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 South Derbyshire District Council, Civic Offices, Civic Way, Swadlincote, DE11 0AH 

 All South Derbyshire libraries and the following libraries outside of the District: Burton on Trent, 

Chellaston, Mickleover and Sinfin 

A series if drop in events are to be held around the District throughout December and January, as 
listed below. The events are open to all, and you do not have to attend your nearest one. As always, 
we would like you to extend the invitation far and wide. Please do tell your family, friends and 
neighbours about this consultation and the opportunity to respond to shaping the District. 

Venue Date Time 

Frank Wickham Hall, Portland Street, Etwall, DE65 6JF 
Monday 8th 
December 2025 

4pm – 
7pm 

Melbourne Sporting Partnership, Cockshut Lane, 
Melbourne, DE73 8DG 

Tuesday 9th 
December 2025 

4pm – 
7pm 

Sharpes Pottery Museum, 23 West Street , 
Swadlincote, DE11 9DG 

Friday 19th December 
2025 

4pm – 
7pm 

Hilton Village Hall, Peacroft Lane, Hilton, DE65 5GH 
Friday 9th January 
2026 

4pm – 
7pm 

All Saints Heritage Centre, Shardlow Road, Aston on 
Trent 

Wednesday 14th 
January 2026 

4pm – 
7pm 

Rosliston and Cauldwell Village Hall, Main Street, 
Rosliston, DE12 8JW 

Friday 16th January 
2026 

4pm – 
7pm 

Findern Village Hall, Castle Hill, Findern, DE65 6AL 
Friday 23rd January 
2026 4pm – 7pm 

Comments made in response to this consultation need to be made in writing. We encourage you to 
submit your responses online (through the Councils website), where you can register and submit 
your comments. 

If you have received this notification via email, your address can be used to login and submit a 
response online. If you have not used the consultation software previously, you will need to create a 
password. You can do so by clicking on the “I forgot my password” on the consultation website. 

Alternatively, you can submit your completed questionnaires by email to 
local.plan@southdebryshire.gov.uk or 

Post to: South Derbyshire District Council, Civic Offices, Civic Way, Swadlincote, DE11 0AH 

We welcome your comments on the consultation document and the Local Plan Part 2 Review 
Scoping Report until 5pm on 30th January 2026. 

Yours faithfully 



 

South Derbyshire 
Issues and Options Part 2 Local Plan Review 
Paper Response Form 
 

Your reviews are being sought on the South Derbyshire Issues and Options Part 2 Local Plan 

Review and the Local Plan Part 2 Review Scoping Report. 

The consultation documents can be viewed at 

www.southderbyshire.gov.uk/issuesandoptionsPart2Review  

This form can be used as an alternative to the online questionnaire. Responses should be 

submitted to the Planning Policy Team by email at local.plan@southderbyshire.gov.uk or via post to 

Planning Policy, Planning Services, South Derbyshire District Council, Civic Offices, Civic Way, 

Swadlincote, Derbyshire, DE11 0AH 

Comments must be received by 5pm on 30th January 2026, late comments will not be 

accepted.  

*indicates required field   

Future notification 

The District Council will retain your contact details to inform you of future consultations on the Local 

Plan. If you do not wish for your contact details to be added to the consultation database, please 

email local.plan@southderbyshire.gov.uk 

Privacy Notice - How is your information used?  

Representations will be made publicly available following the close of the consultation 

however personal details (personal address, signature and contact details) will NOT be made 

publicly available but will be kept in a secure database and used to notify you of the Plan’s 

progress. 

Who has access to your information?  
South Derbyshire District Council Planning Services. Personal information is not shared with any 
other department or agency, will not be sold and will not be used for any other purpose. 
 
For further information, please visit our Privacy section of our website at 

www.southderbyshire.gov.uk/privacy where you can see a full copy of our privacy notice. 

Alternatively, you can request a hard copy by emailing local.plan@southderbyshire.gov.uk 
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Question 1: Should the Council produce a Local Plan Part 2 Review under the 

existing planning system, or should a single full Local Plan Review be undertaken 

under the new system? (please tick one)  

☐ Produce a Local Plan Part 2 Review under the existing system 

☒ Produce a single Full Local Plan under the new system 

☐ Other 

(Please provide a reason for your answer) 

We strongly recommend the Council, in the first instance, produces a single Full Local Plan 

under the new system. We set out our reasoning below. 

 

First, we acknowledge the Council’s desire to have full plan coverage (based on a two-part 

local plan) prior to Local Government Reorganisation in April 2028. Conversely, the 

Council acknowledge that to achieve this would be ‘ambitious’ as both parts of the Local 

Plan (LPP1 and LPP2) would need to be ready for submission to Planning Inspectorate by 

31 December 2026.  

 

The Council intend on  undertaking and completing all the tasks (legal, procedural and to 

ensure soundness) necessary to get both LPP1 and LPP2 plans through the examination 

process (for LPP1) and be ready for submission (for LPP2) in the next 12 months. This 

would assume that both plans will move forward with no delays and no unforeseen 

events or circumstances to slow down their progress towards adoption and / or 

submission. This, in our experience, is simply not a realistic proposition.  

 

Second, and related to our first point, the intention to pursue a ‘two-tier’ plan approach 

in 2026 has clear implications for the public consultation process. In particular, it is 

notable on page 4 of the IO document that the Council states: 

 

”To achieve this the Council would need to follow an ambitious timeline to conclude this 

[issue and options] consultation, consider the responses and draft a Local Plan, carry out 
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further consultation and then submit the plan for Examination by December 2026.” 

(emphasis) 

 

The Council is suggesting that it will carry out only one more consultation stage prior to 

submission of the LPP2 for examination, which we assume will be under Regulation 19 

(pre-submission) version of the Plan. However, this consultation only covers issues and 

options and does not present any draft policies or proposals to be taken forward in the 

LPP2 at this stage.  Whilst we recognise there is flexibility at the Regulation 18 stage, as 

PPG ID61-034 makes clear, the process has to comply with Regulation 18.  Regulation 18 

makes clear what is expected of local planning authorities with respect to requirements 

for consultation on the local plan. Regulation 18(3) states that “In preparing the local 

plan, the local planning authority must take into account any representation made to 

them in response to invitations under paragraph (1)”. The intention to move straight to 

Regulation 19 version of the LPP2 without consulting on a draft set of policies would be 

inconsistent with the Regulation 18(3) and undermines the effectiveness of public 

engagement, contrary to paragraph 16(c) of the NPPF 2024.  

 

The lack of effective engagement at Reg 18 stage also has implications for subsequent 

stages of plan preparation. In particular, Regulation 19 stipulates that before submitting a 

local plan for examination, the Council must publish the ‘proposed submission 

documents’ and make these available for inspection. The proposed submission 

documents, in accordance with s17(d) of the same regulations, must include a 

Consultation Statement. The Consultation Statement must include “a summary of the 

main issues raised by those representations, and how those main issues have been 

addressed in the local plan” in accordance with Regulation 19(d)(iii) and (iv). The Plan that 

is published for consultation at Regulation 19 stage should therefore be the plan that the 

Council intends to submit to the Planning Inspectorate for examination. They must also 

submit a ‘statement’ that addresses the requirement of s17(d) based on representations 

received at the regulation 18 stage. At present, the Consultation Statement will not 

include any summary of the main issues raised on any draft set of policies or proposals 
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because there are none. This is again a fundamental failure in the process being followed 

for the LPP2 review.  

 

In order to be in a position to prepare and publish both the plan and the s17(d) 

Consultation Statement, the Council are obliged to invite representations on the draft set 

of policies and proposals as part of preparing a draft Plan under Regulation 18. They 

should then consider those representations before they publish the Regulation 19 version 

of the LPP2 review. This is critical to ensuring the plan-making process is fair and 

transparent for all parties because regulation 19 does not allow for any subsequent 

modifications or amendments to the made to the Reg 19 Plan prior to its submission for 

examination.   

 

Similarly, the LPP2 review should be informed throughout their preparation by a 

sustainability appraisal that meets the relevant legal requirements, in accordance with 

paragraph 33 of the NPPF 2024. Furthermore, the PPG makes clear that the development 

and appraisal of proposals in plans needs to be an iterative process, with the proposals 

being revised to take account of the appraisal findings (PPG ID: 11-018 20140306). 

However, the Sustainability Appraisal issued for this consultation is only at the ‘Scoping’ 

stage and does not present any appraisal of the preferred policies and proposals in light 

of reasonable alternatives, as required under SEA Regulations and national policy. On this 

basis, we contend that the process of preparing the LPP2 does not currently meet these 

requirements.  There is clearly a need for more than one consultation on the LPP2 as it 

moves forward, to include a consultation on a draft set of policies and proposals.     

 

In this context, there will be no real opportunity for local stakeholders to influence the 

content of the LPP2 or provide their views on how the likely significance of effects of the 

draft policies and proposals have been taken into account. This is because the next formal 

consultation will be in response to the pre-submission versions of both the LPP2 and 

(final) SA under Regulation 19 of the plan-making regulations prior to submission 

(assuming these remain in force for transitional plans). It also conflicts with the Council‘s 

Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) which notes the need for more than one 
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consultation as necessary at this stage (SCI, Table 1, March 2024 draft). In our view, 

moving forward with only one consultation under Regulation 18 (on a high level Issues 

and Options document) significantly undermines the effectiveness of the public 

consultation and engagement process for the LPP2. In this context, the preparation of a 

single local plan can ensure that local stakeholder views can be properly considered in 

accordance with regulations and policy.   

 

Third, taking forward the current ‘two-tier’ plan approach is likely to add considerable 

and unnecessary complexity to the planning framework, in particular for determining 

future planning applications in South Derbyshire. This is because 50% of the Local Plan 

(LPP1) will have been prepared under the transitional arrangements based on an 

outdated NPPF (December 2023) whilst the other 50% (LPP2) will need to be consistent 

with the upcoming revisions to the current NPPF (issued in December 2024) that are likely 

to be published in 2026. However, the Council does not explain how differences between 

the 2023 and subsequent versions of national policy are to be taken into account at the 

planning application stage which creates uncertainty and risks delays in how proposals 

are considered. The two-tier approach also risks undermining the Government’s wider 

objective of creating a more standardised, digitised and ‘more streamlined’ development 

plan system under new planning legislation currently being brought forward. A more 

streamlined and less complex approach would be through a single local plan. 

 

Fourth, we also consider that a two-tier approach represents a costly process, placing an 

increasingly heavy burden on public finances which, in our view, is an unnecessary public 

cost to the local communities of South Derbyshire. A more cost-effective approach would 

be to prepare a single local plan.     

  
 

 

Question 2: Where should the housing needs be met?  

(Please provide site details including projected delivery timescales and the specific need 

being met). 

The Council states there is a current shortfall of 57 homes over the plan period to meet 

the minimum plan requirement. The Council also states the requirement figure is a 
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minimum amount and so the Local Plan should allocate enough sites to ensure flexibility 

in the supply so that if some sites don’t deliver at the time expected, or there are 

unforeseen reasons why a site cannot be delivered as expected, the overall requirement 

will still be met. The shortfall will need to be addressed through new allocations and/or 

other policies. (on page 8 of the IO document) 

 

However, the IO document does not offer any view on where growth should be directed. 

Any further growth identified through the LPP2 should be directed in accordance with the 

settlement hierarchy. The Council is currently updating the hierarchy through the LPP1 

review.  This assigns growth primarily to sites on the edge of the Derby City boundaries, 

and sites at Swadlincote (as the District’s principal settlement). The LPP1 review focuses 

growth almost exclusively on the edge of Derby sites. The edge-of -Derby proposals are, 

in our view, addressing the needs of Derby City’s population, which the Council considers 

to be “the most appropriate place given the level of need arising from Derby City” (IO 

document, page 6). Consequently, we would recommend that any shortfall, however 

moderate this may be, should be directed to Swadlincote. This will help to ensure an 

appropriate mix and distribution of sites can be provided to help address the full needs of 

the District. 

 

In this context, we support the Council’s observation (on page 9) which acknowledges the 

potential to allocate additional sites to deliver in the middle/latter part of the plan period 

to ensure that there is a consistent land supply exceeding minimum requirements and in 

doing this to provide protection from speculative development.  A recent appeal decision 

in Melbourne1 has clarified that South Derbyshire does not have a minimum five year 

supply of deliverable sites in accordance with national policy (NPPF 2024, para 78). This is 

another reason to allocate a wider range of sites, in addition to those directed to the edge 

of Derby through the LPP1 review.  

 

Bellway Homes has been promoting Land at Sandcliffe Road, Swadlincote (with options to 

bring homes forward immediately and over the medium term). The Council is aware of 

 
1 Appeal Ref: APP/F1040/W/25/3368728 Land South of Kings Newton Lane, Melbourne 
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this site, but we attach the site details previously submitted for reference (Appendix 1). 

This remains our client’s latest position. 

 

Bellway has a proven track record of delivering in South Derbyshire, as demonstrated 

through the development of the adjacent land at Broomy Farm, Swadlincote. If the LPP2 

review is taken forward, the site at Sandcliffe Road is a clear and obvious option for 

addressing the identified housing shortfall in the short term and as a means to add 

additional flexibility to the overall supply. The site is available and can be brought forward 

in the early phase of the plan period (within the next five years). The wider site could then 

be considered as a ‘next phase’ through the subsequent single plan process, or to provide 

additional flexibility.               

 

 

Question 3: Are there other mechanisms that the plan should consider to securing 

housing delivery in addition to allocating specific sites (e.g. identifying indicative 

broad locations/areas for future growth adjacent to existing settlements, extending 

settlement boundaries, supporting certain Changes of Use)?  

☒Yes    ☐No 

(Please provide a reason for your answer) 

Yes. It should be recognised in the LPP2 review (and LPP1 review) that not all needs can 

or should be sought solely on allocated sites. This is an unrealistic and undeliverable 

approach, and there is nothing in national policy that requires this.  

 

In this context, the Council should create a broadly positive policy framework which 

acknowledges that land can be sustainably-located to existing services and facilities, but 

which also lies adjacent to existing built-up areas and may not be allocated in a 

development plan. Such an approach can be delivered through effectively worded policies 

criteria that are linked to location and accessibility, and not solely driven by whether a 

site is within a settlement or allocation boundary.    

 

This approach can help to support the achievement of sustainable development, and 

could be a more effective means of directing growth to appropriate locations in the 
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Policies should be drafted so they accord with the following objectives, including: 

 

• Succinct and up-to-date plans should provide a positive vision for the future of each 

area; a framework for meeting housing needs and addressing other economic, 

social and environmental priorities; and a platform for local people to shape their 

surroundings (NPPF 2024, para 15); 

 

• be prepared positively, in a way that is aspirational but deliverable (para 16);  

 

• providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the area’s objectively 

assessed needs (para 35); and 

 

• (LPAs] should approach decisions on proposed development in a positive and 

creative way (para 39). 

 

In this context, the delivery of much-needed housing, including affordable housing, can be 

achieved through measures not exclusive to the allocation of land.   

 

 

 

 

 

Question 5: What specific accommodation needs should the Local Plan address 

through allocations (e.g. extra care accommodation for older people, care home 

provision for looked after children etc.)?  

(Please provide details) 

No response. 
 
 

 

Question 6: What could the Council do to speed up delivery on strategic allocations?  

(Please provide details) 
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It is important that whilst plans should provide certainty for applicants in defining policy 

requirements for specific sites, these must not undermine the deliverability of the plan and must 

meet the three tests for planning contributions and obligations, in accordance with national 

policy. Policy criteria should not extend beyond these considerations, unless supported by clear 

evidence. 

 
 

Question 7: Should the Council allocate land South of Mackworth for development 

within the plan period?  

 ☐Yes    ☒No 

(Please provide a reason for your answer) 

The Land South of Mackworth (FLG1) is situated on the edge of the administrative 

boundary of South Derbyshire, but lies adjacent to land proposed for allocation in the 

Amber Valley Local Plan (AVLP, ref. Brun Lane FLG1). The IO document highlights that the 

Mackworth site would be delivered in conjunction with the Brun Lane site. As we 

understand, the Brun Lane site will not be allocated in the AVLP because the site is not 

deliverable or developable (not available)2. The AVLP Inspector has recommended 

through main modifications that the AVLP, on adoption, identifies a Strategic Area for 

Future Housing Growth beyond the plan period (in effect, beyond 2040)3.  

 

It is clear the modification to the AVLP is required in order to ensure the AVLP is soundly-

based. The AVLP Inspector does not consider the Brun Lane site to be justified, effective, 

positively-prepared, or consistent with national policy. Despite the modification outlined 

above, the IO document states (page 11) the Council is now proposing to take forward 

the element of the wider site on the South Derbyshire side (the Land south of 

Mackworth) independently from the rest of the Brun Lane SGS. The justification for this 

change in approach is based on the possible provision of a vehicular access into the site 

from the South Derbyshire side. 

 

 
2 AVLP exam doc AV08a 
3 Schedule of proposed modifications to the submitted local plan policies maps july 2025, AVLP 
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(extract from LPP1 review policies map. Land South of Mackworth, FLG1) 
 
Under the AVLP main modifications4, it remains the case that a cross-boundary, strategic 

approach must be taken in bringing forward the Brun Lane Growth Area. This includes 

working collaboratively with neighbouring authorities (notably, South Derbyshire and 

Derby City) and stakeholders on the future masterplanning of the site. In effect, there is 

no expectation that development will commence on the Brun Lane site any time before 

2040. However, South Derbyshire District Council now propose a separate approach in 

advance of the wider masterplanning process advocated through the AVLP examination. 

This, in our view, does not represent effective engagement on cross-boundary issues and 

undermines the recommendations of the AVLP Local Plan Inspector, contrary to national 

policy on effective engagement in plan-making (NPPF 2024, paras 24-27).   

 

The development of the Mackworth site on its own would also result in development 

being completely detached from the existing built footprint of Derby City, creating an 

incongruous and unrelated extension of ribbon-like development jutting out into the 

countryside. Furthermore, even if the principle of development were accepted, it is 

unclear how a suitable urban design solution could be achieved on such a narrow sliver of 

land. For example, there is no existing public footpath along the entire length of the 

boundary of the B5020. It is unclear how a suitable pedestrian access route could be 

achieved given its width and presence of hedgerows along the entire length of the road in 

this location. As a consequence, access would predominantly be for vehicular 

 
4 MM36 
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movements, which significantly undermines the sustainability credentials of the site in 

transport terms.   

 

Furthermore, from a deliverability perspective, from our client’s experience, it is highly 

unlikely the site would be attractive to any developer in isolation given its location, 

configuration, and its relationship to the Brun Lane Growth Area, which abuts the site 

along its northern boundary.  

 

On this basis, the Land south of Mackworth should not be allocated within the plan 

period unless it is brought forward through a comprehensive and integrated masterplan, 

including the Brun Lane Growth Area. This will ensure the site is delivered in manner 

consistent with the Amber Valley Local Plan Inspector’s recommendations. 

 
 

Question 8: Are there other steps that the Council could take to accelerate housing 

delivery on other sites?  

 ☐Yes    ☐No 

(Please provide a reason for your answer) 

No response 

 

 

Question 9: Do you agree that settlement boundaries should be drawn around the 

urban edge of Derby, Drakelow and Stanton and any new allocations?  

 ☐Yes    ☐No 

(Please provide a reason for your answer) 

No response 
 
 

 

Question 10: Do you agree with the principles for assessing the settlement 

boundaries, as set out in Appendix 1? 

 ☒Yes    ☒No 

(Please provide a reason for your answer) 

We have reviewed the Settlement Boundary Assessment Principles in Appendix 1 and set out our 

comments below: 
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Principle 1: Where practical settlement boundaries will be drawn tightly following defined 

physical features, such as walls, fences, hedges, roads etc. 

• We acknowledge that settlement boundaries should follows identifiable, physical 

features.  

• However, there are clear differences in the ‘nature and form’ and scale of larger 

settlements (Swadlincote) where growth is directed, and other more remote rural 

settlements, where growth is resisted.  

• These differences in context need to be reflected in how prescriptive the settlement 

boundaries are applied when considering proposals across the settlement hierarchy.   

 

Principle 2: Settlement boundaries do not always need to be continuous. In some instances it 

may be more appropriate to define more than one element of a settlement, due to a 

settlements nature and form.  

• The approach under this principle would align with the process of defining a boundary 

around the southern edge of Derby City where a ‘continuous’ boundary cannot be drawn 

effectively, as parts of the settlement in question lies outside South Derbyshire.  

• However, this principle would appear to contradict principle 1 which is based on tightly 

drawn boundaries that follow defined physical features.  

• We suggest that settlement boundaries need to be continuous so that they are effective 

in guiding development to appropriate locations.  

• If a boundary cannot be drawn continuously around a settlement, then it should not be 

defined on the policies map.         

 

Principle 3: Settlement boundaries will include… 

 

(a) Housing allocations: Sites which are allocated for housing within the Local Plan Part 1 and 2 

will be included within settlement boundaries. 

•  We broadly agree, but only where settlement boundaries are continuous. 

 

(b) Existing housing and employment commitments, (i.e. unimplemented planning permissions 

and implemented planning permissions) which are physically/functionally related to the 

settlement The review will be undertaken against a snap-shot in time. This provides a cut-off 
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date for existing commitments to be included within the settlement boundary review. Any 

planning permissions granted after this date will not have been taken into account. 

• Settlement boundaries considered in the assessment should be underpinned by relevant 

and up to date evidence and which should be adequate and proportionate, in accordance 

with national policy on preparing and reviewing plans.  

• In this context, the use of any ‘cut off’ date is not justified as it could potentially exclude 

evidence that that is relevant to the assessment and which should be taken into account.  

 

(d) Undeveloped land allocated within the 1998 adopted local plan, which relates closely to the 

character of the built form of the settlement. 

• We disagree with this principle, in principle. 

• The fact a site allocation has not been brought forward over such a long timeframe raises 

clear deliverability concerns.   

• The retention or roll forward of any site allocation that has not been brought forward to 

date must be underpinned by ‘relevant and up to date evidence’ to demonstrate the site 

is deliverable or developable. This will need to be considered and addressed through the 

LPP2 examination process. 

 

We broadly agree with Principle 4 (Settlement boundaries will exclude…). 

 

 

Question 11: What issues regarding the settlement boundaries should the Council 

consider? 

(Please provide a comment) 

We would recommend that if settlement boundaries are to be reviewed (and updated), then the 

supporting policies underpinning those boundaries should reflect the differing scale, nature and 

purpose of settlements in the hierarchy, and the role and function of settlements in supporting 

the delivery of the strategic policies.  

 

In particular, settlement boundary policies should not be applied in a blanket or ‘one size fits all’ 

basis, but should recognise that certain settlements, notably Swadlincote (as principal 

settlement) is a key foci for growth under the adopted and emerging LPP1 where growth should 

be encouraged where this will deliver sustainable development.     

 

Question 12: Do you agree with the retail hierarchy? 
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☐Yes    ☐No 

(Please provide a reason for your answer) 

No response 
 
 

 

Question 13: Should the Council redefine the retail centre in Swadlincote as a 

commercial centre which would allow for a wider range of uses? 

 ☐Yes    ☐No 

(Please provide a reason for your answer) 

No response 
 
 

 

Question 14: What issues regarding Swadlincote Town Centre redevelopment should 

the Council consider?  

(Please provide details) 

No response 
 
 

 

Question 15: Should the Council define the boundaries of all of the retail areas within 

the District? 

 ☐Yes    ☐No 

(Please provide a reason for your answer) 

No response 
 
 

 

Question 16: Should the Council include a locally specific Green Belt policy (beyond 

the NPPF policy) that defines what appropriate development is within the context of 

‘disproportionate’ and ‘limited infilling’?  

☐Yes    ☒No  

(Please provide a reason for your answer) 

If the Council intends on adopting a ‘locally-specific’ policy which defines what is 

‘disproportionate’ and ‘limited infilling’ of existing villages, then this must be underpinned by a 

credible and robust evidence base which has been tested through the examination process, in 

accordance with national policy. 
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Question 17: If you answered yes to question 16, what should the policy consider? 

n/a 
 

 

Question 18: Should the Council undertake a Green Belt review with a specific 

objective of identifying what, if any, Grey Belt exists within the district?  

☐Yes    ☒No  

(Please provide a reason for your answer) 

The Council states in the IO document (page 13-14) that: 

 

“it was determined through the Local Plan Part 1 Review site selection process that the authority 

did not need to allocate land within the Green Belt for housing or employment needs as 

development needs could be met on land which was not designated. Exceptional circumstances 

do not exist to change the Green Belt Boundaries in the District and as a result a Green Belt 

boundary review has not been undertaken.” (emphasis) 

 

The Council’s position in regard to Green Belt policy is fairly clear (though we have contested this 

through our submission to the LPP1 review process). Consequently, it is unclear now why the 

Council is now seeking views on the need or basis for Green Belt review through the LPP2 review, 

given their stated position.  

 

The decision to review and, if necessary, to update the Green Belt boundary in South Derbyshire, 

in principle, is clearly a matter most relevant to the strategic policies (currently being addressed 

through the LPP1 review). However, the LPP2 review deals with non-strategic matters and site 

allocations and should not seek to reopen the debate on the principle of Green Belt release.  

 

We would also be concerned if the Council were seeking to use a Green Belt review as part of the 

LPP2 review to somehow pre-judge or pre-determine any subsequent assessment of Green Belt 

sites in the context of a future plan where Exceptional Circumstances may justify releasing Green 

Belt to meet future needs.     
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In our view, considerations regarding the justification and methodology for reviewing the Green 

Belt is a matter more appropriately addressed through the preparation of a new single plan for 

South Derbyshire.  

 

 

Question 19: What other sites and/or options should the Council consider for 

providing Gypsy and Traveller accommodation?  

(Please provide details) 

No response 
 
 

Question 20: Are there any other issues that the Council should consider when 

meeting the needs of Gypsies and Travellers?  

(Please provide details) 

No response 
 
 

 

Question 21: Are there any additional policies/other issues that the Local Plan 

should address?  

☒Yes    ☐No  

(Please provide a reason for your answer) 

Supporting the delivery of more affordable housing in the district 
 
The Council highlights in the IO document (page 6) that the LPP1 review seeks to flexibility in 

regard to site delivery and to help match affordable housing need with delivery as closely as 

possible. However, in representations submitted to the LPP1 review on behalf of our client, we 

highlighted the significant and persistent shortfall in delivery of affordable homes against the 

identified need since 2011. 

 

Furthermore, based on available information (which we draw on in our LPP1 review submissions) 

we highlighted at the HMA-wide and local level that this situation is likely to worsen as new plans 

are brought forward. For example, affordable delivery has averaged 382 affordable homes per 

annum between 2011 and 2024 across the HMA; compared to a future need for 1,428 homes per 

annum for the same period. Whilst at the local (South Derbyshire) level, annual completions have 

totalled 142 homes per annum, against a future need for 214 affordable homes. 
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On this basis, we argue that more positive and concerted action is required to increase the 

delivery of affordable housing in order to tackle the historic under-provision evident at both an 

HMA-wide and local-level, and to address the level of future affordable housing need. This can be 

done through provision of additional housing allocations identified through the LPP2 review 

process for South Derbyshire. This would be consistent with policy guidance set out in Planning 

Practice Guidance, which remains a relevant consideration for transitional plans (PPG-ID: 2a-024-

20190220). 

 

 

Question 22:  Are there any amendments required to the existing policies to reflect 

implemented changes to national planning policy, policy guidance or Regulations?  

☐Yes    ☐No  

(Please provide a reason for your answer) 

No response 
 
 

 

Question 23: Are there better/alternative mechanisms that the Council should use to 

secure the required infrastructure?  

☐Yes    ☐No  

(Please provide a reason for your answer) 

No response 
 
 

 

Question 24: Where there is the potential need for long-term management / 

maintenance of open space, SUDS or other infrastructure, should the Council 

introduce a policy requiring these to be adopted by a public authority unless there is 

clear evidence that this is not feasible.  

☐Yes    ☐No  

(Please provide a reason for your answer) 

No response 
 
 

 

Question 25: Do you have any further/additional comments?  
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(Please provide details) 

Sustainability Appraisal – Scoping Report 
 
We have reviewed the SA Scoping Report issued alongside the IO document and wish to make 

the following comments. 

 

Table G of the SA Scoping Report acknowledges that: 

 

“Insufficient affordable dwellings have been delivered in recent years to meet local need and has 

consistently been below the target of 30% per annum.” 

 

The under-delivery of affordable housing in South Derbyshire is a notable failing of the adopted 

Local Plan. We have also highlighted this problem in our representations on the LPP1 review 

mentioned elsewhere in our submissions.   

 

The SA scoping exercise for LPP2 review has (rightly) identified the under-provision of affordable 

housing as a ‘key sustainability issue’.  This is reflected as one of the sustainability objectives 

(SO2)5 underpinning the SA Framework for assessing the significance of the plan policies and 

proposals, which is “…to provide decent and affordable homes that meet local needs”. 

 

Appendix 3 of the scoping report highlights that house prices as of March 2021 were 6.95 times 

median gross workplace earnings. However, whilst the figure for 2025 is slightly lower (6.6) the 

five-year average (2020 – 2024) is higher, at 7.43. We agree the problem of housing affordability 

in South Derbyshire is a key issue that needs to be properly addressed in the LPP2 review.  

 

However, the effect of housing costs amongst households is only judged to have a ‘moderate’ 

impact on the LPP2 in the scoping exercise (Appendix 3). We disagree with this analysis, which 

seeks to downplay the issue of affordability in South Derbyshire. In our view, the impact 

assessment has ignored the accepted position set out in Table G that insufficient affordable 

dwellings have been delivered in recent years to meet local need.  

 

 
5 SO2 Housing: To ensure everyone has access to sustainable housing, which is affordable,  
and meets the needs of all residents including the elderly and other vulnerable groups. 
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We contend that housing affordability issues facing households across the district is of key 

relevance and so should have a ‘high’ impact on the LPP2 review, reflective of local evidence. 

Consequently, the impact score should be adjusted to ‘high’ and reflected on accordingly in the 

next iteration of SA.    

 

 

 




