Dore Neighbourhood Forum

HOUSING WORKING GROUP

Minutes of Meeting Held on 9 March 2017 

At Dore Old School

Present: David Crosby (DC) in the chair, Russ Gamble (RG), Keith Hill (KH), Christopher Pennell (CP) minuting, Martin Smith (MSm) & Martin Stranex (MSt).

Apologies: Kath Lawrence, Christina Stark, Maurice Patterson & Andrew Horsfield

1. DC explained the reasons why there had been little working group (WG) activity over recent months while everyone waited for SCC to produce its much delayed new Sheffield Plan (local development plan). In the meantime the Steering Group (SG) had done much more work on consultations, our evidence base and on improving the draft Neighbourhood Plan (NP) and last year had submitted the latter to SCC and the PDNPA for comment. The SCC comments on the Housing chapter of the NP had been fairly critical of the approach, particularly suggesting that we were conflating ‘character’ and ‘density’. Now that the SG had worked through these comments and was in a position to propose a revised approach to housing, it was felt right to seek the views again of the Housing WG. DC had tabled the SCC comments, a preliminary revised Housing text and a map of the Dore Neighbourhood Area (which illustrated that the Area consisted of only three components – the developed village area, the Green Belt and the National Park, ie. the Green Belt filled the entire area between the developed village and the National Park).
2. KH pointed out that the Government was now heavily committed to increasing the rate of new housing provision and, as a consequence, SCC might want a step-change in provision from Dore. MSt suggested that no-one in Dore seemed to want to address ‘the elephant in the room’, viz. in view of this pressure, shouldn’t Dore itself be willing to suggest where additional housing might go. He thought that we should consider prioritising where land might be released for housing. In his view the Green Belt (GB) in the narrow gap between the extreme west of the village and the National Park up to the Hathersage Road would be regarded by planners as hugely sensitive. The GB north of the Hathersage Road to the Limb Valley would be regarded as essentially rural in character and not suitable for development beyond the existing development on Long Line. That surely left the triangle of GB between Cross Lane, the Hathersage Road and Ecclesall Woods as an area for potential development with the exception of a desirable buffer strip alongside the southwest of Ecclesall Woods. For example, the HSBC site could be considered for development (for housing or light commercial use), bearing in mind there already were buildings on Limb Lane and Ash House Lane.
3. DC pointed out that any new development site in Dore would be expected to achieve 30 to 50 dwellings per hectare density. How would this look at the extreme edge of the village from the National Park? CP reminded the WG that the NP had to satisfy both SCC’s emerging plan and the aspirations of Dore electors. The current Dore to Door questionnaire survey of elector opinion in Dore was coming out massively in favour of safeguarding the Green Belt round Dore. The opinions expressed at 2 above were at odds with the generality of opinion in Dore. Furthermore we had to ensure that, at a time when developers were trying to ‘rubbish’ the chance of SCC achieving the housing growth intended for central Sheffield in Options for Growth, there were no easy solutions in Dore. This would be the worst thing for us to do, viz. to effectively ‘volunteer’ to SCC Dore Green Belt for development while SCC was conducting a major Green Belt review. DC added that for the moment we were entitled to assume that the Government believed that Green Belt should be safeguarded because that was what the NPPF said and the recent White Paper on the ‘broken housing market’ had said nothing different. There was no case for voluntarily ‘giving up’ Green Belt.
4. MSm suggested that the meeting should concentrate on the Dore Housing Areas. It seemed that the SCC comments on the draft Dore NP chapter on Housing were not only critical, but also confrontational. It may be that we would find it difficult to revise our chapter effectively until we had more clarity on which direction SCC would jump in regard to new policy options for Sheffield housing in the South-West. DC said that the SG had accepted that Dore would have great difficulty in sticking to its current Housing ‘guns’ and still conforming with SCC’s emergent plan. The SG felt we should try to be more positive in our approach to housing. 
5. DC said that the Village Design Statement and the early drafts of a Neighbourhood Plan had tried to protect the character of Dore’s existing housing areas and that fitted well with policy CS31 in SCC’s current Local Plan. To date the Housing WG had backed that approach. SCC was now saying that we were trying to safeguard too much: we should be more discriminatory and choose sub-areas of character worthy of safeguarding. KH and RG agreed that SCC seemed to be accepting that some areas might still be worthy of defining by character for safeguarding. In support of CS31 at para 8.41 of SCC’s Core Strategy the text says: “This area [the South-West Area] has a strong concentration of features that are distinctive to Sheffield and which should be safeguarded and enhanced. This includes the area’s natural setting, the parks, open spaces, trees and mature gardens, the stone-built houses of the older suburbs” It goes on to say that in many parts of the south-west, such as the Victorian suburbs and other areas with distinctive townscape, it will be necessary to place significant limits on higher densities which might be restricted to areas close to district centres and high-frequency bus routes.
6. DC suggested that Dore as a whole had such distinctive features as the area’s natural setting, parks, open spaces, trees and mature gardens, and stone-built houses in older suburbs ‘in spades’. Additionally, from a wide range of locations in Dore, housing sub-areas had good distant views, in many cases to the moors of the National Park, and the views into Dore were of a generously wooded housing area. MSt and KH questioned whether so many of the housing sub-areas were so well blessed: some places did not have good views in and out. CP asked whether we could be confident that CS31 would survive intact into the new Sheffield Plan.

7. DC said that he could now re-draft the Housing chapter in a more positive tone but relying on Sarah Smith’s comments on granularity, on CS31 and Dore’s abundance of distinctive features, and on a new NP policy against garden-grabbing which flowed from the NPPF injunction against such practices and the success of certain other NPs in succeeding with such a policy. CP suggested that the SG should also consider at its forthcoming 15 March meeting, not only DC’s approach above, but also whether there might be additional mileage in picking some areas in Dore where distinctive character features were most abundant, in making much more of the need to be more sensitive in housing policies for Dore (at NP and SCC level) because of the close proximity of a National Park, and even risking the sensitive argument that Sheffield needed high quality and safeguarded housing areas like Dore to attract the movers and shakers for its advanced manufacturing ambitions, its university staff and leaders and its senior health professionals at its teaching hospitals.

8. KH said he was enamoured of the idea that if buildings could only be redeveloped on their footprint to avoid garden-grabbing, this might provide the incentive to increase the level of occupancy of the new development by creating more separate dwellings within it. This would begin to address the demand for smaller dwellings for down-sizing older people identified in the DWELL project and in Dore’s age profile.

9. Agreed that DC would report back to the SG on the WG’s discussion and with a redraft of the Housing chapter based on thoughts at 7 and 8 above.
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