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From: planningcomments@highpeak.gov.uk
Sent: 16 July 2026 19:28
To: Planning Comments (HPBC)
Subject: Comment Received from Public Access

ApplicaƟon Reference No. : HPK/2026/0228 Site Address:  Spring Shopping Centre & Land South of StaƟon Road  
Buxton Derbyshire Comments by: Ian 
From: 
 
      Dale Road 
      Buxton 
      Buxton 
 
 
Phone: 
Email:  
Submission: Neither 
Comments: Hello 
 
 
 
I support the applicaƟon in some respects, object to it in others, have cauƟons on others, and some observaƟons, as 
follows: 
 
 
 
I support the use of the land to provide housing, certainly in preference to use of agricultural and other green space.  
It is centrally located so minimises travel to town faciliƟes, has the necessary uƟliƟes leading to it, and is convenient 
for public transport. 
 
 
 
I have cauƟons about how realisƟc occupancy of, and income from, retail and residenƟal units is.  I have strong 
concerns that the councils should not be exposed to financial risk should the occupancy or income be lower than 
expected.  If C&C are to benefit from any success, they should also bear the risk.  There is prior "form" here with The 
Crescent where similar happened on a smaller scale. 
 
 
 
I quesƟon whether there is the demand for the residenƟal short terms rental sector which is already well provided 
for, and certainly note the lack of evidence for residenƟal properƟes at the proposed price point.     I suspect the 
proposed price point is more to do with the council wanƟng to keep out tenants who would claim Council Tax 
Rebate, which would be valid if there acutally is that demand, but something of a major financial risk if there isn't 
and the residenƟal units lose effecƟve council tax income or remain empty.   However I acknowledge naƟonal 
policies to increase house building and that this somewhat forces the provision of such and would welcome housing 
at an affordable level, especially if it could be prioriƟsed for local people. 
 
 
 
I am not convinced there is demand for the commercial units. 
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Other cauƟons include how the proposal was imposed without any reference to the Local Plan, which is supposed to 
be the authoraƟve over-arching statement of planning.   Not only did it not feature in the Local Plan, the Local Plan 
itself was supposed to be in acƟve consultaƟon review, but that seems to have been quietly dropped.  This isn't 
assisƟng with public engagement. 
 
 
 
A Ɵmely cauƟon should also be exercised given the impending restructure of local government.  There needs to be a 
clear plan for accountability, responsibiliƟes, and LG occupancy during and aŌer such a major change. 
 
 
 
I object on the basis that the applicaƟon does not resolve exisƟng road transport capacity problems. parƟcularly 
given the extensive heavy quarry traffic, and will make the capacity issue even worse.  I appreciate that the ideal 
soluƟon of a town bypass is out of scope, but there would be opportuniƟes to improve road connecƟons from the 
A6 Bakewell Road, A6 Fairfield Hill, A5004 Long Hill and A53 Leek Road, and Terrace Road. 
 
 
 
I object again on the lack of parking.  This is already at capacity with one car per adult, mulƟple cars per household.  
Whilst the drivers (no pun intended) for this are out of scope for the applicaƟon, it does limit the tourism sector 
essenƟal for the local economy.  The current levels of parking need to be maintained, in addiƟon to parking for at 
least one vehicle per accomodaƟon or business unit. 
 
 
 
The emphasis on rail travel is out of proporƟon to demand. 
 
 
 
I am not convinced that there is a demand for business units, or which there are many already in the town.  Bricks & 
mortar business are largely dead in the internet age.  SuggesƟng an upmarket approach has been tried in the past 
but never garnered sufficient or long term customer support, and opens up claims of gentrificaƟon. 
 
 
 
I appreciate that C&C are only interested in generaƟng revenue from the residenƟal units and would want to 
minimise the cost of providing the development by providing a cheap generic soluƟon.   Whilst the exisƟng "Springs" 
development is an eyesore out of keeping with the rest of the area, the proposal has all the lack of aestheƟc charm 
of the Manchester Hulme Crescents. 
 
 
 
In summary?  Great for affordable residenƟal housing, terrible for road capacity and parking, but with major financial 
risk for the authority should the demand for the development be less that proposed and largely unevidenced. 
 
 
 
Thank you. 
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This email is intended for the addressee(s) only and may contain sensiƟve, privileged or confidenƟal informaƟon that 
could be protecƟvely marked. If you are not the addressee please do not use the informaƟon in any way. If you have 
received this email in error please noƟfy the sender immediately and delete it from your system. Thank you. 
 
The Council may be required to disclose this email or any responses to it under the Freedom of InformaƟon Act 
2000. The way in which we handle personal informaƟon is set out in our privacy noƟce and is available at 
hƩps://www.highpeak.gov.uk/YourData 
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