This information is available free of charge in
electronic, audio, Braille and large print versions on
request.
For assistance in understanding or reading this
document or specific information about this Agenda
or on the “Public Participation” initiative please call
Democratic Services on 01629 761133 or
e-mail committee@derbyshiredales.gov.uk
3 January 2014
To:

All Councillors

As a Member or Substitute of the Corporate Committee, please treat this as your
summons to attend a special meeting on Monday 13 January 2014 at 6.00pm in the
Council Chamber, County Hall, Matlock.
Yours sincerely

Sandra Lamb
Head of Democratic Services

AGENDA
1.

APOLOGIES/SUBSTITUTES
Please
advise
Democratic
Services
on
01629
761133
or
e-mail
committee@derbyshiredales.gov.uk of any apologies for absence and substitute
arrangements.

2.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
To enable members of the public to ask questions, express views or present
petitions, IF NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN, (by telephone, in writing or by electronic
mail) BY NO LATER THAN 12 NOON OF THE DAY PRECEDING THE MEETING.

3.

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF THE PREVIOUS MEETING
12 December 2013

4.

INTERESTS
Members are required to declare the existence and nature of any interests they may
have in subsequent agenda items in accordance with the District Council’s Code of
Conduct. Those interests are matters that relate to money or that which can be
valued in money, affecting the Member her/his partner, extended family and close
friends.
Interests that become apparent at a later stage in the proceedings may be declared
at that time.
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Item No. 5

CORPORATE COMMITTEE
13TH JANURY 2014
Report of the Planning Policy Manager

MATLOCK TOWN CENTRE SUPPLEMENTARY PLANNING DOCUMENT
REDEVELOPMENT OF BAKEWELL ROAD, MATLOCK
PROGRESS REPORT
SUMMARY
This report provides Members with an update on progress in regard to the Bakewell Road
Redevelopment Project, and seeks a Member decision on options to take the project
forward.
RECOMMENDATION
1.

That the Committee note the work undertaken during the preceding 12 months on the
Bakewell Road Redevelopment Project.

2.

That the Committee determine whether it wishes to pursue Option 1 or Option 2 as
outlined in Section 5 of the report.

3.

That a public consultation exercise be undertaken in respect of the selected Option, the
outcome of which is to be reported to a future meeting of this Committee.

WARDS AFFECTED
Matlock All Saints and Matlock St Giles
STRATEGIC LINK
The Matlock Town Centre Supplementary Planning Document is of importance to all four of
the District Council’s priorities as set out in the Corporate Plan namely: Affordable, decent
housing; Safe Communities; Street scene; Active, healthy communities. The second
corporate priority of the District Council is to increase business growth and job creation. A
specific target for 2014/15 is to Promote key development sites. Developing the Bakewell
Road site would support this priority and positively contribute towards achieving this target.

1.

BACKGROUND
Matlock Town Centre Supplementary Planning Document (SPD)

1.1

The Matlock Town Centre Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) was adopted by
the District Council in November 2008. The SPD was drawn up to guide development
over the next 10 - 15 years to ensure that Matlock remains an attractive and thriving
town centre. A considerable amount of detailed research went into the SPD, including
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background work by Matlock Town Council by way of a Health Check, some general
market research about the demand from national retailers for a Matlock location and a
specially commissioned retail capacity survey.
1.2

At the meeting of the Partnership and Regeneration Committee held on 3rd
September 2009, Members resolved to appoint specialist consultants to advise on the
delivery of development opportunities identified in the SPD with the costs to be shared
equally with Matlock Town Council (Minute 180/09). Following a detailed selection
process, WYG Environmental Planning Transport Ltd were appointed to advise the
Council.

1.3

In July 2010, WYG submitted their report to the Council, the findings and conclusions
of which were considered at the meeting of the Partnership and Regeneration
Committee held on 9th September 2010.

1.4

WYG concluded that, of the sites identified by the Matlock SPD, the single site that
offered the greatest potential in the short term was the Bakewell Road Key
Development Opportunity site. A plan of the Bakewell Road site, is attached at
Appendix 1. WYG therefore recommended that the District Council should focus on
the redevelopment of this site as a priority, due to it being a commercially viable
proposition and due to its likely ability to act as a catalyst for further future
development.

1.5

The Matlock SPD set out the following guiding principles for the redevelopment of
Bakewell Road:

1.6

•

To create a high quality ‘riverside quarter’ with a mix of uses including a major
retail scheme and residential development;

•

To create a distinctive gateway into Matlock when arriving by road;

•

To provide an attractive pedestrian route between Bakewell Road and Imperial
Road;

•

To increase the number of car parking spaces to serve the town centre;

•

To maximise the potential of the riverside location.

Furthermore, the Matlock SPD also set out the following indicative development
options for Bakewell Road:
•

Comprehensive two / three storey redevelopment of both sides of Bakewell
Road with potential to be developed for a major retail scheme with commercial
and / or residential uses on upper floors;

•

Redevelop the former bus station and adjoining sites with a view to attracting
leading 'High Street' stores;

•

Redevelop the riverside side of Bakewell Road and seek to encourage its
redevelopment for retail and commercial uses with residential at upper floors
incorporating a pedestrian bridge to higher ground or buildings;
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•

Incorporate a sensitively designed extension to the existing supermarket roof
top car park;

•

Provide additional bus stops along Bakewell Road with bus access retained
through the former bus station site in the short to medium term;

•

Improve the pedestrian routes between Imperial Road and Bakewell Road.

1.7

The District Council has always maintained that the SPD is a significant material
consideration that will be taken into account in determining proposals for the
redevelopment of land at Bakewell Road. However, it is not, and was never intended
to be, a prescriptive ‘blueprint’ for development. Its purpose is to establish the general
design principles for development and in this regard, it will be taken into account in the
consideration of any subsequent application for planning permission. However, there
are other considerations which must also be taken into consideration, notably market
interest, operator requirements, development viability, creating footfall and
safeguarding the town centre..

1.8

Following an extensive selection process, at the meeting of this Committee on 13th
September 2012, it was resolved to appoint Henry Davidson Developments as the
District Council's preferred developer partner for the redevelopment of the Bakewell
Road Key Development Opportunity site. (Minute 157/12).

1.9

It was also resolved:
•

That the Planning Policy Manger is authorised to commence discussions with
Henry Davidson Developments in regard to the terms of a Draft Development
Agreement and that the Council commission external legal advice in regard to
the formulation of the Draft Development Agreement.

•

That a further report be presented to a future meeting of this Committee to
consider approval and acceptance of the Development Agreement

Henry Davidson Developments Limited
1.10 As part of the assessment process, no weight was given to the indicative scheme
designs that were submitted by any of the potential developers since such matters
must be properly considered through a subsequent planning application which will
involve public consultation. The evaluation process that was undertaken focussed
exclusively upon the key issues of deliverability and viability.
1.11

The indicative proposal submitted by Henry Davidson Developments involved an
anchor food store of 38,000sqft, with 5 ancillary retail units totalling 24,500sqft, 6no.
duplex apartments and 273 car parking spaces. Indeed, the inclusion of an anchor
food store in four of the five original developer submissions, is a clear indication that
the aspirations of the Matlock Town Centre SPD cannot be achieved without a higher
value use forming part of overall development package for the site.

1.12

On the former Lido site their proposal was for the provision of a hotel and associated
restaurant of 25,790 sqft and car parking (58 spaces). They indicated within their
submission an expression of interest from Whitbread’s who operate the Premier Inn
brand. The area on the opposite side of Bakewell Road was excluded from their initial
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proposals although they made references to it within their bid as a potential longer
term development of café and leisure type uses.
1.13 The purpose of this report is to provide Members with an update on activities
undertaken during 2013 and to seek the views of the Committee on the options that
are available to take the project forward.
2.

PUBLIC CONSULTATION

2.1

The involvement of the local community is clearly important in the formulation of
significant development proposals of this nature. In this regard, the report presented to
the Corporate Committee in September 2012 gave an undertaking that a programme
of public consultation would be developed in partnership with the preferred developer
partner. The public consultation would be undertaken prior to the finalisation of any
development scheme and prior to the submission of any application for planning
permission.

2.2

In order to initiate dialogue and discussion, an initial public consultation event in the
form of an Open Forum was held on 27th February 2013, at the County Hall.
Attendants at the event were asked the following questions:
1.

The Matlock Supplementary Planning Documents provides the planning
framework for the Bakewell Road redevelopment scheme. What do you
consider to be the essential components of a successful redevelopment
scheme for Bakewell Road?

2.

Which key retailers would you like to see (not like to see) in Matlock?

3.

The aspiration is to secure a redevelopment scheme which accords fully with
the Matlock Supplementary Planning Documents. However, given the difficult
economic climate, what if it is not possible to secure a viable and deliverable
redevelopment project which is wholly in accordance with the Supplementary
Planning Documents –should the District Council continue to progress an
alternative scheme or wait until such time that the Supplementary Planning
Documents can be fully delivered, whatever timescale this may involve?

2.3

The Open Forum was well attended by approximately 100 people, and involved lively
discussion and debate. The notes of the Open Forum were subsequently published on
the
Council’s
website
(http://www.derbyshiredales.gov.uk/planning-a-buildingcontrol/bakewell-road-redevelopment/latest-updates/524-open-public-forum-notes)

2.4

In order to maximise public consultation a dedicated section of the District Council’s
website
for
the
Bakewell
Road
Project
was
also
established
(www.derbyshiredales.gov.uk/bakewellroad). The questions from the Open Forum
were made available online in the form of a questionnaire, and as a result 56
responses were received. Furthermore, as part of the communication strategy for the
project an E-Newsletter was created, for which there are currently 87 subscribers.

2.5

A dedicated Bakewell Road Facebook Page and Twitter feed were also created, and
this also resulted in lively debate amongst local residents and businesses interested in
the project.
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2.6

A summary of comments received in respect of the three questions are set out below.
A more detailed analysis undertaken by Henry Davidson is set out in Appendix 1 of
this report.
QUESTION 1

• More parking is required
• Good mix of retail and leisure, with independent boutique style shops which
appeal to locals and tourists
• Gateway to the Peaks to encourage tourism
• Community building such as library, meeting room etc
• Open market space creating good linkage between Bakewell and Imperial
Road
• Bus route should not run through the site
• Design material should be sympathetic to the surroundings and reflect the
Victorian / Edwardian architecture
• Developments needs to be sustainable
QUESTION 2

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

No more charity shops, Tesco or “Poundland” shops
Independent retailers offering something different
Retail chains that sell items not sold by local businesses
Quality anchor store
Good choice of restaurants or inviting chains
Hotel to encourage tourism
Retailers should complement the existing retail offers and not overwhelm them
through scale
• Housing / plots to make it a bit more alive
• Want to see Morrisons or Aldi and other national operators such as Marks and
Spencer, W.H. Smiths, Next etc
QUESTION 3
• Alternative schemes to be considered to entice Matlock to move forward as the
fabric of the town will continue to decline making it even less attractive to
investors and visitors
• Phased approach should be considered, but key elements should be preserved
and not compromised
• The SPD is already 5 years old so why not look slightly out the box and find a
happy medium, as long as it is not dominated by a supermarket
3.

OPTIONS FOR THE REDEVELOPMENT OF BAKEWELL ROAD

3.1

Following their appointment as the District Council’s preferred developer, Henry
Davidson Developments have during the last 12 months, undertaken a considerable
amount of research to determine the level of commercial interest in the redevelopment
of the Bakewell Road site in order to maximise the sites potential for delivering a
viable scheme which will be of benefit to the town centre.

3.2

In doing so, Henry Davidson have undertaken a thorough analysis of the current retail
market. This analysis has found that the retail market has undergone a period of
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significant change in recent years, and that many traditional town centre high streets
are under threat from changing shopping patterns and out of town retail parks.
Furthermore the research has found that there has been a change in retailer
operations brought about by the popularity of online shopping and the economic
downturn. As a result retailers have become very risk averse and are extremely
selective about their future investments and development programme.
3.3

For investment in Matlock to come forward Henry Davidson have concluded that
retailers must be confident that they can compete with the other retailers in the town.
Furthermore any significant deviation away from standard layouts in respect of
size/shape of unit, delivery access, net to gross ratios and at grade car parking will
affect viability and reduce the prospects of them investing in the town. As such for a
development to proceed in Matlock most of a retailer’s requirements have to be
incorporated within the design, and the development has to be of a sufficient size in
order to make it commercially viable and reduce / negate the need for any gap
funding.

3.4

Henry Davidson have approached a wide range of occupiers in order to gauge
interest, and whilst there has been some keen interest to date most occupiers want to
see a finalised scheme prior to committing fully. Taking account of their research
Henry Davidson has identified the following indicative interest from operators:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

3.5

Anchor Foodstore - Provision of up to 35,000sqft of retail floorspace (11,000 sq ft
more than the existing Co-op)
Restaurants/Food Uses - Both National and Regional chains - once a full
marketing campaign has been implemented local operators are expected to
come forward.
Clothing Retailers - Operators will be very much governed by the key anchor on
the scheme – although there has been interest from some National and Regional
chains.
Other Retail Uses – Interest received from opticians and coffee shop operators,
however any smaller units may be attractive to end users such as an estate
agents, local hair/beauty salons and other high street occupiers.
Hotel Operator - Firm interest has been received from an operator.
Retirement Living - Firm interest has been received from a retirement living
operator.
Library – Discussions have been undertaken with Derbyshire County Council,
however the County Council have confirmed that they are not in a position to
make any capital investment themselves.

Taking account of the level of indicative interest set out above, Henry Davison has
prepared a concept masterplan for the site, which incorporates, where possible, the
design principles set out in the Matlock Town Centre SPD and comments received at
the Public Forum and subsequent public consultation. The masterplan also takes
account of the commercial requirements of potential operators. The key aspects of the
concept masterplan (Appendix 2) are set out below:
•
•

Mixed-Use development that takes account of the attributes of the existing site,
and reinforces and complements the existing town centre
An anchor use providing commercial viability both in terms of delivering the new
scheme and also one that will attract other national / regional operators.
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The right mix and quantum of retail floorspace to increase footfall and help keep
vacancies in the town to a minimum.
Anchor tenant of sufficient size and covenant strength to reduce / negate the
need for gap funding.
Maintenance of bus route to ensure routes remain viable.
Consolidated service areas for the new retail units to allow for maximisation of
the public realm area.
Key public realm areas which could be used to host open markets along with
other community events.
Important pedestrian links between Bakewell Road and Imperial Road which
would help ‘open up’ the site to the wider town.
Allowance made for future growth and new activity on the south side of Bakewell
Road.
Public Art integrated with new buildings, reinforcing the identity and heritage of
Matlock and its locality.
Car parking which can be used for town centre shopping.

3.6

On the basis of market intelligence gathered to date, there would appear to be some
occupier interest to progress a redevelopment scheme for Bakewell Road on the basis
of the concept masterplan produced by Henry Davidson. However, it is also clear that
such a development is unlikely to be able to deliver a redevelopment scheme which
strictly accords with the aspirations of the Matlock Town Centre SPD. The research
undertaken during the last 12 months clearly indicates that a redevelopment scheme
will only be viable if it is anchored by a sizeable food operator. As such, the SPD
aspiration to secure comprehensive two / three storey redevelopment of both sides of
Bakewell Road with commercial and / or residential uses on upper floors cannot be
achieved. This is an important consideration in determining how to take this project
forward.

4.

THE BUSINESS CASE FOR THE REDEVELOPMENT OF BAKEWELL ROAD

4.1

Given that a viable development has the potential to be brought forward on the
Bakewell Road site it is considered appropriate to review the business case for the
project.
Retail Need

4.2

Whilst the development of the Sainsbury’s supermarket in 2007 has “clawed back”
some of the expenditure leakage to places such as Chesterfield, there continues to be
expenditure leakage from Matlock to other competing town centres. This is due
primarily to the significantly better retail offer in competing centres. As such the
provision of new retail floorspace in Matlock will provide the potential to further stem
some of this leakage, thereby improving the town centres vitality and viability.

4.3

This has been confirmed by retail capacity studies that have indicated that there is
scope for both the approved extension to Sainsbury’s and some limited additional
convenience retail floorspace in Matlock of up about 15,000 sq ft gross. This amount
of additional floorspace would generate in the order of about £6million extra
expenditure within Matlock town centre.

4.4

The provision of additional retail floorspace on the Bakewell Road site, given its
location within the town centre also provides opportunities for linked trips to other
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retailers (both independent and national) that are situated across the town centre. This
will not only increase footfall across the town centre, but will bolster demand for the
existing shops and services.
Job Creation
4.5

Based upon Henry Davidson’s experience elsewhere, it is anticipated that the new
development would generate between 130-315 jobs of which there is the potential for
a high proportion of them to come from the local area. These additional jobs will be
able to provide additional spend within the local economy.

4.6

In addition to this, the construction procurement strategy that would be employed by
Henry Davidson is likely to result in opportunities for small local contractors to be
employed by the main contractors to provide skilled labour in trades such as
bricklaying, carpentry, mechanical and electrical installation, plastering, painting and
decorating. It is estimated that during the anticipated 12-15 month construction period,
that this would generate between 35-135 jobs per week.
Business Rates

4.7

Any increase in the amount of business floorspace within Matlock would be of benefit
to the District Council by way of an uplift in Business Rates. Based on the amount of
additional floorspace that could come forward on the site, this could be somewhere in
the region of £150,000 to £250,000. After taking account of our actual share at 40%,
the amount the District Council could receive by way of uplift would be somewhere
between £60,000 and £100,000.
Car Parking

4.8

As part of the concept masterplan Henry Davidson anticipate that overall there is likely
to be a small increase in the number of town centre car parking spaces. However in
order to satisfy retailer requirements this car parking is likely to have to be provided
free of charge, usually for a period of 2 hours. Whilst this change in operational
arrangements will act as an incentive to the creation of more linked trips to the town
centre, and its overall competitiveness it is likely that car parking revenue to the
District Council will decrease by approximately £170,000 per annum. There may also
be a further displacement effect as any free car park provided as part of the
development may be used in preference to other town centre pay and display car
parks.
Other Financial Considerations

4.9

The District Council owns approx. 60% of the development site, and has previously
placed a notional value on the land holding in the region of £900,000. However given
that third party landownerships will have to be acquired, and having regard to the
potential costs of development set against the estimated income to be derived, it is
anticipated that in order to secure a viable development, the District Council would
have to forgo any expectations of a capital receipt from its landownership.

4.10 Furthermore, although preference would be for the acquisition of the third party land
ownerships to be undertaken by negotiation, should this not prove possible the District
Council may have to consider using its Compulsory Purchase Order (CPO) powers in
order to facilitate the development. As such there may be costs that would have to be
8

borne in pursuing compulsory purchase of the third part land interests. Henry
Davidson, have however, indicated that they would be willing to underwrite the costs
in the event that this route has to be taken.
4.11 Initial discussions have taken place to establish the potential for scheme funding from
Local Enterprise Sources (LEP’s). In terms of the Sheffield City Region Investment
Fund, based on the economic model used to prioritise projects, retail led schemes
don’t tend to perform well in terms of GVA uplift (the main measure of value for
money).It is however anticipated that the first tranche of funding for approved
schemes is not likely to be available until April 2015.
4.12 In terms of D2N2’s Growing Places Fund, again retail schemes are not a high priority
(although can be considered if schemes offer significant economic benefits) and a
loan would need to be underwritten by an appropriate partner. Future opportunities to
apply will be depend on whether funds remain following the last round of expressions
of interest.
4.13 Opportunities for Regional Growth Funding have also been discussed. However,
advice received indicates that the scheme would not be eligible.
5.

CONCLUSIONS

5.1

The evidence continues to indicate that there is capacity for additional retail floorspace
in Matlock in the future, which if provided on the Bakewell Road site, would have the
potential to increase expenditure across the whole of the town centre. Furthermore
investment on this site is likely to act as a catalyst for other forms of inward investment
in the wider area, including the Riverside Phase of the Bakewell Road scheme.

5.2

The redevelopment of the site is likely to generate a significant number of jobs in the
local economy, both during construction phase, and once the development is
complete.

5.3

Whilst the District Council may have to forego somewhere in the region of £900,000 in
capital receipts and £170,000 in lost car parking revenue income as a result of the
redevelopment of Bakewell Road, if this was to be equated to a subsidy to the creation
of a minimum of 130 jobs this would amount to approximately £8,230 per job. This rate
is which is well within the typical cost per job calculation used by LEPs with regard to
use of public funds (approx. £12,000 per job) and in the current economic climate is
considered to be good value for money.

5.4

There has been a significant change in retailer operations in recent years as a result
of the economic downturn, and as such the objectives for the Bakewell Road Matlock
Town Centre SPD are unlikely to be ever achieved in the form originally envisaged.
However, Henry Davidson have indicated in their concept masterplan that
notwithstanding this, they would seek to incorporate as many of the objectives of the
SPD into the development including a distinct gateway into Matlock, the provision of
an attractive pedestrian route between Bakewell Road and Imperial Road, and
additional town centre car parking,

5.5

In light of current economic circumstances, the District Council needs to review its
policy objectives for Bakewell Road. In this regard, there are considered to be two
possible options available to the Council:
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Option 1 – Acknowledge that at the present time, the redevelopment of the Bakewell
Road site cannot be delivered in strict accordance with the objectives of the Matlock
Town Centre SPD. Furthermore, redevelopment of the site in the current economic
climate will have a considerable impact upon the Council’s overall revenue position.
Before progressing the scheme any further, undertake a public consultation exercise
to establish whether the public wish the District Council to continue to progress a
redevelopment scheme for Bakewell Road outside the context of the Matlock SPD,
whilst acknowledging that ambitious plans exist for the regeneration of Chesterfield
town centre, which are likely to have a further impact upon Matlock’s competitiveness
in the future.
Option 2 – Acknowledge the nature and extent of current occupier interest in the site
and accept that any redevelopment proposals cannot be delivered in strict accordance
with the objectives of the Matlock Town Centre SPD. Any redevelopment scheme is
likely to involve the provision of additional foodstore floorspace in excess of the
existing Co-op of 11 – 13,000 sqft, the configuration of which will be developed and a
further 10,000 – 12,000 sqft of smaller retail units in typical sizes of 500 – 3,000 sqft
suitable for smaller retail and restaurants plus enhanced public realm/pedestrian links
and rationalised bus station/stops together with options for sheltered housing and new
library facilities. On this basis, progress the scheme to the next stage to include the
formulation of a detailed masterplan to be published for public consultation and wider
community engagement. Review the public response before proceeding any further.
5.6

Members are therefore requested to consider which of the two options they wish to
pursue.

6.

NEXT STEPS

6.1

If Members determine that they wish to select Option 1, a public consultation exercise
will be undertaken at the earliest opportunity, to establish whether the public wish the
District Council to continue to progress a redevelopment scheme for Bakewell Road.
The outcome of this consultation exercise will be reported to a future meeting of this
Committee before progressing the project any further.

6.2

If Members determine that they wish to progress with Option 2, it is considered that
the following steps would need to be undertaken:
•

•
•
•

Prepare a detailed masterplan which takes account of current occupier interest
and requirements, the feedback received during the public consultation, and the
objectives of the Matlock Town Centre SPD (where these can be viably
achieved).
Initiate a comprehensive community consultation exercise (including discussions
with key stakeholders) in respect of the detailed masterplan.
Commence negotiations with third party landowners including consideration of
the potential need for the compulsory purchase of land.
Review the feedback from the community consultation exercise and present a
further report to a future meeting of this Committee to determine whether the
project should be progressed any further.
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7.

RISK ASSESSMENT

7.1

Legal
Option 1 protects the integrity of the SPD until such time as the economic factors,
which are outside of the District Council’s control, can support a more objectively
balanced approach. The legal risk in this respect is therefore low to medium. Option
2 carries medium to high risk in terms of the requirements to enter into detailed
negotiations with third parties including the potential for compulsory purchase.
Compulsory Purchase carries high risk in terms of what can be protracted and costly
negotiations. External legal advice will be required to mitigate and control that element
of risk. Therefore in legal terms, a reasonable decision will balance the competing
factors of risk and opportunity and be proportionate to the local benefit and the
Councils ability to deliver financially
It should be noted that any decision taken by this Committee is entirely without
prejudice to any future decisions by this Council as Planning Authority.

7.2

Financial
The Council has a statutory duty to set a balanced budget. This report suggests a net
loss of revenue income in the region of £110,000 p.a. (£170,000 car parking income
offset by £60,000 in additional business rates income) which would need to be
financed by external funding or by savings from other services. It is however possible
that as part of the development agreement with Henry Davidson the District Council
could benefit by way of revenue income from any overage that results from the final
development scheme. The Council has a statutory duty to set a balanced budget. The
financial risk is therefore assessed as high.

7.3

Corporate Risk
Progressing options for the redevelopment of the Bakewell Road site is a key target in
the District Council’s Corporate Plan 2013/14 and carries a high risk. Any subsequent
implications arising from site assembly and procurement will be monitored and
reviewed as appropriate. However, the risk of not progressing development at
Bakewell Road must also be taken into account. An absence of retail development in
Matlock when competitor towns are growing poses issues of town centre sustainability
and stagnation as detailed in the report. For these reasons, the risks associated with
not progressing development at Bakewell Road are also significant. The District
Council will need to balance risks and opportunities.

8.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
In preparing this report, the relevance of the following factors has also been
considered: prevention of crime and disorder, equalities, environmental, climate
change, health, human rights, personnel and property.

9.

CONTACT INFORMATION
Mike Hase, Planning Policy Manager
Tel: 01629 761251
E-mail: mike.hase@derbyshiredales.gov.uk
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10.

11.

BACKGROUND PAPERS
Description

Date

Matlock Town Centre SPD
WYG Consultant’s Report and Appendices
Submitted Detailed Proposals from Developers
Lambert Smith Hampton Report
Lambert Smith Hampton Report
Community Committee Report
Corporate Committee Report

November 2008
July 2010
November 2011
January 2012
March 2012
12th July 2012
13th September 2012

ATTACHMENTS
Appendix 1 : Summary Report of Public Consultation Responses
Appendix 2 : Concept Masterplan
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Bakewell Road, Matlock
Online questionnaire Answers
The online questionnaire responses have been analysed to look for the common
issues / themes to come from the three questions that were posed
For each question the responses have been grouped under the common
headings
This analysis is not an exact science but seeks to group the same issues
raised together and for question 3 particularly there is a fine line between
categories
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Question 1

The Matlock Supplementary Planning Documents provides the planning
framework for the Bakewell Road redevelopment scheme. What do you consider
to be the essential components of a successful redevelopment scheme for
Bakewell Road?
8 key headings: PARKING

 RETAIL UNITS

 TOURISM

 PUBLIC REALM / MARKET SPACE

 LIBRARY

 BUS STATION

 ARCHITECTURE / FORM

 OTHER

14

 PARKING
• “Accessability in terms of parking. Individuality of retail units, less high street names more independent outlets. Focus more on the
Bakewell model than the Clay Cross model. Buildings in keeping with the local conservation area and no more disasters like first
parade.”

• “Also we need more FREE parking (at least free for say 4 hours). Currently it is often easier to go to Sainbury's rather than town,
just because parking is easy and free”.
• “Underground car parking under any new development which should be cheap or free - why not charge Sainsbury's for car parking
spaces to subsidise public car parks in Matlock centre?”
• “Free parking………………..we need more FREE parking (at least free for say 4 hours). Currently is easier to go to Sainsbury’s rather
than the town, just because parking is easy and free”
• “More parking even in small spaces”

 RETAIL UNITS

• “Individuality of retail units”
• “Up-market and independent boutique type stores that will encourage shoppers to browse. Should appeal to Locals and tourists”
• “Good mix of retail & leisure”
• “Some medium size 'chain' shops to help provide financial anchors eg Waitrose/ M&S 'Local' stores, Wilkinsons, Cotswold. Shops
for local independent tenure”
• “Independent shops should be encouraged, perhaps by low rents for a fixed period to enable the businesses to become
established. I would not like to see a bland parade of the usual high-street shops that dominate so many of our towns. I would like
to see an independent high-quality bakery, a delicatessen selling locally produced and fair-trade foods, or something of that ilk”
• “Cinema, bowling alley, ice rink, independent shops and cafes”
• “A supermarket would be OK if you could persuade Sainsbury’s to move into the centre and put the entertainment complex on the
current Sainsbury site together with MacDonald's for the kids and maybe a sizeable retail park. Open air market space”
• “Businesses & services that compliment the town and do not compete too directly with other smaller
businesses and if possible offer something new”
• “A major food retailer, a chain hotel, preferably Mercure. NOT another supermarket- Sainsbury’s is already a
blot on the landscape”
• “Affordable retail provision for local producers”
• “Small affordable easy in / easy out units for start-ups”
• “A large supermarket / multi retailer would not be good for the town as it would draw trade away from the independent
businesses in town”
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 TOURISM

•

“Seek to captialise on the position of the town in relation to the Peak District. We have few attractions for tourists/visitors”

•

“Encourage tourism”

•

“I think Matlock Town Centre needs to address this and the position the town has as ‘The Gateway to the Peak’ ….”

•

“To increase leisure and tourism facilities…….essential components “Citizens Advice Bureau, Tourist Information, Library….”

•

“Make more of Matlock as a tourist destination”

•

“Some kind of niche tourist friendly area – nice street market / food outlets”

 PUBLIC REALM / MARKET SPACE

•

“Opened up market place (either in its own square or under glass”

•

“Inclusion of meaningful public space is an essential component”

•

“Riverside access is important and this should form part of any plan”

•

A winter garden was suggested at the public meeting which could provide a unique attraction and ………”

•

“Outdoor markets……..an intimate development with linked small spaces”

•

“Covered public space /market hall”

•

“Creating a new open-air market in a sheltered location”

•

“New pedestrian public square with pedestrian link between Imperial Rd / Bakewell Rd. Pedestrian walkway along riverside with
redevelopment of the riverside area. Aim to create an attractive gateway to Matlock”

•

“Relocate the market to an open air site such as in front of the Town Hall”

•

A public square taking in the front of the Town Hall car park and the Lido site”

•

The river frontage (presently car sales, bar and garage) could become an attractive leisure area with little imagination”

•

“A public square to incorporate the river
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 LIBRARY
•

“The current library is inadequate and a new replacement facility could help………. A multi-functional library/community facility,
meeting rooms, cafe etc….”

•

“Library incorporating visitor centre displaying the ‘Story of Matlock’…..”

•

“A new and modern library, a centre for voluntary organisations, a versatile community building (replacing the outdated Imperial
Road building”

•

“A civic centre with a library to replace the shabby, old facility…..”

 BUS STATION

•

“Buses should not be routed through the centre of the site but should travel along Bakewell Road - perhaps with a new U-turn facility
at a new mini-roundabout at the Dimple Road junction”

•

“Through pick up and drop off for public transport”

 ARCHITECTURE / FORM
• “Local trade and the character of the Town isn’t sacrificed”
• “Sustainability - something that is going to be appropriate for a long time to come, and flexible enough to change with the times. Also,
design is absolutely crucial, both aesthetically and in terms of protecting the environment. We must absolutely avoid a repeat of the
design disaster around the 'relief' road and the station footbridge. We need something that is in keeping with the town and which adds
visual value to it. We also need to use materials which are sympathetic to the surroundings and environment, not acres and acres of
concrete and tarmac.”
• “Single story development with no late night opening.”
• “Outside cladding to be in the local vernacular and building’s stone frontages are rather well done and are in keeping with the Victorian
feel of Matlock”
• “Make a feature of the Derwent and the Victorian / Edwardian architecture”
• “Development on a human scale suitable for a small town. Such a development would provide employment and would be sustainable in
the long term”
• “The site next to the river from Twiggs to the roundabout needs developing. The site next to the market up to Dimple Road should not
be developed. The Market needs some work”
• “Any architectural plans should also be passed with members / selected members of the public. Another big concrete wall (much like
that surrounding Sainsbury's) is something that, whilst cheap, should not make up the beginning of the town”.

 OTHER
• “Some Sheltered / affordable housing required”
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Question 2

Which key retailers would you like to see (not like to see) in Matlock?
10 key headings: NO CHARITY SHOPS OR POUND SHOPS

 INDEPENDENT / NICHE RETAILERS
 RETAILERS SUCH AS……
 NO OTHER SUPERMARKET
 CINEMA
 MARKET PLACE
 NO TO…….
 RESTAURANT / PUB
 HOTEL
 OTHER
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 NO CHARITY SHOPS OR POUND SHOPS
•

“No more charity shops (they are killing the town)”

•

“I would not like to see anymore charity shops”

•

“but, please, no more charity shops (although Matlock probably now has outlets for all current UK charities”

•

“And no more charity shops please!! “

•

“And we already have too many charity shops”

•

“No more space to be given to charity shops”

•

“Dislike: Charity shops / bargain stores”

•

“Please NO more charity shops”

•

“Less charity shops”

•

“I would not like to see anymore charity shops”

 INDEPENDENT / NICHE RETAILERS

•

“Independent retailers offering something different”

•

“Local businesses, book shops, toy shops, wider range of clothes shops”

•

“Matlock must retain some originality from every other town”

•

“A grouping of smaller shops in a Victorian style glass covered market would be great, but may not be possible”

•

“Support our current traders and also try to encourage more niche retailers into the Town”

•

“A design lead could be taken from a Victorian shopping arcade offering covered flexible space to the town’s current retailers

•

“We need to support the independent sector as much as possible by providing flexible opportunities for”

•

“See independent retailers selling different goods. A really useful hardware shop”

•

“Independent businesses would be good”
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 RETAILERS SUCH AS……

•

“There is a place for Costa/Greggs type stores”

•

“otherwise retail chains that sell items not sold by local business”

•

“Expansion of Wilkinsons is an obvious possibility - the current shop is busy and cramped and with a limited product range
compared to the Chesterfield shop”

•

“Marks and Spencers are investing in a new shop in Nantwich Town Centre - why not Matlock?”

•

“ Aim for up-market shops to attract customers to the other shops in the town”

•

“I would like to see such firms as Marks ans Spencer Ltd ( Food) as in Ashbourne where it appears successful. A small Waitrose as the
supermarket if we have to have one. A chain retail clothiers (middle range) and a shop selling bedding and other hoy should goods”

•

” M&S or Debenhams would be ideal but unlikely. An outdoor/walking/canoing/climbing shop would suit the area. Wilko could
move to larger premises”

•

“Wilko could move to larger premises”

•

“Maybe a Waitrose, one in the eye for Sainsbury’s and just possibly a nod towards a more upmarket shopping township”

•

“If it has to be another supermarket, maybe a Waitrose or Booths”

•

“As small new anchor food only stores of quality such as M&S Food, a Waitrose of a size similar to the one in Asbourne. Cotswold
outdoor and a men’s clothing shop such as Cornerstone in Bakewell”

•

“Some key national anchor stores, such as M&S, a very small Waitrose or Fat Face Shop”

•

“M&S Food would be good, and if we had to have another major supermarket – Morrisons would be my choice”

•

“A good new and second hand book shop together with a café”
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 RETAILERS SUCH AS……

•

“Chain store clothes retailers would be welcomed. A larger hardware store. Phone shop”

•

“Book shop , toyshop, bowling alley would be welcome”

•

“Morrisons or Aldi”

•

“Why not a M&S or Debenhams. A department store built within keeping of the town and which would supply clothing to suit all ages
not just the young. Also soft furnishings”

•

“I would like to see the likes of M&S, Next, John Lewis, Currys / Maplins”

•

“an old-fashioned ironmongers would be great like (Tinker Wright’s was)”

•

“Yes Please: Marks and Spencer, W.H. Smiths, Next, (maybe Homebase but site probably too small for that)”

• “A Coop back to the size it was before it let Peacocks in would be acceptable (and preferable to the current situation which is a neither
here nor there size resulting in a poor offer. Bookshop, preferably independent but Waterstones or WHSmith”
• “ Café serving all day food / lunches etc”
• “Quality supermarket eg Marks and Spencer or Waitrose”
• “Like Argos, M&S (food), H&M, Next etc”
• “Cinema, bowling alley, John Lewis, Moulton Brown, Hotel Chocolate”
• “Affordable modern clothing Next, Dorothy Perkins, New Look”
• “Smaller chains”
• “More fashion places, Primark, H&M, a CD/DVD store”
• “W H Smith, Argos, M&S, Next, a larger Wilkinsons, a medium sized department store”
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 NO OTHER SUPERMARKET

•

“I would not like to see another supermarket”

•

“Not see large chains”

•

“I don`t believe the Town can support another large supermarket( Sainsbury`s have deferred their expansion) without the Coop
closing”

•

“No specific - however I do not believe that there should be another large food outlet but the co-op itself could be enlarged
and improved upon”

•

“Making us a 'supermarket hub' for surrounding districts is not what we should be aspiring to”

•

“I appose any further supermarket developments, whether large or small”

•

“I am opposed to yet another ‘superstore’ or anything like that”

•

“I would object strongly to the inclusion of a large supermarket”

•

“We don’t need an additional supermarket”

•

“Not any major supermarkets – we do not need 3 supermarket companies in the town!”

•

“Not another supermarket in the middle of town would cause gridlock”

•

“No supermarkets”

•

“I personally don’t want Morrisons, Tesco or any other big supermarket.

•

“No thanks: Tesco, Morrisons, etc (WE DO NOT NEED OR WANT ANOTHER SUPERMARKET)”

•

“Definitely do not want another supermarket – happy with Co-op”

•

“No more supermarkets – especially not the most unethical ones i.e. Asda, Tesco etc”

•

“Please no more supermarkets”

•

“Certainly not another food store”

•

“Would NOT like to see Tesco,
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 MARKET PLACE

•

“I would like to see a market place”

•

“A better lit market hall type of area would be good too, then the Farmers Market and more permanent stalls could be under cover”

•

“Market stall type seasonal or temporary ventures”

•

 RESTAURANT / PUB

•

“I would like to see a restaurant / family pub or a Pizza Hut something along those line”

•

“Family Restaurants”

•

“Pizza Express – again, make use of the riverside”

•

“Increased choice of restaurants / places to eat e.g. Pizza Express “

•

“Family restaurants”

•

“A trendy bar or bistro”

•

“A coffee bar or pub where people with children are welcome”

•

“I think the Railway Inn is owned by Greene King. Encouraging Green King to develop both sides of this pub into say a Milsons Hotel /
Loch Fayne Restaurant would be a big step in revitalising Matlock and deliver a big improvement in the riverside”

•

“We are lacking in a good choice of quality restaurants so inviting chains or independent businesses would be good”

•

“Steak house (currently too many Chinese and Indian restaurants)”

 HOTEL

•

“A hotel is a great idea. There is a severe lack of quality affordable hotel accommodation in the Peak Park Area. This would encourage
low spending day trippers to the Peak Park to spend extra time and more money in the town”

•

“Not a retailer but a sensitively built hotel of the Premier Inn / Travelodge sort, in walking distance of buses and trains would bring
something new”

•

“A hotel would be a good idea to help encourage tourists to stay here”
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 NO TO…….

•

“Tesco or Poundland”

•

“No large retailer, restaurant or hotel chain”

•

“Would not like to see McDonalds, Asda, Tesco, Aldi, Lidl, KFC, Frankie & Benny”

•

“Definitely no Tesco”

•

“No café or fast food chains, no banks/building societies or estate agents, as we already have enough of these”

•

“Would not like to see fast food chains i.e. McDonalds”

•

“NO MORE CHAINS STORES”

 CINEMA

•

“Perhaps somewhere that provides evening entertainment to – a small cinema, like the Ritz in Belper”

•

“Cinema / bowling alley”

•

“I would like to see a cinema”

 OTHER

• “Whichever retailers show interest they should complement our existing retail offer, not dominate or overwhelm them through
scale i.e. a very large supermarket offering both food and non-food at a scale that would undermine the towns independents would be
inappropriate, however, a modest scale store could be suitable.
It is not necessarily WHICH retailers - except we should take great care to protect current retailers- but more the scale and design of
such enterprises that is the issue and any development should be in keeping with the current morphology of the town.
However this valuable space should not be sacrificed to a hotel-there is space on the approaches to the Town near
Sainsbury's roundabout for such development”
• “I do not believe that any national "retailer" would risk establishing a new business in Matlock. I would like to see the appropriate
development of the new "transportation" hub which was ill conceived and a misuse of valuable land”
• “Some housing / flats mixed in with retail would make it a bit more alive. It would be ideal for older people”
• “Outdoor arts venue”
• “Developing the site next to the market will be detrimental to the other end of the town i.e. Firs Parade”
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Question 3

The aspiration is to secure a redevelopment scheme which accords fully with the
Matlock Supplementary Planning Documents. However, given the difficult
economic climate, what if it is not possible to secure a viable and deliverable
redevelopment project which is wholly in accordance with the SPD’s – should the
District Council continue to progress an alternative scheme or wait until such time
that the SPD’s can be fully delivered, whatever timescale this may involve?
We established Question 3 identified 4 key areas of concern: PROGRESS AN ALTERNATIVE SCHEME

 OTHER

 PROGRESS IN PHASES

(PROVIDED ACCEPTABLE & BENFITS MATLOCK)

 IF CORE ASPECTS CAN’T BE DELIVERED WAIT

 PROGRESS AN ALTERNATIVE SCHEME
• “Progress an alternative scheme, Matlock has stood still for too long”
• “The District Council should use the money available to them, even if that means a compromise. Small changes and improvements are
better than none”
• “I think an alternative scheme should be considered to enable Matlock to move forward”
• “Review on a case-by-case basis”
•

“However there could be an intermediate strategy where a carefully thought out 'master plan' is produced and agreed which
is then implemented bit by bit as finance becomes available”

•

“In my opinion Matlock’s economy is fragile. Many retailers and landlords seem unable or unwilling to invest in their properties or
business. Dale Road is dark and drab, Bakewell Road is scruffy and Firs Parade increasingly looks like a shopping
parade from a deprived inner city area. There can be no doubt that the town has been blighted by poor quality development for
decades. I think this has been the case for many years compounded by the current economic down turn and change in shopping
habits as described in many reports and articles.
Matlock needs investment now otherwise the fabric of the town will continue to decline making it even less attractive to
investors and visitors. Matlock’s 'Town Fathers' need to wake up and think of future generations and stop anchoring for a past they will
never return!”

•

“Progress an alternative scheme. What about demolishing Firs Parade (the Ritz side) and building houses - move the retailers (not
Charity shops please) into the new or existing retail space. Also move the library into new premises and sell of the current library
building for conversion”

•

“Would prefer council to start the process now with what funds are available with aspirations to improve as more funds become
available”
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Question 3

The aspiration is to secure a redevelopment scheme which accords fully with the
Matlock Supplementary Planning Documents. However, given the difficult
economic climate, what if it is not possible to secure a viable and deliverable
redevelopment project which is wholly in accordance with the SPD’s – should the
District Council continue to progress an alternative scheme or wait until such time
that the SPD’s can be fully delivered, whatever timescale this may involve?
4 key headings : PROGRESS AN ALTERNATIVE SCHEME

 PROGRESS IN PHASES (PROVIDED ACCEPTABLE & BENFITS MATLOCK)

 IF CORE ASPECTS CAN’T BE DELIVERED WAIT

 OTHER
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 PROGRESS IN PHASES

(PROVIDED ACCEPTABLE & BENFITS MATLOCK)

• ”Could be implemented, perhaps in stages, such that future developments are not compromised”
• “However there could be an intermediate strategy where a carefully thought out ‘master plan’ is produced and agreed which is then
implemented bit by bit as finance becomes available”
• “Might be possible to have an incremental scheme in line with a master plan with public / riverside elements required at various stages”
• “Make what incremental changes it can on the road to the SPD objectives, demonstrating a commitment to an attractive town square
may result in more interest”
• “I am not sufficiently au fait with the ins and outs of the SPD, however I am very wary of the term ‘viable and deliverable’ This is
developer speak meaning – ‘making me a profit in the shortest timescale possible’. This should be resisted by the council in favour of
something long term and sustainable and which provides much needed community facilities such as a new library and more youth
provision”
• “Some compromise may always be necessary, and would be acceptable, but the key elements should be preserved - a civic quarter,
pedestrian/cycle access; parking; business space as well as retail/leisure; affordable housing. If no suitable proposals come forward, it
would be better to wait, especially as the SPD refers to the national/regional/local context existing in 2008. The regional element is
now much reduced and localism more to the fore”
• “The Supplementary Plans are already 5 years old. If we wait another say 5 years to see if the economy improves, the plan
will be obsolete anyway and it would then be prudent to start again at great cost, so why not look slightly out of the box and
find a happy medium, as long as it is not dominated by a supermarket. None of the big supermarkets support local food
producers or farmers, no matter what they say. The supermarkets may bring money to the redevelopment, but they do nothing to
bring heart to a town”
• “That would depend on the alternative scheme. I do not think that, for instance, redevelopment as a low-rent 'big shed' out of
town-style shopping centre would be acceptable whatever the circumstances. However, if the alternative was appropriate for
Matlock I would have no objection”
• “It would totally depend on what the alternative scheme would be - if it was to the long term detriment of the town centre/local
businesses, then absolutely not. For example, if the only business that wanted to be part of the development were a huge chain such as
Tesco/Asda (Walmart), because they are the only ones who can afford this sort of development/expansion at the moment, then no it
should be progressed, as it would be to the long term detriment of all the other businesses in the town centre (and in
surrounding areas).
Only a scheme which supports the local area, encourages visitors to the town as a whole, and enhances the long term
success of the town should be considered. If this isn't the case, then the District Council should hold off until the agreed
scheme (one which is agreed on consultation with the local population of Council tax/business rate payers) can be delivered”
• “Impossible to answer - Without more information it is impossible to know how different it could be from the SPD before it is an
unsuitable development”?
• “I believe that it is impossible to open / remain open, otherwise the town will die entirely. So alternative propositions (perhaps shortterm) should be considered)”
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 IF CORE ASPECTS CAN’T BE DELIVERED WAIT

• “If the core aspects of the SPD are unattainable at present, it would be better to postpone a scheme until such time as the economic
situation is improved”
• “If this proves to be the case, in the mean time I would urge DDDC to use this opportunity to capitalise on the interest this scheme has
generated, to capture the spirit and aspirations expressed in the comments of Matlock residents to put plans in place that allow it to be
'ready to go' when the situation is more economically advantageous”
• “If these public benefits cannot be afforded by the developers currently then the scheme should be put on hold until the economic
climate improves”
• “Basically should wait until the SPD can be implemented as far as possible”
• “I believe Matlock is an attractive proposition to many good quality businesses and that the tourism aspect is very important and should
be capitalised on. Waiting until the project can be delivered in the right way is preferable”
• “The Council should most definitely wait until the fuller aspirations of the SPD can be delivered. We should not be sacrificing the
character of our Town just in the interest of financial gain. Once an unnecessary, inappropriate and monstrous retail development is
built, we are stuck with it in our Town forever. We should not be looking to turn our Town into an ugly, homogenous Town like any other.
We should instead be building on our uniqueness and encouraging the tourist trade more. We are currently an attractive former Spa
Town and this should not be sacrificed on the alter of short-term monetary greed. Isn't that what's got our country it the current mess
we're in”?
• 'Viable and deliverable' must be interpreted as meaning viable and deliverable in business and financial terms but also in
terms of serving the community. This is probably best accomplished by adhering to the Supplementary Planning Documents. Whatever
is decided, there must be a clear and continuing benefit to the community. We do not need yet more provision of the usual part-time,
minimum waged supermarket or chain store jobs, very few of which lead to any sort of career, nor do we need yet another large
corporate body sucking money out of the local economy and sending it off to financial centres in London or overseas. Let's keep the
benefits local, for a change”
• “Absolutely. Lets grass it over & put some trees in”
• “Any proposal should only cover the Bakewell Road site as defined in the SPD. Subject to that proviso, I accept that there might be some
deviation from the overall SPD objectives. Any scheme must follow the general principles of the SPD. Financial gain for DDDC (albeit to
the ultimate benefit of residents) and the preferred developer should not be a factor. Any development would be clearly restrained by
the current financial climate. If we can't do it for the long term benefit - then please don't do it”!
• “Wait until the development can be fully in accordance with the SPD, however long that takes. Even if it means not developing the site
at all”
• “I think it is worth waiting”
• “We will have to live with this for decades. We need to get it right. If we can't do it right - don't do it at all”
• “Do it right or don't do it at all. Fix the entrance to Matlock and the riverside before wiping out the Coop etc and building on the Lido car
park. Aside from the maintenance issues with the Coop and the Market, that area of Bakewell Road is essentially OK - with a lot of
potential to make it much worse. I am mystified by the unholy rush when, to repeat myself, there is an area in urgent need of attention
further along Bakewell Road”
• “Suggest waiting - any development will be around for a long time. The middle of a recession may not be the best time to make long
term decisions”
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 IF CORE ASPECTS CAN’T BE DELIVERED WAIT

• “Why do half a job - bide your time and do the job properly and to the full potential - in the long run it will be better for the community”
• “Don't bother if it can't be done properly. Spending money on a half arsed solution would be a waste”
• “Whose aspiration is this? I think those of us at the open meeting were quite clear - we do not want this development”
• “Wait”
• “I think the money should be put into the town and redevelop places we already have”
• “Wait. Too long and all too often our council takes it upon themselves to push forward just to be seen to be doing something.
NOT THE IDEAL. We want a council that will listen to the people (who live here and don't travel into work from neighbouring
places) and be listened to with gumption. What is the point of rushing into plans that don't match what you have set out to
do? That's called compromise, and most of the time it's at the people's expense. We pay our council tax for a reason, let that
reason be heard and not decided behind a desk, but in front of a stand with the people of the town behind it”

 OTHER

• “I believe that the co-op should be enlarged over the present market area with a pedestrian walk way from Bakewell Road (either
covered or uncovered) thro' to imperial Road with the entrance to the supermarket being placed centrally in this walkway not as at
present. On opposite side of the supermarket could be other smaller shops or access to an entertainment area. On Bakewell road itself
(towards Bakewell) could be one or two shops, further and above either a hotel or apartments.
On the roof of all the development should be an extended roof top car park. The pedestrian walk way should be wide enough to
accommodate an open market.
• “We must not loose sight of the fact that Matlock is a provincial town which relies heavily on tourism and should not become just
another town with the usual shops, restaurants and cafes.
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