49 116 LC usS P . o P quire . P tbc
DPD not apply. The assertion that retrofitting can be done without harm should be amended as this may not apply in every case.
Development
PINS_05/06/LC/US JEmily Hrycan Historic England Online |Management Chapter 10 |DMCCH1 50 116 LC us Paragraph doesn't make clear that there are instances where Part L will not apply and therefore puts heritage assets at risk. tbc
DPD
Does not consider that this new policy is needed and should be deleted as the Council has existing adopted policies. Considers that the
Development olicy weakens the safeguarding of heritage assets. Wording also says "impact” and it is the "significance" that should be considered. The
PINS_05/07/LC/US  |Emily Hrycan Historic England Online |Management | Chapter 10 |DMCCH2|  N/A 116 LC us POTICY . 9 g g 2 ' yS impa . g hat sh . - thc
DPD policy is confusing and does not clearly set out what is required. Archaeology is dealt with by a separate policy which provides more clarity
for applicants- the requirement does not go far enough and contradicts other areas of the plan.
Development . . . . . . L
PINS_05/08/LC/US  |Emily Hrycan Historic England online  |Management Chapter 10 | DMCCH2 50 117 LC US Charfal(‘fter an_d appearance and sgttlng should be_z considered not just heritage assets in conservation areas so this is incorrectly drafted. the
DPD Also it is not just heritage assets in the surrounding areas that can be affected but those further away too
Strategic Policies
PINS_06/01/LC/S [ClIr Lizzi Collinge [N/A Online |& Land N/A ALL N/A N/A LC S DPD Sound No
Allocations DPD
PINS_07/01/LC/S__JAlison Cahn N/A Online  |Both DPDs N/A ALL N/A N/A LC S DPD Sound No
Strategic Policies
PINS 08/01/LC/S [Charles Ainger N/A Online J& Land N/A ALL N/A N/A LC S DPD Sound No
Allocations DPD
Where the DPD proposes phasing for improvements in sustainability, carbon reduction, transport modal shift, and climate resilience, the
Development respondent is concerned this will allow unsustainable practices in relation to continue for too long. Respondent states that developers will
PINS_08/02/LC/US [Charles Ainger N/A Online |Management N/A ALL N/A N/A LC us always argue against change; but the cheapest way to do the necessary adaptation will be to go for the right standards from the start. tbc
DPD Retrofitting new developments in a few year's time, at a cost much greater than building to the right standards from the start will be
unaffordable.
Leith Planning Ltd Strategic Policies Respondent states Policy SP4 does not sufficiently protect and promote existing business operations as set out within the NPPF and does
PINS_09/01/LC/US Jon behalf of EPC- JEPC-UK Online J& Land Chapter 08 SP4 N/A 38 LC us not adequately protect community safety in relation to hazard sites. Respondent supports the updated Policy in principle but wish to see the tbc
UK Allocations DPD following sentence add to the end of the policy "...and do not result in detrimental impacts on existing businesses within the Plan Area".
PINS_09/02/LC/US  |on behalf of EPC- |EPC-UK Online |Management Chapter 09 | DM29 N/A 65 LC us guidance. Resp 'S Sp ; ; - 1N e . . the
UK DPD Considerations’ respondent wishes to see commentary added in relation to protecting hazard sites and locating development away from
sensitive locations.
Strategic Policies
PINS_10/01/LC/S [Cherith Adams N/A Online J& Land N/A ALL N/A N/A LC S DPD Sound No
Allocations DPD
. . Development DM30a, . . . . . . .
PINS_11/01/LC/US Councillor Keith Silverdale Parish Council [online  [Management Chapter 09 | DM30b, N/A 71, 78,80 LC US In Policy DM30a, reference to submlsspn of a SL_JstalnabIe D_eS|gn Statgment and Engrgy S'Fatement should be included in the supporting the
Reed DPD DM30c text, as should the reference to being evidenced in the Sustainable Design Statement in Policy DM30b.
Councillor Keith Development DM43 does not include reference to the AONB or linked open spaces and topic paper 2 mistakenly assumes that the only reason for
PINS_11/02/LC/US Silverdale Parish Council jOnline JManagement Chapter 11 | DM43 N/A 117 LC us designation as GBI is protection from development, whereas policies refer to improving and enhancing areas. Policy DM43 should be tbc
Reed . . .
DPD amended to make it clear that Silverdale and/or the AONB are covered by it.
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Councillor Keith

Development

Consistency with national policy: there is a concern with regard to Policy DM53 in which it is stated that the Council will support proposals
for renewable and low carbon schemes where various impacts are acceptable. These include ‘impact on the setting of nationally
designated landscapes’ but do not mention impacts on the landscapes themselves. The existing policy also states that in areas designated
for their national importance (such as the AONB), large scale renewable energy infrastructure will only be permitted subject to various

PINS_L1/03/L.C/US Reed Silverdale Parish Council {Online II\D/Isgagement Chapter 13 | DM53 N/A 144 LC us criteria. However this does not reflect the presumption against major development in NPPF paragraph 177, nor Policy AS13 of the AONB toc
DPD. Policy DM53 should make it clear the criteria for renewable energy projects include nationally designated landscapes and large scale
renewable energy projects will not be permitted in the AONB in accordance with paragraph 117 of the NPPF and policy AS13 of the AONB
DPD.
Councillor Keith Development In principle most changes are welcomed. Representation refers to the policies being repetitive and therefore difficult to take into account in
PINS_11/04/LC/US Reed Silverdale Parish Council jOnline jManagement All Policies N/A N/A LC us decision making and for consultees responding to planning applications, they will not as effective as they could be. There is a lack of tbc
DPD consistency with national policy.
PINS_11/05/LC/US Councillor Keith Silverdale Parish Council loniine ztgﬁglc Policies gﬂgg:g gg SPszl,CSlI,DS, N/A 28, 38, LC US Ad_ditiqnal and repetitive policies will be difficult to takg into account_. Much of the yvording shoul'd not be in policy as it forms visions and the
Reed : 54,181 objectives, of example support and reference to additional work which should be in the supporting text.
Allocations DPD | Chapter 23 SC4
Councillor Keith . . . . Strategic Policies . .
PINS_11/06/LC/US Reed Silverdale Parish Council jOnline & Land Chapter 06 CccC1 N/A 28 LC us Respondent states that Policy CC1 should be put into the explanatory text. tbc
Allocations DPD
Councillor Keith . . . . Strategic Policies . . . . .
PINS 11/07/LC/US Reed Silverdale Parish Council JOnline J& Land Chapter 08 SP4 N/A 38 LC us Policy SP4 should be reworded to make it clear how the parts of the policy are to be achieved through the planning system. tbc
Allocations DPD
Councillor Keith : : . : Strategic Policies References to working with others on the local nature recovery strategy and the map in policy SP8 should be deleted and put into
PINS_11/08/LC/US Silverdale Parish Council |Online & Land Chapter 10 SP8 N/A 54 LC us : tbc
Reed : supporting text.
Allocations DPD
Respondent states key policy relating to Green and Blue Infrastructure (SC4,) does not include the part of the Silverdale and Arnside
. . AONB within Lancaster. or linked open spaces LCC's justification in topic paper 2 mistakenly assumes that the only reason for
Councillor Keith : : . : Strategic Policies designation as GBI is protection from development, whereas the policies refer to improving and enhancing the multifunctionality and
PINS_11/09/LC/US Silverdale Parish Council |Online }& Land Chapter 23 SC4 N/A , 181 LC us L : : - : : tbc
Reed Allocations DPD connectivity within these corridors and chains and the linkages between them. Policy SC4 and accompanying maps should be amended to
make it clear that Silverdale and/or the AONB are covered by it, in order to allow the full benefits of Green and Blue infrastructure are
realised in the future.
PINS_12/01/LC/S__JJames Teasdale _|Blackpool Council Online JBoth DPDs N/A ALL N/A N/A LC DPD Sound No
PINS_13/01/LC/US |Hannah Gradwell |Cushman & Wakefield ~ |online II\D/IZ\r/willggnTngtt Chapter 04 DM1- Al 11,1315 LC US As_the housing policies are not be_ing amended .it is likely that th.er_e will be an increase in FVAs at application stage as a result of more the
DPD DM3 stringent national mandatory requirements relating to energy efficiency.
All
Development paragraphs DM29 - it will not be possible to orientate every plot for solar gain. Costs associated with shading have not been factored in to the VA.
PINS_13/02/LC/US [Hannah Gradwell JCushman & Wakefield [Online [Management Chapter 09 DM29 & 65 LC us Policy DM29 may require a greater amount of mews/apartment development to achieve the targets, this will affect viability and housing tbc
DPD associated choice.
CELPR VA
Policy DM30a should be amended to ensure that it does not go beyond government Building Regulation aspirations should these change
between now and 2025. Object to the net zero carbon emissions requirement for 2028 as this goes beyond proposed national requirements
Al and it has not been demonstrated that this will be viable. There are also practical issues due to industry capacity, skills and supply chain
shortages. There is a lack of clarity associated with the terminology and what is meant by net zero. More detail is required with regard to
Development paragraphs the cost assumptions for net zero carbon which cannot be delivered at the costs used in the VA. The requirements to facilitate retrofitting
PINS_13/03/LC/US [Hannah Gradwell JCushman & Wakefield Online |Management Chapter 09 | DM30a & 71 LC usS . . o . : . . . tbc
DPD associated for climate adapthn, monltorlng for the performance gap anq requirement 'to foer purchasers other te'chnolog!es have not been included in
the VA. The latter is ambiguous as drafted and adds uncertainty. The application of the carbon reduction requirements at the
CELPR VA : o , L ) e -
commencement of each house contradicts the governments approach to the Building Regulations, it will cause practical difficulties and it is
not clear how this will apply to terraces or flats. Poliy DM30a may require a greater amount of mews/apartment development to achieve
the targets, this will affect viability and housing choice.
Policy DM30a should be amended to ensure that it does not go beyond government Building Regulation aspirations should these change
between now and 2025. Object to the net zero carbon emissions requirement for 2028 as this goes beyond proposed national requirements
and it has not been demonstrated that this will be viable. There are also practical issues due to industry capacity, skills and supply chain
All shortages. There is a lack of clarity associated with the terminology and what is meant by net zero. More detail is required with regard to
Development DM29 paragraphs the cost assumptions for net zero carbon which cannot be delivered at the costs used in the VA. The requirements to facilitate retrofitting
PINS_13/04/LC/US [Hannah Gradwell JCushman & Wakefield Online |Management Chapter 09 ' & 65, 71 LC us for climate adaption, monitoring for the performance gap and requirement to offer purchasers other technologies have not been included in tbc
DM30a . : : : — : :
DPD associated the VA. The latter is ambiguous as drafted and adds uncertainty. The application of the carbon reduction requirements at the
CELPR VA commencement of each house contradicts the governments approach to the Building Regulations, it will cause practical difficulties and it is
not clear how this will apply to terraces or flats. DM29 - it will not be possible to orientate every plot for solar gain. Costs associated with
shading have not been factored in to the VA. Policies DM29 and DM30a may require a greater amount of mews/apartment development to
achieve the targets, this will affect viability and housing choice.
Development Respondent references this Chapter on Reg 19 CELPR consultation response form but no further detail provided on accompanying
PINS_13/05/LC/US [Hannah Gradwell JCushman & Wakefield Online |Management Chapter 09 N/A ALL N/A LC usS information tbc
DPD '
All
Development paragraphs
PINS_13/06/LC/US [Hannah Gradwell JCushman & Wakefield [Online [Management Chapter 09 | DM30b & 78 LC us The measures in DM30b to maximise water efficiency will add cost to development. tbc
DPD associated
CELPR VA
All
Development paragraphs
PINS 13/07/LC/US [Hannah Gradwell JCushman & Wakefield Online Management Chapter 09 | DM30c & 80 LC us DM30c includes some flexibility but this is lacking in other policies. tbc
DPD associated
CELPR VA
Development All
PINS_13/08/LC/US [Hannah Gradwell JCushman & Wakefield JOnline fManagement Chapter 09 DM34 paragraphs 91 LC usS The deletion in DM34 would remove necessary flexibility where deviation is required for practical or viability reasons. tbc

DPD
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All
Development . . . . .
PINS 13/09/LC/U9  IHannah Gradwell lcushman & Wakefield Online  |Management Chapter 11 N/A paragraphs N/A LC US Respondent references this Chapter on Reg 19 CELPR consultation response form but no further detail provided on accompanying the
- DPD of these information.
policies
Development Al
PINS_13/10/LC/US |Hannah Gradwell |Cushman & Wakefield  |online  |Management Chapter 13 N/A paragraphs N/A LC US _Respon(_jent references this Chapter on Reg 19 CELPR consultation response form but no further detail provided on accompanying the
DPD of these information.
policies
Development All
PINS_13/11/LC/US [Hannah Gradwell JCushman & Wakefield JOnline fManagement Chapter 15 | DMS58 |paragraphs] N/A LC us The flexibility within this policy for viability reasons should be included in all other policies. tbc
DPD
Development
PINS_13/12/LC/US [Hannah Gradwell JCushman & Wakefield [Online [Management Chapter 16 | DM62 All N/A LC us The additional requirements for EV electricity provision to be generated by renewables has not been factored into the VA. tbc
DPD
Development Significant concerns that the introduction of more stringent climate related policies will result in other local policies being compromised as it
PINS 13/13/LC/US [JHannah Gradwell JCushman & Wakefield Online |Management N/A N/A ALL N/A LC usS has not been demonstrated that they are viable. There is a lack of flexibility throughout the policies to allow for deviation for practical or tbc
DPD viability reasons, this flexibility should be added into each policy.
Strategic Policies Significant concerns that the introduction of more stringent climate related policies will result in other local policies being compromised as it
PINS_13/14/LC/US |Hannah Gradwell |Cushman & Wakefield [online |& Land N/A N/A N/A N/A LC us 9 . 9 P P g comp the
- ) has not been demonstrated that they are viable.
Allocations DPD
The VA does not accord with the NPPF as assumptions are arbitrary, non-market facing, insufficiently evidenced and have not been
_— through an iterative/collaborative process with stakeholders. There is no justification to depart from the assumptions in the LPVA (2018).
Viability The VA uses inappropriate and unrealistic inputs which result in the viability being significantly overstated. The VA therefore does not
PINS_13/15/LC/US [Hannah Gradwell JCushman & Wakefield JOnline JAssessment & N/A N/A N/A N/A LC us . ppropria . 1c1np vy g significantly ' . . tbc
- constitute robust or credible evidence. Significant amendment and the review of policies is necessary. The representation refers to their
Addendum ) . . . .
Reg18 response which provides detailed concerns with regard to the inputs, methodology, lack of transparency, errors and where
additional clarification/evidence is required. Elements are highlighted and expanded upon within this representation.
Most housing development, especially in south Lancaster, remains concentrated on greenfield sites. The CELPR has not changed this and
an effective response to the Climate Emergency since it clashes with objective 7 of CC1 (soil), objective 6 (flood risk - i.e. the risk to
Strategic Policies Galgate from road and housing developments), objective 3 (modal transport shift - dispersed low density greenfield developments are not
PINS 14/01/LC/US [Tony Breakell Online J& Land Chapter 06 CC1 N/A 28 LC us compatible with effective public transport systems) and objective 2 (mitigating emissions - the proposed M6 Junction 33 road scheme will tbc
Allocations DPD encourage more not less car usage). Policy CC1 is fine as far as it goes but it represents a 'bolt-on' to the previous DPD when a thorough
review of the whole plan is called for & should include pdl only for housing development -sites such as city centre carparks should be
considered - these should become superfluous with modal shift and would enable house building close to city centre places of work.
Strategic Policies
PINS 15/01/LC/S [Mary Breakell Online J& Land N/A N/A N/A N/A LC S DPD Sound No
Allocations DPD
Development
PINS_15/02/LC/S  [Mary Breakell Online |Management N/A N/A N/A N/A LC S DPD Sound No
DPD
Strategic Policies Support the introduction of this policy, and welcome the inclusion of new wording which acknowledges the importance of soil as a natural
PINS_16/01/LC/S  JAmy Kennedy Natural England Online & Land Chapter 06 | ccC1 N/A 28 LC S bp ! pOlIcy, . sion ot hex 9 9 b . No
Allocations DPD resource which should be protected, and can contribute to mitigating climate change through carbon storage and sequestration.
: Strategic Policies Support the proposed changes to this policy, and welcome the inclusion of new wording which directly references the National Nature
PINS_16/02/LC/S JAmy Kennedy Natural England Online J& Land Chapter 10 SP8 N/A 52 LC S . ’ No
) Recovery Network, alongside the Local Nature Recovery Strategy.
Allocations DPD
Strategic Policies Support the proposed changes to this policy, and welcome the introduction of new paragraph 7, which highlights the importance of
PINS_16/03/LC/S JAmy Kennedy Natural England Online |& Land Chapter 23 SC4 N/A 181 LC S connectivity and multifunctionality, and also new paragraph 8, which signposts the Council’s GBI Toolkit in relation to climate change No
Allocations DPD mitigation / adaptation and nature-based solutions.
Development . . : .
PINS_16/04/LC/S  JAmy Kennedy Natural England Online  |Management Chapter 11 | DM43 N/A 117 LC S As per our c.omments on Pollc?y SC4, support th‘e propos’ed changes to Pollcy.DM43, and welcome the introduction of new paragraphs 56 No
DPD and 57, particularly the commitment to taking a ‘GBI first’ approach to the design of development proposals.
. Sustainability . . -
PINS 16/05/LC/S JAmy Kennedy Natural England Online Appraisal N/A N/A N/A N/A LC S Concur with the conclusions set out within the SA Report and have no further comments to make. No
Habitat
PINS 16/06/LC/S JAmy Kennedy Natural England Online JRegulations N/A N/A N/A N/A LC S Concur with the conclusions of the HRA Screening Report and have no further comments to make. No
Assessment
Strategic Policies| Chapter 07, SP2, SP3 30, 36 Doesn't consider that the CELPR allocates enough land to fulfil policy requirements of SP2, SP3, SP6 and H2 and therefore respondent
PINS_17/01/LC/US |Matthew Wyatt  |PWA Planning online & Land Chapter 09, [ > > NiA Bl INRe us . cat 9 policy req . o OTS, P the
) SP6, H2 49, 136 looks to promote two sites for allocation in Caton & Brookhouse. Detail of both sites submitted with rep.
Allocations DPD | Chapter 20
PINS 18/01/LC/S  JJonathan Sear Online JBoth DPDs N/A N/A N/A N/A LC S DPD Sound No
Development
PINS_19/01/LC/S |Elizabeth Dawson Online |Management N/A N/A N/A N/A LC S DPD Sound No
DPD
PINS 20/01/LC/S JFrances Bowen Online |Both DPDs N/A N/A N/A N/A LC S DPD Sound No
Development
PINS_21/01/LC/S |Elizabeth Mills Online |Management N/A N/A N/A N/A LC S DPD Sound No

DPD
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PINS_22/01/LC/S___]Sara Bundy Online JBoth DPDs N/A N/A N/A N/A LC S DPD Sound No
Strategic Policies
PINS_23/01/LC/S |Dr Gillian Davies Online J& Land N/A N/A N/A N/A LC S DPD Sound No
Allocations DPD
PINS 24/01/LC/S [Gisela Renolds Online |Both DPDs N/A N/A N/A N/A LC S DPD Sound No
Development
PINS_25/01/LC/S |Dr JKA Woodward Online |Management N/A N/A N/A N/A LC S DPD Sound No
DPD
Development
PINS 26/01/LC/S [Sarah McGowan Online |Management N/A N/A N/A N/A LC S DPD Sound No
DPD
Professor
PINS_27/01/LC/S |Rosemary Online |Both DPDs N/A N/A N/A N/A LC S DPD Sound No
Betterton
PINS 28/01/LC/S |Dr Emily Health Online |Both DPDs N/A N/A N/A N/A LC S DPD Sound No
PINS 29/01/LC/S [Helen Taylor Online |Both DPDs N/A N/A N/A N/A LC S DPD Sound No
Strategic Policies . . . . . . . -
PINS 30/01/NLC/US lHannan Richins Story Homes, Care of oniine & Land Chapter 06 ccl N/A o8 NLC US ngcomes LQC s amendment _to CC1 foIIqwmg Reg '18 rep but stlllicon5|ders it not to pe a pollcy. put mstegd a mission statement. The ves
- Agent : policy is considered to be ambiguous and is not considered to provide a clear purpose in the decision making process.
Allocations DPD
Story Homes, Care of Strategic Policies The amendment to SP8 is welcomed but charging schedule for BNG should be added. It is not considered to be based on robust evidence
PINS_30/02/NLC/US [JHannah Richins ’ Online & Land Chapter 08 SP8 N/A 52 NLC us . . . ' . Yes
- Agent . until then. The response notes that it is unclear as to whether the 10% BNG requirement has been included.
Allocations DPD
Storv Homes. Care of Strategic Policies
PINS 30/03/NLC/US JHannah Richins A e%t ’ Online J& Land Chapter 24 T4 N/A 193 NLC us More evidence needed in relation to Policy T4. Yes
g Allocations DPD
Development
_— Story Homes, Care of . . . : .
PINS_30/04/NLC/US JHannah Richins Agent Online |Management Chapter 04 DM3 N/A 15 NLC usS DM3 First homes requirement needs to be referenced in the policy. Yes
DPD
Story Homes, Care of Development DM29- reference to solar gain has density impacts and therefore this element of the policy should be deleted or add ‘where appropriate’ to
PINS_30/05/NLC/US |Hannah Richins y ! Online  |Management Chapter 09 | DMm29 N/A 65 NLC us . 9 yimp policy pprop Yes
- Agent DPD the policy.
Story Homes, Care of Development DM30a should be deleted as no clear evidence of why this is needed in addition to building reg requirements. Information should be
PINS_30/06/NLC/US |Hannah Richins y ! Online  |Management Chapter 09 | DM30a N/A 71 NLC us . . T Why this | gregreq ' Yes
- Agent DPD included in a D&A statement rather than a Sustainable Design Statement.
Story Homes, Care of Development
PINS_30/07/NLC/US JHannah Richins Ager}:t ’ Online |Management Chapter 09 | DM30c N/A 80 NLC us DM30c- no viability evidence included in relation to the need for blue and green walls. Yes
DPD
Story Homes, Care of Development
PINS 30/08/NLC/US JHannah Richins Ager):t ’ Online |Management Chapter 09 DM33 N/A 85 NLC us DM33- Remove reference to play areas from the list of typologies to be located in areas at low risk of flooding. Yes
DPD
Story Homes, Care of Development
PINS 30/09/NLC/US JHannah Richins Agezt ' Online JManagement Chapter 09 DM34 N/A 92 NLC us DM34- wording of this paragraph should be amended as it is not currently consistent with the drainage hierarchy set out in Policy DM33. Yes
DPD
Story Homes, Care of Development
PINS 30/10/NLC/US JHannah Richins Agezt ’ Online |Management Chapter 11 | DM43 N/A 117 NLC us DM43 - not all development will have the potential to enhance or extend GBI. Amend policy to include ‘'where appropriate'. Yes
DPD
Story Homes, Care of Development
PINS_30/11/NLC/US JHannah Richins Agezt ’ Online |Management Chapter 16 | DM62 N/A 174 NLC usS DM62 contradicts DM30a and the energy hierarchy. Yes
DPD
Storv Homes. Care of Development Aopendix Appendix D- no justification for change in dwelling number thresholds. Notes that the changes to financial contributions in Table D.2 do not
PINS_30/12/NLC/US JHannah Richins A e%t ’ Online |Management zAppendix D ppD N/A 198 NLC us have a financial evidential basis. The representation is supported by additional evidence provided by Cushman and Wakefield in respect Yes
g DPD of the Cumbria House Builders Association. This is addressed separately under representation reference PINS_13/01/LC/US.
Wainhomes c/o Emer Strategic Policies CC1- The policy is a statement of intent of the LPA as well as encompassing the national agenda. The policy is not considered to be
PINS_31/01/LC/US [Stephen Harris Plannin Y loniine & Land Chapter 06 cc1 N/A 28 LC usS necessary as the actual policy requirements are either set out in national policy/requirements or in policies in the Local Plan. The policy Yes
9 Allocations DPD should be deleted and added as a vision.
. Wainhomes c/o Emery : Strategic Policies SP9- the need for the additional paragraph in Policy SP9 is questioned on the basis that it is a statement of intent with the main policy
PINS_31/02/LC/US |Stephen Harris . Online J& Land Chapter 11 SP9 N/A 55 LC us . ) : Yes
Planning . requirements elsewhere in the plan, policy should be deleted.
Allocations DPD
DM30a- Respondent states the policy is inconsistent with national policy and guidance which make clear that the only additional technical
requirements which can be sought in addition to Building Regulations are the optional technical standards detailed in the NPPG. Any
policy over and above national guidance would need to be justified with viability considerations. Following the national approach will
\Wainhomes c/o Emer Development provide certainty and consistency to developers. Differing approach between LPA will result in additional costs and delays. The adopted
PINS 31/03/NLC/S [Stephen Harris Plannin Y lonline Management Chapter 09 | DM30a N/A 71 LC us Local Plan is supported by a Viability Assessment, nonetheless development proposals can be accompanied by developer viability Yes
9 DPD assessments. Compliance with Policy 30a will introduce additional development costs. Although the CELPR is supported by an updated
Local Plan Viability Assessment developer challenges on viability can still be expected. On the basis of this expectation, compliance with
Policy 30a is not considered viable in principal and proposals should be required to comply only with extant Building Regulations at
determination.
DM30c- the Sustainable Design Strategy should demonstrate how the proposed development would minimise resource and energy
Wainhomes c/o Emer Development consumption compared to the minimum required under current Building Regulations legislation. Some flexibility should be built into the
PINS_31/04/NLC/S |Stephen Harris . Y loniine [Management Chapter 09 | DM30c N/A 80 LC us 'sumption comp d g reguiat gt ' . y . Yes
Planning DPD policy. The policy should be altered so that the words should seek to are added into the first paragraph "Proposals for major developments
should seek to demonstrate......"
DM30b- Policies on energy/water efficiency need to be consistent with the national agenda and any policy over and above, as in the case
. Wainhomes c/o Emery . Development here where the optional 110 litres per day is set out, would need to be justified with viability considerations. The policy text requiring the
PINS_31/05/NLC/S |Stephen Harris . Online |Management Chapter 09 | DM30b N/A 78 LC us . - . 2 T . ) : : o . : Yes
Planning DPD optional water efficiency standard is not justified and is not consistent with national policy and building regulations (G2). The policy should

be deleted.
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Respondent considers the DPDs are sound but would like stronger emphasis on PDL first approach, that development must compensate

PINS_32/01/LC/S JRachel Bindless Online |Both DPDs N/A N/A N/A N/A LC S communities to replace what has been lost through buildings projects (i.e. provide allotments when houses are built). These should be non- No
negotiable. List of proposed compensatory measures provided in the rep.
Development
PINS_33/01/LC/S JRosemary Hindley Online |Management N/A N/A N/A N/A LC S DPD Sound No
DPD
DPD Sound. The Local Plan should give stronger provision to ensure that 1) brownfield sites are fully and completely regenerated before
PINS_34/01/LC/S  [Patricia Jackson online  1Both DPDs N/A N/A N/A N/A LC S new green sﬁgs are cons!dered for bu_lldmg prOJect:_s. 2) The Local Plan must pr0\_/|_de yvater tight regulation to ensure engugh affprdable eco No
homes are built on new sites. 3) working collaboration with local groups/communities in order for there to be compensation provided by
developers to the local communities for the loss of open spaces (e.g. parks, tree planting, outdoor nature areas etc.)
PINS 35/01/LC/S ]Elizabeth Jackson Online |Both DPDs N/A N/A N/A N/A LC S DPD Sound No
Strategic Policies DPD Sound. Make use of brownfield sites before using greenfield sites. Guarantee that any supposedly 'necessary' impact to biodiversit
PINS_36/01/LC/S  |Tom Jackson online |& Land N/A N/A N/A N/A LC S mY - Ma . 99 ' y supposedly y Imp Y No
: wildlife, and habitats will be soundly compensated
Allocations DPD
Development
PINS_36/02/LC/S  JTom Jackson Online |Management N/A N/A N/A N/A LC S DPD Sound. No
DPD
Mineral Products Strategic Policies
PINS 37/01/LC/S [Nick Horsley L Online J& Land Chapter 09 N/A 9.7 43 LC S Respondent request update reference from 2012 NPPF to 2021 NPPF No
Association (MPA) )
Allocations DPD
Mineral Products Strategic Policies The plan estimates a need for a minimum of 12,000 houses. The council should undertake a resource assessment to estimate the
PINS 37/02/LC/S Nick Horsley . Online }& Land Chapter 09 N/A 9.19 45 LC S demand for minerals to meet the council’s aspirations as well as considering the supply chain requirements in terms of an appropriate No
Association (MPA) . : : . . ) . .
Allocations DPD supply chain audit. This should be done through close liaison with Lancashire County Council
Mineral Products Strategic Policies We support the council’s approach in the production of a district wide Heritage Strategy. The strategy must consider local vernacular and
PINS_37/03/LC/S [Nick Horsley - Online J& Land Chapter 10 SP7 N/A 49 LC S identify how the need to maintain this will be addressed. The council must work with LCC and the minerals industry in ensuring local No
Association (MPA) ) ) o
Allocations DPD vernacular is maintained.
Mineral Products Strategic Policies
PINS_37/04/LC/S [Nick Horsley . Online J& Land Chapter 12 N/A 12.1&12.2 59 LC S Respondent request update reference from 2012 NPPF to 2021 NPPF No
Association (MPA) )
Allocations DPD
Mineral Products Strategic Policies Response relates to BGV and respondent states that the council should undertake a resource assessment to estimate the demand for
PINS 37/05/LC/S [Nick Horsley . Online J& Land Chapter 12 SGl1 N/A 60 LC S minerals to meet the council’s aspirations as well as considering the supply chain requirements in terms of an appropriate supply chain No
Association (MPA) : ) . s .
Allocations DPD audit. This should be done through close liaison with LCC.
. Mineral Products : Strategic Policies SG5 & Response relates to Canal Quarter & Lancaster Castle and Quay site- the council must work with LCC and the minerals industry in
PINS_37/06/LC/S [Nick Horsley . Online J& Land Chapter 13 N/A 74,78 LC S . ) . No
Association (MPA) . SG6 ensuring local vernacular is maintained.
Allocations DPD
. - Response related to East Lancaster Strategic site. Respondent states they had difficult viewing SG7 on the interactive map to see the
. Mineral Products : Strategic Policies impacts on a recognised MSA. They state the council should undertake a resource assessment to estimate the demand for minerals to
PINS_37/07/LC/S [Nick Horsley . Online J& Land Chapter 14 SG7 N/A 80 LC S . o ' L . . . . . . . No
Association (MPA) ) meet the council’s aspirations as well as considering the supply chain requirements in terms of an appropriate supply chain audit. This
Allocations DPD - .
should be done through close liaison with LCC.
Mineral Products Strategic Policies Response relates to North Lancaster Strategic Site. They stated that the council should undertake a resource assessment to estimate the
PINS_37/08/LC/S [Nick Horsley . Online J& Land Chapter 15 SG9 N/A 88 LC S demand for minerals to meet the council’s aspirations as well as considering the supply chain requirements in terms of an appropriate No
Association (MPA) : : : . . )
Allocations DPD supply chain audit. This should be done through close liaison with LCC.
Mineral Products Strategic Policies Response relates to Land at Lundsfield Quarry Site. They stated that the council should undertake a resource assessment to estimate the
PINS_37/09/LC/S [Nick Horsley . Online J& Land Chapter 16 | SG11 N/A 96 LC S demand for minerals to meet the council’s aspirations as well as considering the supply chain requirements in terms of an appropriate No
Association (MPA) ) . ) . . )
Allocations DPD supply chain audit. This should be done through close liaison with LCC.
Mineral Products Strategic Policies SG12 Respondent notes that policies SG12 and SG13 recognise that future proposals should seek to address all relevant elements of the Local
PINS_37/10/LC/S  [Nick Horsley Association (MPA) Online J& Land Chapter 17 SGl3’ N/A 101, 103 LC S Plan and have due regard to the direction of Lancashire County Council’'s Waste and Minerals Plan. It is clear that the wider strategy No
Allocations DPD outlined in the plan should achieve this not just for the Lancashire M&WLP, but the minerals policies contained in the NPPF.
Mineral Products Strategic Policies
PINS_37/11/LC/S [Nick Horsley L Online J& Land Chapter 18 EC1 N/A 107 LC S Typo. Amend to say Employment. No
Association (MPA) )
Allocations DPD
Homes England does not wish to make any representations on specific policies but wishes to confirm its support to the Council to update
the Local Plan to address climate change, and it shares the Council’s ambition to include suitable mitigation and adaptation measures to
PINS 38/01/LC/S [Hannah Jones Homes England Online |Both DPDs N/A N/A N/A N/A LC S address the climate emergency. Lundsfield Quarry- Homes England welcomes the continued allocation of the site for the delivery of up to No
250 dwellings. Homes England would like to highlight that flexibility within Policy SG11 (paragraph 2) is particularly important to enable
viability issues to be accommodated.
Strategic Policies Policy is largely unchanged from Reg 18. Policy should acknowledge how Climate Change matters will change on a site by site basis.
PINS_39/01/LC/US [Peter Dutton Gladman Online J& Land Chapter 06 Ccc1 N/A 28 LC usS Welcomes the assurance that flexibility has been added into policy CC1 and the removal of the final paragraph as suggested in previous tbc
Allocations DPD Reg18 comments.
. . No specific comments to make on the further changes to SP4 other than supporting local food supply chains should be recognised in the
Strategic Policies context of wider sustainable development. The respondent continues to welcome the councils aspiration to develop and appropriate skills
PINS_39/02/LC/US [Peter Dutton Gladman Online J& Land Chapter 08 SP4 N/A 38 LC us elop : P e : : P : P and approp . tbc
) base, but says the lack of a sufficiently skilled workforce is likely to be potential constraint that could affect delivery of higher/alternative
Allocations DPD o
building standards when compared to current processes.
Strategic Policies No specific comments to make on SP8 but highlight their current development proposals at Bailrigg Lane in South Lancaster and how
PINS_39/03/LC/US [Peter Dutton Gladman Online J& Land Chapter 10 SP8 N/A 52 LC us P . gniig . P prop 99 tbc
) these have been designed to ensure they enhance and retain GBI.
Allocations DPD
Strategic Policies No specific comments to make on SP10 but highlight their current development proposals at Bailrigg Lane in South Lancaster and how this
PINS 39/04/LC/US [Peter Dutton Gladman Online J& Land Chapter 11 SP10 N/A 56 LC usS will incorporate walking and cycling, including potential to deliver combined active travel corridors and greenspaces in support of the tbc
Allocations DPD aspirations set out in the Council's Future GBI Action Plan.
Strategic Policies Welcome the proposal to add a definition for Better Buses to the glossary. Respondent notes that no s106 costs have been added into the
PINS_39/05/LC/US [Peter Dutton Gladman Online J& Land Chapter 12 SGl1 N/A 60 LC usS additional South Lancaster VA testing and state that the council must ensure that this approach to viability testing is appropriately reflected tbc

Allocations DPD

in the Council's approach to the CELPR and the testing of its policy requirements and whether it supports their application.
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Strategic Policies

No specific comments to make on SC4 but highlight their current development proposals at Bailrigg Lane in s Lancaster has the potential

PINS_39/06/LC/US |Peter Dutton Gladman Online |& Land Chapter 23 SC4 N/A 181 LC us : tbc
- . to enhance the chain of green and blue spaces along Burrow Beck.
Allocations DPD
Strategic Policies Note the amendments to the supporting text on LTN1/20 and welcome the acknowledgment that this should be achieved wherever
PINS_39/07/LC/US [Peter Dutton Gladman Online J& Land Chapter 24 T2 N/A 186 LC us possible, recognising that this may not be suitable of feasible in all circumstances. Welcome the inclusion of similar wording in the main tbc
Allocations DPD body of the policy.
Strategic Policies
PINS 39/08/LC/US [Peter Dutton Gladman Online J& Land Chapter 24 T4 N/A 193 LC usS Respondent welcomes the revision to this policy. tbc
Allocations DPD
Development Notes that no further changes have been added. Respondent states that they provided further comments on this topic in their reps to the
PINS_39/09/LC/US [Peter Dutton Gladman Online |Management Chapter 04 DM3 N/A 15 LC us : ) 9 ' P yp P P tbc
DPD Housing Needs SPD in December 2021.
Development No comments to make on addition of maximising benefits from solar gain through site layout and building orientation, but would welcome
PINS_39/10/LC/US  |Peter Dutton Gladman Online  |Management Chapter 09 | DMm29 N/A 65 LC us mak . ; ng g 9 Y 9 ! the
- DPD assurance that this will be on a site by site basis.
Supportive of the drive to implement higher performance standards but question if it is necessary in light of the governments roadmap/
Future Homes Standard. Unclear if the first target in LCCs approach remains relevant in light of the changes to Building Regs announced
in Dec 2021.Respondent is concerned that building standards that go beyond the national approach will place unnecessary burdens on
Development developers and viability of proposals. Concerns that the VA work is not based on accurate or up to date information on the build costs
PINS_39/11/LC/US  |Peter Dutton Gladman Online  |Management Chapter 09 | DM30a N/A 71 LC us PErs and viabiiity o proposals. or b > Infol ne bulk the
- DPD associated with implementing higher building performance targets. Respondent welcomes LCC's confirmation of the ability to integrate
further opportunities for low carbon energy and renewable technologies or sustainability measures into development proposals to facilitate
future/optional installation by building purchasers or occupiers. The council should ensure this requirements is appropriately assess as
part of its VA work.
No specific comments to make on additional amendments on water efficiency and consumption measures but if these are enforced the
Development Council should ensure that is has properly understood any implications for building design and construction costs. Note the Council's
PINS_39/12/LC/US |Peter Dutton Gladman Online |Management Chapter 09 | DM30b N/A 78 LC us o : as properily unde yimp aing 9 R . tbc
DPD aspiration to implement the optional water efficiency standards. Respondent highlights that the PPG on Housing Options Technical
Standards advises that this can be applied if criteria are met and LCC should ensure these have been met.
Development Respondent states it is unclear if the requirement to consider the full lifecycle of a building, including associated emissions and
PINS_39/13/LC/US [Peter Dutton Gladman Online |Management Chapter 09 | DM30c N/A 80 LC usS environmental pollutants will necessitate the use of alternative construction methods and materials. It is assumed this is an aspiration to tbc
DPD be explored on a case by case basis rather than a rigid policy requirement otherwise it may have viability implications.
Development . . . . . .
PINS_39/14/LC/US |Peter Dutton Gladman online  |Management Chapter 09 | DM33 N/A 85 LC US Respondent has no further comments to make other than the policy should be consistent with national policy on flood risk and separate the
DPD LLFA requirements and EA.
Development
PINS 39/15/LC/US |Peter Dutton Gladman Online [Management Chapter 09 | DM34 N/A 91 LC us No specific comments to make but LCC should ensure that the proposed SuDS standards and run-off rates are consistent with national tbc
DPD guidance and LLFA requirements.
. Development No specific comments to make on DM43 but highlight their current development proposals at Bailrigg Lane in South Lancaster and how
PINS_39/16/LC/US [Peter Dutton Gladman Online |Management Chapter 11 | DMA43 N/A 117 LC us . ) .
DPD these have been designed to ensure they protect the Burrow Beck corridor and take opportunities to enhance GBI as part of the proposal.
No objections to the aspirations of these amendments but query if it would be more appropriate to include similar wording to that in Para
Development 131 of the NPPF. The NPPF at para 180 (c ) also does not reference important hedgerows. New Para 62 has been added but respondent
PINS_39/17/LC/US [Peter Dutton Gladman Online |Management Chapter 11 § DM45 N/A 125 LC us considers there are alternative ways of providing and presenting the management and maintenance information that it requires. i.e.. tbc
DPD through Landscape and Ecological Management Plan, a condition, s106 obligation or a surface water lifetime management and
maintenance plan.
Development No specific comments to make on the amendments made but would welcome assurance that there is sufficient flexibility for future
PINS_39/18/LC/US [Peter Dutton Gladman Online |Management Chapter 16 | DM62 N/A 174 LC us technologies and enhancement. Respondent also recognises intention to prepared and EV SPD. Any policy requirements should be based tbc
DPD on up to date and accurate cost information.
Note that a SA Report has been published alongside the current consultation and test's proposed CELPR amendments. Council should
Sustainabilit ensure result of SA clearly justify its proposed policy choices and that its clear from the results of the assessment why some policy options
PINS 39/19/LC/US |[Peter Dutton Gladman Online Appraisal y N/A N/A N/A N/A LC us have been progressed and others not. SA should include comparative and equal assessment of each reasonable alternative. SA should tbc
PP clearly set out how Council's policy choices have evolved through and objective and iterative process, including consideration of policy
alternatives.
PINS_40/01/LC/S  |Laura Miller WSP on behalf of Peel loniine |Both DPDs N/A N/A N/A N/A LC S Supportive of the amgnded policies a.nd the approach taken b)_/ L(_:_C but states th_e e>_<'_tent to WhICh develqpments can mcorpo_rate mitigated No
measures to tackle climate change will ultimately depend on viability and the availability of suitable techniques and technologies.
Strategic Policies
PINS_40/02/LC/S |Laura Miller WSP on behalf of Peel [Online |J& Land Chapter 04 S02 N/A 22 LC S Respondent endorses LCCs approach in this policy. Consider the additional wording to be appropriate. No
Allocations DPD
Strategic Policies Respondent considers this element of the plan to be positively prepared and fully consistent with paragraph 35 and 92 of the NPPF and is
PINS_40/03/LC/S |Laura Miller WSP on behalf of Peel JOnline }& Land Chapter 04 S03 N/A 22 LC S . No
: considered to be sound
Allocations DPD
Strategic Policies Respondent considers this element of the plan to be positively prepared and fully consistent with paragraph 35 and Chapter 9 of the
PINS_40/04/LC/S  |JLaura Miller WSP on behalf of Peel JOnline & Land Chapter 04 SO5 N/A 24 LC S . . No
) NPPF and is considered to be sound
Allocations DPD
Strategic Policies
PINS 40/05/LC/NS [Laura Miller WSP on behalf of Peel JOnline }& Land Chapter 06 CC1 N/A 28 LC usS Supportive of CC1 overall but should be reworded to consider viability of schemes. tbc
Allocations DPD
Strategic Policies Policy should be amended to say environment act rather than environment bill . Also concerned over the phrase 'spaces'. The green and
PINS 40/06/LC/US [Laura Miller WSP on behalf of Peel JOnline |}& Land Chapter 10 SP8 N/A 52 LC us blue ‘Spaces’ are not clearly shown or defined within the plan and a clear definition of what the ‘spaces’ comprises is therefore required. tbc
Allocations DPD Also don't support some of the wording. Suggest 'nature recovery' should be removed.
Strategic Policies Support the policy additions and therefore consider the policy to be positively prepared and fully consistent with paragraph 35 of the NPPF
PINS_40/07/LC/S  |Laura Miller WSP on behalf of Peel [Online & Land Chapter 11 | sP9 N/A 55 LC S bp policy policy P y prep y paragrap No

Allocations DPD

so is considered to be sound.
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Strategic Policies

concerns over the use of the GBI Toolkit as it is currently unclear how the toolkit would be used in relation to the assessment of the
mitigation/adaption value of green and blue infrastructure. Respondent also states that Figure 23.2 also needs to be updated as it currently

PINS_40/08/LC/US [Laura Miller WSP on behalf of Peel [Online & Land Chapter 23 SC4 N/A 181 LC us . ) . . . . ; . - tbc
- . misses a section of the Lancaster Canal, adjacent to the site area. The figure is currently incorrect and does not illustrate the existing
Allocations DPD . )
green and blue chains and corridors correctly.
. - Overall support additions to T2 but should always be on a site by site basis. Agree with concept of cycle superhighway. Policy refers to use
Strategic Policies of off-site contributions and the need for these to be secured to ensure
PINS 40/09/LC/US JLaura Miller WSP on behalf of Peel [JOnline & Land Chapter 24 T2 N/A 186 LC us ) . e , . tbc
- ) future growth is well connected to the network however this may have viability implications. Respondent states that the word 'secure
Allocations DPD . . . .
should also be removed as secure cycle parking bike lockers can be a more substantial undertaking for developers.
. . Respondent welcomes the change to Policy T4 (considered on a site by site basis now). Supports additional wording to supporting text on
Strategic Policies ensuring safe walking and cycling distances but wishes to see an element of flexibility applied on a site by site basis. Also wish to see term
PINS_40/10/LC/US  |Laura Miller WSP on behalf of Peel |online & Land Chapter24 | T4 N/A 193 LC us , 9 «Ing and cycling . nestos . y app . y sit : N 102 the
- Allocations DPD secure' removed in relation to cycle parking. In addition whilst the Council should encourage delivery of public transport services, it should
not be a requirement of policy.
Agrees overall with additional principles of DM29, however a balanced approach should be taken to maximising solar gain and energy
Development generation etc.. within sites. LCC need to consider viability, design and merging technologies alongside site delivery. Supports that roads
PINS 40/11/LC/US [Laura Miller WSP on behalf of Peel JOnline JManagement Chapter 09 | DM29 N/A 65 LC us are designed to prioritise safety of the most vulnerable and maximising opportunities for active travel. Respondent also recognises tbc
DPD importance of GBI and necessity to incorporate opportunities for food growing and composting but that this should be on a site by site
basis. Rewording is suggested by respondent to highlight viability and deliverability.
Development Respondent is supportive of proposed wording of DM30a but consider LCC need to take viability and deliverability into account when
PINS 40/12/LC/US [Laura Miller WSP on behalf of Peel JOnline JManagement Chapter 09 | DM30a N/A 71 LC usS considering the policy. Whilst the Council should encourage delivery of sustainable design and construction methods, it should not be a tbc
DPD requirement of policy without due consideration as to other aspects of the planning balance.
Development Support aim of this policy however viability should be considered especially in terms of the need to meet Building Regs and meeting
PINS_40/13/LC/US [Laura Miller WSP on behalf of Peel [Online [Management Chapter 09 | DM30b N/A 78 LC us housing requirements. Also consider that the inclusion of the requirement for greywater recycling and rain garden is overly prescriptive and tbc
DPD would likely have a significant impact on development viability
Development Support aim of this policy however viability should be considered and policy should be amended to reflect this. Submission of a
PINS_40/14/LC/US  |Laura Miller WSP on behalf of Peel |online [Management | Chapter 09 | DM30c N/A 80 LC us RO 1S poficy y shou onsidered and policy ' the
- DPD Sustainable Design Statement to support planning applications is endorsed.
Development
PINS_40/15/LC/US [Laura Miller WSP on behalf of Peel [JOnline [Management Chapter 09 | DMS33 N/A 85 LC us Agree with overall approach in the Policy but suggest amendment in relation to soundness. tbc
DPD
Development Respondent acknowledges the benefits of SUDS, especially in the context of climate change mitigation and incorporates SuDS as part of
PINS_40/16/LC/US ([Laura Miller WSP on behalf of Peel [JOnline [Management Chapter 09 | DM34 N/A 91 LC us development however, the precise and most appropriate nature of the mitigation required should only be decided once the relevant tbc
DPD technical work has been carried out. Policy DM34 should therefore be re-worded on this basis.
Development In line with the comments for Policy DM34, the respondent acknowledges the benefits of SuUDS, especially in the context of climate change
PINS_40/17/LC/US |[Laura Miller WSP on behalf of Peel [JOnline [Management Chapter 09 | DM36 N/A 99 LC us mitigation and would intend to incorporate SuDS as part of development however, the precise nature of the mitigation required should only tbc
DPD be decided once the relevant technical work has been carried out. Policy DM36 should be re-worded to reflect this.
Respondent requests comments on GBI Strategy consultation in Sept 2021 be noted. Respondent has concerns relating to the term
Development 'Spaces' used in DM43. The green and blue ‘Spaces’ are not clearly shown or defined within the plan and a clear definition of what the
PINS 40/18/LC/US [Laura Miller WSP on behalf of Peel JOnline JManagement Chapter 11 | DM43 N/A 117 LC us ‘spaces’ comprises is therefore required. The respondent does not support the use the phrase ‘extend the network of green and blue tbc
DPD spaces...’ as this wholly depends on the definition and identification of the existing network particularly in terms of spaces and the
interactive GBI map being an up to date, live map.
Development Supports in principle opportunities which increase resilience and woodland but precise nature of protecting existing and planting new trees,
PINS_40/19/LC/US |Laura Miller WSP on behalf of Peel JOnline [Management Chapter 11 § DM45 N/A 125 LC usS hedgerows and woodlands on a site should be decided once the relevant site-specific survey, design and technical work has been tbc
DPD undertaken. Considers that policy should reflect this and suggests new wording.
Development . - . . .
PINS_40/201L.C/S  |Laura Miller WSP on behalf of Peel |online  |Management Chapter 14 | DM57 N/A 160 LC S Requnden_t endorses LCCs desire to promote resilience to climate change through development . Consider that the policy is Sound and No
DPD complies with para 35 of NPPF.
Development
PINS 40/21/LC/S |Laura Miller WSP on behalf of Peel JOnline JManagement Chapter 15 | DM59 N/A 166 LC S Does not object to the additional wording that has been added to the policy. Consider it Sound. No
DPD
Development Supports requirement to ensure that the pedestrian environment is
PINS_40/22/L.C/S |Laura Miller WSP on behalf of Peel [JOnline [Management Chapter 16 | DM61 N/A 171 LC S accessible to all including people living with disabilities, those with impaired mobility, and users of adaptive mobility aids. Considers policy No
DPD to be Sound.
Development Respondent supports the addition of the policy wording in Policy DM62 in relation to EVCPs and cycle parking but considers there should
PINS 40/23/LCU/S [Laura Miller WSP on behalf of Peel JOnline JManagement Chapter 16 | DM62 N/A 174 LC usS be flexibility. Have reservations regarding the type of cycle parking provision required. Considers the 'covered and secure' spaces as set tbc
DPD out in Appendix E to be a significant requirements which may affect viability. Should be more flexible.
Viability The changes to the NPPF do not justify alternative assumptions to the LPVA (2018). There is a lack of transparity and evidence to support
PINS_40/24/LC/US CBRE on behalf of Peel JOnline JAssessment and N/A N/A N/A N/A LC us the assumptions used in the LPRVA21 and it contains errors. Disagree with inputs used. The representation sets out the inputs considered tbc
Addendum appropriate, details the points considered to be errors and areas where additional clarification is sought.
Strategic Policies
PINS 41/01/LC/S [|Gavin Rutter Canal & River Trust Online J& Land Chapter 13 N/A 13.9 73 LC S Welcomes reference to canal in context of regeneration and GBI networks. No
Allocations DPD
Strategic Policies
PINS_41/02/LC/S ]Gavin Rutter Canal & River Trust Online J& Land Chapter 13 SG4 N/A 71 LC S Welcomes reference that the Town Centre strategy will seek enhancement to the GBI network both within and connecting to the network. No
Allocations DPD
Agree that GBI would be incorporated as an integral part of new development. Could include working "at an early stage" to ensure GBI isn't
. . : Development just an add-on. Policy could also highlight the importance of connectivity between GBI assets and links to the wider environment . The
PINS 41/03/LC/S Gavin Rutter Canal & River Trust Online |Management Chapter 09 DM29 XV 65 LC S e~ L2 . . ) . . . . No
DPD explanatory text, "Site layout and design" outlines how design can be sued to address climate change, this section could be included in the
policy as a general principle.
. . . Development Policy is useful but should be recognised the GBI assets may extend beyond these 6 key themes. Could add the word 'including' to this
PINS_41/04/LC/S |Gavin Rutter Canal & River Trust Online |Management Chapter 11 DM43 N/A 117 LC S ara ' No
DPD para.
Development
PINS_41/05/LC/S ]Gavin Rutter Canal & River Trust Online |Management Chapter 09 N/A 9.63 99 LC S Welcomes inclusion as a key partners. Requests hame amended to Canal & River Trust (rather than 'and') No

DPD
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Chapter 09 SP8, Welcome and support the CELPR to reflect the Council’'s commitment to climate change including sustainable drainage systems, green
: - . SC4, 56, 181, and blue infrastructure and the recognition of the importance of biodiversity and nature recovery. Support the inclusion of policies which
PINS_42/01/LC/S  |Andrew Leyssens JUnited Utilities Online  |Both DPDs gﬂap:er ;g DM33 & N/A 85, 91 LC S link green/blue infrastructure, surface water management, landscape design and biodiversity to help ensure sustainable surface water No
apter 23, Ipmas management is at the forefront of the design process.
. - . SFRA(20
PINS_42/02/LC/US  JAndrew Leyssens [United Utlities Online  |SFRA (2021) N/A 21) N/A N/A LC us Wish to highlight the higher risk to some allocated sites from public sewer flood risk. The site assessments should be updated. the
Development . . . - . L . L
PINS_42/03/1LC/S  |Andrew Leyssens |United Utilities online  |Management Chapter 09 | DM30b N/A 78 LC S WeI(_:ome the mclus_lon of DM30Db, tighter water efficiency has multiple benefits including a reduction in water and energy use as well as No
DPD helping to reduce bills.
Development Welcome the changes and request additional clauses to ensure the protection of Groundwater Source Protection Zones and Water
PINS_42/04/LC/US JAndrew Leyssens JUnited Utilities Online |Management Chapter 09 | DMS36 N/A 99 LC us g gue L : P tbc
DPD Catchment land to prevent pollution to drinking water supplies.
Development
PINS_42/05/LC/S ~ |Andrew Leyssens |United Utilities Online  |Management N/A N/A N/A N/A LC S No
- wiLey ' it ' DPD & GBI Welcome further opportunities to discuss the approach to BNG and keen to ensure that BNG is delivered in the most appropriate locations
Strategy and without restricting the potential future expansion and operation of key operational infrastructure
Respondent states that the broad intent of reducing carbon emissions is supported, the proposed Fabric First approach relies heavily on
repeating building regulation changes in planning policy. A more effective planning approach should include a focus on understanding the
PINS_43/01/LC/S  [Marcus Hudson Lanca§h|re County online 1Both DPDs N/A N/A N/A N/A LC S links between economic prosperlt)_/ and the opportunities presented by carbon reduction activities aqd the potential qdaptatlon and No
Council emergence of associated economic sectors. The reference to a focus on renewable energy generation and storage is supported but should
be part of an understanding of wider sectoral opportunities. The HIF is central to achieving development in S Lancaster and without this
only urban extensions will come forward.
Respondent states that the new policy requirements will place further pressure on the viability of development sites and may be used as
justification to reduce other payments. The respondent is reassured to see that the viability assessment states 'the policies set out in the
PINS_43/02/LC/S  [Marcus Hudson Lancas_h|re County online  |Both DPDs N/A N/A N/A N/A LC S plan do not put at risk the .o.verall dellyery of'the I?Ian ; though the vague refer'ence to 'overall dellver,y ralsgs conc'ern.s. Respondgnt states No
Council that there must be recognition and priority given in the Local Plan to the requirement for developers’ planning obligations to contribute, as a
priority, to the costs of opening up and supporting new development with necessary transport, education other community infrastructure.
This includes additional road capacity.
Respondent is fully supportive of this progressive and wide-ranging
local plan, with particular reference to policies DM33 (Development and Flood Risk) and DM34 (Surface Water Run-off and Sustainable
Lancashire Coun Development DM33 Drainage). These innovative policies, written with consultation from partners including ourselves, will result in high quality, multifunctional
PINS_43/03/LC/S [Marcus Hudson . v Online Management Chapter 09 ' N/A 84, 85 LC S age). . P ’ . P g ' ghq Y . No
Council DM34 sustainable drainage systems and blue-green infrastructure across Lancaster, act to protect and restore watercourses and actively
DPD : : 2 " ) . . : : :
manage and reduce flood risks in the district. Additionally, this plan will contribute towards meeting national targets for water quality,
biodiversity and carbon sequestration. The plan meets all test of soundness and aligns with Lancashire and NW guidance.
Supports the aspirations of the CELPR and continues to support the introduction of Policy CC1 but considers it could go further to explicitly
CBRE Limited on behalf Strategic Policies support renewable energy as a driver of the district's ambitions for carbon neutrality and on the commitment of LCC to working with major
PINS_44/01/LC/US [Helen Clarkson of Lancaster Universit Online J& Land Chapter 06 cc1 N/A 28 LC us institutions to address the climate emergency and lead on sustainable growth. The inclusion of reference to renewable energy within this Yes
Y. Allocations DPD policy would, at a strategic level, establish the support for such projects that Policy DM53 relates to. Respondent suggests wording to align
with NPPF.
CBRE Limited on behalf Strategic Policies Welcomes changes to the policy but requests that the Council considers specific reference to Forrest Hills and its surrounds as part of its
PINS_44/02/LC/S  |Helen Clarkson N RN Aonine  |& Land Chapter 08 | sP4 N/A 38 LC S nges 1o fhe policy quests that t ; P , . P No
- of Lancaster University. Allocations DPD support for the ‘sustainable growth at the district’s higher education establishments’ and suggests amendments to wording.
o Strategic Policies
PINS_44/03/LC/S [Helen Clarkson CBRE Limited on behalf Online J& Land Chapter 10 SP8 N/A 52 LC S Welcomes the additional wording to the policy. No
of Lancaster University. :
Allocations DPD
. . Respondent states that Policy SP10 should reflect the critical importance of major infrastructure projects in the district, which have the
CBRE Limited on behalf Strategic Policies otential to unlock sustainable development and support the delivery of new sustainable travel infrastructure. Strong support for J33 re-
PINS_44/04/LC/S  |Helen Clarkson noehall 45 nine  |& Land Chapter 11 | sP10 N/A 56 LC S ho P bp . y . [nirastructure. Srong support No
- of Lancaster University. Allocations DPD alignment and respondent requests that the need for the realignment of J33 is clearly and explicitly articulated in the CELPR, in
Policy SP10 and elsewhere in the plan (including Polices T1, T2 and T4).
CBRE Limited on behalf Strategic Policies
PINS_44/05/LC/S [Helen Clarkson . . Online J& Land Chapter 24 T1 N/A 186 LC S Respondent requests that the need for the realignment of J33 is clearly and explicitly articulated in the CELPR, in T1. No
of Lancaster University. .
Allocations DPD
CBRE Limited on behalf Strategic Policies
PINS_44/06/LC/S [Helen Clarkson : . Online J& Land Chapter 24 T2 N/A 192 LC S Respondent requests that the need for the realignment of J33 is clearly and explicitly articulated in the CELPR, in T2. No
of Lancaster University. .
Allocations DPD
CBRE Limited on behalf Strategic Policies
PINS_44/07/LC/S [Helen Clarkson . . Online J& Land Chapter 24 T4 N/A 193 LC S Respondent requests that the need for the realignment of J33 is clearly and explicitly articulated in the CELPR, in T4. No
of Lancaster University. .
Allocations DPD
Acknowledges and supports additional explanatory text to explain purpose of policy SC4 as requested at Reg 18. However comments
about River Conder and potential for renewable energy generation remain as River Conder identified as GBI corridor. Uni generally
CBRE Limited on behalf Strategic Policies supportive of a strategy to enhance GBI and in improving accessibility to lower stretches of the River Conder. GBI Strategy and this policy
PINS 44/08/LC/S Helen Clarkson . . Online & Land Chapter 23 SC4 N/A 181 LC S need to be cognisant of District's renewable energy aspirations and areas of District identified as suitable for renewable energy generation. No
of Lancaster University. : . e ! L . . . . LS
Allocations DPD Sustainable development of existing active uses within green corridors (such as Forest Hills) have potential to improve accessibility and
use of these areas and sensitive and sustainable development of these types if uses should be safeguarded and measured against their
opportunity to support sustainable growth and innovation.
_ Development DM30a,
PINS_44/09/LC/S [Helen Clarkson CBRE Limited on behalf Online |Management Chapter 09 | DM30b, N/A LC S Respondent continues to support these policies. No
of Lancaster University.
DPD DM30c
CBRE Limited on behalf Development Respondent supports a network of green and blue infrastructure in the district, however, as set out in the comment on Policies SC4
PINS_44/10/LC/S [Helen Clarkson : . Online |Management Chapter 11 | DM43 N/A 117 LC S (PINS_44/08/LC/S) of the LADPD, any policies that protect green and blue infrastructure must be clear in how they are applied and must No
of Lancaster University. " . . : - o
DPD not prevent opportunities for renewable energy generation and sustainable growth that delivers on the vision and objectives of the CELPR.
CBRE Limited on behalf Development Respondent supports amendments to DM53. However, it is noted that Figure 13.1 is not accurately reflected in the updated Proposals Map
PINS_44/11/LC/US [Helen Clarkson : . Online |Management Chapter 13| DM53 N/A 114 LC us (District level) which appears to exclude the University Bailrigg site, land to the east of the M6 (referred to as ‘Forrest Hills’) and the tbc
of Lancaster University. . . L . :
DPD existing University wind turbine located off Hazelrigg Lane.
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Aylward Planning on
behalf of Derwent

Strategic Policies

Respondent considers that as worded this fails to give any weight to the substantial

PINS_45/01LC/US - [Mark Aylward Development Online & Land_ Chapter 02 N/A 28-2.10 15 LC us viability challenge to the delivery of jobs and that investment. States LCC has not amended text as they respondent requested at Reg18. toe
Allocations DPD
Management Ltd,
Ayiward Planning on Strategic Policies
PINS_45/02/1LC/US  |Mark Ayiward behalf of Derwent online  1& Land Chapter 08 N/A 85 37 LC US Respondent considers that as worded this fails to give any weight to the substantial viability challenge to the delivery of economic growth. the
Development : States LCC has not amended text as they respondent requested at Reg18.
Allocations DPD
Management Ltd,
Aylward Planning on Strategic Policies
PINS_45/03/LC/US  |Mark Aylward behalf of Derwent oniine & Land Chapter 18 EC1 N/A 107 LC US Respondent states that LCC has not made changes they recommended to this policy in relation to use class order and how other types of the
- Development ) use could be acceptable.
Allocations DPD
Management Ltd,
QZ:;’; ?‘rgf%aer:\?vlgr?ton Strategic Policies
PINS_45/04/LC/US [Mark Aylward Development Online J& Land Chapter 18 N/A 18.21 111 LC us Respondent requests that the wording of para 18.21 is amended and use a more flexible and pragmatic framework. tbc
P Allocations DPD
Management Ltd,
Aylward Planning on . o Respondent states that the policy sets out how deficiencies in the existing services will be identified or how frequent high-quality services
behalf of Derwent Strategic Policies will be defined, in order for this to be an effective policy more detail will be required. LCC also need to consider if promoting public
PINS_45/05/LC/US |Mark Aylward online |& Land Chapter24 | T4 N/A 193 LC us ned, . policy 0e required. . 0 corn 'p gp the
Development ) transport is the best option. Respondent states that there may also be significant costs associated with this requirement which may affect
Allocations DPD o . .
Management Ltd, viability. Measures should be considered on a case by case basis.
Aylward Planning on Development
PINS_45/06/LC/US  |Mark Ayiward behalf of Derwent online  |Management Chapter 06 | DM19 N/A 49 LC US Respondent states DM19 to be poorly worded and consider Reps on this made at Reg 18 have been ignored. Respondent wishes to see the
Development thresholds changed.
DPD
Management Ltd,
. Respondent states that this should serve to ensure that opportunities for sustainable economic development are secured, but that this
Aylward Planning on : ) . e . e
behalf of Derwent Development should give proper consideration of the need to maintain viability so that job opportunities for local people can be met. Respondent
PINS_45/07/LC/US [Mark Aylward Online |Management Chapter 09 | DM30a N/A 71 LC usS considers that the amendment made to the policy fails to recognise tbc
Development . . . . .
Management Ltd DPD that the Climate Change emergency will not be met if residents are unable to secure work in Lancaster and have to complete longer
' commuting journeys to do so. Strongly object to the policy. Also suggests amendments are made to the BREAAM element of this policy.
ﬁg:;’; ?‘rngI;aer:\?vlgrg]]ton Viability The previous representations to the Reg18 plan are referred to. None of their previous comments have been addressed. The VA clarifies
PINS_45/08/LC/US [Mark Aylward Development Online JAssessment & N/A N/A N/A N/A LC us the viability challenge for non-residential development and demonstrates that local market conditions alongside challenging policy tbc
P Addendum objectives will impede delivery. Additional obligations cannot therefore be justified.
Management Ltd,
Aylward Planning on
behalf of Derwent : DM30a User
PINS_45/09/LC/US  IMark Aytward Development Online Guide Chapter 09 | DM30b N/A 8 LC us The User Guide should clarify the intent of the emerging policy as it relates to “places to work”. It is highly regrettable that the User Guide e
Management Ltd, makes no mention of economic development.
Development Welcomes amendments in particular the recognition of the importance of GBI however respondent finds the scope and size of the GBI still
PINS_46/01/LC/US [Diane Coward Scotforth Parish Council JOnline JManagement N/A N/A N/A N/A LC us too vague and corridors too squeezable and that developers will only do the minimum to give the perception of green space. Bolder tbc
DPD planning policies are considered necessary to redress the balance of power between developers and local residents living in the spaces.
Strategic Policies Respondent would like to see EN6 strengthened to explicitly retain green buffer reference. Settlements of Burrow Heights and Lower
PINS_46/02/LC/x ]Diane Coward Scotforth Parish Council JOnline & Land Chapter 22 ENG6 N/A 171 LC us ' tbc
) Burrow should also be referenced so they are not submerged by the BGV.
Allocations DPD
PINS 47/01/LC/S |[Melanie Lindsley JThe Coal Authority Online |Both DPDs N/A N/A N/A N/A LC S No specific comments to make. No
PINS_48/01/LC/US |Jack Spees Lancashlrg Local Nature online  1Both DPDs N/A N/A N/A N/A LC US Respondent woulo! like SA and HRA to be undertaken in house. The ;pgtlal portralt sectlpn is considered generic and inconsistent with the the
Partnership tenor of an ecologlcal emergency. There should be no woodland or biodiversity loss relatlng to the BGV.
The language in CC1 is progressive but should include reference to re-balancing in order to be more sustainable. On point 4, the baseline
Lancashire Local Nature Strategic Policies position is a key factor in the context of net gain - environmental or biodiversity. Depleted low baselines may mean little actual gain being
PINS 48/02/LC/US JJack Spees . Online J& Land Chapter 06 CC1 N/A 28 LC us realised. Corrected or back- cast baselines for biodiversity, for example, may therefore have merit. This recommendation is in the context tbc
Partnership : S . . . . . . .
Allocations DPD of a declared emergency, which is the overarching context for this review. The idea of past baselines (modelled or using calculations,
species/habitat population and/or area factors) should be investigated by LCC and partners.
Lancashire Local Nature Strategic Policies
PINS_48/03/LC/S |Jack Spees . Online J& Land Chapter 23 SC4 SC4 181 LC S Change in relation to Green and Blue corridors and chains is noted. No
Partnership )
Allocations DPD
Respondent notes the improved text and recommends that the Environment Act 2021 is also referred to. The respondent acknowledges
: - the role of nature in planning for resilience and biodiversity net gain and nature recovery. This review provides the opportunity for LCC to
Lancashire Local Nature , Strategic Policies redefine “development” away from a one dimensional sense of economic growth. Recognising that the environment not only has intrinsic
PINS_48/04/LC/US JJack Spees . Online J& Land Chapter 10 SP8 SP8 54 LC usS ) ) . ) . tbc
Partnership : value but has capital value — Natural Capital. Redefining what development means in the context of a climate emergency may well be to
Allocations DPD . . . ) ) .
place equal or greater values on Natural Capital - water, soils, species, woodland, moorland particularly with regard to how Natural Capital
can contribute to climate change mitigation and adaptation.
. Avison Young on behalf Development : : . .
PINS_ 49/01/LC/US Georgina of Taylor Wimpey UK online  |Management Chapter 07 | DM27 N/A 60 LC US Respondent acknowledges_changes to DM27. CELPR policy requirements should not undermine the delivery of the Masterplan for the Yes
Blackburn - North Lancaster strategic site.
Limited DPD
Acknowledges amendments to DM29. Highlights potential issue in relation to orientation to prevent overheating and maximise solar gain.
. Respondent states where the CELPR seeks to introduce additional policy requirements that could threaten the viability and/or delivery of
Georgina Avison Young on behalf Development housing, there must be a robust and flexible mechanism whereby these additional requirements and/or other requirements (such as
PINS_49/02/LC/US g of Taylor Wimpey UK Online |Management Chapter 09 | DM29 N/A 65 LC us 9 . L y these acollic q d . Yes
Blackburn Limited DPD affordable housing or other developer contributions) can be relaxed if viability is threatened. Respondent acknowledges Policy DM58,

which includes a proposed mechanism for relaxing requirements where viability is threatened, but states there should be reference to the
relaxing of requirements on viability grounds either in Policy DM29 or its sub-text.
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Avison Young on behalf

Development

Respondent states it would not be acceptable for the first stage of the stepped approach set out in DM30a to come into force in December
2022 (anticipated adoption of CELPR) before the updated buildings regs do, as it is unclear how the new requirements would be achieved
in practice and could threaten viability/ delivery of housing and also the building regs have been designed to allow developers to prepare
for achieving new requirements. Respondent is also concerned that the costs associated with achieving net zero have not been properly
accounted for in the VA. Don't consider that the proposed measures can be secured by condition to be consistent with national policy. The

PINS_49/03/LC/US ggéﬁ;ﬂ?n of Taylor Wimpey UK Online |Management Chapter 09 | DM30a N/A 71 LC us VA also hasn't accounted for the requirement for new development to include opportunities for low carbon technologies or sustainability Yes
Limited DPD measures. Respondent draws attention to the Cushman & Wakefield response (Rep no.13). Respondent states that it is critical that Policy
DM30a is amended to confirm that the additional policy requirements and design principles are subject to viability, and that there is the
ability for the requirements to be relaxed where robustly justified on viability (or other) grounds on a site-by-site basis. Respondent
acknowledges Policy DM58, which includes a proposed mechanism for relaxing requirements where viability is threatened. However, there
should be reference to the relaxing of requirements on viability grounds either in Policy DM30a or its sub-text.
. Respondent has no major objection to the policy as is consistent with Building Regs but notes this is an 'optional’ requirement. Respondent
Georgina Avison Young on behalf Development does not agree with the wording ("maximise the inclusion of water efficiency") as this will add to development costs and impact viability
PINS_49/04/LC/US Blackburn Of 'I"aylor Wimpey UK Online  IManagement Chapter 09 | DM30b N/A 8 LC us States the VA has tested climate related building standards under DM30a but additional requirements such as this have not been ves
Limited DPD L
accounted for and could affect viability.
Respondent supports the wording of Policy DM30c in that points 1, 4 and 5 are subject to the phrases “wherever possible”, “where
possible” and “where appropriate”, respectively. However, Taylor Wimpey would not support an indiscriminate policy requirement for re-
using and recycling all materials arising through demolition and refurbishment; or the incorporation of green/blue roofs and/or walls within
Georaina Avison Young on behalf Development developments. Respondent supports the use of local suppliers, renewable and/or low carbon materials, and modern methods of
PINS 49/05/LC/US Blackgburn of Taylor Wimpey UK Online |Management Chapter 09 | DM30C N/A 80 LC us construction in principle, but would not support an indiscriminate policy requirement to implement any specific measures, such as the Yes
Limited DPD inclusion of low carbon/carbon sequestering materials, as outlined in the sub-text to Policy DM30c (New paragraph 33). Respondent
acknowledges Policy DM58, which includes a proposed mechanism for relaxing requirements where viability is threatened. However, to
ensure that Policy DM30c is effective, there should be reference to the relaxing of requirements on viability grounds either in Policy DM30c
or its sub-text.
. Respondent acknowledges amendments to supporting text of DM31and LCCs intention to produce an EV SPD. Respondent notes the
Georgina Avison Young on behalf Development amendments proposed to new paragraph 35 of Policy DM31, which include the consideration of the WHO Air Quality Standards alongside
PINS_49/06/LC/US Blackburn Of Taylor Wimpey UK Online  IManagement Chapter 09 | DM31 N/A 81 LC us the national guidelines. At present, the WHO guidelines are not considered within the Air Quality Standards Regulations (2016) and are not ves
Limited DPD o . . . . L
UK and EU legislation. The policy should include a mechanism to relax the requirement on viability grounds.
Respondent that the policy text has been amended to refer to the Council’s “Flood Risk — Sequential Test and Exception Test
. Supplementary Planning Document”. However, item X of Policy DM 33 still refers to the Council’s “Flood Risk and Sustainable Drainage
Georgina Avison Young on behalf Development Water Supplementary Planning Document”. Respondent states that requirements introduced by the CELPR seek to introduce additional
PINS_49/07/LC/US g of Taylor Wimpey UK Online |Management Chapter 09 | DM33 N/A 85 LC us . bp Yy 9 - hesp . quire y ) . Yes
Blackburn I policy requirements that could threaten the viability and/or delivery of housing, there must be a robust and flexible mechanism whereby
Limited DPD o . . . - :
these additional requirements and/or other requirements (such as affordable housing or other developer contributions) can be relaxed if
viability is threatened.
. Respondent objects to the deletion of following statement from Policy DM34, “Only where evidence is supplied to justify why this level of
Georgina Avison Young on behalf Development attenuation is not achievable on a site, will the lower rate be acceptable.” The deletion of this sentence removes the necessary scope for
PINS_49/08/LC/US g of Taylor Wimpey UK Online |Management Chapter 09 | DM34 N/A 91 LC us : .’ : coep Lo . o cessary scope for Yes
Blackburn - development to deviate from the policy requirements for practical and/or viability reasons, thus removing flexibility that is critical to ensuring
Limited DPD : . . T : . .
the delivery. A mechanism to allow relaxation where viability is threatened should be included in the policy or sub-text.
Georaina Avison Young on behalf Development Notes amendment and agree with GBI being incorporated on housing sites in general but would not support any Green and Blue
PINS_49/09/LC/US Blackgburn of Taylor Wimpey UK Online |Management Chapter 11 | DM43 N/A 117 LC us infrastructure requirement that would threaten the viability and/or deliverability of the North Lancaster Strategic Site or housing sites in Yes
Limited DPD general.
Respondent supports the planting of new trees, hedgerows and woodland in principle, they would not support any policy requirement if it
Geordina Avison Young on behalf Development threatened the viability and/or deliverability of the North Lancaster Strategic Site or housing sites in general. Respondent states that
PINS 49/10/LC/US 9 of Taylor Wimpey UK Online Management Chapter 11 | DM45 N/A 125 LC us requirements introduced by the CELPR seek to introduce additional policy requirements that could threaten the viability and/or delivery of Yes
Blackburn . . . . " . .
Limited DPD housing, there must be a robust and flexible mechanism whereby these additional requirements and/or other requirements (such as
affordable housing or other developer contributions) can be relaxed if viability is threatened.
: Supports LCC's approach to not introduce CIL but consider text of Policy DM58 should be amended. Request that Roger Hannah's reps to
Georgina Avison Young on behalf Development Reg 18 consultation are read in conjunction with these reps. The Cushman and Wakefield representation at PINS_13 is referenced. The
PINS_49/11/LC/US 9 of Taylor Wimpey UK |online  |Management Chapter 15 | DMms8 N/A 162 LC us g-oc ad in cony reps. . pr . NS0 1S ' Yes
Blackburn . text implies that only contributions and affordable housing can be negotiated and that the additional policy requirements in the CERLP are
Limited DPD : L . . o -
non-negotiable and prioritised. Consideration of viability should cover all policies.
Georaina Avison Young on behalf Development Supports the wording of the text but would not support any policy requirement if it threatened the viability and/or deliverability of the North
PINS 49/12/LC/US Blackgburn of Taylor Wimpey UK Online Management Chapter 15| DM59 N/A 166 LC usS Lancaster Strategic Site or housing sites in general. Therefore, should this flexibility be removed from Policy DM59, the Policy risks not Yes
Limited DPD being effective and, thus, unsound
. Avison Young on behalf Development : : . o -
PINS_49/13/LC/US Georgina of Taylor Wimpey UK online  |Management Chapter 16 |  DM60 N/A 169 LC US Re_spond_e_nt does not object to DM60 as cu_rren_tly Worded._ unld pot support any policy requirement if it threatened the viability and/or Yes
Blackburn Limited DPD deliverability of the North Lancaster Strategic Site or housing sites in general.
. Respondent acknowledges importance of cycling and walking. Respondent understands that to LTN1/20 is very much set up as guidance
Georgina Avison Young on behalf Development and best practice but is not true standards. Therefore, there should be flexibility in applying this, particularly considering the topography of
PINS_49/14/LC/US g of Taylor Wimpey UK |online  |Management Chapter 16 | DM61 N/A 171 LC us estp ' ore, XIDHIy 1 appiying this, p y =ring pograpny Yes
Blackburn Limited DPD certain sites, such as the North Lancaster Strategic Site. Respondent anticipates that any measures regarding cycling and walking would
be agreed on an application-by-application basis.
Respondent states that in terms of EV specifications, no details of the specifications are set out in the Viability Assessment. Therefore, the
respondent considers that the requirements have not yet been robustly tested as viable and deliverable. Respondent also states that the
Georaina Avison Young on behalf Development Council must clarify that, where electric vehicle charging infrastructure is considered to impact upon the historic environment, the
PINS_49/15/LC/US g of Taylor Wimpey UK Online |Management Chapter 16 | DM62 N/A 174 LC us requirement for such infrastructure can be reduced. Respondent states that requirements introduced by the CELPR seek to introduce tbc
Blackburn - " . . U . . . .
Limited DPD additional policy requirements that could threaten the viability and/or delivery of housing, there must be a robust and flexible mechanism
whereby these additional requirements and/or other requirements (such as affordable housing or other developer contributions) can be
relaxed if viability is threatened.
Georaina Avison Young on behalf Development Respondent supports the need for contributions to the delivery of new infrastructure to be reasonable and directly related to the
PINS_49/16/LC/US 9 of Taylor Wimpey UK Online |Management Chapter 16 | DM64 N/A 179 LC U development proposed but would not support any infrastructure requirement that would threaten the viability Yes
Blackburn - . . . .
Limited DPD and/or deliverability of the site. Acknowledges DM58 mechanism.
Georaina Avison Young on behalf Strategic Policies
PINS 49/17/LC/US Blackgburn of Taylor Wimpey UK Online J& Land Chapter 06 CC1 N/A 28 LC us Supports the intention of CC1 however considers flexibility has been removed and could impact on viability of new housing development. Yes

Limited

Allocations DPD
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Avison Young on behalf

Strategic Policies

Agrees with principle of GBI on housing sites but it would need to be proportionate and take account of site specifics. Respondent could

PINS_49/18/LC/US Georgina of Taylor Wimpey UK Online }& Land Chapter 10 SP8 N/A 52 LC us not support a GBI requirement that threatens viability or housing sites in general and there must be flexibility within the policy. CELPR Yes
Blackburn - : . . . : o
Limited Allocations DPD policy requirements should not undermine the delivery of the Masterplan for the North Lancaster strategic site.
Georaina Avison Young on behalf Strategic Policies Does not object to the principle of promoting active travel. CELPR policy requirements should not undermine the delivery of the
PINS_49/19/LC/US g of Taylor Wimpey UK Online }& Land Chapter 11 | SP10 N/A 56 LC us Masterplan for the North Lancaster strategic site. Respondent reserves the right to comment on SP10 and other policies once the County Yes
Blackburn - . h .
Limited Allocations DPD Council's Movement Strategy has been published.
Georaina Avison Young on behalf Strategic Policies
PINS 49/20/LC/S Blackgburn of Taylor Wimpey UK Online J& Land Chapter 15 SG9 N/A 88 LC S Notes that no changes are proposed to this policy. Considers policy is sound as drafted. No
Limited Allocations DPD
Georgina Avison Young on behalf Strategic Policies Respondent doesn't object to amendments to SC4. CELPR policy requirements should not undermine the delivery of the Masterplan for
PINS_49/21/LC/US g of Taylor Wimpey UK |online |& Land Chapter 23| sc4 N/A 181 LC us P jectioal ' policyreq y P Yes
Blackburn - ) the North Lancaster strategic site.
Limited Allocations DPD
Georaina Avison Young on behalf Strategic Policies Notes that no changes have been made to the policy but notes the changes to the supporting text at New Paragraph 11. Respondent
PINS_49/22/LC/US 9 of Taylor Wimpey UK Online J& Land Chapter 24 T2 N/A 192 LC usS considers that LTN1/20 is set up as guidance but not standards and therefore there should be flexibility in applying this and measures Yes
Blackburn - : . . . .
Limited Allocations DPD should be considered on a site by site basis.
Respondent pleased to note the amendment to this policy however state that it is not always possible to provide a new or enhanced
Georaina Avison Young on behalf Strategic Policies service where there is a current deficiency. Respondent considers the wording should be adjusted so measures are developed on a site by
PINS_49/23/LC/US Blackgburn of Taylor Wimpey UK Online J& Land Chapter 24 T4 N/A 196 LC us site basis. In relation to new para 14, IHT Guidance gives specific distances but notes that direct and simple bus routes are more important Yes
Limited Allocations DPD that walking distances. In some cases a walking distance a little more than 400m is acceptable and therefore the wording should reflect
this.
Geordina Avison Young on behalf Strategic Policies 2Appendix A
PINS_49/24/LCIS 9 of Taylor Wimpey UK Online J& Land PP N/A N/A 182 LC S Notes that the definition of ‘better buses' has been added. No
Blackburn - ) glossary
Limited Allocations DPD
Georaina Avison Young on behalf
PINS_49/25/LC/S Blackgburn of Taylor Wimpey UK Online JPolicies map N/A N/A N/A N/A LC S Respondent notes that a Green and Blue Corridor is now depicted crossing the North Lancaster Strategic Site. No
Limited
. Avison Young on behalf e . . " . .
PINS_49/26/LC/S Georgina of Taylor Wimpey UK oniine |cBI strategy N/A N/A N/A N/A LC S Respondent We_zlcomes the _clarlﬂcatlon of the purpose of the GBI interactive map, and the recognition that the GBI interactive map does not No
Blackburn Limited allocate or designate land like a Local Plan Policies Map does.
Arnside & Silverdale Area Development
PINS_50/01/LC/US |Sue Hunter of Outstanding Natural ~ JOnline |Management Chapter 11 | DM46 N/A 129 LC us Amend 2012 NPPF reference to 2021 NPPF reference. tbc
Beauty DPD
Home Builders Strategic Policies Respondent consider the Policy is more of a statement/ vision than a necessary policy. Considers it repeats other policies in the plan
PINS_51/01/LC/US  |Joanne Harding . Online  |& Land Chapter 06 | ccC1 N/A 28 LC us P con’ y y policy. P P pian. Yes
Federation (HBF) ) Suggests policy is deleted.
Allocations DPD
Home Builders Strategic Policies Respondent supports the provision of low-carbon, energy efficient homes, but considers that this should be done in line with Government
PINS 51/02/LC/US JJoanne Harding Federation (HBF) Online J& Land Chapter 11 SP9 N/A 55 LC us plans to introduce this through national standards and building regulations. Respondent states that this will avoid unnecessary duplication Yes
Allocations DPD or inconsistencies in policies.
Respondent states that the policy does not set out how deficiencies in the existing services will be identified or how frequent high-quality
Home Builders Strategic Policies services will be defined, and that more detail is needed. Respondent also states that going forward providing additional public transport is
PINS_51/03/LC/US JJoanne Harding . Online J& Land Chapter 24 T4 N/A 196 LC us not always the most sustainable option, or is only part of the most sustainable option, and this may also need to be considered as part of Yes
Federation (HBF) ) S : o . o . :
Allocations DPD the determination of a planning application on a case-by-case basis. Respondent states that there may significant costs associated with
this and viability should be considered.
Development Respondent draws attention to the NPPF requirement for 10% of homes to be for affordable home ownership. The Council needs to
: Home Builders . consider how this will work with the 15% affordable home requirement in part of the district and if it is not intended to meet the 10%
PINS_51/04/LC/US  Joanne Harding Federation (HBF) Online l[\)/lgr[m)agement Chapter 04 DM3 N/A 15 LC us affordable home ownership requirement, this will need to be evidenced. First Homes should be covered by the affordable home for sale ves
tenure within the tenure split.
Respondent is generally supportive of the Council looking to support opportunities to maximise solar gain and thermal energy generation.
However, the Council will need to ensure that these measures are balanced, and reflected in the policy wording, with other considerations
such as site density, site layout, topography, heat resilience, site viability and deliverability. Building at a higher density can allow for more
Home Builders Development effective use of land to meet housing requirements, however, this can have the effect on reducing the potential for solar gain. Respondent
PINS_51/05/LC/US JJoanne Harding . Online |Management Chapter 09 | DM29 N/A 65 LC us also does not consider that it is necessary for part VIl to refer to the need to meet the requirements of Policy DM30c, it is assumed the Plan Yes
Federation (HBF) . . C . . . .
DPD is to be read as a whole. Respondent does not consider amendment to the justification text in paragraph 9.5 is necessary, the inflexibility
may not be appropriate with the intention to ensure effective use of land and promote active travel. Respondent is also not clear what a
development may need to provide in order to demonstrate that they have provided opportunities for food growing space or onsite
composting. Provision may not be appropriate in all types of development.
Respondent states that considers that Councils should comply with the Government’s intention of setting standards for energy efficiency
through the Building Regulations. The key to success is standardisation and avoidance of individual Council’s specifying their own policy
Home Builders Development approach to energy efficiency, which undermines economies of scale for product manufacturers, suppliers and developers. The
PINS_51/06/LC/US |Joanne Harding . Online  |Management Chapter 09 | DM30a N/A 71 LC us bP gy € y, which . e forp » SUpp . PETS. . Yes
Federation (HBF) DPD respondent also considers that requirements for a Sustainable Design Statement are unnecessary and questions the need for whole life
cycle emissions. Respondent is also is concerned about how the low carbon energy and renewable technologies or other sustainability
measures to be integrated into the build element of the policy has been considered in the Council’s Viability Assessment.
The respondent states that The Housing Standards Review was explicit that reduced water consumption was solely applicable to water
. Home Builders : Development stressed areas. The North West and Lancaster are not considered to be an area of Water Stress as identified by the Environment Agency.
PINS_51/07/LC/US QJoanne Harding . Online |Management Chapter 09 | DM30b N/A 78 LC us : : . . ) e ) . . Yes
Federation (HBF) DPD Therefore, the respondent considers that requirement for optional water efficiency standard is not justified nor consistent with national
policy in relation to need or viability and should be deleted.
Respondent is generally supportive of MMC but , it should be noted that the ability to scale up the delivery of MMC is determined by
. Home Builders : Development external factors as well as the appetite of home builders. Respondent states that LCC should consider how the promotion of MMC would
PINS_51/08/LC/US QJoanne Harding . Online |Management Chapter 09 | DM30c N/A 80 LC usS . . o " . . . . . . . : Yes
Federation (HBF) DPD sit alongside the Council’s other policies particularly those in relation to design or housing mix. Respondent considers that requirements for

a Sustainable Design Statement are unnecessary.




Regualtion 19: Consultee Response submitted Regulation 20

Home Builders

Development

Respondent considers that in relation to play/recreation areas this is contrary to guidance set out in the PPG which is considered to be
water compatible. The respondent also does not consider that it is appropriate for the Plan to require new developments to be in
accordance with the Council’s Flood Risk SPD. This SPD is not being tested as part of the preparation of the Plan, and therefore its

PINS_S1/09/LC/US  |Joanne Harding Federation (HBF) Online ll\D/Iggagement Chapter 09 | - DM33 N/A 85 LC us contents should not be required to be conformed with. In terms of the proposals being required to reduce the existing causes and impacts ves
of flooding by reducing surface water run-off and /or increasing the capacity of flood storage areas, this could be at considerable cost for
any developments in these areas. This could potentially have a significant impact on the delivery of homes.
Respondent agrees that wherever practicable, it is important to incorporate SuDS within planned major development schemes in line with
. Home Builders : Development the NPPF however , it will be important for the Council to be flexible in relation to how SuDS are provided when considering competing
PINS_51/10/LC/US QJoanne Harding . Online |Management Chapter 09 | DM34 N/A 91 LC us . . " : . . Yes
Federation (HBF) DPD planning policy requirements. There may be cases where above ground solutions and for SuDS to incorporate landscape, amenity
enhancement and environmental and biodiversity benefits may not be feasible.
Home Builders Development Respondent does not consider it is hecessary to make more connections to the heat network and consider that that for the foreseeable
PINS_51/11/LC/US JJoanne Harding Federation (HBF) Online |Management Chapter 13 | DM53 N/A 144 LC usS future it will remain uneconomic for most heat networks to install low-carbon technologies. Consumers do not have a regulatory framework Yes
DPD or protection.
. Home Builders : Development Respondent states that it is not necessary for the Council to specify provision of EVCPs because of the Government’'s changes to Building
PINS_51/12/LC/US JJoanne Harding . Online |Management Chapter 16 | DM62 N/A 174 LC us . Yes
Federation (HBF) DPD Regulations.
Home Builders Development Aopendix Respondent states that appendix D shows that the dwelling thresholds have changed for on and off-site provision for open space. It is not
PINS 51/13/LC/US JJoanne Harding . Online |Management ZAppendix D P N/A 198 LC usS clear what the evidence is for this change and why it is considered appropriate. It is also not clear whether the viability implications of this Yes
Federation (HBF) DPD D change have been considered




