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The Housing Restraint Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) 
Policy H1 of the Local Plan 2005 indicates that where the supply of housing exceeds the Structure Plan totals a policy of restraint (sometimes known as a housing moratorium) will be applied. This proposed Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) is intended to guide and assist the implementation of this policy. 
Summary of SPD preparation

Below is a summary of the key decision making stages and public consultation. 

· Evidence gathering and preparation of draft Issues & Options SPD & Scoping Report 

· November 2005 Development Plan Select Committee consider draft Issues & Options SPD and Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report for stakeholder consultation.

· 16 December 2005 to 25 January 2006 Stakeholder consultation on Issues & Options SPD and Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report 

· June 2006 Development Plan Select Committee consider responses to stakeholder consultation and Council response.

· July-August 2006 public consultation on draft SPD and Sustainability Report

· September 2006 Development Plan Select Committee consider the responses to the public consultation and approve final version of the SPD.

The Statement of Community Involvement (SCI)

The SCI was adopted on 25 May 2006. Although this was after the stakeholder consultation was carried out the SCI it was in an advanced stage of preparation and it provides details of Councils policy on public consultation for Local development Documents. 

A key aspect of the new system of Local Development Frameworks is to actively involve the local community and stakeholders in plan preparation and to do so at an early stage in the process to enable them to have a valid input into planning policy.

High Peak Borough Council aims to deliver high quality services that respond to local needs and priorities. Fundamental to achieving this is involving the local community and stakeholders in the decision making process. The Council aims to take steps to ensure that people have access to the information they need to participate in the planning process. The SCI details the Councils policy on public consultation for LDDs and it has been prepared to meet Government Guidance.

Section 5 of the SCI looks at getting involved in Supplementary Planning Documents. It outlines a range of consultation methods that can be used depending on the exact nature of the SPD. It proposes for the evidence and preparation stage that community involvement will take the form of liaison stakeholders who have an interest in the policy area and direct communication with any interested parties. For the options and preferred document stage that community involvement will take the form of

· Press release/advertisement

· Letter to all interested parties, statutory and non-statutory consultees relevant to the policy area.

· Distribution of documents to Council Offices & Libraries

· Neighbour notification (for development briefs only)

· Feature on the web site.

The details of the consultation that was undertaken is shown below.                     

Stakeholder Consultation Statement (Regulation 17b)

Consultation was carried out on a draft copy of the SPD and the Sustainability Scoping report from 16 December 2005 to 25 January 2006. Stakeholders and members of the public were consulted at this stage. 

Copies of the draft document and questionnaire response forms were placed at the following locations for public inspection and comment during the consultation period: -

· Council Offices at Glossop, Chinley & Buxton

· The local libraries.

· On the Council’s website

The draft document was submitted to key stakeholders for comment during the consultation period.  The stakeholders were the specific consultation bodies referred to in Part 5 Section 17(3) of the Town & Country Planning (Local Development) (England) Regulations 2004 and also included those who were considered to have an interest in the SPD topic. Letters were sent out with information about where to view the SPD (libraries, Council offices and the website).  Comment forms for responses were attached to each paper copy of the SPD and also as a web form on the website. 

It was seen important to consult a widely at this stage to enable a comprehensive consultation exercise to be carried and for consultees to have an input early on in the preparation of this SPD.

Appendix 1 provides details of who was consulted. Some consultees commented on various parts of the document and therefore they may have both supported and objected to different parts of the SPD.

A total of 59 representations were received. These were made up of 31 objections, 20 supports and 8 comments. The representations are shown below in Table 2 together with the Councils response to them and any changes to the SPD or Sustainability Appraisal.

Whilst most representations regarding the SPD itself did not result in major changes to the text, the following is a summary of those representations made regarding the SPD, which have resulted in significant change. 

The main changes are:

· Including self build and co-operative housing within the affordable housing exception

· Permitting the subdivision of dwellings where two houses have previously been knocked into one

· Greater emphasis on regeneration within the employment exception

· A clearer definition of what constitutes a ‘significant’ building in a conservation area.
With regards the Sustainability Appraisal, a number of organisations made comments on the SA scoping report.  These are summarised in the Table 2, along with details of how the comments have been incorporated into the report of the full Sustainability Appraisal.

The findings of the Sustainability Appraisal

The Sustainability Appraisal found no negative impacts associated with the implementation of the SPD.

It found that the SPD would have a positive impact and would most likely to lead to:

· Protection of the high quality of local landscapes.

· Protection of views and avoidance of visual intrusion in local townscapes.

· Restriction in traffic growth and associated impacts.

The SA report did not therefore recommend any mitigation but it did highlight a small number of opportunities to enhance the positive impacts. These are detailed below. The SPD has not been altered in light of these points as whilst it is recognised that they are all valid points it is considered that they are adequately covered in the SPD itself or the Development Plan. 

1. The SPD should make clear that whilst applying a policy of restraint to general housing, High Peak Borough Council recognises a continuing need for affordable housing and will take steps to facilitate an increase in the supply of affordable units.

Response: The purpose of the SPD is to guide and assist the implementation of policy H1 of the Local Plan, which operates a policy of housing restraint. The importance of providing affordable housing is clearly recognised in the SPD as it is one of the exception categories in the Local Plan to the housing moratorium. The Local Plan also seeks to encourage the provision of affordable housing.

2. The SPD should also emphasise the need to support High Peak Borough Council’s Regeneration Strategy, which aims to facilitate the creation of jobs and prosperity.  The SPD should thus ensure that when setting out the exception category relating to regeneration, clarification is provided on the permission of limited housing, where it is necessary in a wider scheme to ensure the delivery of employment.  This should be particularly encouraged in connection with the provision of employment in knowledge and technology industries.

Response: This point is noted. The SPD is to be changed in light of the public consultation to make reference to the need to retain a sustainable employment base in the Borough.

3. The SPD should set out its role in helping to create a better local balance between population and jobs, helping to promote the vitality and viability of town centres and reducing the need to travel for key services including employment.

Response: This is already adequately covered within the Local Plan.

4. Whilst the focus of the SPD is on restraint, some housing may be permitted under the exception categories.  The SPD should be used as an opportunity to highlight the importance of using relevant SPDs, in particular those on Landscape Character and Residential Design, as well as Conservation Areas character appraisals where applicable.  Any permitted developments should respect and where practicable contribute towards enhancing the character of the local landscape and townscape.   This is particularly important in the Buxton area, where housing restraint does not apply.

Response: The SPD is one of a number of planning policy documents all of maybe relevant for a development. 

5. Two main risks were identified with implementation of the SPD:

· Providing more detailed discussion of the exception categories might give rise to greater use of these categories to allow limited residential development.

· More effective implementation of the restraint policy might increase house prices and without an accompanying stimulation of local jobs and prosperity, this could exacerbate the problems of affordability.

In order to contain these risks, High Peak Borough Council will need to take steps to ensure that, where appropriate, any new developments result in an increase in the supply of affordable units.

Response: These risks are noted. It is considered providing more detailed discussion of the exception categories will clarify where they are applicable and avoid any confusion. The need to provide affordable housing is recognised in the SPD and policy H9 of the Local Plan.

A further change was made to the SPD following consideration by the Development Plan Select Committee in June. An additional paragraph at point 4.9 was inserted to make to reference to additional provision for single dwellings to meet local need subject to a number of criteria.
Public Participation Consultation Statement (Regulation 18(4) b)

Public consultation was then carried out on the draft document for a six-week period from 29 June to 10 August 2006. The document included the draft SPD and the Sustainability Appraisal.

The document including the SPD matters was available for public inspection at the following locations

· Council Offices at Glossop, Chinley & Buxton

· The local libraries. 
The document including the SDP matters were placed on the Council’s website, with a statement explaining where and when paper copies were available for inspection.

An advert was placed in the local newspapers the Glossop Chronicle and the Buxton Advertiser on 10 August 2006 with details of the document, where and when it could be inspected and who to send comments to. 

The bodies detailed in the Appendix 3 below were consulted and sent copies of 

· The draft SPD

· The Sustainability Appraisal Report

· The Stakeholder Consultation Statement. 

· The SPD matters and details of where & when the SPD documents could be inspected.

During this period a total of 64 representations were received from 18 individuals or organisations. These were made up of 41 objections, 1 support and 17 comments and 5 no comment.  One objector made 35 of the objections.  The representations are contained in Appendix 4, along with the Councils response. 

Many of the objections were to the moratorium itself, which stems from policy H1 of the Adopted Local Plan, which was not open to challenge as part of the SPD process.  The remit of the SPD was to expand upon the exceptions criteria to give a clearer understanding of the exceptions and the policy behind them. Consequently no changes will be made in respect of these

Part of the SPD deals with the subdivision of properties that were original two houses in the first place. Following a recent appeal decision at Dyehouse Lane in New Mills – and in the light of comments from Government Office East Midlands –the wording of this section of the document has been revised. This will clarify the relationship to Policy H15 of the local plan. 

With regards the Sustainability Appraisal, seven organisations made comments on the SA report.  

· EMRA - no change required

· English Nature - details of SSSIs, SPAs, SACs and LNRs have been added to section 4 baseline characteristics.  However in order to maintain the focus of the report on issues that could be influenced by the SPD, no further examination of these sites was included in the baseline data analysed for setting the sustainability framework.

· Environment Agency - no change required

· Countryside Agency - no change required

· English Heritage - no change required

· GOEM - no change required

· UKIP - no change to document required, letter separately drafted to UKIP regarding legislation and costs.
Appendix 1

Table 1 –Stakeholder Consultees

	Consulted

	Chapel-en-le-frith Amenity Society

	Whaley Bridge Amenity Society

	English Heritage

	Buxton Civic Association

	Glossop Heritage Trust

	Hayfield Civic Trust

	House Builders Federation

	Miller Homes

	David Wilson Homes North Midlands

	Buxton Partnership

	Bovis Homes

	Glossop Town Centre Partnership

	Derbyshire Chamber & Business Link

	JMW Planning

	Higham & Co

	Radleigh Homes

	Wilson Connolly Homes Northern Ltd

	Persimmon Homes East Midlands

	Bett Homes North west

	G Wimpey North Yorks

	Roland Bardsley Homes

	Jones Homes

	Chapel Regeneration Partnership

	The Housing Corporation

	Fairfield residents Association

	Whaley Bridge Residents Association

	Derbyshire Rural Community Council

	Derbyshire Gypsy Liaison Group

	East Midlands Churches Forum

	Gamesley Residents 

	High Peak CAB

	South Area Tenants Panel

	Friends of Howard Town

	High peak Community Housing

	Old Glossop residents Association

	Access Hope Valley

	Derbyshire Coalition for Inclusive Living

	Peak District Rural Deprivation Forum

	High Peak Health Forum

	Frank Marshall & Co

	Derbyshire Wildlife Trust

	Blackbrook Conservation Society

	CPRE

	RSPB

	The Woodland Trust

	Council for the Protection of Rural England

	English Partnerships

	Chinley & Buxworth Parish Council

	Green Fairfield Parish Council 

	Hartington & Upper Quarter Parish Council

	Wormhill Parish Council

	New Mills Parish Council

	Charlesworth Parish Council

	Tintwisitle Parish Council

	Hayfield Parish Council

	Peak Forest Parish Council

	King Sterndale Parish Council

	Whaley BridgeParish Council

	Chisworth Parish Council

	Hartington Middle Quarter Parish Council

	Chelmorton Parish Council

	Blackwell in the Peak Parish Council

	Disley Parish Council

	Derwent & Hope Woodlans Parish Council

	Chapel-en-le-Frith Parish Council

	The Planning Inspectorate

	Development Planning Partnership

	Walton & Co

	The Planning Bureau Ltd

	CB Richard Ellis Ltd

	Barton Willmore Planning

	Harris Lamb Chartered Surveyors

	Smith Stuart Reynolds Chartered Planners

	Jones Day

	Roger Tym & Partners

	Matthews & Goodman

	MVM Planning

	Michael Courcier & Partners

	Drivers Jonas

	DPDS Consulting Group

	Innes England

	Learning & Skills Council

	Government Office for the East Midlands

	Government Office North West

	Severn Trent Water

	Environment Agency

	Countryside Agency

	English Nature

	English Heritage

	United Utilities

	British Telecom

	East Midlands Development Agency

	Network Rail

	Peak District National Park

	Tameside Metropolitan Council

	Stockport Metropolitan Council

	Cheshire County Council

	Barnsley Metropolitan Borough Council 

	Staffordshire Moorlands District Council

	Derbyshire County Council

	Kirklees Metropolitan Council

	Macclesfield Borough Council 

	Peak District national Park

	Staffordshire/Derbyshire Rural Transport Partnership

	Hope Valley & High Peak Transport Partnership

	High Peak Rail Users Group

	Trent Buses

	British Waterways

	Greater Manchester Passenger Transport Executive

	Greater Manchester Passenger Transport Authority


Appendix  2

Table 2 – Stakeholder Consultation Responses. 
Appendix 1 Housing Retraint SPD Stakeholder Consultation Responses 16th Dec 2005 to 25th Jan 2006

	Respondent
	S/O/C
	Section Ref / Paragraph
	Response
	Council response
	Change to SPD

	Chapel-en-le-Frith Parish Council
	C
	All document
	Members feel that affordable housing should be specific to meet local need. Obsolete and derelict buildings, especially in conservation areas should be used for housing as a means of preserving the buildings. Former industrial premises should only be used for housing if there is not scope for further employment use.
	Affordable housing issues are covered in the Local Plan and in new DPD/ SPD to be produced. 

Conservation and employment issues are included in the document
	No change

	East Midlands Development Agency
	C
	All document
	No comment.

EMDA would like to be informed of the subsequent stages of the document and, the preparation of the Core Strategy.
	-

Noted
	-

No change

	English Nature
	C
	All document
	No comment
	-
	-

	Environment Agency
	C
	All document
	Proposals for the re-use of buildings should consider other environmental impacts e.g. paras. 8.2-8.3 discuss the conversion of a building to a nursery or housing which may be regarded as being more flood risk sensitive. 

The economic case for the conversion of building to residential use should not take precedent over other factors that suggest that development should be resisted. Changes in economic circumstance may increase the viability of conversion to non-residential uses that are more acceptable in terms of flood risk.

The inappropriate conversion of historic buildings to residential use should not be readily permitted given the current over supply of housing.
	Developers would be required to carry out assessments of flood risk and incorporate appropriate mitigation measures. Issues of flood prevention are addressed under policy GD10 of the local Plan.

There will need to be a proven case for residential elements of schemes affected by the moratorium. 

Conversions will not be granted permission if it is felt inappropriate and unjustified in viability terms. Housing in regeneration areas is an exception to the moratorium as per policy H1 of the adopted local plan.
	No change

No change

No change

	Government Office East Midlands
	C
	All document
	It may be useful to state in the SPD that the Local Plan policies should be read together, as the SPD issue relates to more than just Policy H1. 

The SPD should not include matters that should properly be expressed as development plan policy and be subject to independant scrutiny (PPS12 para. 2.44 refers).
	Agree.  Amendments to be made to the text.

Noted 
	Add to end of first sentence of par 1.2 “and should also be read in conjunction with other relevant policies of the Plan”.

No change

	New Mills Town Council
	
	
	Members of New Mills Town Council have no comment to make regarding the content of the document, other than that wording of the document is very difficult for a lay person to understand. Future consultation documents would benefit from using clearer language.
	Comments will be taken on board during the preparation of the public consultation document.
	Use clearer language in public consultation version of the SPD

	Government Office East Midlands
	C
	Policy Context
	Attention should be drawn to the draft PPS3.
	Reference is made to PPS3 in para 2.4
	No change

	CPRE
	O
	Housing Supply
	Q1. We consider that the table H4 (predicted housing completions in Buxton 2003-2011) presented by HPBC at the planning committee determination of Otterhole Farm on 23/01/2006 presents an accurate figure of the likely situation in Buxton. This shows an oversupply of 206 as opposed to a shortfall of 443 as shown in table H3 in the consultation document. We consider that allocations, urban capacity sites and windfall sites should be included in the tables for all areas. This would give a truer picture of the scale of oversupply, both broken down by sub area and across the whole borough. A similar table should therefore be produced for the Central Area and Glossopdale.
	The differences stem from the use of the housing trajectory that includes all allocations, whether they have planning permission or not.  This will be included in the public consultation version of the document with an explanation.

It will not be necessary to include such a table for the Glossop and Central areas as there are no proposed sites.


	Include housing trajectory table in public consultation version of the SPD.

	CPRE
	S
	Housing Supply
	Q2. Any further increase above housing targets would be completely contrary to PPG3 and would then threaten the regeneration of nearby areas in Greater Manchester.
	Comments noted
	No change

	CPRE
	O
	Housing Supply
	Q3. Although the annual rate of completions in Buxton has been slower than required to meet the housing target, we consider that this will accelerate as a consequence of the general policy of restraint in the High Peak as a whole, ensuring that approved developments and allocated sites are built out more rapidly. 

Given the projected oversupply demonstrated at the Otterhole committee meeting, we therefore consider that treating Buxton differently will lead to a completely unacceptable oversupply for the borough as a whole. We would like the consultation document to give a truer figure for this but we consider it to be around 20%. Buxton has not yet attracted significant new employment and any oversupply is likely to be taken up by commuters, encouraging unsustainable development patterns. The development of greenfield sites such as that at Leek Road is threatening the rural backdrop of the town, undermining its unique character. We therefore continue to argue that the restraint policy should also be applied to Buxton.
	It is felt that the slow rate of development is symptomatic with site constraints and previous low demand issues. It is not true to say that Buxton has not attracted significant employment as Derbyshire University now has a larger presence in the town and the HSE has recently moved to Buxton.
	No change

	English Heritage
	O
	Housing Supply
	Q3. This will depend upon the scale and location of the proposed development. The location and design of any new development should be informed by consideration of the natural and historic assets in the area and Derbyshire County Council's landscape character assessment and conservation area appraisals.
	Scale, location and design, heritage, landscape character and conservation issues are all the subject of other policies in the Local Plan and accompanying SPD such as Residential Design, Landscape Character and Conservation Area Character Assessments.
	No change

	CPRE
	O
	Housing Supply
	Q4. No.
	Comment noted
	No change

	Government Office East Midlands
	O
	Housing Supply
	Q4. This question appears to challenge Policy H1, as the final paragraph of the Policy appears to cover this issue by indicating the exceptional categories where new residential development will be permitted. There is also support for a thorough review of all applications to renew planning permissions in para. 40 of PPG3.
	Comment noted 
	No change

	English Heritage
	O
	The Exception Categories
	Affordable housing - Where there is a scheme involving residential development of a listed building or significant historic buildings, the provision of affordable housing may affect the viability of the scheme or prejudice the conservation of the characteristics of the building.
	It is highly unlikely that a scheme to convert a listed building or significant building in a conservation area to affordable housing, would be viable. However, the exceptions allow the conversion of a listed building or significant building in a conservation area to market housing where this is the only viable option.
	No change

	McCarthy & Stone Developments
	O
	The Exception Categories
	Consultee believes that special needs housing should be added to the exceptions category. 

Housing provision should meet the needs of sectors of the community who require access to accommodation which is specifically suited to meet their special needs e.g. the elderly and disabled. 

Special needs housing exceptions are proposed by LPA's in Bury and Stockport (see extracts of policy on file). A similar exception should be adopted by High Peak in order to ensure the adequate provision of special needs housing in the Glossop and Central areas of the Borough.
	The Housing Restraint Supplementary Planning Document relates to an existing and protected policy H1 in the High Peak Local Plan. The purpose of the document is simply to guide the application of this policy. Its purpose is not intended to review or alter the existing Local Plan policy.
	No change

	Government Office East Midlands
	O
	The Exception Categories (4.5)
	The weight to be attached to SPG prepared to the former adopted Local Plan policies is expected to diminish once the parent policy is superseded and is not likely to be as great as that attached to SPD that are prepared in accordance with the 2004 Regulations and that relate to currently adopted Local Plan policies.
	Noted. The council will be preparing a new Affordable Housing SPD under its Local Development Scheme
	No change

	CPRE
	S
	The Exception Categories
	Q5. We would have no objection to "local needs" housing or self-build and co-operative housing being encouraged.
	Support for these exceptions is noted
	Consider inclusion of local needs housing, self-build and cooperative housing as exceptions

	CPRE
	C
	The Exception Categories
	Q6. Not sure
	Not applicable
	No change

	CPRE
	S
	The Exception Categories
	Q7. See answer to Q5.
	See previous response to answer to Q5
	Consider inclusion of local needs housing, self-build and cooperative housing as exceptions

	CPRE
	S
	The Exception Categories
	Q8. See answer to Q5.
	See previous response to answer to Q5
	Consider inclusion of local needs housing, self-build and cooperative housing as exceptions

	Government Office East Midlands
	O
	The Exception Categories (4.8)
	Policies H7 and H10 already apply to development outside settlements. Any further exceptions that relate to sites outside the built-up area boundary of settlements should be covered by a separate policy in future DPDs (PPS12 para. 2.44). If the intension is to allow such housing within the built up area of settlements, then the adopted policies do not distinguish between different types of housing, which again points to the need for a change to the policy.
	It is not the intention to create new policy that allows residential development to meet rural housing needs within existing settlements. Policies H7, H8 and H10 are designed to address the issue of rural housing need outside of  existing settlements and are protected adopted Local Plan policies
	No change

	CPRE
	O
	Dwellings Permitted by Policies H7, H8 & H10
	Q9. No.
	Comment noted
	No change

	Government Office East Midlands
	O
	Dwellings Permitted by Policies H7, H8 & H10
	Q9. Policies H7 and H8 already define exceptions and any further addition to the categories in these policies should be covered by a separate policy in future development plan documents (PPS12 para. 2.44).
	Comment noted
	No change

	CPRE
	S
	Dwellings Permitted by Policies H7, H8 & H10
	Q10. Yes, ten or less dwellings. Reference to "locations on the edge of villages" in para. 5.3 should be removed from the next consultation document. The current wording appears to preclude internal sites in villages, which would actually be sequentially preferable.
	Agreed – restriction of 10 dwellings or less should be imposed.

Affordable housing, whether for rural workers or otherwise would be an exception if proposed within villages, under policy H9
	Include restriction of 10 dwellings or less on rural exception residential developments.

No changes are necessary to para 5.3.

	Government Office East Midlands
	C
	Dwellings Permitted by Policies H7, H8 & H10
	Q10. The seventh bullet point in Policy H7 refers to dwelling size which provides a hook for any supplementary material in this SPD.
	A restriction on number of dwellings should be included.
	Include restriction of 10 dwellings or less on rural exception residential developments.

	CPRE
	S
	Replacement Dwellings
	Q11. Yes
	Support noted
	Include wording in SPD to make it clear that the criteria laid down in Policy H13 should be applied to ALL dwelling allowed under this exception

	Government Office East Midlands
	O
	Replacement Dwellings
	Q11. Policy H13 applies to replacement dwellings in the countryside. To seek to apply the criteria beyond the scope of the policy to all replacement dwellings, as seems to be the issue raised here, appears to conflict with guidance in PPG3 to avoid the inefficient use of land (PPG3 para. 57).
	This would only be applied to areas affected by the moratorium and would allow replacement dwellings of similar size and situ so that the status quo in terms of housing numbers would be maintained 
	See above

	CPRE
	S
	Replacement Dwellings
	Q12. Yes
	Support noted
	Include wording to allow the restoration of former units

	CPRE
	S
	Replacement Dwellings
	Q13. Yes.
	Support noted
	Include wording that precludes restoration that would include external works

	CPRE
	S
	Replacement Dwellings
	Q14. Yes, as this would increase the affordability of the housing stock, offsetting any minor effects that may exacerbate the housing oversupply.
	Support noted
	Consider inclusion of conversion of dwelling from one to two units.

	Government Office East Midlands
	O
	Replacement Dwellings
	Q14. It is not clear what this question refers to as Policy H15 already provides guidance on the sub-division of existing dwellings.
	It is felt that the issue of whether under  the moratorium it would be allowable for dwellings to be converted to two units as explained in para 6.4. Policy H15 has a broader remit in that it there is no ceiling attached to the end number of units
	See above

	CPRE
	S
	Dwellings forming an integral part of comprehensive development schemes under policies…
	Q15. Yes, but this could spell out the need for any exception to be underpinned by urban regeneration.
	Support noted
	Make it more explicit that residential development in regeneration areas should underpin urban regeneration

	CPRE
	S
	Dwellings forming an integral part of comprehensive development schemes under policies…
	Q16. Yes, in this SPD, see response to Q15.
	It is not felt necessary to be more explicit about the relationship of Policies H1 and EMP9 as policy EMP9 already refers to the strategic aims of the Plan.
	No change

	Government Office East Midlands
	O
	Dwellings forming an integral part of comprehensive development schemes under policies…
	Q16. Policy EMP9 already refers to the strategic aim of the plan, therefore it would seem that the SPD would only need to restate that link.
	Agreed
	No change

	CPRE
	O
	Dwellings forming an integral part of comprehensive development schemes under policies…
	Q17. No, only those with clear urban regeneration benefits.
	Agreed
	No change

	Government Office East Midlands
	O
	Dwellings forming an integral part of comprehensive development schemes under policies…
	Q17. Policy H1 and its explanatory text does not distinguish between types of development in Policy EMP9, therefore there appears to be no basis for doing so in the SPD.
	Agreed
	No change

	Indigo Planning
	O
	Dwellings forming an integral part of comprehensive development schemes under policies…
	Q17 & Q18. SPD should be clear in making an exception for the change of use of industrial premises or land to take account of new paragraph 42 (a) of PPS3. This addition requires LPA's to favourably consider planning applications for housing or mixed use development where there is redundant land or buildings that are no longer needed for such use. Adopting this approach will ensure that vacant previously developed sites, which are often wasted and unsustainable resources, are brought back into benificial use thereby reducing the need for greenfiled or previously undeveloped land to be considered for development.

This point is relevant to the former mills in the central area of the district and the SPD should not be seen to override the need to bring these sites back into productive use through mixed use development as encouraged by the adopted policy EMP9. In such cases, due to the level of investment required to make mixed use redevelopment a feasible option and therefore provide new employment sites, higher end values (residential development) will need to be permitted.

SPD6 should, therefore, not seek to restrict the redevelopment of former mill sites in the central sub area, as they will adversely effect the regeneration of the area by inhibiting new investment and jobs which could help reduce the need to travel to work outside the Borough.

The SPD should ensure mixed use development of former mill sites permitted by Policy EMP9 does not contradict the plan strategy of ensuring suitable new employment sites in the sub area, particularly given that the Local Plan provides land below the levels required by the Derby and Derbyshire Structure Plan. The need for new employment sites in the central sub area may only be acheived by delivering mixed use development, which will require new housing to cross subsidise development. Not allowing this development could restrict rates of employment development in the central sub area, which the Local Plan currently indicates is exasperated by fairly slow rates of employment development due to infrastructure restrictions, topography, landscape and the green belt.
	There is felt to be enough policy flexibility via policy EMP9 of the Local Plan. This policy ensures careful consideration of other uses on employment sites where the continued use for employment purposes is in doubt and claims regarding viability can be substantiated. The amount of possible housing must be balanced against affect on oversupply and any possible need for enabling development to allow some element of continued employment us.
	No change

	CPRE
	O
	Dwellings forming an integral part of comprehensive development schemes under policies…
	Q18. No
	Agreed
	No change

	Government Office East Midlands
	O
	Dwellings forming an integral part of comprehensive development schemes under policies…
	Q18. A broader exception should not be made for all regeneration schemes as no distinction is made in the text to Policy H1
	Agreed
	No change

	Indigo Planning
	O
	Dwellings forming an integral part of comprehensive development schemes under policies…
	Q19. Given the variation in nature, type and size of sites that could actively contribute to the sustainable growth of the area and promote regeneration a ceiling will be unnecessarily restrictive on development and prejudice the proper application of adopted policy EMP9.
	EMP9 makes its clear that mixed use elements should be limited in scale and subordinate to the employment use. If the mixed use element of such schemes were to include residential use as enabling development then it will be difficult to apply a ceiling as the viability of each development will vary considerably.
	No change

	CPRE
	S
	Dwellings forming an integral part of comprehensive development schemes under policies…
	Q19. Yes. We consider that any housing element should form a small part of any proposal.
	See above
	No change

	Government Office East Midlands
	O
	Dwellings forming an integral part of comprehensive development schemes under policies…
	Q19. As the aim of these schemes is regeneration, it would seem preferable to look at each scheme individually and not be constrained by a ceiling.
	See above
	No change

	CPRE
	S
	Dwellings forming an integral part of comprehensive development schemes under policies…
	Q20. The model planning obligation sounds like a good idea.
	Support noted
	No change

	Indigo Planning
	O
	Dwellings forming an integral part of comprehensive development schemes under policies…
	Q21. The amenity of new homes can be adequately safeguarded through the masterplanning of sites and good design and should be considered on a site by site basis.
	Agreed – Policies in the Local Plan adequately address the issue of amenity
	No change

	CPRE
	S
	Dwellings forming an integral part of comprehensive development schemes under policies…
	Q21. Through good design, with attractive open space separating employment and housing areas. Mixed-use developments often pay little regard to this but you could refer developers to some of the guidance produced by CABE.
	Policies in the Local Plan adequately address the issue of amenity
	No change

	Government Office East Midlands
	O
	Dwellings forming an integral part of comprehensive development schemes under policies…
	Q21. Policy GD5 already provides guidance on amenity and it could be cross-referenced in the SPD.
	Agreed – Policies in the Local Plan adequately address the issue of amenity
	No change

	Indigo Planning
	O
	Dwellings forming an integral part of comprehensive development schemes under policies…
	Q22.  SPD 6 should make specific reference to the need to retain a sustainable employment base in the Borough. The plan strategy should take an integrated approach to development ensuring a sufficient supply of employment land, with a priority on bringing forward previously developed sites, to ensure the Borough develops in a sustainable manner. The application of SPD 6 should, therefore not inadvertently restrict the supply of employment sites that are crucial in contributing to the sustainable growth of the Borough.
	Agreed 
	Make reference to the need to retain a sustainable employment base in the Borough

	CPRE
	S
	Dwellings forming an integral part of comprehensive development schemes under policies…
	Q22. Yes.
	Agreed
	Make reference to the need to retain a sustainable employment base in the Borough

	Government Office East Midlands
	O
	Dwellings forming an integral part of comprehensive development schemes under policies…
	Q22. Any reference to retaining a sustainable employment base in the Borough would appear to complement the aims of the Employment and Business Chapter.
	Agreed
	Make reference to the need to retain a sustainable employment base in the Borough

	CPRE
	S
	The re-use of a listed building or significant building within a conservation area.
	Q23. Yes, we think so, although you could clarify this by explaining that it ought to have some demonstrable historical, cultural or architectural interest or merit.
	Agreed 
	Include text explaining that it ought to have some demonstrable historical, cultural or architectural interest or merit.

	English Heritage
	O
	The re-use of a listed building or significant building within a conservation area.
	Q23. It would be more appropriate to use the terminology in paragraph 4.26 of PPG15, i.e. is it a building that contributes to the character or appearance of the area in question? This can be further clarified by reference to the conservation area appraisal of the conservation area and if there is a local list of historic buildings. PPG15 in any case provides the tests that need to be met and sets out the proceedures with respect to demolition in conservation areas (paragraphs 4.25 to 4.29) and the re-use of listed buildings (paragraphs 3.8 to 3.11).
	Agreed
	Include text explaining that it ought to have some demonstrable historical, cultural or architectural interest or merit.

	Government Office East Midlands
	O
	The re-use of a listed building or significant building within a conservation area.
	Q23. It would be helpful to explain what the authority considers constitutes a "significant" building in a conservation area.
	Agreed
	Include text explaining that it ought to have some demonstrable historical, cultural or architectural interest or merit.

	CPRE
	S
	The re-use of a listed building or significant building within a conservation area.
	Q24. Yes, the onus is on the developer to prove that there is no alternative. You could use the SPD to elaborate on the type of evidence required.
	Agreed
	Include text to advise on type of evidence required

	Government Office East Midlands
	O
	The re-use of a listed building or significant building within a conservation area.
	Q24. The authority may wish to refer to guidance in PPG15 paragraphs 3.8 - 3.11 in respect of alternative uses of listed buildings.
	Agreed
	Refer to advice given in PPG15 regarding alternative uses of listed buildings

	CPRE
	O
	The re-use of a listed building or significant building within a conservation area.
	Q25. No, a certain level of dereliction might be acceptable whilst a suitable re-use is awaited. You should provide further guidance on the level of dereliction likely to cause particular concern, perhaps where the structure of the whole building is under threat and / or where the economic re-use in the future is under threat. At the same time you must tread a fine line to ensure that you do not encourage people to allow important buildings to fall into a poor state to facilitate their re-use under this policy.
	The test isn’t to do with whether a building is dererlict, it is more to do with how a developer proves that a residential conversion is the only viable option as a means of bringing the building back into use and preserving it in the process. It is therefore felt that each case should be dealt with on its own merits.
	No change

	United Utilities
	S
	Appendix 1
	United Utilities support the statement that housing sites will be assessed for suitability by considering criteria including utility infrastructure capacity.

United Utilities would like to be consulted during the allocation of sites for housing in the forthcoming LDF.
	Support noted

United Utilities are already a statutory consultee on the Council’s LDF consultation database and therefore will be consulted about the proposed allocation of sites.
	No change

	CPRE
	O
	Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report
	We recognise the difficulty you have in carrying out a sustainability appraisal of the SPD with limited government guidance. However it seems absurd that stage one of this appraisal (scoping report) is much larger than the document you are appraising! Even as a body that has pushed for this kind of analysis for years we have great sympathy with you for this additional administrative burden. We hope that the guidance produced by the ODPM on this matter in November 2005 will assist you in some way with this and help you keep it simple.

I am not sure how the baseline data on skills levels is relevant to housing restraint but I may be missing something. The same applies to the information in an earlier part about the environmental character of the moorlands for example. I am convinced that the appraisal lacks focus and direction because of the inclusion of information of dubious relevance. By contrast the data on air quality and the contribution of transport to climate change has clear relevance because of the influence of housing land release on sustainable development patterns (or otherwise). 

The negative environmental impacts associated with greenfield development in Buxton associated with the policy of "limited growth" should in our view somehow be added to Table Two. This could be done through a more general issue about the impact of housing restraint (or lack of restraint) on the natural environment. Whilst Landscape Character Assessment would be a useful tool within this, it is not an end in itself. As for the built environment, you should be promoting management (protection) and enhancement of the natural environment. A more appropriate target (in table three) would be to use Landscape Character Assessment to establish that the natural environment has been protected and enhanced, rather than simply hoping that the production of the High Peak LCA and its associated SPD will lead to the hoped for landscape quality. At the same time we are supportive of the LCA and its SPD and commend their use as part of the process.

Whilst recognising the difficulties you face, we consider that the appraisal of strategic options (page 28 of the scoping report) is rather pointless. Comparing the production of further guidance with the "do-nothing" option is simply a waste of paper. See the article by Murray Broad for further thoughts on this matter in "Planning" magazine (13th January pp. 14-15). Just for the record though, we support option A.
	Scoping report follows government guidance.  The need to consider all relevant plans and strategies gives rise to long appendices.

Agreed.

Agreed.

Agreed.

Sustainability Appraisal of Regional Spatial Strategies and Local Development Documents (ODPM November 2005) states that given the duty under the Act on those preparing an SPD to contribute to sustainable development, options considered should include “business as usual”.
	No action required.

Table setting out baseline data amended to show where issues identified fall outside the scope of the SPD.  This amendment was made under the Factors: Learning and skill levels; economic performance of the Borough and employment sectors.

As a result of this action, three proposed SA objectives have been removed from the appraisal: To improve the education and skills of the population overall; to encourage and accommodate both indigenous and inward investment and to increase employment opportunities in technology and knowledge based industries.

Specific reference made to the case of developments in Buxton to be added to the sustainability issues identified column in Table One (baseline data) under the two factors Conservation and enhancement of the open and built environments.  Amendments to be carried over to Table Two.  No change to associated SA objectives required.

Amendment made to the SA Framework.  Target and indicator associated with the objective to maintain and enhance the quality of landscapes changed to the number of appeal decisions determined in part by reference to Landscape Character.

No change.

	Government Office East Midlands
	O
	Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report
	The SA of the SPD should focus on matters that the SPD can influence.
	Agreed.
	Table setting out baseline data amended to show where issues identified fall outside the scope of the SPD.  This amendment was made under the Factors: Learning and skill levels; economic performance of the Borough and employment sectors.

As a result of this action, three proposed SA objectives have been removed from the appraisal: To improve the education and skills of the population overall; to encourage and accommodate both indigenous and inward investment and to increase employment opportunities in technology and knowledge based industries.

	The Countryside Agency
	S
	Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report
	The scoping report is comprehensive in the range of issues that it covers and logical in its approach.
	Noted.
	No change.

	United Utilities
	S
	Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report
	United Utilities supports the sustainability objectives promoting energy efficient buildings and sustainable use of water resources.

HPBC may be aware of the national scheme "Ecohomes". Many LPAs are now starting to adopt this as a means of encouraging developers towards environmental sustainability and water efficiency. See http://www.breeam.org/ecohomes.html for more information.
	Noted.

Noted.
	No change.

No change.


	APPENDIX 3 

	LIST OF CONSULTEES FOR PUBLIC CONSULTATION

	Chapel-en-le-frith Amenity Society

	Whaley Bridge Amenity Society

	English Heritage

	Buxton Civic Association

	Glossop Heritage Trust

	Hayfield Civic Trust

	House Builders Federation

	Miller Homes

	David Wilson Homes North Midlands

	Barratt Manchester

	Buxton Partnership

	Bovis Homes

	Glossop Town Centre Partnership

	Derbyshire Chamber & Business Link

	JMW Planning

	Higham & Co

	Radleigh Homes

	Wilson Connolly Homes Northern Ltd

	Persimmon Homes East Midlands

	Bett Homes North west

	G Wimpey North Yorks

	Roland Bardsley Homes

	Jones Homes

	Chapel Regeneration Partnership

	The Housing Corporation

	Johnnie Johnson Housing Group

	Manchester Methodist Housing Group

	Equity Housing Group

	Adullam Housing Group

	High Peak Housing Project

	Manchester & District Housing Association

	Northern Counties Housing Association

	Nottingham Community Housing Association

	High Peak Council

	Fairfield residents Association

	Whaley Bridge Residents Association

	Derbyshire Rural Community Council

	Derbyshire Gypsy Liaison Group

	East Midlands Churches Forum

	Churches Together in New Mills

	Council of Churches

	Mr. Tom Levitt MP

	Friends of the Earth

	Gamesley Residents 

	High Peak CAB

	South Area Tenants Panel

	Central Area Tenant Consumer Panel

	Friends of Howard Town

	High peak Community Housing

	Old Glossop residents Association

	Access Hope Valley

	Derbyshire Coalition for Inclusive Living

	Peak District Rural Deprivation Forum

	High Peak Health Forum

	Frank Marshall & Co

	Derbyshire Wildlife Trust

	Blackbrook Conservation Society

	CPRE

	RSPB

	The Woodland Trust

	Council for the Protection of Rural England

	English Partnerships

	Chinley & Buxworth Parish Council

	Green Fairfield Parish Council 

	Hartington & Upper Quarter Parish Council

	Wormhill Parish Council

	New Mills Parish Council

	Charlesworth Parish Council

	Tintwisitle Parish Council

	Hayfield Parish Council

	Peak Forest Parish Council

	King Sterndale Parish Council

	Whaley BridgeParish Council

	Chisworth Parish Council

	Hartington Middle Quarter Parish Council

	Chelmorton Parish Council

	Blackwell in the Peak Parish Council

	Disley Parish Council

	Derwent & Hope Woodlans Parish Council

	Chapel-en-le-Frith Parish Council

	The Planning Inspectorate

	Development Planning Partnership

	Walton & Co

	The Planning Bureau Ltd

	CB Richard Ellis Ltd

	Barton Willmore Planning

	Harris Lamb Chartered Surveyors

	Smith Stuart Reynolds Chartered Planners

	Jones Day

	Roger Tym & Partners

	Matthews & Goodman

	MVM Planning

	Michael Courcier & Partners

	Drivers Jonas

	DPDS Consulting Group

	Innes England

	Atkins Ltd

	High Peak Access Group

	East Midlands Regional Assembly

	Learning & Skills Council

	Government Office for the East Midlands

	Government Office North West

	Severn Trent Water

	Environment Agency

	Countryside Agency

	English Nature

	English Heritage

	United Utilities

	British Telecom

	East Midlands Development Agency

	Network Rail

	Peak District National Park

	Tameside Metropolitan Council

	Stockport Metropolitan Council

	Cheshire County Council

	Barnsley Metropolitan Borough Council 

	Staffordshire Moorlands District Council

	Derbyshire County Council

	Kirklees Metropolitan Council

	Macclesfield Borough Council 

	Derbyshire Dales District Council

	Peak District national Park

	Staffordshire/Derbyshire Rural Transport Partnership

	Hope Valley & High Peak Transport Partnership

	High Peak Rail Users Group

	Trent Buses

	British Waterways

	Greater Manchester Passenger Transport Executive

	Greater Manchester Passenger Transport Authority

	The Highways Agency

	Derbyshire Dales CVS

	High Peak CVS


Appendix 4 Public Consultation Response
29 June 2006
10 August 2006
Built Environment
Home Builders Federation
Consultee Comment:
3
Section Ref:
Housing Supply at 31 March 2005
The HBF objects to the implementation of a moratorium within the High Peak District. Particularly when recent evidence suggests that house building should be increased within the district to cope with changing housing formation and future demand. The ONS Household Projections, published in March 2006 suggests that over the next 20 years the High Peak should provide for 350 dwelling per annum (DPA), which in contrast is an increase of 75 DPA on the current structure plan requirement (275 DPA). In addition, when examining previous completions the average (over the past 5 years) amount to 334 DPA which is an underprovision of 26 dwellings below the ONS figure.
Within the coming months High Peak Borough Council will be presented with the revised housing figures within the East Midlands RSS. As identifies in PPS11, the RSS must formulate its polocies on a robust and up-to-date evidence base which includes the ONS figures as mentioned above. Therefore, the HBF considers that a policy restraining new housing land coming forward (although the minor exceptions that apply i.e. affordable housing, listed buildings etc. are recognised) within the borough to be over precautious and short sighted when it is widely accepted that housing requirements across the region are about to increase.
Futher the council should be actively looking to ensure it maintains a supply of land and retains developer interst, if it is to minimise the inherent delays that go with needing to implimemt a 'step change' and increase housing land availability. The commitment towards brownfield land is now widely recognised in the house building industry but to ensure a consistent supply of such land, accommodate site assembly, decision making and lead times, that land supply must not be artificially restricted.
The HBF recognises that the High Peak is also limiting housing supply to ensure regeneration initiatives in Manchester are not compramised. However, the Council should not neglect need within its own district. By restraining the supply of housing within the district, there could be potential detremental consequences in terms of;
1. ensuring that housing need is met locally;
2. addressing issues of affordability
3. promoting a thriving economy; and
4. sustaining viable towns and rural communitites
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Hannah Mawson
HPBC Response:
This Supplementary Planning Document only relates to policy H1 of the Adopted High Peak Local Plan.  It cannot change this policy only explain the intent behind it and expand upon the exceptions.
The emerging policy advice and figures from the Regional Spatial Strategy will be incorportated into the Core Strategy, which is due for stakeholder consultation in Autumn 2007.
Council Decision:
As above.
Business
Lambert Smith Hampton
Consultee Comment:
13
Section Ref:
All document
The draft SPD in our view fails to give a proper consideration to the emerging RSS for the East Midlands which is due to be submitted to the secretary of state in september this year. In relation to housing the RSS will have sufficient impact on the need for housing restraint in the borough. Once submitted the RSS will be a material consideration and therefore should be according appropriate weight in the draft SPD. We would like to request that the emerging RSS in relation to Housing if fully considered in the SPD thus reducing the level of restraint.
We also request that the SPD recognises the prospect of providing affordable housing on sites which can be regarded as an exception to policy. In particular the SPD should set out a Rural Exceptions policy as defined in circular 06/98 and Annex A of PPG3. Circular 06/98 states, sites can provide a small but important additional source of affordable housing within or adjoined existing villages. Local plans should make it clear that such sites will be released as an exception to normal plan policies. Such housing should be regarded as additional to the provison of housing for general housing demand. However when the plan is rolled forward, such housing can be taken account of in the calcualtion of housing need which remains to be met. The case for releasing such sites is a matter for local judgement.
Given the Circular recognises that rural exceptions are able to provide an important additional source of afforable housing we request that the SPD should fully recognise this advice and be amended accordingly.
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Eric Potts
HPBC Response:
The SPD only relates to policy H1 of the Adopted High Peak Local Plan.  It cannot amend policy simply expand upon and explain the intent behind the policy.  The emerging RSS is a matter for the Core Strategy and future Development Plan Documents relating to Housing provision and will be taken into account during preparation.
The matter of rural exceptions is dealt with under policy H10 of the Lcoal Plan and does not fall within the remit of this SPD.
No change
Council Decision:
As above.
Individual
Consultee Comment:
2.3
Section Ref:
Policy Context
It is the restraint on housing in the High Peak that has had a strong bearing on killing off the sustainable communities taking away village life and eradicating local shops and communities. Communities and housing needs, need to evolve to deliver sustainable communities.
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
HPBC Response:
This Supplementary Planning Document only relates to policy H1 of the Adopted High Peak Local Plan.  It cannot change this policy only explain the intent behind it and expand upon the exceptions.
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
2.4
Section Ref:
Policy Context
The DLG is currently revising the draft PPS3 and once this is finalised this summer it will cancel previous policies and practice guidance that the High Peak Local Plan has been based on. Indications are that this SPD will be in conflict with the new planning reform in the legalised PPS3 due out any time now. How can you have policies based on criteria that is going to be cancelled and replaced with the finalised PPS3.
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
HPBC Response:
This Supplementary Planning Document only relates to policy H1 of the Adopted High Peak Local Plan.  It cannot change this policy only explain the intent behind it and expand upon the exceptions.
The emerging policy advice and figures from the Regional Spatial Strategy  and other government documents will be incorportated into the Core Strategy, which is due for stakeholder consultation in Autumn 2007.
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
13
Section Ref:
All document
40 years ago the LDAs started a major town expansion scheme in Glossop at the time when the town was in decline. The scheme was similar to those planned for many towns around big cities, providing for overspill development, new housing, new employment and new schools. unlike other towns schemes, Glossops scheme never got to grips with its transport needs. There has been no investment in the towns road network. Access into the town is over ancient bridges built in the era of horse and cart, the proposed station at Gamesley was never built, the local road network is very congested by both moving and parked cars and the main commuting route out of the town is almost permanently grid locked. Glossop has seen lots of new housing been constructed and now large scale conversions of former mills to new apartments. Been lots of commerical developments but most of this is around sectors providing low wages and needing few skills. unemployment is above average and many people depend on jobs outside the town in Greater Manchester and beyond. House prices are no longer command a premium over those in Tameside as they did in 1970s and 80s. It is important because it shows that the market has decided to downgrade Glossops housing even though house prices have risen sustantially. Possisble reasons for this undoubtedly revolve around Glossops weak economic and employement situation together with its poor and congested access to Greater Manchester and the motorway network. The Peak Park does not want more houses and the AGMA does not see it as a priority, local politicians do not appear to have much clout in Whitehall and the government is now starting to cut the growth of its spending and even many people in the town are against it. So my assessment is that we are not going to see this road scheme happen in the foreseesable future and regrettably we need to plan for this. it may be that the towns ageing population and increasing numbers of retired people might ease the level of road congestion at peak periods, as would the planning decentralisation of health care services into the town from outside but these trends hardly begin to compensate for the chronic long term and now acute under investment in transport infrastructure. another issue is that much of the land in the town up to 600 foot contour has been built up and whether the landscape of the valley could absorb any significant housing expansion. The answer no. Also there is not a huge amount of vacant land in the town for infill development. Public open space provision is adequate but hardly generous.
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Eloise Haughton
HPBC Response:
This Supplementary Planning Document only relates to policy H1 of the Adopted High Peak Local Plan.  It cannot change this policy only explain the intent behind it and expand upon the exceptions.
The emerging policy advice and figures from the Regional Spatial Strategy will be incorportated into the Core Strategy, which is due for stakeholder consultation in Autumn 2007.
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
13
Section Ref:
All document
New housing estates in glossop (wye gardens) are bland. Glossop is to small for any new houses.
G
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mrs Briony Mastro
HPBC Response:
This Supplementary Planning Document only relates to policy H1 of the Adopted High Peak Local Plan.  It cannot change this policy only explain the intent behind it and expand upon the exceptions.  The SPD is not proposing to remove the housing retraint policy.
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
13
Section Ref:
All document
Dont have enough houses to home 300 people on our waiting list
G
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
AG Steel
HPBC Response:
Schemes of 90% Affordable housing are one of the exceptions to the moritorium.  Housing within regeneration areas that enables other strategic objectives to be met is also an exception and this will be subject to 30% affordable housing unless it effects viability.  In the south of the borough general market housing schemes are subject to 30% affordable housing provision. Using these established policies, the Council is aiming to encourage the development of affordable housing in the borough.
No change
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
13
Section Ref:
All document
1. The current restraint on building in Glossopdale is in my opinion as a result of large planning applications being considered without consideration for small site development of (say) less than 10 dwellings.
2. There must be allowances for small developments taking priority over large developments in the new plan.
3. I am not certain that the method of calculating the housing figures is accurate, there are significant differences between the High Peak figures and the Derbyshire CC who colate figures. The method of calculating needs to be looked nto. This can be seen from the increase in housing totals AFTER the current restraint was implimented.
4. The planning staff in my opinion have not taken onto consideration standard PPP guidence and also made thenselves aware of the exact status of existing pre-defined land whaen a n application has been submitted. This has left the council open to possible action in courts.
5. Generally to ensure the controlled growth of houising a more professional approach needs to be taken by the planning department.
G
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Alan Davies
HPBC Response:
This Supplementary Planning Document only relates to policy H1 of the Adopted High Peak Local Plan.  It cannot change this policy only explain the intent behind it and expand upon the exceptions.
The emerging policy advice and figures from the Regional Spatial Strategy will be incorportated into the Core Strategy, which is due for stakeholder consultation in Autumn 2007.
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
13
Section Ref:
All document
As residents we would like to highlight a prime example of how restrictive planning policies have affected our community. In the 1960s Furness Vale had a thriving community. The village had at least 12 shops including a COOP mini-supermarket, bank, butchers, greengrocers, newsagent, off license, wool shop and various others making the village a lovely place to live where people met and socialised. In 2006 there are now just 2 shops and one of these is up for sale. 
With the lack of growth and development, shops are no longer viable, this has taken away the village community. Residents, including the elderly now have to travel to and from the village to obtain the commodities that were once available in the village. This creates additional traffic and pollution problems. 
The consequences are the complete opposite to a thriving sustainable community. Instead of evolving, the village has regressed. Young and old residents are now leaving the village because of a lack of amenities.
It has been highlighted as a misconception about building more homes and causing more in-migration from towns and cities, it is actually the lack of allowing villages like Furness Vale to evolve that undermines the sustainability of the community. It is time some common sense was applied to planning policy and the moratorium was scrapped.
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
HPBC Response:
This Supplementary Planning Document only relates to policy H1 of the Adopted High Peak Local Plan.  It cannot change this policy only explain the intent behind it and expand upon the exceptions.
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
3.1
Section Ref:
Housing Supply at 31 March 2005
The policy of housing restraint is highly criticised in the Defra (ARCH) report, the recomendations from this report are forming part of the forthcoming PPS3. HPBC march update 2006 pg.5 states: The government proposes that local authorities should allow land currently allocated for industrial or commercial use and redundent commercial buildings to be used for housing. The HPBC policy on housing restraint will have to be amended with the legislation of the PPS3 - therefore there does not exist an unequivocal case for restraint.
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
HPBC Response:
This Supplementary Planning Document only relates to policy H1 of the Adopted High Peak Local Plan.  It cannot change this policy only explain the intent behind it and expand upon the exceptions.
The emerging policy advice and figures from the Regional Spatial Strategy and other government documentswill be incorportated into the Core Strategy, which is due for stakeholder consultation in Autumn 2007.
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
3.1
Section Ref:
Housing Supply at 31 March 2005
If future houses are to be built which i sincerly hope is not the case then the ugly, tall terraced houses should not be allowed. The amount of houses that have been allowed over the past few years is an overkill, Glossop has turned from a pleasant town into a noisy, fume filled congested place whose small town atmosphere has been ruined. With the vast majority of new residents being commuters using their cars or the train resulting in double parking by trainstations. Can I suggest that the council consideres taking over the running of the new carpark at Dinting to encourage people to park there rather than on the road.
G
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mrs C Nuttall
HPBC Response:
The SPD is not amending the housing restraint policy.
No change.
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
3.2
Section Ref:
Housing Supply at 31 March 2005
The whole question of over supply is contrary to the government delivering an increase on housing supply numbers - Government, Defra (ARCH) and the national housing federation.
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
HPBC Response:
This Supplementary Planning Document only relates to policy H1 of the Adopted High Peak Local Plan.  It cannot change this policy only explain the intent behind it and expand upon the exceptions.
The emerging policy advice and figures from the Regional Spatial Strategy will be incorportated into the Core Strategy, which is due for stakeholder consultation in Autumn 2007.
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
3.6
Section Ref:
Housing Supply at 31 March 2005
The over supply target and tables dating back to 1991 are not in line with the new proposed revised planning policy. Where is a current market appraisal covering actual housing requirements needed, including affordable homes? A realistic prospect of an allocation being taken up is related to what the market needs not what old, out of date policy demands.
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
HPBC Response:
This Supplementary Planning Document only relates to policy H1 of the Adopted High Peak Local Plan.  It cannot change this policy only explain the intent behind it and expand upon the exceptions.
The emerging policy advice and figures from the Regional Spatial Strategy will be incorportated into the Core Strategy, which is due for stakeholder consultation in Autumn 2007.
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
4.1
Section Ref:
The exception categories
The draft PPS3 part 2 pg.8(a) states that - a wide choice of type, both affordable and market housing to meet the needs of all members of the community, are required, the government promotes cross-sustainability from private developers so that a fair and resonable amount (national average is 25% - 30% of affordable homes achived within a housing scheme). Under the current HPBCrestraint policies  affordable housing schemes are secerly curtailed because the private developer and even housing associations have got to make any house building viable. No affordable housing schemes have been approved within the central area since the implimentation of the moratorium
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
HPBC Response:
Schemes of 90% Affordable housing are one of the exceptions to the moritorium.  Housing within regeneration areas that enables other strategic objectives to be met is also an exception and this will be subject to 30% affordable housing unless it effects viability.  In the south of the borough genaral market housing schemes are subject to 30% affordable housing provision. Using these established policies, the Council is aiming to encourage the development of affordable housing in the borough.
No change
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
4.2
Section Ref:
The exception categories
The inspectors report page 194 no.7.13.2 states - taking the most optimistic assumptions about the availability of Housing Corporation funding for 100% social schemes and contributions via the planning system it is overwhelmingly obvious that there is no prospect of meeting that need during the plan period. The inspectors report was based on old out of date government policy guidence. How many 100% affordable housing schemes have been built? There has to be the viability of obtaining land from the land owner for affordable housing. 100% schemes are according to the HPBC Local Plan funded by the council or similar body providing free land. Where is the free land which the policy H1 refers to for a 90% scheme, do the council propose to provide free land?
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
HPBC Response:
The SPD cannot seek to change adopted local plan policy.  The affordable housing exception allows the opportunity for schemes whicha re 90% affordable.  Although the Council excepts that such schemes are likely to be few and far between without this exception this route would not be available.
Council Decision:
As above.
4.3
Section Ref:
The exception categories
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
Consultee Comment:
If the Inspector's findings are that 40% affordable housing scheme is unrealistic and that financial subsidy is the only way greater percentages can be achieved, it is totally unviable that a scheme at 90% is going to produce any required affordable homes even with subsidy. HPBC Planning Policy Guidance update March 2006, page 6 states that Local Plans should set targets for affordable housing that are achievable. Affordable housing should not make a development unviable. 
Government guidance is that there should be cross-subsidy from a developer to create a viable amount of market housing, 25%-30% is average throughout the country to achieve affordable housing within any scheme.
HPBC Response:
In areas of the borough which are unaffected by the moritorium a 30 % affordable housing requirement is applies as per the Inspectors recommendation.  This exception of 90% affordable housing within the moritorium aims to provide a route by which affordable housing can be provided in the Glossopdale and Central areas, wthout this there would be no opportunity to do so. 
No change.
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
4.4
Section Ref:
The exception categories
Since the implementation of the moratorium there have been no schemes approved in the central area, this is the greatest indicator that the policy of 90% affordable housing in any scheme is not viable. Kate Barker's review demonstrated that this country has built too few homes for decades and is now committed to increasing house building to a level of 200,000 a year, how is HPBC going to achieve their proportion with a moratorium in place?
The reality is that HPBC policies make no viable provision for an affordable housing scheme to be considered by any landowner or developer. Who is going to provide free land to for a 90% affordable scheme, not a private land owner!
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
HPBC Response:
In areas of the borough which are unaffected by the moritorium a 30 % affordable housing requirement is appleies as per the Inspectors recommendation.  This exception of 90% affordable housing within the moritorium aims to provide a route by which affordable housing can be provided in the Glossopdale and Central areas, wthout this there would be no opportunity to do so. 
No change.
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
4.5
Section Ref:
The exception categories
Rented and social housing needs to be incorporated within mixed communities of different incomes and types of housing to deliver sustainable communities. HPBC requiring 80% rented schemes are contrary to Government policies for creating mixed communities. This also makes any affordable housing scheme unrealistic and unviable. The DEFRA (ARHC) reports states; restraint can severely undermine a local authorities ability to deliver affordable housing.
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
HPBC Response:
In areas of the borough which are unaffected by the moritorium a 30 % affordable housing requirement is applies as per the Inspectors recommendation.  This exception of 90% affordable housing within the moritorium aims to provide a route by which affordable housing can be provided in the Glossopdale and Central areas, wthout this there would be no opportunity to do so. 
No change.
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
7.4
Section Ref:
Dwellings forming an integral part of a comprehensive development permitted under Policies...
The Government proposes that redundant commercial  / industrial sites ben used for housing. To achieve redevelopment on such sites there has to be a viable scheme. PPS3 and the DEFRA (ARHC) report give priority to development on developable brownfield land and bring forward brownfield sites for development. Make sufficient land available for a broad mix of both affordable and market housing to contribute to the mixed, sustainable communities. Policy EMP9 is contrary to Government policy.
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
HPBC Response:
This Supplementary Planning Document only relates to policy H1 of the Adopted High Peak Local Plan.  It cannot change this policy only explain the intent behind it and expand upon the exceptions.
The emerging policy advice and figures from the Regional Spatial Strategy will be incorportated into the Core Strategy, which is due for stakeholder consultation in Autumn 2007.
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
7.5
Section Ref:
Dwellings forming an integral part of a comprehensive development permitted under Policies...
Housing and the site redevelopment viability need to be put into practice. If a site is not viable the landowner will not allow redevelopment but choose to look for alternatives or leave the site vacant until policies do change.
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
HPBC Response:
Schemes of 90% Affordable housing are one of the exceptions to the moritorium.  Housing within regeneration areas that enables other strategic objectives to be met is also an exception and this will be subject to 30% affordable housing unless it effects viability.  In the south of the borough genaral market housing schemes are subject to 30% affordable housing provision. Using these established policies, the Council is aiming to encourage the development of affordable housing in the borough.
No change
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
7.6
Section Ref:
Dwellings forming an integral part of a comprehensive development permitted under Policies...
In practice policy H1 and EMP9 are not accounting for the viability to redevelop brownfield sites. PPS3 and DEFRA (ARHC) report and Kate Barker's interim report are in conflict with policies H1 and EMP9.
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
HPBC Response:
This Supplementary Planning Document only relates to policy H1 of the Adopted High Peak Local Plan.  It cannot change this policy only explain the intent behind it and expand upon the exceptions.
The emerging policy advice and figures from the Regional Spatial Strategy will be incorportated into the Core Strategy, which is due for stakeholder consultation in Autumn 2007.
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
7.7
Section Ref:
Dwellings forming an integral part of a comprehensive development permitted under Policies...
To base any redevelopment scheme on exacerbating the position of over supply is contrary to all current Government policies when policies are for an increase in housing supply numbers. Also any scheme has to be based on viability, it is not a question of over supply but restraint that exacerbates redevelopment.
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
HPBC Response:
Schemes of 90% Affordable housing are one of the exceptions to the moritorium.  Housing within regeneration areas that enables other strategic objectives to be met is also an exception and this will be subject to 30% affordable housing unless it effects viability.  In the south of the borough genaral market housing schemes are subject to 30% affordable housing provision. Using these established policies, the Council is aiming to encourage the development of affordable housing in the borough.
No change
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
7.10
Section Ref:
Dwellings forming an integral part of a comprehensive development permitted under Policies...
The change in employment in recent years with the decline in manufacturing and the increase in home working as concluded in the Quality of Employment Land Study. East Midlands LGA found that the High Peak was unlikely to see a growth in employment over the next 20 years.
The old employment sites which are now redundant need a change of use to comply with the draft PPS3 which states; LPAs should consider favourably planning applications for housing development for on sites not allocated in the development plan. A viable development housing scheme is far better for the community than a redundant employment site remaining in a redundant state for employment needs that are no longer required.
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
HPBC Response:
An Employment land Development Plan Document will be prepared following the completion of the Core Strategy in 2009.
No change.
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
8.1
Section Ref:
The re-use a listed building or significant building within a conservation area...
It is not just in a conservation area that significant buildings need housing as the only proven viable alternative to dereliction or demolition it is within all areas including the Central Area. Too many significant buildings have already been lost to the contraints of HPBC policies.
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
HPBC Response:
This exception includes all listed buildings, whether they are within conservation areas or not.  Significant buildings are usually recognised in this way as they have demontrable historical, cultural or architectural merit.
No change.
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
9.1
Section Ref:
Conclusions
The DEFRA (ARHC) report states that "Councils have failed and misinterpreted Government guidance by placing too much emphasis on conserving that landscape at the expense of the social and economic needs of the community in which people live. A moratorium has been criticised in the DEFRA report as exacerbating the problem of not obtaining affordable housing development.
The moratorium is contrary to revised Government policy seeking increased housing supply throughout the country. The DEFRA (ARHC) states on page 13 "planning controls that attempt to protect the environment have limited the supply of land for housing, this has hampered the ability to respond to existing local needs. The unintended consequences have been to deprive rural and market town areas of the funding and development sites they require to meet local need and ensure their continued vitality. The report continues in stating that in some regions there is actually a moratorium on building because the allocation in the RPG had already been met. They recommend an early review to allow more market housing to be brought forward with cross-subsidy from a developer to attain a degree of affordable housing within a viable scheme. The finalisation of the new PPS3 will implement an increase in housing supply numbers and create mixed sustainable communities. This SPD is contrary and out of date to all current and forthcoming Govenment policy.
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
HPBC Response:
This Supplementary Planning Document only relates to policy H1 of the Adopted High Peak Local Plan.  It cannot change this policy only explain the intent behind it and expand upon the exceptions.
The emerging policy advice and figures from the Regional Spatial Strategy will be incorportated into the Core Strategy, which is due for stakeholder consultation in Autumn 2007.
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
10
Section Ref:
Appendix 1
Contrary to all current and forthcoming Government policy.
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
HPBC Response:
This policy was adopted in March 2005 having been through the Public Inquiry.  The SPD cannot amend policies, this will be looked at as part of the core strategy due to be published for public consultation in 2007.
No change.
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
11
Section Ref:
Appendix 2
Out of date figures. Tables for supply and completions do not relate to population figures or people needs.
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
HPBC Response:
The figures are included for inforamtion to show the housing supply provision as in the Local Plan.
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
12
Section Ref:
Sustainability Appraisal
A policy of restraint suppresses evolution and regeneration to the detriment of peoples lives - please see comments on response 372.
Government policy is to promote mixed, sustainable communities, the HPBC policy of restraint is contrary to Government policy.
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
HPBC Response:
This Supplementary Planning Document only relates to policy H1 of the Adopted High Peak Local Plan.  It cannot change this policy only explain the intent behind it and expand upon the exceptions.
The emerging policy advice and figures from the Regional Spatial Strategy will be incorportated into the Core Strategy, which is due for stakeholder consultation in Autumn 2007.
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
1.1
Section Ref:
Introduction
The policy H1 is now contary to new government guidence and policy. The forthcoming new planning reform policy PPS3 will bring in new planning legeslation covering the delivery of increasing housing supply and in need, in particular on brownfield land. The recent report from DEFRA found that policy based on strategic housing numbers where allocation in Regional Planning Guidence had already been met creating a moratorium, recomends an early review to allow more housing. The basis for the new PPS3 is to create an increase in housing numbers and promote sustainable communities (see draft PPS3 [pg 18 no.40)
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
HPBC Response:
This Supplementary Planning Document only relates to policy H1 of the Adopted High Peak Local Plan.  It cannot change this policy only explain the intent behind it and expand upon the exceptions.
The emerging policy advice and figures from the Regional Spatial Strategy will be incorportated into the Core Strategy, which is due for stakeholder consultation in Autumn 2007.
Council Decision:
As above
Consultee Comment:
1.2
Section Ref:
Introduction
The restrictive housing policy needs to adopt and incorporate upto date Government guidence. The HPBC Local Plan policy H1 and H9 on housing restraints is contary to new goverment guidence, Kate Barkers interim report and the forthcoming PPS3. The recent report from DEFRA (ARHC) states - that a moratorium exacerbates the problems of meeting local housing needs and sustaining local communities.
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
HPBC Response:
This Supplementary Planning Document only relates to policy H1 of the Adopted High Peak Local Plan.  It cannot change this policy only explain the intent behind it and expand upon the exceptions.
The emerging policy advice and figures from the Regional Spatial Strategy will be incorportated into the Core Strategy, which is due for stakeholder consultation in Autumn 2007.
Council Decision:
As above
Consultee Comment:
1.3
Section Ref:
Introduction
Housing restraint policy is contary to the housing crisis and its associated serious social consequences as defined by the government, Kate Barkers interm report, DEFRA (ARCH) report, National Housing  Federation and the Housing Associations.
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
HPBC Response:
This Supplementary Planning Document only relates to policy H1 of the Adopted High Peak Local Plan.  It cannot change this policy only explain the intent behind it and expand upon the exceptions.
The emerging policy advice and figures from the Regional Spatial Strategy will be incorportated into the Core Strategy, which is due for stakeholder consultation in Autumn 2007.
Council Decision:
As above
Consultee Comment:
2
Section Ref:
Policy Context
It is highlighted in the DEFRA (ARCH) report that the emphasis on conserving the environment through regional spatial strategies has been misinterpereted and actually undermined the sustainability of social and economic needs of the rural and market town communities.
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
HPBC Response:
This Supplementary Planning Document only relates to policy H1 of the Adopted High Peak Local Plan.  It cannot change this policy only explain the intent behind it and expand upon the exceptions.
The emerging policy advice and figures from the Regional Spatial Strategy will be incorportated into the Core Strategy, which is due for stakeholder consultation in Autumn 2007.
Council Decision:
As above
Consultee Comment:
2.1
Section Ref:
Policy Context
The influence of Greater Manchester and South Yorkshire have been shown to be a misconception in terms of the in-migration of people wanting to come and live in the countryside. People no longer can afford to live in rural areas and market towns, they are having to live in the cities and towns and commute back into the countryside for work and their families, as highlighted in the Defra (ARCH) report.
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
HPBC Response:
In areas of the borough which are unaffected by the moritorium a 30 % affordable housing requirement is applies as per the Inspectors recommendation.  This exception of 90% affordable housing within the moritorium aims to provide a route by which affordable housing can be provided in the Glossopdale and Central areas, wthout this there would be no opportunity to do so. 
No change.
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
2.2
Section Ref:
Policy Context
It is through placing restraint on housing that suppresses communication, business and culture links with Greater Manchester and Cheshire, instead of promoting and helping to maintain sustainable communities in rural areas and market towns, as highlighted in the DEFRA (ARHC) report
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
HPBC Response:
In areas of the borough which are unaffected by the moritorium a 30 % affordable housing requirement is applies as per the Inspectors recommendation.  This exception of 90% affordable housing within the moritorium aims to provide a route by which affordable housing can be provided in the Glossopdale and Central areas, wthout this there would be no opportunity to do so. 
No change.
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
2.5
Section Ref:
Policy Context
The DEFRA (ARCH) report found that local authorities, housing associations, private developers and rural housing enablers express deep concern, that regional plans RPG or RSS are not providing sufficient housing numbers to meet rural and market towns housing needs. In-migration has been found to be a misconception and restraint suppresses regeneration. It is recommended that an urgent review into the sustainability development criteria that has been used to appraise emerging Regional Spatial STrategies is undertaken to comply with current Government guidance.
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
HPBC Response:
In areas of the borough which are unaffected by the moritorium a 30 % affordable housing requirement is applies as per the Inspectors recommendation.  This exception of 90% affordable housing within the moritorium aims to provide a route by which affordable housing can be provided in the Glossopdale and Central areas, wthout this there would be no opportunity to do so. 
No change.
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
2.6
Section Ref:
Policy Context
It is highlighted in the DEFRA (ARCH) report that the emphasis on conserving the environment through Regional Spatial Srategies has been misinterpereted  and actually undermined the sustainability of social and economic needs of the rural and market town communities.
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
HPBC Response:
This Supplementary Planning Document only relates to policy H1 of the Adopted High Peak Local Plan.  It cannot change this policy only explain the intent behind it and expand upon the exceptions.
The emerging policy advice and figures from the Regional Spatial Strategy will be incorportated into the Core Strategy, which is due for stakeholder consultation in Autumn 2007.
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
2.7
Section Ref:
Policy Context
Kate Barkers interm review demonstrated that too few homes have not been built for decades, this includes the High Peak moratorium area. The government is now driving forward its commitment to increase house building to a level of 200,000 a year as stated in the letter from Ruth Kelly (12 July 2006) to the prime minister. This is contary and explicitly does not imply a reduction in housing provision.
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
HPBC Response:
This Supplementary Planning Document only relates to policy H1 of the Adopted High Peak Local Plan.  It cannot change this policy only explain the intent behind it and expand upon the exceptions.
The emerging policy advice and figures from the Regional Spatial Strategy will be incorportated into the Core Strategy, which is due for stakeholder consultation in Autumn 2007.
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
2.8
Section Ref:
Policy Context
It is acknowledged from the government and highlighted in the Defra (ARCH) report that the housing policy constraints to protect the countryside and focus development in the towns and cities has deprived rural and market town areas of the funding and development needed to regenerate the social and economic needs that the communities require to live iin them, it has undermined the sustainability if these communities.
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
HPBC Response:
Schemes of 90% Affordable housing are one of the exceptions to the moritorium.  Housing within regeneration areas that enables other strategic objectives to be met is also an exception and this will be subject to 30% affordable housing unless it effects viability.  In the south of the borough general market housing schemes are subject to 30% affordable housing provision. Using these established policies, the Council is aiming to encourage the development of affordable housing in the borough.
No change
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
2.10
Section Ref:
Policy Context
The housing allocations do not incorporate up to date government guidence on increasing housing supply. The limitations on housing do not incorporate the increase in households where children have no alternative but to live in the family home, the increse in single parent families and single people rquiring a home of their own. The high prices for housing is acknowledged, at least in part, a consequence of stricter constraints on housing supply being curtailed. Restricting supply increases house prices so they are out of reach for local people.
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
HPBC Response:
This Supplementary Planning Document only relates to policy H1 of the Adopted High Peak Local Plan.  It cannot change this policy only explain the intent behind it and expand upon the exceptions.
The emerging policy advice and figures from the Regional Spatial Strategy will be incorportated into the Core Strategy, which is due for stakeholder consultation in Autumn 2007.
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
2.11
Section Ref:
Policy Context
This does not reflect government guidence on increasing housing supply numbers. The PPS3 is all about providing decent homes, increasing housing supply and creating sustainable mixed communities, contary to this SPD.
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
HPBC Response:
This Supplementary Planning Document only relates to policy H1 of the Adopted High Peak Local Plan.  It cannot change this policy only explain the intent behind it and expand upon the exceptions.
The emerging policy advice and figures from the Regional Spatial Strategy will be incorportated into the Core Strategy, which is due for stakeholder consultation in Autumn 2007.
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
2.12
Section Ref:
Policy Context
Quoting the HPBC Local Plan does not take into account the HPBC planning policy guidence notes - update March 2006, restriction is contrary to planning for growth and being more responsive to the housing market and need for housing development to be brought forward as in government policy and guidence.
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
HPBC Response:
This Supplementary Planning Document only relates to policy H1 of the Adopted High Peak Local Plan.  It cannot change this policy only explain the intent behind it and expand upon the exceptions.
The emerging policy advice and figures from the Regional Spatial Strategy will be incorportated into the Core Strategy, which is due for stakeholder consultation in Autumn 2007.
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
2.13
Section Ref:
Policy Context
In the inspectors report pg. 198 no 7.13.20, the inspector recommended a statements that a 30% target for affordability on site be applied throughout the borough. The HPBC did not impliment this into revised policy, they imposed the moratorium against the inspectors recomendation.
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
HPBC Response:
The moratorium was recommended in section 7.2.31.iv  on page 138 of the Inspectors report.
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
2.14
Section Ref:
Policy Context
Housing supply figures from 31st March 2003 do not incorporate up to date information from the government working towards increasing housing supply and creating mixed sustainable communities.
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mr & Mrs Harris
HPBC Response:
The figures were included to show the housing supply position at the time of the Inquiry into the Local Plan wnd which were used by the Inspector to make his recommendations.
No change.
Council Decision:
As above.
UKIP
13
Section Ref:
All document
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Mrs S Hall
Consultee Comment:
Our Members would like you to maintain the present moratorium on all private house buildings, mainly because of the inevitable traffic that new properties will generate. Less and less industry will want to relocate to remain in the area if the number of vehicles continues to escalate. The economy of the valley will be strangled. Also there will be an adverse effect on health and the environment.
There are presently 2 developments (flats) not fully occupied and a further, large mill development planned. We feel that Glossopdale and other areas of the High Peak have already passed the point of sustainability development and the character of some towns and villages has been ruined.
New housing developments always promise an element of affordable housing but no-one seems to factor in the greed of developers. we would like to ask:
what figure is considered to be affordable?
Who decides what if affordable?
How long will it be before key service workers cannot afford to live in glossopdale
As local/county housing developments decisions are frequently over ridden by HM Inspectors on appeal what real chance is there that local opinion will count for anything?
Finally we would appreciate knowing the cost of producing and circulating the supplementary planning document. It states that it is complying with E.U Directive 2001/42/EC so we would expect the E.U to pay for it, not the High Peak Council tax payers. If this E.U Directive has in fact been funded from taxes, we object most strongly to this. High Peak Council and the government can be held responsible to some extent, to the electorate - the E.U cannot
HPBC Response:
No change.  The housing moritorium is being maintained.  The issues of affordable housing will be dealt with in the Affordable housing SPD.
Council Decision:
As above.
Natural Environment
Campaign to Protect Rural England
Consultee Comment:
13
Section Ref:
All document
The CPRE consifder that the table H4 (predicted housing completions in Buxton 2003-2001) presented by the HPBC at the planning committee determination of Otterhole farm on 23/1/6 presents an accurate figure of the likely sitiation in Buxton.  This shows an oversupply of 206 as opposed to a shortfall of 204 as shown in the table H3 in the consultation document. We consider that allocations, urban capacity sites and windfall sites should be included in the tables for all areas. Thos would give a truer picture accross the whole borough. A similar table should therefore also be produced for the central Area and Glossopdale.
The CPRE supports the housing restrictions proposed within the central and Glossopdale areas and believe that theses restrictions should be applied to the Buxton area.
Although the annual rate of completion in BUxton has been slower than required to meet housing target, we consider that this will accelerate as a consequence of the general policy of restraint in he High Peak as a whole, ensuring that approved developments and allocated sites are built out more rapidly. Given the projected oversupply demonstrated at the Otterhole committee meeting, we therefore consider that treating Buxton differently will lead to a completely unacceptable over suppply for the borough as a whole. We would like the housing SPD to give a true figure for what we consider it to be around 20%. Buxton has not yet attracted significant new employment and any oversupply is likely to be taken up by commuters, encouraging unsustainable settlement patterns. We therefore continue to argue that the restraunt policy should also be applied to Buxton.
The CPRE support the alterations within chapters 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9 (exception Criterias)
S
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
John King
HPBC Response:
The completion figures on Buxton are well below that required to meet the Structure Plan target.  The overall level of completions and dwellings under construction are used to establish whether there is an adequate supply in a sub area and at the time of writing this is not the case in Buxton.
No change
Council Decision:
As above.
English Nature
Consultee Comment:
12
Section Ref:
Sustainability Appraisal
Section 4 - Baseline Characteristics.
This section does not include reference to the biodiversity or ecological baseline characteristics of High Peak. We feel it is not possible to establish an environmental baseline without consideration of biodiversity. English Nature would like reference to be made to the 22 SSSI which occur wholly or partly within the Borough (a full list is included on file). Particular reference should be made to Dark Peak SSSI, Castleton SSSI, Goyt Valley SSSI and Leek Moors SSSI which collectively cover a significant area of the High Peak Borough.
O
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Cass Worman
HPBC Response:
 Details of SSSIs, SPAs, SACs and LNRs have been added to section 4 baseline characteristics.  However in order to maintain the focus of the report on issues that could be influenced by the SPD, no further examination of these sites was included in the baseline data analysed for setting the sustainability framework.
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
12
Section Ref:
Sustainability Appraisal
Appendix 3 - Baseline Data.
English Nature suggest that the SSSI data available at www.natureonthemap.org.uk be included in the section on environmental issues.
G
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Cass Worman
HPBC Response:
 No change
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
13
Section Ref:
All document
No comment.
N
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Cass Worman
HPBC Response:
No change
Council Decision:
As above.
Statutory
East Midlands Regional Assembly
Consultee Comment:
13
Section Ref:
All document
General principles for spatial priorities in the Peak sub area are contained in the current RSS8 Policy 10.
G
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Andrew Pritchard
HPBC Response:
No change
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
13
Section Ref:
All document
It would be helpful if the final SPD contained a diagrammatic map of sufficient scale to give an indication of the location of key housing sites and the corresponding numbers of dwellings.
G
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Andrew Pritchard
HPBC Response:
Council Decision:
Consultee Comment:
13
Section Ref:
All document
Given the recent Government guidance, it may be appropriate to consider, or make reference to, the housing needs of gypsy and traveller communities in the district.
G
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Andrew Pritchard
HPBC Response:
This issue has been included in the current housing needs survey and if appropriate will be inlcuded in the forthcoming affordable housing SPD and DPD.
No change.
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
2
Section Ref:
Policy Context
The revised RRS8 will be published in draft form in September 2006. This will contain district by district figures for housing allocations; paragraph 2.7 in the SPD refers to this.
G
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Andrew Pritchard
HPBC Response:
No change
Council Decision:
No change
Consultee Comment:
12
Section Ref:
Sustainability Appraisal
It is recognised that the SA takes a pragmatic approach which gives a clear focus on the key issues. However, this may be at the expense of other issues, which though secondary, could be worthy of consideration. For example in Appendix 2 of the SA, air quality is noted as a potential implication. Highly energy efficient homes may directly align with policy objectives for affordable homes and alleviation of fuel poverty. There may be other relationships between wider sustainability objectives criteria and the SPD.
G
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Andrew Pritchard
HPBC Response:
No change
Council Decision:
As above.
English Heritage
Consultee Comment:
13
Section Ref:
All document
owing to the volume of work that is being generated by the introduction of Strategic Environmental Assesment in this Region, we are finding it necessary to prioritise which consultation we are able to respond to. Although we have not been able to provide a response at this stage.
N
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Ann Plackett
HPBC Response:
No change
Council Decision:
As above.
Environment Agency
Consultee Comment:
13
Section Ref:
All document
The Agency has no comments to add to those made in response to the stakeholder consultation. The Council's response  on pages 10/11 of the consultation statement are noted. The Agency is satisfied that flood risk issues would be addressed by Policy GD10 of the Local Plan.
G
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
David Marsh
HPBC Response:
No change
Council Decision:
As above.
Government Office East Midlands
Consultee Comment:
13
Section Ref:
All document
Having considered the SA Report against the requirements of Appendics 1,4 and 15 of the Sustianability Appraisal of Regional Spatial Strategies and Local Development Documents (ODPM 2005), we have no further comments to make on this report
G
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Pamela Roberts
HPBC Response:
No change
Council Decision:
No change
Consultee Comment:
2.4
Section Ref:
Policy Context
The consultation draft PPS3 was published in December 2005
G
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Pamela Roberts
HPBC Response:
No change
Council Decision:
No change.
Consultee Comment:
2.4
Section Ref:
Policy Context
N
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Pamela Roberts
HPBC Response:
Council Decision:
Consultee Comment:
2.3
Section Ref:
Policy Context
N
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Pamela Roberts
HPBC Response:
Council Decision:
Consultee Comment:
6.4
Section Ref:
Replacement dwellings
Policy H15 already deals with the subdivision of existing dwellings and we would query the need to add another layer of criteria in the SPD that is unrelated to Policy H15
G
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Pamela Roberts
HPBC Response:
The wording of section 6 Relacement Dwellings has been amended to make reference to policy H15.
Council Decision:
As above.
Consultee Comment:
2.2
Section Ref:
Policy Context
N
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Pamela Roberts
HPBC Response:
Council Decision:
Consultee Comment:
1.3
Section Ref:
Introduction
There is no requirements for an issue and options consultation for Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD) under The Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (Englang) Regulations 2004, but we anticipate that the consultation undertaken in December 2005 would have served that purpose. We note from the consultation Statement where you have made changes to the initail draft SPD asa response to our eariler comments
G
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Pamela Roberts
HPBC Response:
No change
Council Decision:
No change
The Countryside Agency
Consultee Comment:
13
Section Ref:
All document
Since 1st April 2005 as a result of the changes brought forward from the governments publication of the Rural Strategy. the strategic role in social and economic objectives affecting the countryside have been transferred to Governement Office for the East Midlands (GOEM) and the Regional Developemnt Agency. suggested that contacting GOEM on this issue. The Strategic Planning and Transport fuctions of the Countryside Agency are now been housed within the Landscape, Access and recreation division that will eventually form part of an integrated agency with English Nature and the Rural Development Service. LAR plans are similar to the Countryside Agency but are more focused on conserving the countryside. Do not wish to comment on the topic. would like to stress that the absence of comment is simply an expression of remit and priorities.
N
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
Elizabeth Newman
HPBC Response:
No change
Council Decision:
No change
United Utilities
Consultee Comment:
13
Section Ref:
All document
United Utilities have no further comments
N
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
David Hardman
HPBC Response:
No change
Council Decision:
No change
Statutory Local Government
Derbyshire County Council
Consultee Comment:
13
Section Ref:
All document
No comments to make further to those made during the Stakeholder consultation. Consultee would like the opportunity to comment on subsequent LDF documents, as and when they are produced.
N
Support / Object / No comment / General Comment
David Dale / Ian Goldstraw
HPBC Response:
No change
Council Decision:
As above.
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