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
14 February 2014
To:

All Councillors

As a Member or Substitute of the Environment Committee, please treat this as your
summons to attend a meeting on Thursday 27 February 2014 at 6.00pm in the Council
Chamber, Town Hall, Matlock.
Yours sincerely

Sandra Lamb
Head of Corporate 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
28 November 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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5.

QUESTIONS PURSUANT TO RULE OF PROCEDURE NUMBER 15
To answer questions from Members who have given the appropriate notice.
Page Nos

6.

AGRICULTURAL BUSINESS CENTRE BAKEWELL

4 - 27

This report sets out the background to potential issues of noise nuisance in
relation to the operation of the Agricultural Business Centre (ABC) at
Bakewell and requests the Committee’s instructions, to ensure that the
District Council properly discharges its legal obligation.
7.

PETITION – TREE MANAGEMENT IN MATLOCK BATH

28 - 31

To advise members that a petition has been received from Matlock Bath
Parish Council in regard to tree management issues in Matlock Bath. The
report outlines the background to this matter and advises of the implications
for the Council arising from this request.
8.

FEES AND CHARGES 2014/15

32 - 42

This is the annual report which proposes inflationary increases for services
falling under the remit of this committee.
In addition the report considers recommendations arising from the leisure
review which aims to improve consistency with fees and charges of other
Derbyshire local authorities.
9.

VILLAGE PARKING – SOFT WATER LANE, BRADWELL

43 - 47

To consider a request for Village Parking Scheme Grant assistance from
Bradwell Parish Council.
10.

MATLOCK BATH ILLUMINATIONS

48 - 55

To consider the outturn from the 2013 event and to agree the approach to the
2014 event.
11.

LAND AND PROPERTY DISPOSALS – SITE TO FRONTAGE OF ARC
LEISURE, MATLOCK

56 - 60

To consider revised terms for the freehold disposal of the site to the frontage
of Arc Leisure Matlock.
12.

LOCAL LAND CHARGES

61 - 114

To provide members with an update on the position of (i) the Local Land
Charges litigation and (ii) the proposed centralisation of Local Land Charges
Services.
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13.

LOCALISM ACT - PAY POLICY STATEMENT

115 - 128

To inform members of an amendment to the Council’s Annual Pay Policy
Statement and to recommend its formal adoption by Council.

Members of the Committee - Councillors, Steve Bull, Mrs Sue Burfoot, Mrs Ann Elliott,
Steve Flitter, Chris Furness, Neil Horton, Mrs Cate Hunt, Angus Jenkins, Gary Purdy, Mike
Ratcliffe, Lewis Rose OBE, Andrew Shirley, Peter Slack, Geoff Stevens MBE, Mrs Carol
Walker, Mrs Jo Wild
Substitutes – Councillors Mrs Jennifer Bower, Richard Bright, David Burton, Bob
Cartwright, Tom Donnelly, David Fearn, Richard FitzHerbert, Mrs Jean Monks, Colin
Swindell, Mrs Judith Twigg
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NOT CONFIDENTIAL – For public release

Item No. 6

ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE
27TH FEBRUARY 2014
Report of the Corporate Director

AGRICULTURAL BUSINESS CENTRE BAKEWELL
SUMMARY
This report sets out the background to potential issues of noise nuisance in relation to the
operation of the Agricultural Business Centre (ABC) at Bakewell and requests the
Committee’s instructions, to ensure that the District Council properly discharges its legal
obligations.
RECOMMENDATION
1. That in considering it’s Legal obligations and the work carried out so far, it is
recommended that the option of a noise barrier at the ABC be discounted and the
District Council continues to work in partnership with Bagshaws to draw up, within
three months, a noise management plan which seeks to reduce noise from individual
sources to a reasonably practicable level.
2. That the noise management plan includes reasonable timescales for implementing the
recommended improvements.
3. That regular and ongoing dialogue takes place with residents affected by the activities
at the ABC
4. The financial implications of implementing the noise management plan be reported to a
future meeting of this Committee
WARDS AFFECTED
Bakewell
STRATEGIC LINK
The ABC hosts a highly successful livestock market and conference centre which
compliments the District Council’s Corporate Plan Aim for a Clean, Green and Prosperous
Derbyshire Dales.
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BACKGROUND AND CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS

1.1

The District Council owns and runs the ABC as a highly successful conference centre
and livestock market operated under licence by Bagshaws. The Council and
Bagshaws have continued to work in partnership for many years in order to operate
the market and to improve the benefits accruing from its operation to the local
economy. Operation of the livestock market at the ABC has developed over a number
4

of years and it is now the second largest market of its type in the country. Operation
of the market is regulated by a planning permission, issued by the Peak District
National Park Authority
1.2

The District Council’s Environmental Health Section has been investigating complaints
about excessive noise from the livestock markets and associated activities at the
Agricultural Business Centre since at least 2006. These complaints have mentioned
early morning starts, vehicle noise, impact noise, noise from livestock handlers, noise
from the lorry wash, noise from the waste separator, animal noise, noise from
overnight lairage and noise from dogs kept in vehicles.

1.3

In 2006 an investigation by the District Council’s Environmental Health Officers
indicated that noise levels were sufficiently intrusive as to have potential to amount to
a statutory noise nuisance.

1.4

It was felt that Environmental Health could not enforce Part 3 of the Environmental
Protection Act 1990 (nuisance) in the usual way as the owners of the ABC were the
District Council. As such we were the body responsible for any structural works and
the entity against which legal action requiring those structural works would have to be
taken. Legally the District Council cannot serve an abatement notice on itself and so
the usual route for dealing with statutory nuisance was not available. It is possible,
however, for private individuals to take nuisance action in their own right under section
82 of the 1990 Act and therefore the District Council remained vulnerable to the
possibility of legal challenge

1.5

In 2008 the Council commissioned an independent noise survey by Southdowns who
confirmed that the potential existed for statutory noise nuisance in certain
circumstances where combinations of noise sources existed. They concluded that the
most appropriate means of noise attenuation was a barrier enclosing the area where
noise sources existed. This appeared to be a logical solution at the time as the
sources of noise were many and varied across the market site and only an allencompassing means of attenuation seemed likely to be able to reduce them all. The
consultants also recommended more effective management controls as a way of
reducing noise at source

1.6

The detailed design of a noise barrier was outside the scope of the initial acoustic
survey and so in 2009 a report was commissioned by Sound Barrier Solutions (SBS)
to investigate and recommend potential noise attenuation solutions. This identified a
potential solution by the erection of a sound absorptive barrier at heights of up to 5.5m
around the perimeter of the ABC in order to shield the neighbouring premises from
some of the noise. The estimated cost of the barrier was £192,339 (excluding fees)

1.7

Having received the consultant’s recommendations, it would have been impossible to
rely on a defence of best practicable means, had the Council not investigated whether
planning permission for the erection of the barrier could be obtained and so in June
2011 planning permission was sought from the Peak District National Park Authority.

1.8

The original design provoked a mixed response amongst local residents and originally
planning permission was refused by the Peak District National Park Authority. On
appeal in March 2012, however, planning permission was granted.
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1.9

In view of the level of public opposition Sound Barrier Solutions were, in May 2012,
commissioned to undertake a review of the approved noise barrier design. The
purpose of the review was to re-assess the potential noise barrier solution with the aim
of:
•
•
•

reducing the cost overall
reducing the height of the tallest section of the barrier (5.5m)
maintaining the acoustic performance of the system

1.10 The approved barrier design consists of multiple sections of barrier at different heights
ranging from 3 metres to 5.5 metres. Primarily, it was the 5.5 metre section which has
been investigated in terms of securing a potential height reduction
1.11 The report was received in August 2012 and concluded that it was not possible to
significantly reduce the height of the barrier without impacting on the current predicted
performance of the system. However, a modest reduction in height from 5.5 metres to
5.0 metres would be acceptable acoustically since the actual performance loss of the
barrier in dB would be sufficiently small to be inaudible. In effect, if the barrier at 5.5
metres high was already in position on the site and its height was reduced to 5.0
metres, then it would be highly unlikely that anybody would acoustically, be able to tell
the difference. However, were the barrier to be reduced below 5 metres, it is likely that
an increase in general noise levels would be noticeable, although this would be quite
subjective
2

INITIAL COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT AND MONITORING

2.1

On 14th November 2012, a residents meeting was convened to discuss the potential
solution of erecting a noise barrier. This revealed continuing public opposition with
several suggestions that noise from the site had reduced due to changes made to the
cleansing regime together and from measures already adopted by the market operator
(Bagshaws), Appendix 1.

2.2

The outcome of the residents meeting was that Council’s Environmental Health Team
was asked to revisit their investigation to assess the scale of the on-going issue. This
involved visiting the home of the complainant from which the original readings had
been taken to witness and measure noise levels on a market day. It proved difficult to
arrange a mutually convenient date initially, but the assessment was undertaken on
Monday 11th February 2013.

2.3

The noise investigation undertaken by Environmental Health has been aimed at
determining whether or not noise from the ABC still has the potential to amount to a
statutory nuisance. In the opinion of the investigating officers, noise amounting to a
statutory nuisance was not witnessed on 11 February 2013, although it was not known
how representative of usual circumstances that particular market was. Noise in the
early morning was considerably less than measured in 2006 and much reduced
according to the subjective impression of the officers. Noise in the afternoon was also
reduced, although considered to be intrusive in the garden of the receptor property.

2.4

Whilst it was not possible to state definitively that a noise nuisance no longer exists or
that there is no potential for such a nuisance to exist, the situation seemed less clear
cut than it did in 2006. Anecdotal evidence suggested that noise generation on site
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had been reduced but it had also been reported that the main source of noise was
now the vehicle wash and effluent treatment plant area.

3.

FURTHER DESIGN REVIEW

3.1

In order to establish whether the evidence from Environmental Health was typical of a
usual market, in March 2013, SBS were commissioned again to undertake more
substantial noise monitoring to include a weekend before a market, a typical market
day and the following clearing day. SBS were also requested to consider a barrier
design which focussed upon the two identified noise sources, i.e. the lorry wash and
the effluent treatment plant and specifically whether further attenuation works to the
vehicle wash and effluent treatment plant might be sufficient to resolve the existing
complaints.

3.2

In June 2013, a revised report was received. This concluded that in order to reduce
noise levels to within 5dB of background levels (the desirable optimum), it would be
necessary to construct a barrier to a height of 5m and cease use of the lorry wash
before 7.00am.

3.3

The estimated cost of construction of this revised 5.0m barrier, with a shorter length of
129m was £125,000 - £140,000 depending upon which of two recommended products
were implemented.

3.4

In August 2013, SBS were asked to revisit their investigation of June 2013 with the
intention of evaluating the potential of reducing the overall quantity of barrier material
even further by restricting the line of the barrier to just the area of the lorry wash and
waste effluent treatment plant.

3.5

In September 2013 a revised barrier design was proposed which suggested an even
shorter barrier (97m in length) to run around the back of the lorry wash and effluent
treatment plant. Options for 3 different heights (4m, 4.5m and 5m) were investigated.

4.

LATEST CONSULTATIONS

4.1

On 15th January 2014, a further meeting with residents likely to be affected by the
noise was convened to provide an update on the matter. A total number of 13
residents and other interested parties were in attendance and apologies given by 9
others. The general view of the meeting, with one or two notable exceptions was one
of continuing and strong public opposition to the proposals. Through the Ward
Members it is also plainly evident that the proposed noise barrier is unacceptable to
the neighbouring residents, in terms of its impact on their amenity and the local area.

4.2

Following the meeting there has been much publicity generated by the residents who
strongly object to the proposals. This has included coverage by East Midlands TV and
Radio Derby. There has been an enormous amount of public opposition and many
people have e-mailed their objections to the Chief Executive or to the Corporate
Directors. Copies of all of the objections are included as Appendix 4.
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4.3

In addition a petition signed by 38 local residents has been received which, reads :
“We the undersigned object to DDDC’s proposal to build a ‘Noise Barrier’ along the
northern perimeter of Bakewell’s ABC on the following grounds and urges DDDC to
consider alternative solutions.
Fundamentally we do not want or need a noise barrier. This represents a significant
waste of tax payers money at a time of Government and local spending cuts. The
visual impact of a barrier measuring 5m high and 97m in length would have a
devastating impact on local residents, would be highly detrimental to the historic town
of Bakewell given its reliance upon tourism and would be a massive eyesore within an
area of outstanding natural beauty.
The petition organiser has been invited to present the petition

4.4

Further discussions have also recently been held with all known complainants, in an
attempt to better understand how the latest proposals for the barrier might affect them
on an individual basis. It is clear that although the barrier will provide a theoretical
reduction in noise from the vehicle wash and trade effluent plant, it will not deliver
improvements from all of the activities of the market that are now of concern and
which give rise to annoyance. These include ‘out-of-hours’ loading of livestock,
overnight lairage of animals, air blowers, a steam cleaner, moving market stalls, a
tractor, and jet washers as well as the lorry wash and effluent treatment plant

4.5

Discussions have also taken place with Bagshaws in relation to other improvements
that could potentially be made to reduce noise from other point sources. Bagshaws
have always been keen to help the District Council to comply with our Legal duties,
but whilst they have already gone to significant lengths to help reduce noise from their
own activities, have always questioned whether providing the barrier is the most
appropriate solution.

4.6

During the discussions it also emerged that Bagshaws would like to carryout
improvements to the market, to provide cover for animals currently stored and
auctioned from the temporary penning on the car parking apron at the rear of the
sheep shed. The proposals would involve removing the temporary penning currently
provided and re-providing this under a new covered area which on one side is
bounded by the cattle shed and on the other, the sheep shed. It would mean the
construction of two external walls with a roof over the whole area. The intention would
not be to increase capacity or throughput at the market but rather to provide better
facilities undercover. An added advantage would be that acoustic treatment of the
resulting lairage could be installed which could lead to a significant improvement in
any noise from any animals that are kept at the market overnight.

5

LEGAL POSITION

5.1

The District Council is the Statutory Authority with responsibility for the enforcement of
the provisions of the Environmental Protection Act 1990 (the ‘EPA’) in respect of noise
nuisances and is aware of the need to ensure that appropriate measures are put in
place that are within its power in order to ensure that any disruption to the District
Council’s residents from operation of the ABC is kept to a minimum and does not
cause a statutory nuisance.
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5.2

Both Officers and Councillors are aware of the prevailing climate in relation to local
government finance and the Council has committed a significant amount of resources
to this project in order to ensure that the operations of the ABC, that are essential to
the area and its economic interests, are able to cohabit with the residents in the area
rather than be in conflict.

5.3

The Council is also very aware of the importance and difficulty of ensuring harmony in
areas that are characterised by mixed planning uses. This task is made more difficult
in the Peak District National Park area owing to the proximity of major population
areas (in local terms) and economic and agricultural activity. There is little or no
opportunity to move this activity to other areas and so it is incumbent on the District
Council to ensure that both the residential and agricultural use should be able to
cohabit peacefully.

5.4

In light of the potential legal implications, it is important that the Council is fully aware
of its role and responsibilities to ensure that there is no breach, by the Council, of its
legal duties. Should there be such a breach then the Council's Monitoring Officer is
required to report to Council under section 5 of the Local Government and Housing
Act 1989.

6.

CONCLUSIONS AND PROPOSED WAY FORWARD

6.1

The District Council now needs to consider the actions that it should take, whilst
bearing in mind the following:
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

6.2

Both Environmental Health and the District Council’s consultants initially
considered that noise levels were such, that the potential exists for noise to
amount to a statutory nuisance;
The consultant’s recommended works are to erect a sound absorptive barrier of
5m in height around the lorry wash and waste separator
Management controls appear to have produced a significant reduction in general
livestock market noise
In view of this it is much less clear cut whether or not the potential for statutory
nuisance, still remains
More could be achieved by developing a noise management plan in conjunction
with Bagshaws.
That many residents do not want a barrier to be erected;
That some residents believe other noises than the lorry wash and effluent
treatment plant to be equally intrusive.

In considering these issues the Council must be mindful that it should be taking steps
to ensure that ‘best practicable means’ (BPM) are used to reduce noise (and therefore
nuisance) to a minimum. The Council is under no duty to eradicate noise, but instead
must follow BPM, which is the main defence against the existence of a noise
nuisance.
BPM is a 3-legged defence consisting of the following:
•

What’s technically feasible;
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•
•

What’s economically affordable;
Local environmental conditions.

6.3

Clearly the barrier is technically feasible. The recommended solution produces noise
reductions of up to 12 dB(A) at affected properties, according to predictions and as
such would be considered a very effective technical solution.

6.4

In considering whether or not the barrier is economically affordable the District Council
would need to think about how it would feel supporting its case in Court were it not to
undertake the works on these grounds. It would be sensible to think about the cost of
the barrier in terms of the turnover of the market, the revenue that the market brings to
the Council and the impact upon the capital programme.

6.5

Local environmental conditions are more difficult to quantify. Traditionally an area
such as Coombs Road in Bakewell would be considered to be a quiet, high-end
residential area and as such qualify for a higher level of noise protection than an area
that was already noisier. This argument, however, pre-supposes that those who live
there want to be protected from the noise. In this case it would seem that significant
numbers of residents, including some of those who in theory at least are exposed to
high noise levels, do not

6.6

In considering the current proposals it is clear that a barrier around the lorry wash and
effluent treatment plant would not be effective at reducing noise from all the identified
sources.

6.7

Equally it seems very likely that it would be possible to produce a major benefit to all
by addressing further, all of the individual noise sources (and any others that arise)
and thereby engineering reductions in noise levels. When taken with the evidence
that general market noise has reduced there is now a much better argument for a
phased approach to noise attenuation at source than existed in 2006. In light of this is
proposed that a noise management plan be drawn up and implemented rather than
progressing with the barrier. It is intended fort this plan to be drawn up within three
months and for it to contain further reasonable timescales in which to implement the
various elements.

6.8

However in recommending this Officers are mindful that different noise sources have
different impacts on different residents and it will remain a complex issue to try and
ensure that noise is kept within levels that everyone can tolerate. It is proposed that
regular and ongoing dialogue with those residents affected forms a part of the noise
management plan.

7.

RISK ASSESSMENT

7.1

Legal
The Council’s legal obligations as enforcing authority and the general principles of the
law are set out in the report. The Committee is now charged with the task of
balancing the views of its professional officers local residents, legal advice and all
relevant factual information, to direct an appropriate course of action.
The Officer Recommendation and the work to date as set out in Appendix 1 to the
report are considered to be in accordance with BPM.
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The potential for an independent legal action by a complainant remains a live
possibility. An individual could commence legal action against the Council to seek
damages to compensate them for the suffering that they have experienced as a result
of the nuisance and/or an injunction to compel the Council to take specific measures
or to cease certain activities to address the nuisance. However, in such cases there
is always a balancing exercise and a Court is likely to be persuaded by some of the
steps that are outlined in Appendix 1 of the report and evidence as a result of the
proposed noise management plan.
The overall legal risk is therefore medium
7.2

Financial
The financial implications of implementing the noise management plan are not yet
known but will be reported to a future Committee for consideration. However, at this
stage, the financial risk of whatever course of action is chosen would appear to be
high, and therefore one of the outcomes of the noise management plan must be to
help mitigate that risk.

7.3

Corporate Risk
The Council aims to balance its legal duty to not cause a statutory nuisance on one
hand against the views of the majority of nearby residents who believe the barrier is
unnecessary on the other. It is proposed that this could be achieved by adopting a
noise management plan rather than by construction of a barrier.
In the longer term there remains the potential for the District Council to be challenged
that it’s actions have either not gone far enough, or have been ineffective. In view of
this the corporate risk to the District Council’s reputation remains medium.
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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.
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CONTACT INFORMATION
Peter Foley, Corporate Director
Tel: 01629 761370 E-mail: peter.foley@derbyshiredales.gov.uk
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BACKGROUND PAPERS
Date
Description
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Noise Management Works to Date

APPENDIX 1

Action taken to date by the District Council as landowner and by Bagshaws as
licencee is summarised below:
1.4

1.5

Site Management
•

Strict rules have been enforced to make sure that work does not start before
6:00am and does not continue after 9:00pm.

•

Much effort has been put into persuading buyers to collect their purchased
stock from the market as soon as possible after the sale, so reducing the
amount of stock that has to be kept overnight

•

Farmers / drovers have repeatedly been asked not to shout and “whoop” when
moving stock. Bagshaw’s own staff are now much better and quieter and
leaflets / posters have been issued at various times to educate farmers and
buyers. People ignoring the requests have been spoken to individually.

•

Nuisance from barking dogs are quickly resolved on the day when following
direct complaints from local residents, Bagshaws identify the owner and ask for
their cooperation in moving their vehicle (and barking dog) to a less intrusive
position.

•

As a trial measure, a large strip of rubber matting has been laid across the
concrete apron to the loading docks to try and reduce the noise from lorries
allowing their rear doors/skids to slam down onto the concrete. Indications are
that this does actually help to reduce the noise and so the matting is to be
extended across all bays.

•

Contact has been made with the major manufacturer of Agricultural Trailers,
Ifor Williams, asking that they give consideration to fixing rubber feet to the rear
doors/skids not only would this help to alleviate the noise but also help keeping
stock calmer and possibly preventing damage to the trailer in the form of
broken bulb filaments and other problems. So far they have been reluctant to
take the idea on board

Cleaning Methods
•

Noisy items of machinery such as the steam cleaners, leaf blowers used to
remove straw bedding and heavy machinery such as large tractors are not
used before 7:30am weekdays or before 8:00am at weekends.

•

On weeks when there is just one Monday market, cleaning is carried out over a
number of days and completed by the Thursday or Friday morning following the
market. This helps us to avoid working early morning or late evenings

•

Cleaning in the evening is minimised so far as possible and is only carried out
up until 9:00pm in exceptional cases
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1.6

Community Liaison
•

Numerous meetings have been held between the Council’s Corporate Director
and a representative of the complainants to help people affected to understand
how the market operates and to forewarn them if there is likely to be particularly
noisy occurrences.

•

The meetings have also been used as a means of keeping residents up to date
with the Council’s progress in dealing with their complaints.
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AGRICULTURAL BUSINESS CENTRE - REPRESENTATIONS RECEIVED

1

Dear Cllr Twigg
I have taken the liberty of pasting your profile taken from the web site of the Derbyshire Dales
District Council
I am very much a local person having been born in Bakewell of a local family so I am fully
aware of the needs of people of this area. I am delighted with the success of the Bakewell
Agricultural
Centre
<http://www.derbyshiredales.gov.uk/services-business/agriculturalbusiness-centre> . I feel it has been of significant benefit to Bakewell and particularly for local
farmers, especially when you look at the market towns in this area that have gone into
decline.
I do not live in Bakewell at the moment, but it is my family home and there are generations of
my family that have lived in Bakewell and the farming community at Sheldon who have used
the Market at Bakewell as the main trading centre for their livestock and life.
I cannot possibly believe what is being proposed by the DDDC and from what I read have
even used tax payers money to fund a fight agains the Peak Park Planning Authority who
declined this awful proposal.
Bakewell is the jewel in the crown of the beautiful Peak National Park, always has and should
always be. What you are planning to erect is seriously detrimental to the natural beauty of
Bakewell. There have been many controversial issues regarding planning in Bakewell not
least the building of the Agricultural Centre itself but it seems to have blended in with the
scene in Bakewell and become a multi purpose centre for business in Bakewell and the new
development on the riverside has also become an attractive area in the town.
You and your colleagues have the power to lobby at District and County level to stop this
ridiculous planning application. I read that the complaint is actually coming from one
household in Bakewell, contrast that to the hundreds of protestors.
The best asset this historic old MARKET town has is its beauty and the thousands of tourists
who come to admire it. Bakewell's retail businesses are dying. Every time I visit (and I invest
heavily in the Town) more and more quality shops are closed. Yet you and your colleagues
are proposing to spend heavily on a wall to protect somebody who is complaining about the
noise of the cows. I have never heard of anything so absurd in all of my life. The noise of
cattle in a market town is something that is part of the community and those who cannot bear
it should just move on.
I have been an Elected Member and also member of a Planning Committee at a District
Council and you should listen to your electorate, you have a mandate to speak up for the
people who supported you and you should now lobby your colleagues and put a stop to this
nonsense.
Regards.
Hilary James (nee Morton)
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2

Hello all,
I object to DDDC's proposal to erect a noise barrier at Bakewell's ABC on the following
grounds:
1) This represents a significant waste of tax payer's money at a time of severe Government
and local council spending cuts;
2) The visual impact of a barrier measuring 5m high and 97m in length would have a
devastating impact on local residents and the wider community;
3) This would be hugely detrimental to the town of Bakewell and would surely be a massive
eyesore within our beautiful and historic market town.
Plus it is a serious over reaction to what is a very, very minor issue - in fact common sense
suggests there is no issue.
You should simply find an elegant way to drop this. It’s daft.
unpopular in the town.

It is also monumentally

Best wishes
Denis Mooney
3

Dear Sir/Madam
I object to DDDC's proposal to erect a noise barrier at Bakewell's ABC on the following
grounds:
1) This represents a significant waste of tax payer's money at a time of severe Government
and local council spending cuts; why are the council even considering this project for what is
understood to be one, albeit tenacious, complainant who knowingly moved into a house
adjacent to a working building? Such an amount of money spent in another manner
could benefit more people in the wider community.
2) The visual impact of a barrier measuring 5m high and 97m in length would have a
devastating impact on local residents and the wider community;
3) Such a feature would surely be a massive eyesore within our beautiful and historic market
town.
Please register my objection at the consultation meeting on 27th February 2014.
Debra Stone

4

Dear Sir/Madam
I would like to register my objections to DDDC's proposal to erect a noise barrier at
Bakewell's ABC on the following grounds:
1) This represents a significant waste of tax payer's money at a time of severe Government
and local council spending cuts;
2) The visual impact of a barrier measuring 5m high and 97m in length would have a
devastating
impact
on
local
residents
and
the
wider
community;
3) This would be hugely detrimental to the town of Bakewell and would surely be a massive
eyesore within our beautiful and historic market town.
Yours faithfully
Justine Galley - Steward at Bakewell Golf Club
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5

Dear Sir/Madam
I object to DDDC's proposal to erect a noise barrier at Bakewell's ABC on the following
grounds:
1) This represents a significant waste of tax payer's money at a time of severe Government
and local council spending cuts and appears to be an entirely unnecessary scheme; if the
only reason for this scheme is to address the objections of a very small number of
complainants then it seems poor value for money. Given that the majority of resident in the
area seem content with the ABC such expenditure would appear unnecessary when such an
amount of money spent in another manner could benefit many more people in the wider
community.
2) The visual impact of a barrier measuring, if reports are to be believed, up to 5m high and
97m in length would have a devastating impact on local residents and the wider community;
3) Such a feature would surely be a massive eyesore within our beautiful and historic market
town.
Please register my objection, and if possible read out this email, at the consultation
meeting on 27th February 2014.
Peter Stone
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Please may add my voice to those others objecting to this bizarre proposal in time for your
Environment Committee Meeting 27th February,
This is on the grounds of cost, visual impact and detrimental impact on townspeople and
visitors to our town.
Trusting that this will proceed no further.
Thanking you in anticipation
Richard Sherwood
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Dear Mr Foley
I wish to register my objection to DDDC's proposal to erect a noise barrier at Bakewell's ABC
on the following grounds:
1) It is unnecessary.
2) It represents a significant waste of tax payer's money at a time of severe Government and
local council spending cuts; money which could better be spent on more essential projects.
3) The visual impact of a barrier measuring 5m high and 97m in length would have a
devastating impact on local residents and the wider community and would be injurious to the
aims of the Conservation Area.
4) It would be hugely detrimental to the town of Bakewell and would surely be a massive
eyesore within this beautiful and historic market town."
Kind regards
Denzil Bowyer
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To Whom it may concern,
I am a 23 year old resident of Alport, Near Bakewell.
I object to DDDC's proposal to erect a noise barrier at Bakewell's ABC on the following
grounds:
1) This represents a significant waste of tax payer's money at a time of severe Government
and local council spending cuts;
2) The visual impact of a barrier measuring 5m high and 97m in length would have a
devastating impact on local residents and the wider community;
3) This would be hugely detrimental to the town of Bakewell and would surely be a massive
eyesore within our beautiful and historic market town;
4) Agriculture is one of the oldest industries that has existed in Derbyshire and I feel that it is
a part of living in the area, we should make efforts to champion this industry not shut it off.
Farming is a huge part of rural communities.
Please accept this as my part of a formal petition against the afforementioned construction
proposals.
Kind Regards
Richard Bright
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Hi Peter,
I’d like to register my objection to the proposed wall around the cattle market at Bake well.
I can imagine the scene that would greet me as I drove down the hill into the town and it
would not be beneficial to the historic market town.
Bakewell has survived many years with the natural sounds coming from the histories market
and in today's economic climate the cost of the 5 metre high wall is unlikely to be a good
investment of the councils money. Indeed the potential eyesore may adversely effect the
economy of the town.
Regards
Ron Richardson
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Dear Mrs Twigg
I would like to voice my utter disbelief that this 'wall' is being considered. Has anyone actually
approached the residents of Coombs Rd to get a poll on who is so bothered by the
occasional noise of countryside animals that they would wish for a huge wall to be built? Not
only is this a ridiculous idea - you live in the countryside, you put up with the noises that come
with it - it is an insane waste of money.
Council should be helping business set ups and finding ways to boost the economy, not
building one or two complainants their own personal sound barrier. I used to live along the A6
- if a couple of my old neighbours complain of traffic noise, will the council consider building a
wall for them?
Please do what you can to avoid this senseless and laughable waste of money, particularly in
the current climate.
Many thanks
C Abrahams
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As a Buxtonian and frequent visitor to Bakewell over the last 50 years I am saddened by this
proposal and submit the following objection to be taken into consideration when making a
decision on the erection of this eyesore.
Surely a farming community such as Bakewell cannot take seriously the complaints of a
minority when the majority is horrified at the impact this will have on the town.
"I object to DDDC's proposal to erect a noise barrier at Bakewell's ABC on the following
grounds:
1) This represents a significant waste of tax payer's money at a time of severe Government
and local council spending cuts;
2) The visual impact of a barrier measuring 5m high and 97m in length would have a
devastating impact on local residents and the wider community;
3) This would be hugely detrimental to the town of Bakewell and would surely be a massive
eyesore within our beautiful and historic market town."
Angela Crawford
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I wish to register my objection to DDDC's proposal to erect a noise barrier at Bakewell's ABC
on the following grounds:
I am very much a local person of a local family. I feel that the Agricultural Centre has been of
significant benefit to Bakewell. I cannot possibly believe what is being proposed by the DDDC
and from what I read have even used tax payers money to fund a fight agains the Peak Park
Planning Authority who declined this awful proposal.
Bakewell is the jewel of the Peak District National Park, always has and should always be.
What you are planning to erect would be seriously detrimental to the natural beauty of
Bakewell. There have been many controversial issues regarding planning in Bakewell not
least the building of the Agricultural Centre itself but it seems to have blended in with the
scene in Bakewell and become a multi purpose centre for business in Bakewell and the new
development on the riverside has also become an attractive area in the town.
You and your colleagues have the power to lobby at District and County level to stop this
ridiculous planning application. I read that the complaint is actually coming from one
household in Bakewell, contrast that to the hundreds of local residents that are against the
proposal. The best asset this historic old MARKET town has is its beauty and the hundreds of
tourists who come to admire it. Bakewell's retail businesses are dying.
Every time I go out more and more shops are closing. Yet your choosing to spend a silly
amount of money on a wall to protect somebody who is complaining about the noise of the
cows. I have never heard of anything so absurd in all of my life. The noise of cattle in a
market town is something that is part of the community and those who cannot bear it should
just move on.
Regards;
Mr Jason Mantell
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I object to DDDC's proposal to erect a noise barrier at Bakewell's ABC on the following
grounds:
1) This represents a significant waste of tax payer's money at a time of severe Government
and local council spending cuts;
2) The visual impact of a barrier measuring 5m high and 97m in length would have a
devastating impact on local residents and the wider community;
3) This would be hugely detrimental to the town of Bakewell and would surely be a massive
eyesore within our beautiful and historic market town.
Dawn Peel
Hathersage
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To whom this may concern.
As a lifelong resident of Bakewell I would like to formally note my objection to Derbyshire
Dales District Council's proposal to erect a noise barrier at the Agricultural Business Centre in
Bakewell on the following grounds:
1. I feel this represents a significant waste of tax payer's money at a time of severe
Government and local council spending cuts - something I am personally all too aware of as
a Derbyshire County Council employee.
2. The visual impact of a barrier measuring 5m high and 97m in length would have a
devastating impact on the local residents and the wider community.
3. This would be hugely detrimental to the town of Bakewell and would surely be a massive
eyesore within our beautiful and historic market town. Bakewell relies on tourists and visitors
to the town - I'm sure something as hideous as this would not prove to be a meaningful tourist
attraction.
4. Bakewell has been a market town since 1330 - people expect to see and hear cattle at a
market, it's one of the things people visit or move to the countryside for and you are
proposing to take that away from them.
5. Would Peak District National Park be so accommodating if I, or any other Joe Bloggs,
wanted to erect a wall of such magnitude? I think not!
I hope Derbyshire Dales District Council and the "powers that be" give this further serious
consideration and reach a sensible conclusion.
Yours faithfully
Christine Downing
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I object to DDDC's proposal to erect a noise barrier at Bakewell's ABC on the following
grounds:
1) This represents a significant waste of tax payer's money at a time of severe Government
and local council spending cuts;
2) The visual impact of a barrier measuring 5m high and 97m in length would have a
devastating impact on local residents and the wider community;
3) This would be hugely detrimental to the town of Bakewell and would surely be a massive
eyesore within our beautiful and historic market town.
I would like to add my name to those who object to the building of the wall at the Bakewell
Agricultural Centre. Surely there are far better ways to spend money in these time of financial
crisis e.g. helping struggling working families.
Colin Shaw
Eyam
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Dear Mr. Foley,
I write to you voice my concerns over the potential eyesore that is a 9 foot wall acting as a
sound barrier at the agricultural centre.
This is utterly ridiculous as I am sure you understand. This is at best laughable, please make
a stand against this waste of tax payers money, in times of such austerity can we afford this
ludicrous purchase to satisfy a few people who probably grew up in London and have moved
to the country to raise little Hugo and Penelope. Anybody living in a market town who cannot
handle the noise of cattle, should be laughed out of the town.
Your faithfully
Michael Harrison
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I object to the above proposal to erect a noise barrier at Bakewell's Agricultural Business
Centre:
The visual impact of a barrier, measuring 5m high and 97m in length, would be excessive and
have a devastating impact on our beautiful and historic market town.
Bakewell relies heavily on tourism for its survival and this scheme will undoubtedly harm the
town’s future.
I trust the views of the vast majority of the residents in the town will have some bearing on the
Council’s final decision.
Regards
David Thornton
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Dear Sir,
I object to DDDC’s proposal to erect a noise bariier at Bakewell’s agricultural business centre
on the following grounds –
1. I feel this represents a significant waste of tax payers money in these times of severe
restrictions in government funding and pressure on household finances across the
country. Surely these funds could be put to more productive use within the Bakewell
community. Supporting our increasing elder population.
2. The impact on the aesthetic of the surrounding area will be significant as I belive the
porposed wall will stand 5 metres high in some places and 97 metres long in total.
Although your plans show the wall “maturing” with significant vegentation growth this does
not take away from the impact of on local residents on combes road.
3. Bakewell is a historic market town and we seem to want to move the “hub” of the town
away from the centre and pretend it does not exist. A thriving cattle market, along with the
sights, sounds and smells associated with the spectacle are the very essence of what
created Bakewell hundreds of years ago. To some extent it is the key feature which
brings visitors (and tourist income) to Bakewell so why are you trying to hide it?
I would ask for serious consideration of my objections and a written acknowledgement at
your earliest convenience would be appreciated.
Regards
David Webster
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I am writing to object in the strongest manner, against the erection of such an eyesore in our
Beautiful market town of Bakewell. It has been a market town for so many years, so people
that dont like the sound of country noises should not live in the country, its totally ridiculous.
Also i object to my tax paying money to go towards this ridiculous idea. I am outraged at such
a proposal, in a town that we love and are proud of. Keeping its Heritage and Character, this
will be devastating to all that live here. I and many others will not rest until this idea is
quashed!
Regards
Jane Hutchinson
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As a Derbyshire Dales resident I wish to voice my strong objection to Derbyshire Dales
District Council even giving consideration to the ridiculous idea of erecting a ‘noise barrier’ at
the Agricultural Centre. This, at a time, when local government is having to make severe cuts
to services because of budget constraints. The visual impact of such a barrier at 5m high and
97m in length would be severe and a detriment to the beautiful market town of Bakewell.
When I heard about this proposal I had to check that it wasn’t 1 April! It would be far less
costly to supply ear plugs to those few local residents who have generated this daft proposal.
I await your comments with interest.
Thank you.
Sally Furness
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I object to DDDC's proposal to erect a noise barrier at Bakewell's ABC on the following
grounds:
1) This represents a significant waste of tax payer's money at a time of severe Government
and local council spending cuts;
2) The visual impact of a barrier measuring 5m high and 97m in length would have a
devastating impact on local residents and the wider community, and I suspect will deter
tourism;
3) This would be hugely detrimental to the town of Bakewell and would surely be a massive
eyesore within our beautiful and historic market town.
4) Noise complaints about cows and agriculture, in a historic MARKET town, are unjustified
and senseless. If people complain about the sound of the country then they should move out
of the country. Besides, it is only for a few hours a week.
Please do not permit this erecting of the wall to go any further. Please think about this
rationally and please don't try to urbanise the country and taking away what makes it unique,
which includes the sounds.
Thank you,
Louise Whiteley
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Dear All,
We would like, as Bakewell residents and council tax payers, to add our voices to the
concerns over the proposed noise wall at the Agricultural Centre. We are dismayed that the
District Council has appealed against a clear decision of the National Park Authority to refuse
planning permission and is exploiting what seems to be a rogue Planning Inspectorate
decision to impose a disproportionate solution on the town.
We have been longstanding critics of the design of the Agricultural Centre (though
recognising the economic benefit) and this latest proposal seems to reflect very badly on the
District Council's ability to make the right judgements on the appearance of proposed
developments, and to work in partnership with the National Park planners.
I hope that at the meeting at which a final decision is to be taken that you are able to
persuade your fellow councillors that this is not the solution; and that there are much less
expensive and less intrusive ways to alleviate the problem (if indeed there is a problem given
the fact that the livestock market is an intrinsic part of the town fairly obvious to prospective
and existing residents.) We realise that there may be voices for and against this proposal, but
we wish to add our voices to the against!
regards
Philip and Sandra Naylor
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I am writing to make my objections against the councils plans to erect a noise barrier at the
Agricultural Business Center in Bakewell.
My understanding is that the barrier will cost around £100,000 this is a complete waste of tax
payers money, even more so in a time of economic hardship.
The proposed barrier will also be an eyesore.
Thank you for your time to read this.
Yours sincerely a Bakewell resident of 36 years Paul Melland
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Dear Mr Foley,
I'm writing again regarding the proposed noise barrier at Bakewell's ABC, and represent the
overwhelming majority of residents in Coombs Road.
I requested the full report undertaken by SBS in June 2013 which I received this week, many
thanks. Having been through both the June and November 2013 reports I would like to raise
the following two concerns :
1) The worst case scenarios are unrealistic and do not reflect current operations at the ABC
2) Following the numerous improvements already made on site to reduce noise sources, has
the environmental health team re-examined whether the site still constitutes a statutory noise
nuisance?
Detail and questions as follows :
1) How have the worst case scenarios been generated? I am concerned that these WCS are
unrealistic. From my viewpoint at Grayling Cottage directly behind the lorry wash area, lorry
washing is most frequently conducted one lorry at a time, I have never seen lorries queuing
and all appear to be completed by 10.30am. I am not sure that the water pressure would
allow 8 hoses to be used at the same time and would certainly not expect them to be used
continuously between 6am and 9pm - this would lead to a significant over estimate of
modelled noise levels resulting in an over design of the barrier and a huge waste of money.
If a ban on hosing is implemented before 7am, as suggested in both reports, then the results
for WCS1 in Table 1 should be re-assessed against the daytime background noise levels
using a daytime average at ground floor receptors rather than a night time average specific
noise level. The number of times the hoses are used over an hour and for how long needs to
be considered. The 5m barrier has been designed to address WCS1 predicted noise levels
for the night time period which it fails to achieve and would only work in concert with a hose
ban before 7am. This change in operation has not been taken in to account with a reassessment against daytime only noise which may indicate that a lower barrier or no barrier
at all, would address potential noise levels for daytime only operation.
For WCS2 and WCS3 the jet wash of water associated with the waste pipe separator that
has been modelled at the same noise level as the hoses, occurs in pipes underground and
lasts for 5 seconds out of a 5 minute period which means the noise levels used in the model
are probably higher than the actual noise levels.
2) From the background section of the June 2013 SBS report, it is reported that "Over the
years since this data was originally gathered it is the belief of DDDC Environmental Health
Department that noise levels have reduced on the site. Various measures have been taken
by the operators to reduce the noise impact of the market day processes wherever possible.
Having visited the ABC on a number of occasions since 2009 we would subjectively
speaking, agree with this assumption.
In particular we noted on this latest visit that the overhead PA system in the sheep sale area
is no longer in use and in general there seemed to be less activity in the external yard and
car park than on previous occasions. Also instantaneous impact noise caused when trailer
doors drop on to the concrete to unload livestock has been much reduced by the introduction
of rubber matting.
With this assumption of a general reduction in noise in mind, the client has commissioned
SBS Ltd to re-assess the site using an updated version of the existing noise model and to
determine whether the current design for a substantial mitigation system using noise barriers
may be reduced in scale and therefore also in cost."
Given the number of improvements and the now 'subjective' reduced overall noise level, has
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the council considered re-assessing the ABC to determine if it still constitutes a statutory
noise nuisance at the neighbouring properties? As stated in previous communication, I
welcome a visit from the Environmental Health team at my property, Grayling Cottage, where
the highest noise levels are modelled according to the 2013 noise reports, to evaluate the
noise conditions on an average market day.
I would very much welcome your comments on the points raised and look forward to hearing
from you shortly.
Many thanks,
and
Dear Mr Braund,
On behalf of the majority Residents Group Coombs Road Bakewell, I write as coordinator to
raise objections to Derbyshire Dales District Council Proposals to install and erect the above
mentioned noise barrier.
Such is the strength of feeling from our Residents Group and the fact we consider our views
are being ignored by DDDC, we feel compelled to write to you now. We include a petition with
the request it is presented to the Council Environment Committee at the 27th February 2014
meeting, along with this letter and enclosed documents.
You may be aware of the recent TV, radio and media coverage this proposal is attracting,
and for your information we intend to use every medium to draw extensive local attention to
this complete unwanted, unneeded, white elephant. The Matlock Mercury has posted a
summary on its FaceBook page which has provoked lively debate from local people. We
enclose some of these comments for your information.
This structure is not only unwanted by local residents, it represents an enormous
unnecessary expenditure in an austere time of severe spending cuts, probably requiring
ongoing future maintenance funding. To quote Lewis Rose OBE, Leader of DDDC and Chair
to the Consultation Meeting:“Those of us fortunate enough to live in the Derbyshire Dales and have come to expect
and receive excellent local services could get an unwanted wake-up call in the very
near future…..the grant reduction over a 5 year period could hit a staggering 70% loss.
Every service we currently deliver is under scrutiny and none sacrosanct.”
One wonders how long it would be before the ‘budding Banksy graffiti artists’ move in to
further blight the community, utilising the blank canvas this construction gives. We are aware
that ivy will be planted to grow up the barrier but this will undoubtedly take some time,
certainly a few years before coverage is achieved, rendering it a total eyesore for many years
to come.
To produce a graphical representation, buntings have been placed at the same height as the
proposed wall (5m) between 2 lamp posts adjacent to my garden – this is clearly not the
proposed 97m in length but provides a visual concept of both scale and height. The attached
photographs giving DDDC Committee Members a visual idea of the scale and devastating
social impact this construction will have, not only to Twenty Acre House, Grayling Cottage
and Mill House (whose back gardens are adjacent to the proposed barrier), but the entire
residents of Coombs Road and Station Road.
Our understanding is that the Cleansing & Disinfection Lorry Wash was cited as a noise
nuisance, may I extend an invitation to you and other DDDC members to visit my home,
being situated extremely close to the wash facilities, prior to the 27th February 2014
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Environment Committee meeting, and formulate your own views.
The group of residents would like to express to you and the District Councillors that represent
them, they fully support the ABC and the diverse farming community it also supports. We are
delighted to live in such a picturesque market town and indeed purchased our properties with
that in mind – and in full knowledge of the ABC’s livestock market and associated noises.
Indeed Mr Alastair Sneddon, Senior Partner at Bagshaws and responsible for livestock sales
at the ABC, visits the Coombs Road residents providing us with valuable community updates
on forthcoming events. We enjoy and welcome that interaction and have a very positive
relationship with him.
SUMMARY BASIS OF OBJECTIONS:•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

An inappropriate and extreme solution to a noise problem that does not exist
Unwanted & unneeded by residents
Unwanted unnecessary council expenditure
Anti social imprisoning impact
Unwanted by Peak Park Planning
Obscuring & unsightly
Devastating potential property valuation
Potential to attract anti social graffiti activities
Ongoing maintenance expenditure
Wasted rate payer monies

Finally, any career complaining residents in a minority is not a democracy and to spend such
a vast amount of money to satisfy them, surely doesn’t make any sense. The proposed wall
at 97m long is now shorter in length than the original plans which means it won’t even go
anywhere near this particular resident’s property – this is particularly ironic! There are
certainly alternative solutions to this proposal - solutions which may indeed satisfy perceived
noise problems from the minority and for which the residents and wider community, would be
fully supportive.
We trust the objections raised in this letter are considered seriously as the noise barrier will
have an enormous detrimental effect on all our lives. To this end we sincerely hope common
sense prevails
.
If I can be of further assistance to you in this matter, please do not hesitate to contact me and
please reassure the Coombs Road Residents Group that NO construction will be
commenced prior to every consideration being met.
Diane Gilmore
Coombs Road Residential Group Coordinator
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Hi Judith
Please can you register this email as my objection to the erection of an acoustic fence around
ABC on Visual and Landscape Impact grounds.
If there are complaints about noise from neighbours, maybe DDDC should advise them to
move house. Or erect their own fence.
I believe that I am also supposed to make DDDC aware of my objection, so I have copied in
Dorcas Bunton and Peter Foley.
Best regards
Jonathan Gaunt
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Director & Senior Golf Course Architect
Dear Councillor Twigg,
I used to live on Butts Road and I now live in Sydney, Australia and although I clearly don't
pay rates or vote in local elections, Bakewell is still very close to my heart and I still return to
visit when I can as I will be in July this year. I love bringing my children back to the town and
showing them where I grew up, so it appalled me to hear of the proposal to build a five metre
wall around the market, as I believe this will segregate the market which has been an integral
part of Bakewell's character since anglo saxon times. What next fencing off the river because
of the ducks?
More formally, I object to DDDC's proposal to erect a noise barrier at Bakewell's ABC on the
following grounds 1) This represents a significant waste of tax payer's money at a time of severe Government
and local council spending cuts;
2) The visual impact of a barrier measuring 5m high and 97m in length would have a
devastating impact on local residents and the wider community;
3) This would be hugely detrimental to the town of Bakewell and would surely be a massive
eyesore within our beautiful and historic market town.
Cheers,
Stephen Hancock
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Cllr Twigg,
I write to voice my opinion as a Bakewell resident living close to the ABC ,all be it at Riverside
Crescent.
I would likely not be able to see the barrier from where I live, but agree with others , that it
would be an eyesore from various view points.It would generate on going costs of
maintenance and if Ivy were grown on the structure there could be early deterioration .
The ABC by it's very nature will generate noise and smells, those living on Combs Road will
be most susceptible to both. However , mostly this occurs one day a week between 0600hrs
and 2100hrs , although on some occasions animals remain until the next day.
The proposal highlights the policy of ensuring neighbourliness between the ABC and the
properties located close by, yet the majority of those properties do not wish the barrier to be
erected .
Reports in the media mention costs in the region of £100,000.00 for completion of this project
. If this is accurate, I am astounded that the District Council are , at such a time of austerity
, able to even consider such a project that benefits so few in the community in the interests of
neighbourliness , especially when the vast majority of neighbours do not want it.
The DDCC information public document mentions the applicant has utilised a specialist
consultant to evaluate the options associated with noise reduction . Further mentioned is the
belief that a change to the current management would not resolve the problem without a
detriment to the ABC viability as a cattle market. I believe that operational times of the ABC
are consistent with its purpose, but would still generate the same degree of noise but for less
hours if re managed. It seems there is no information to confirm if any trial of operational
times being changed has taken place to verify if this would be beneficial ,in the interests of
neighbourliness and compromise, at a significantly reduced cost than the proposed costs.
I wonder if any soundproofing of the affected properties has been considered (which I know
DDCC have carried out in relation to anti social behaviour in Matlock).

26

I am not aware of any increase in noise from the ABC , those that have chosen to live close
to it must have been aware of its function and noise levels , " let the buyer beware" is a
phrase used by legal advisors prior to potential purchase.
I formally object to the erection of the proposed barrier on grounds mainly of cost from scarce
public funds and likely detrimental aesthetics to the location.
Mr SG Edwards
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NOT CONFIDENTIAL – For public release

Item No. 7

ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE
27TH FEBRUARY 2014
Report of the Corporate Director

PETITION – TREE MANAGEMENT IN MATLOCK BATH
SUMMARY
This report advises the Committee that a petition has been received from Matlock Bath
Parish Council in regard to tree management issues in Matlock Bath. The report outlines the
background to this matter and advises of the implications for the Council arising from this
request.
RECOMMENDATION
1. That Officers of the District Council meet with representatives of Matlock Bath Parish
Council, Derbyshire County Council and Natural England, to explain the nature of the
Parish Council’s concerns and to seek an agreement in principle from all parties to the
formulation of a Tree Management Strategy for Matlock Bath.
2. That subject to receiving the agreement of Natural England and Derbyshire County
Council, a further report be presented to a future meeting of this Committee advising
of the resources required to formulate and implement a Tree Management Strategy
for Matlock Bath.
WARDS AFFECTED
Masson
STRATEGIC LINK
The proposed recommendation reflects the District Council’s Corporate Plan Aim to protect
and enhance the environment of the Derbyshire Dales.

1

PETITION

1.1

Article 3 of the Council’s Constitution, sets out the framework that supports the District
Council’s Citizens Involvement in Participation Scheme. Section 3 covers petitions.

1.2

A petition is defined by any communication which is signed by at least 10 signatories.
There is no requirement for signatories to be resident in the Derbyshire Dales.

1.3

A petition has been received from Matlock Bath Parish Council regarding a ‘Positive
Tree Management Policy’ for Matlock Bath. The petition contains 243 signatories and
states :-
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‘We, the undersigned call on Derbyshire Dales District Council and Derbyshire
County Council to produce and implement a policy that actively encourages
positive tree management. The conservation areas within the civil parish of
Matlock Bath have suffered massive tree growth from both existing and self-set
trees within recent times to the detriment of the other natural and historic
features of the area. A positive tree management policy must rectify this and
develop a vision for the future. It should also give clear guidance to both the
planners and landowners on positive tree management.’

1.4

Receipt of the petition has been acknowledged and the Parish Council has been
invited to attend the Committee meeting to explain its purpose and to answer any
questions of the Committee Chairman.

2

BACKGROUND

2.1

The issue of tree management in relation to Matlock Bath was first considered by the
Council’s Partnership and Regeneration Overview Committee in 2004 and again as
part of its review of Countryside Management Services in 2006.

2.2

Matlock Woods are notified as an Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) under s.28
of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981. The SSSI covers an area of 18.85ha, which
incorporates the woodlands of High Tor, Lovers’ Walks and Hagg Woods.

2.3

Matlock Woods are one of the best examples in Derbyshire and the Peak District of
ash-elm woodland with their typical association of shrubs and ground flora. The age,
structure and species composition of these woods strongly suggests that they are a
remnant (although modified) of the ancient woodland cover of the limestone dales.

2.4

They are particularly important for having the largest population in the area of the two
native lime trees, small- leaved lime Tilia cordata and large-leaved lime Tilia
platyphyllos. These trees occur both as true species and as a wide range of naturally
occurring hybrids. The age variation is also very wide, some of the limes being over
200 years old. Lime occurs largely on the steepest slopes particularly on cliffs and
among limestone outcrops and is frequently associated with yew Taxus baccata. Wild
service tree Sorbus torminalis, an uncommon species in Derbyshire, has been known
from Hagg Wood since 1960.

2.5

Special Areas of Conservation are designated under the provisions of the European
Directive 92/43/EEC on the Conservation of Natural Habitats and of Wild Flora and
Fauna. Matlock Woods has been approved as an SAC, as it contains habitat types
and/or species, which are rare or threatened within a European context.

2.6

As a consequence of their statutory protection in law, maintenance of Council owned
trees at Lovers Walk, Derwent Gardens and High Tor must be carried out, in
agreement with Natural England, as part of the management programme imposed
under the Heritage Lottery funded Matlock Parks Project. Tree growth on the cliff
faces cannot be cleared to any significant extent as they are remnant ancient
woodlands. On the other side of the valley, most of the land is in private ownership or
in the case of highway trees, Derbyshire County Council.

2.7

Whilst the Council's Grounds Maintenance section does play a reactive role in tree
maintenance, with a limited budget, its efforts are directed to those trees which pose
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an immediate and identifiable threat to the public. Unfortunately, the District Council
does not have the resources to undertake active management of this woodland.
2.8

In regard to the loss of historic views, it is acknowledged that tree growth in recent
years has eroded some of the more attractive, historic views of Matlock Bath.
However the restoration of views would not in the normal scheme of events, be
considered sufficient reason to allow extensive works to take place to protected trees
and would be unlikely to find support from Natural England whose consent would be
required.

2.9

Applications to fell or prune trees are usually made by individual land owners, or their
agents. Reasons for allowing the pruning or felling of a tree may include the fact that
the tree is a poor specimen; its felling would allow superior trees to develop; it may be
causing structural damage to buildings or gives rise to a light restriction that could be
alleviated by pruning. In each case any such problems would be considered and
weighed against the amenity value of the tree. Any subsequent approval to prune or
fell a tree may incidentally lead to the restoration of a view, but this would not be a
primary reason for undertaking such works. Topping trees (to open up or maintain
views) is generally considered to be poor arboricultural practice leading to dense
regrowth and branches which can pose safety problems for the future. As such, these
works tend to be discouraged. Whilst the District Council does not object to
reasonable pruning being carried out in a professional manner, this is unlikely to
resolve issues about the restoration of historic views.

2.10 In order to respond to the concerns raised by the Parish Council, it is proposed that
Officers of the District Council meet with representatives of Matlock Bath Parish
Council, Derbyshire County Council and Natural England, to explain the nature of the
Parish Council’s concerns and to seek an agreement in principle to undertaking a
programme of tree management works. Subject to receiving the agreement of Natural
England and Derbyshire County Council, a further report would be presented to a
future meeting of this Committee advising of the resources required to formulate and
implement a Tree Management Strategy for Matlock Bath. Such a report would also
have regard to the potential to work in partnership with the Parish Council, the third
sector or other bodies.
3.

RISK ASSESSMENT

3.1

Legal
There are no legal issues arising directly from the report. The situation will be reassessed once discussions have taken place as recommended.

3.2

Financial
The financial risk cannot be assessed at this stage, but will be included in the report to
a future meeting advising of the resources required to formulate and implement a Tree
Management Strategy for Matlock Bath.

4

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
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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.
5

CONTACT INFORMATION
Paul Wilson, Corporate Director
Tel: 01629 761325 E-mail: paul.wilson@derbyshiredales.gov.uk

10

BACKGROUND PAPERS
Description
Letter to Chief Executive from Matlock Bath Parish Council
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Date
3rd January 2014

NOT CONFIDENTIAL – For public Release
ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE

Item No 8

27 February 2014

Report of the Corporate Director
____________________________________________________________________

FEES AND CHARGES 2014-2015
SUMMARY
This report provides details of existing and recommended fees and charges for services
provided by the Leisure, Parks and Environmental Health Services
RECOMMENDATION
That the fees and charges recommended in Appendices 1, 2 and 3 attached are approved
and implemented with effect from 1 April 2014 until 31 March 2015.
WARDS AFFECTED
All
STRATEGIC LINK
The Council charges reasonable fees to cover the cost of services that are provided to make
progress in delivering its Aims and Priorities.
___________________________________________________________________
1.0 BACKGROUND
Schedules of existing and recommended charges for the following services are
produced in Appendices 1 - 3, to assist the Committee in reviewing them.
It is proposed that fees and charges for all services are subject to an inflationary
increase of approximately 3% with VAT applied as appropriate, (current rate 20%).
The recommended fees are shown exclusive of VAT, with VAT where applicable, and
rounded up or down as appropriate.
2.0 REPORT
Environmental Health
2.1

Appendix 1 details the existing fees and charges and, those recommended for
approval with effect from 1st April 2014 in respect of food hygiene, private sector
housing and private water supplies.

Parks/Recreation Grounds
2.2

Appendix 2 details the existing fees and charges and, those recommended for
approval with effect from 1st April 2014 in respect of parks/recreation ground services.
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Leisure Services
2.3

Members will be aware that the leisure service is currently undergoing a major service
review. One of the issues recently considered by the review team is that relating to
the structure of fees and charges for the service.

2.4

The review team has taken a more in depth look at the structure of the fees and
charges and concluded that certain elements could be amended to bring the Council
closer into line with similar charges at other Derbyshire Authorities or to remove
anomalies within the present system. The Review Team’s recommendations are:

2.4.1 Inflation
In line with all other services, leisure fees and charges be subject to the annual
inflationary increase of 3%
2.4.2 Concessions
The current concessionary discount offered by the District Council is 50% off the full
price. This is extremely generous when compared to other Derbyshire Local
Authorities, including those managed by private sector operators. The current average
concession across the county is approximately 35% and to bring us more into line it is
proposed the current concession be reduced from a 50% to a 33% discount.
Unlike neighbouring Authorities, it should be noted the District Council offers
concessions for all activities and memberships, (with the exception of a Family Swim).
Despite the recommendation to reduce the concessionary discount, the increased
price will still only place the proposed charges in line with the countywide average
cost.
At present, the requirement for older people to qualify for concessionary discount is to
be 60 or over and retired. This is inconsistent with other concessions offered by the
District Council (e.g. environmental services such as bulky waste and pest control),
and creates real difficulties for staff in proving eligibility. In view of this it is proposed
the scheme is changed so as to apply only to people of national retirement age and
over or those having a Gold Card. Discount will still be available to anyone qualifying
for a concession for other reasons such as those on low incomes or disabled users.
It is also proposed that members will be required to provide proof of concession
eligibility on an annual basis. A list of accepted documentation will be made available
to customers in advance and online. This documentation will be consistent with other
District Council services.
2.4.3 Bookings & Cancellations
It is recommended that a ‘pay as you book’ policy should be introduced for all court
(including squash) and hall bookings to avoid unpaid and unattended bookings. In
addition, no refund will be offered for cancellation of hall and court bookings, only the
opportunity to rearrange the booking.
At present the District Council does not charge a cancellation fee to non-attendees of
fitness classes. Many of the classes have a limited number of spaces available, so
any non-attended bookings not only result in reduced revenue but also missed
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opportunities for other customers. For Fitness Freedom members, a charge equal to
cost of the class will be applied. The above charge will not be applied to customers
giving 24 hours (or more) notification.
2.4.4 Swim Membership
Swim membership is currently based on the equivalent cost of four adult swims per
month. Other memberships such as those for the use of the gym or climbing wall are
priced at five visits per month. If this situation was rationalised and the cost for
swimming brought into line with other memberships, the cost would still be below the
average charges by other Derbyshire Authorities, i.e.
•
•
•

Current Derbyshire Dales price:
Proposed Derbyshire Dales price:
Derbyshire average:

£14.00 per month
£18.00 per month
£19.33 per month.

In view of this it is proposed the price for swim membership be increased in line with
other memberships
2.4.5 Fitness Freedom Membership
To encourage the use of courts and halls during what is formerly known as ‘off-peak’
hours, it is suggested that use at these times be included in the Fitness Freedom
membership. This inclusive access will apply at weekends and from Leisure Centre
opening to 16:00 Monday to Friday but not on weekday evenings.
2.4.6 Joining Fee
It is recommended that the Joining Fee is reduced from £41.40 to £25.00, as several
other local competitors (including other Councils) have reduced their Joining fees.
Also, a recent pilot of the proposed fee has proved successful, showing a significant
increase in membership sales.
2.4.7 One Month Membership
There has been an increase in demand for a one month, cash-up-front membership.
This would benefit those people enjoying an extended stay or those working in the
area. It could also be used a ‘taster’ before making the commitment to an annual or
Direct Debit membership. To ensure the other payment options, such as ‘pay & play’,
Direct Debit and ‘cash-up-front’ annual memberships retain their purpose, it is
recommended this option is offered at £10 above the relevant monthly cost of a Direct
Debit.
2.4.8 Active Health Referral
The current cost per session for the Active Health Referral is £2.10. In order to be
consistent with neighbouring Local Authorities, it is recommended the price is reduced
to £1.00.
2.4.9 Free Child Swimming
In order to support learning and development, it is recommended that free child
swimming (during Public Swim times only) is offered to any child enrolled on the
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District Council’s Learn to Swim programme via Direct Debit. There are approximately
1,600 children currently enrolled on the programme.
2.5

Appendix 3 details the existing fees and charges together with those recommended
by the Leisure Review Team for approval with effect from 1st April 2014

3.0 RISK ASSESSMENT
3.1

Legal
The Council has the power to charge reasonable fees in accordance with the report.
The risk is therefore low.

3.2

Financial
The income resulting from the recommended revised fees and charges has been
included in the revenue budget for the financial year 2014/2015 to be considered at
the 6 March 2014 meeting of the full Council. The financial risk is therefore low.

4.0 OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
In preparing this report the relevance of the following factors has also been
considered: prevention of crime and disorder, equality of opportunity, environmental
health, climate change, legal and human rights, financial personal and property
considerations.

CONTACT INFORMATION
Peter Foley, Corporate Director Tel 01629 761370
Email: peter.foley@derbyshiredales.gov.uk
Tim Braund, Head of Environmental Health Tel: 01629 761118
Email: tim.braund@derbyshiredales.gov.uk
Les Warren, Leisure Officer Tel: 01629 761382
Email: les.warren@derbyshiredales.gov.uk
Ashley Watts, Head of Community Development Tel: 01629 761367
Email: ashley.watts@derbyshiredales.gov.uk

2

BACKGROUND PAPERS
None.

3

ATTACHMENTS
Appendix 1
Appendix 2
Appendix 3

Environmental Health Service
Parks/Recreation Ground Services
Leisure Services
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Schedule of Fees
Schedule of Fees
Schedule of Fees

Appendix 1

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH
FOOD HYGIENE

Existing
Charge
2013-2014
inclusive VAT

Proposed Charge
2014-2015
exclusive of 20%
VAT

£

£

79.00

63.79

81.37

81.50

Proposed Charge
2014-2015
inclusive of 20% VAT
(where applicable) and
rounded

+ %age

Rounded

FOOD HYGIENE
COURSES
Basic Food Hygiene
Course - Charge per
Candidate
FOOD PREMISES
REGISTER
Photocopying of Register
Per entry
Whole Register

3.50
858.00

3.00

3.61

3.60

736.46

883.74

883.75

37.75

N/A

38.88

39.00

405.00

N/A

417.15

420.00

226.00

N/A

232.78

233.00

HEALTH
CERTIFICATES
Standard Charge
(VAT not applicable)

HOUSING
(VAT not applicable)

HOUSES IN MULTIPLE
OCCUPATION
HMO Licensing
HOUSING
ENFORCEMENT
NOTICES
Housing Act 2004
sections 11 & 12
Improvement Notice
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Existing
Charge
2013-2014
inclusive VAT

Proposed Charge
2014-2015
exclusive of 20%
VAT

£

£

Housing Act 2004
sections 20 & 21
Prohibition Order

226.00

N/A

232.78

233.00

Housing Act 2004
sections 28 & 29
Hazard Awareness
Notice

226.00

N/A

232.78

233.00

Housing Act 2004 section
40 Emergency Remedial
Action

226.00

N/A

232.78

233.00

Housing Act 2004 section
43 Emergency Prohibition
Order

226.00

N/A

232.78

233.00

Housing Act 1985 section
265
Demolition Order

226.00

N/A

232.78

233.00

HOUSING

HOUSING
ENFORCEMENT
NOTICES

Proposed Charge
2014-2015
inclusive of 20% VAT
(where applicable) and
rounded
+ %age

Rounded

(VAT not applicable)

PRIVATE WATER SUPPLIES
VAT not applicable

£

£

Risk Assessment

338.00

N/A

348.14

348.00

Sampling Visit

45.50

N/A

46.87

47.00

Investigation

73.50

N/A

75.71

76.00

Granting an authorisation

34.50

N/A

35.54

35.50

Analysing a sample under
Regulation 10

Lab Charge

Lab Charge

-

Lab Charge

Analysing a check
monitoring sample

Lab Charge

Lab Charge

-

Lab Charge

Analysing an audit
monitoring sample

Lab Charge

Lab Charge

-

Lab Charge
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+ %age

Rounded

Appendix 2

Parks Fees 2014-15
ACTIVITY

Existing Charge
2013/14
(including VAT where
applicable)

Proposed
Charge
2014/15
(exc VAT)

Actual Charge
2014/15
(rounded and includes 20%
VAT where applicable)

Putting Greens per person [VAT applicable]
Full
2.75
2.38
2.85
Concession
1.45
1.25
1.50
Tennis/Hard Court Area
[VAT applicable]
Hire per tennis court per hour
Full
6.40
5.50
6.60
Concession
3.20
2.75
3.30
Hire of hard court area per hour
Full
12.80
11.00
13.20
Concession
6.40
5.50
6.60
Bowling Greens [VAT applicable]
Per person per hour
Full
3.20
2.75
3.30
Concession
1.65
1.42
1.70
Reservation for exclusive use of green per match
Full
24.80
21.29
25.55
Concession
12.40
10.63
12.75
Reservation per club per match
Full
5.65
4.88
5.85
Full Concession
2.85
2.46
2.95
Season Ticket
Full
40.00
34.33
41.20
Full Concession
20.00
17.17
20.60
Lease per season of Bakewell Bowling Green
Exempt from VAT
Special
77.85
80.20
Sports Pitches and Pavilions [VAT applicable]
Hire of pitch per session (inc marking out, preparation and use of pavilion – Football and Rugby)
Full
37.15
31.88
38.25
Concession
18.60
15.96
19.15
Hire of pitch per session (inc marking out, preparation and use of pavilion) – Cricket
Full
38.75
33.25
39.90
Concession
19.40
16.67
20.00
Hire of pitch for training only
Full
29.10
25.00
30.00
Concession
14.55
12.50
15.00
Hire of changing facilities
Full
12.70
10.92
13.10
Concession
6.40
5.50
6.60
Hire of Croquet Lawn
Full
19.65
16.88
20.25
Concession
9.85
8.46
10.15
Hire of Artificial Cricket wicket (inc hire of changing facilities)
Full
28.80
24.71
29.65
Concession
14.35
12.29
14.75
Use of Recreation Grounds for Highland Gathering, Carnivals etc
Special
FREE
FREE
FREE
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LEISURE SERVICES
Existing Charge
2013/14

ACTIVITY

(including VAT where
applicable)

Proposed
Charge
2014/15

Actual Charge
2014/15

(exc VAT)

(rounded and includes
20% VAT where
applicable)

2.96
2.00

3.55
2.40

FREE

FREE

8.17
0.83
FREE

9.80
1.00
FREE

2.96
2.00

3.55
2.40

150.00
100.00

180.00
120.00

29.58
20.00

35.50
24.00

Exempt from VAT

5.75
4.70

Swimming
Use of pool
Full
Concession

3.45
1.75

Spectator
All
FREE
Family (2 Fulls and up to 2 children)
Special
8.30
Additional children
0.95
Under 3 years
FREE
Splash-Out
Full
3.45
Concession
2.20
Discounts
12 Month Membership
Full
140.00
Concession
70.00
12 for the price of 10 swims
Full
34.50
Concession
17.50
Swimming Lessons
Per lesson
Full
5.60
Concession
4.60
One to One
18.40
Fitness Class
Full
4.40
Concession
2.35
Fitness Suite
Joining Fee
Full
41.50
Concession
21.00
Use of Fitness Suite
Full
5.80
Concession
2.90

Exempt from VAT

Exempt from VAT

18.95

Exempt from VAT

4.55
3.00

Exempt from VAT
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20.83
20.83

25.00
25.00

5.00
3.33

6.00
4.00

ACTIVITY

Existing Charge
2013/14
(including VAT where
applicable)

Proposed
Charge
2014/15

Actual Charge
2014/15

(exc VAT)

(rounded and includes
20% VAT where
applicable)

270.00
135.00

233.33
158.33

280.00
190.00

460.00
230.00

395.83
266.67

475.00
320.00

N/A
N/A

31.66
21.25

38.00
25.50

18.40

Exempt from VAT

18.95

Fitness Suite
12 Month Membership
Full
Concession
12 Month Membership Couple
Full
Concession
One Month Membership
Full
Concession
One to One Tuition

Exercise Referral Scheme
Exempt from VAT
Session Full
2.10
Sports
Badminton/Short Tennis/Short Mat Bowling
Full
9.10
7.79
Concession
4.55
5.25
Table Tennis
Full
7.10
6.00
Concession
3.55
4.00
Shower and Change
Full
1.25
1.08
Squash
Full
8.20
7.04
Concession
4.10
4.71
Club Affiliation
6 Month
32.75
28.13
Sporting Hire of Rooms/Areas (All Centres) [VAT applicable]
Main Hall
Full
40.00
34.33
Concession
26.50
23.00
Minor Hall
Full
20.20
17.33
Concession
13.25
11.63
Meeting Rooms / Community Room/ Viewing Area
Full
33.00
28.33
Concession
16.40
19.00
Non-Sporting Hire of Rooms/Areas (All Centres) [Exempt from VAT]
Main Hall
Exempt from VAT
Special
63.70
Minor Hall
Exempt from VAT
Special
37.50
Meeting Rooms / Community Room/ Viewing Area
Exempt from VAT
Full
33.00
Exempt from VAT
Concession
16.50 40

1.00

9.35
6.30
7.20
4.80
1.30
8.45
5.65

33.75

41.20
27.60
20.80
13.95
34.00
22.80

65.60
38.60
34.00
22.80

ACTIVITY

Existing Charge
2013/14
(including VAT where
applicable)

Climbing Room (Wirksworth Leisure Centre)
Use of Walls (Inc Bouldering)
Full
7.25
Concession
3.65
12 for the price of 10 Climb
Full
72.50
Concession
36.50
Basic Tuition
Full
18.50
Concession
9.40
Full and child (Full belay only)
Special
7.60
6 Month Membership
Full
172.00
Concession
86.00
Climbing Lesson
Full
5.60
Concession
4.60
One to One Instruction
18.40
Hire of Staff per hour (not eligible for concessions)
Leisure Attendant/Lifeguard
Full
21.25
Level 1 Sports Coach
23.75
Level 2 Sports Coach
27.00
Hire Areas/Equipment [VAT applicable]
Pool Party (includes lifeguards, pool & viewing area)
Inc. Inflatable
195.00
Exc. Inflatable
120.00
Sports Hall Inflatable (inc 1 attendant)
Special
42.00
Racket/Bat / Kwik Cricket / Belay Device
Special
1.75
Crèche
Child
1.90
Hire of Cricket Nets
Per booking
11.70
Sports Coaching per hour
Full
5.60
Concession
4.60
Fitness Freedom [VAT applicable]
Fitness Freedom Membership 12 Month
Full
375.00
Concession
187.50
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Proposed
Charge
2014/15

Actual Charge
2014/15

(exc VAT)

(rounded and includes
20% VAT where
applicable)

6.21
4.17

7.45
5.00

62.08
41.67

74.50
50.00

Exempt from VAT

19.05
12.75

Exempt from VAT

6.54

7.85

147.50
99.17

177.00
119.00

Exempt from VAT

5.75
4.70

Exempt from VAT

Exempt from VAT

18.95

18.25

21.90

VAT to be applied
Exempt from VAT
Exempt from VAT

24.45
27.80

167.38
102.79

200.85
123.35

36.04

43.25

1.50

1.80

Outside Scope of VAT

1.95

10.04

12.05

Exempt from VAT

5.75
4.70

Exempt from VAT

320.83
216.67

385.00
260.00

ACTIVITY

Existing Charge
2013/14

Proposed Charge
2014/15

Actual Charge
2014/15

(including VAT
applicable)

(exc VAT)

(rounded and
includes 20% VAT
where applicable)

where

Fitness Freedom Membership Couple 12 Month
Full
625.00
Concession
312.50
Active Leisure
Special
5.75
Non-membership
Special
0.50
Replacement card
Special
2.60
Holiday Leisure Pass [VAT applicable]
3-day Fitness Suite
10.40
7-day Fitness Suite
21.00
3-day Fitness Suite & Swim
13.00
7-day Fitness Suite & Swim
26.00
3-day Swim
5.20
7-day Swim
10.40
Holiday Leisure Pass [VAT applicable]
3-day Family
15.60
7-day Family
31.20
Hire of Swimming Pools [VAT applicable]
Main Pool per Lane
Private Hire
23.40
Full Club
18.30
Concession Club
9.15
Main Pool
Private Hire
82.50
Full Club
56.50
Concession Club
42.20
Arc - Teaching Pool
Private Hire
31.20
Full Club
21.00
Concession Club
16.40
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537.50
362.50

645.00
435.00

4.92

5.90

0.42

0.50

2.25

2.70

8.92
18.04
11.17
22.33
4.46
8.92

10.70
21.65
13.40
26.80
5.35
10.70

13.38
26.79

16.05
32.15

20.08
15.71
10.54

24.10
18.85
12.65

70.83
48.50
32.50

85.00
58.20
39.00

26.79
18.04
12.08

32.15
21.65
14.50
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ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE
27th FEBRUARY 2014
Report of the Corporate Director
______________________________________________________________________

VILLAGE PARKING SCHEME – SOFT WATER LANE, BRADWELL
SUMMARY
This report considers a request for Village Parking Scheme Grant assistance from Bradwell
Parish Council.
RECOMMENDATION
That a grant of £10,000 be allocated from the Village Parking Scheme Fund to Bradwell
Parish Council, paid over two successive years, with a maximum of £5,000 in each year.
WARDS AFFECTED
Bradwell
STRATEGIC LINK
Improving the quality of life, providing excellent services and stimulating economic,
community and environmental regeneration.
1

BACKGROUND

1.1

The Village Parking Scheme (VPS) was introduced in June 2000. The basis of the
scheme is that the District Council may offer a range of assistance to Local Councils
and Parish Meetings in dealing with parking problems within their rural localities,
ranging from technical support in design and construction to the provision of grant
assistance. Grant aid may be awarded up to a maximum of £5,000 per project in any
one year, with a limit of £10,000 in total against each project. Since its introduction,
the Scheme has supported 16 successful projects and awarded more than £95,000 as
well as offering practical advice and support to the many small parishes.

2

REPORT

2.1

Bradwell Parish Council has submitted an application for grant assistance in providing
a residents’ car park on disused land at Soft Water Lane. If approved, the resultant
scheme will provide 12 off-street parking bays for local residents and alleviate traffic
flow and highway safety on a constricted road and junction, most particularly at peak
times associated with school travel.

2.2

The Parish Council will manage and maintain the car park and administer the annual
letting of the residents’ bays. It is expected, therefore, that the car park will be selffunding, once completed.
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3

RISK ASSESSMENT
Legal
The report proposes actions falling within the Council’s powers of ‘wellbeing’
contained in the Local Government Act. The legal risk is assessed as low.
Financial
A sum of £15,000 is available for VPS grants in the Capital Programme for 2013/14.
Approval of this request, for a maximum grant of £5,000 in the current financial year
would therefore be contained within the existing budgetary provision. The
recommendation, if approved, would also set aside a sum of £5,000 in the Capital
Programme for 2014/15. The financial risk is low.
Corporate Risk
None.

4

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.

5

CONTACT INFORMATION
Peter Foley, Tel: 01629 761370
Email: peter.foley@derbsyhiredales.gov.uk

6

BACKGROUND PAPERS
Village Parking Scheme Supporting Notes and Application Form

7

ATTACHMENTS
Appendix 1 – VPS Application submitted by Bradwell Parish Council
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APPENDIX
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ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE
27TH FEBRUARY 2014

MATLOCK BATH ILLUMINATIONS
Report of the Corporate Director
______________________________________________________________________
SUMMARY
To consider the outturn from the 2013 event and to agree the approach to the 2014
event.
RECOMMENDATION
1.

That the outturn of the 2013 event be noted.

2.

That the approach to the 2014 event as outlined in section 2 of the report be
endorsed.

WARDS AFFECTED
Masson.
STRATEGIC LINK
The Matlock Bath Illuminations contributes to the District Council’s Corporate Aim to
improve quality of life and to provide excellent services and supports the District
Council’s priority of a clean, green and prosperous Dales.
______________________________________________________________________
1.

BACKGROUND.

1.1

The arrangements for the 2013 Matlock Bath Illuminations were approved at the
meeting of the Environment Committee held on 28 February 2013 (Minute no.
358/12). It is normal for an outturn report to be presented to Committee following
the staging of the event, hence this report.

1.2

A combined Liaison/Traders’ Meeting took place on 8 January 2014.

2.

Overview of the 2013 Event

2.1

The 2013 event went well with no major incidents. The Decorated Boats were
excellent as always. The 4 Clifftop Firework Saturday Nights were very well
attended, with the third and fourth events drawing the largest crowds, the
queuing for ticket problems of previous years were largely resolved with the use
of a second ticket office on these nights, however, the queuing issue seems to
have moved to the entrance to Derwent Gardens where tickets are taken from
the visitors. This was resolved by the redistribution of Duty Officers. The first
and second firework nights were not as well attended, due to heavy rain and high
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winds. Visitors were attracted throughout the season not only to Derwent
Gardens and Lovers’ Walks, but also to North and South Parades.
2.2

Overall attendances were good, thought to be largely due to improved marketing
and more people holidaying in the UK rather than abroad. Attendance was low at
the beginning of the event due to bad weather conditions, though feedback was
good throughout the season with very few complaints from people visiting the
event. The complaints that were received were mainly from visitors on the third
and fourth firework nights, these were very busy and visitors found it difficult to
view the first parade of illuminated boats and weren’t willing to wait for the
second parade, after the fireworks.

2.3

Problems with parking on the A6 verges reduced significantly in 2013, however,
there were problems on Temple Road, with cars being parked on double yellow
lines, on both sides of an already narrow road and other Access Only roads.
This problem is being addressed for the 2014 event by deploying extra stewards
to the junction of the A6 with Temple Road, Holme Road, Waterloo Road and
Clifton Road. A barrier and sign will be put on New Bath Road, after the New
Bath Hotel and before it becomes residential.
Attendance at the 2013 Event

2.4

The 2013 event attracted in the order of 33,100 visitors to Derwent
Gardens/Lovers’ Walks. The 2013 total can be broken down as below:
•
•

21,600 Paying customers.
11,500 Free (Children under 16 yrs/Disabled & Carers/Matlock Bath
Residents).

2.5

It is estimated that in excess of 100,000 visitors were attracted to the village itself
during the 8 weeks/9 weekends of the event. In September and October, there
were over 102,536 hits on the Illuminations related pages on the Council’s
website, in comparison to 28,000 hits in September last year. The dedicated
viewing area for disabled persons and carers near to the Pay Office in Derwent
Gardens, first established in 2007, again proved extremely popular.

2.6

As previously approved by the Partnership and Regeneration Committee, a 20%
reduction on the Entrance Charge was again offered for advance group bookings
in excess of 10 persons, with the coach driver having free entry into the event.
Arrangements were again put in place in co-operation with the County Council’s
Passenger Transport Unit, to enable those visiting the event by train to receive a
20% discount on the cost of entry into Derwent Gardens. Both of these are
considered to be initiatives that should be further promoted in the future, being
very good in sustainability terms in encouraging visitors to use of other forms of
transport than the car.
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Income from the 2013 Event
2.7

The overall position on income received at the time of writing this report is as
follows: Source

2013/14 Budget £

Actual Income £

7,175
1,000
9,700
98,400
200
1,000
117,475

3,670
1,914
9,473
86,402
503
1,000
102,962

Traders’ Pledges
Park & Ride
Concessions
Ticket Sales
Donations
Sponsorship
Total

Note: Breakdown of weekly income from ticket sales in 2012 & 2013 in Appendix 1.
The above figures are shown to the nearest pound. A verbal update will be given at the meeting
on the position with regard to outstanding payments.

2.8

Ticket sales receipts, net of VAT have increased year on year since the entry
charging provisions were introduced in 2006, until this year. Net income from
entry charging was £48,676 in 2006; £52,870 in 2007; £58,947 in 2008; £75,289
in 2009; £86,033 in 2010, £95,129 in 2011, £96,261 in 2012 and £86,344 in
2013. This, we believe, is largely due to the bad weather during September and
October.

2.9

In addition to the usual sources of income, at the suggestion of the Traders,
those Traders that made a pledge in 2013 could also have a voluntary collection
bucket on their premises, provided by the District Council, to give persons that
visited the village but did not pay to enter Derwent Gardens/Lovers’ Walks,
particularly on the very busy firework nights, an opportunity to contribute towards
the cost of staging the event. Whilst not generating a significant sum it is
intended that the exercise will be repeated in 2014.

2.10

In addition to the above, it is estimated that the staging of the Illuminations brings
an additional £15,000 income in the use of the District Council’s Pay & Display
car parks in Matlock Bath throughout the Illuminations season. Whilst this is
accounted for in the general Car Parking budget, in recent years the Committee
when comparing income with expenditure in relation to the Illuminations has
acknowledged this.
Expenditure on the 2013 Event

2.11

The anticipated expenditure for the 2013 event was £124,492 against an
anticipated income of £117,500. Some additional costs were incurred as a result
of the need to employ additional wardens and bollards to avoid problems with
parking on the A6 verges. However, due to economies made on the organisation
of the event, it is anticipated that overall expenditure will be £116,752.
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Overall Financial Outturn for the 2013 Event
2.12

The overall financial outturn for the 2013 event is a s follows:

Expenditure
Income
Estimated additional car parking income
Net surplus

Budget
124492
117479
7017
15000
7983

Actual
116752
102962
13790
15000
1210

It can be seen that the objective of achieving a balanced budget for the staging of
the 2013 event was therefore achieved.
Approach to the 2014 event
2.13

It is seen to be desirable to agree the approach to the 2014 event at this meeting.
This would enable the overall planning and promotion of the event to be
commenced as soon as is possible and certainty to be achieved for all of the
stakeholders involved.

2.14

The 2014 event will run from 6th September to 25th October, shortening the event
by one weekend. Enquires are already being received from potential visitors who
wish to pre-book accommodation. Others in the tourism sector are wishing to
obtain confirmation of the arrangements as they wish to include the Illuminations
in their own promotional material, travel leaflets and similar.

2.15

Due to the need for continuing efficiency savings in relation to the District
Council’s overall Revenue Budget, the aim in relation to the Illuminations will
again be to balance the cost of staging the event with income received.

2.16

The event would run from the first Saturday in September to the last Saturday in
October i.e. 7 weeks / 8 weekends. However, in order to address problems of
crowd congestion on firework nights, particularly during the third and fourth
firework nights in October when attendances increase dramatically, it is proposed
that for the 2014 season, there will be five firework nights, one in September and
four in October, on consecutive Saturday nights. This is in anticipation that the
attendances will be more evenly spread throughout the season, thus alleviating
the problems of crowd congestion and improving the visitor experience.

2.17

It is suggested that the entertainment element of the event remain the same as in
2013, with no entertainment provided on Sunday evenings as numbers are
historically low on these nights and the focus of the visitor seems to be towards
the parade of illuminated boats, however, we are looking into theming these
nights e.g. 60s, 70s and 80s. This will provide for a more cost effective event,
whilst also preserving the main attraction which is the illuminated boat parade.

2.18

Subject to the Committee accepting the above proposals, it is considered that for
the 2014 season, a new pricing structure be introduced. Prices for Saturdays and
Sundays should be the same i.e. at £5.00 for adults, £4.50 for over 60s/disabled
and free entrance for children under 16 and Matlock Bath residents. The two tier
structure used in 2013 was slightly confusing for the visitors.
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2.19

Buying tickets online is proving to be increasingly popular year on year and we
are investigating the use of an in-house service, rather than using the system
previously used through the Visit Peak District website. The new system should
enable visitors to the leisure centres to also buy tickets to the Matlock Bath
Illuminations, make taking payments and processing the tickets less time
consuming.
Main Electrical and Groundworks Contract 2014

2.20

The Main Electrical Contract is a vital element of the Illuminations, particularly in
relation to the safe staging of the event and includes daily inspection of the
extensive electrical installations throughout the 8 weeks of the event. The lighting
remains illuminated during the weekday evenings as well as weekend evenings.

2.21

The electrical contract was retendered for the 2012 event and a 3 year tender
from Matlock Electrical Services, of Darley Dale, for the Main Electrical and
Groundworks covering the 2012, 2013 and 2014 Illuminations events was
accepted by the Director of Planning and Housing Services in 2012. The
retendering of the main electrical contract in 2012 secured a saving of £1672
when compared to the 2011 cost. The cost of the contract in 2013 was
£28,979.31, a saving of £1705.67 being made on the original budget. The
contract is subject to an annual increase in accordance with the appropriate
construction indices and the anticipated cost of the 2014 contract is £31,527.64.
Stewarding

2.22 The Stewarding of the event is another vital element and is critical in relation to
the health and safety considerations. A 3-year tender from Octavian Continental
Limited, of Derby, for Safety Stewarding and Cash in Transit covering the 2011,
2012 and 2013 Illuminations events has now come to an end. This will be put out
to tender, following the invitation of expressions of interest via Source
Derbyshire. Provided the Most Economically Advantageous Tender is within
budget this will be accepted by the Head of Community Development.
Concessions for 2014
2.23

It is the practice to let trader stall concessions at the event for vending food,
drinks, commercial goods and small fair ground entertainment stands. It is
recommended that the concession for the funfair be offered to Frank Hall and the
concession for food be offered to Carvery & Grill Ltd as we have been happy with
the service that they have provided over the past few years.
Traders Donations

2.24

Donations from traders make a valuable contribution towards the cost of the
event. Unfortunately, trader donations have decreased in recent years and
donations for the 2013 event did not meet budget expectations. Letters will again
been sent to all local Matlock Bath Traders asking for donations towards the
2014 event. They will also be given the opportunity to have a voluntary collection
bucket on their premises. A list of Traders that make a pledge will be prominently
displayed on the bandstand in Derwent Gardens and in the Memorial Shelter on
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South Parade throughout the event. Also, those Traders will receive a window
sticker acknowledging their donation towards the 2013 event.
Sponsorship
2.25

Letters were sent to all local Matlock Bath Traders last year asking if any wished
to sponsor the four Firework Displays. Several responses were received and the
submission from ‘The Heights of Abraham’ for £1,000 was accepted by the
Director of Planning and Housing Services. The letter to Traders in paragraph
2.23 above will include a similar invitation for sponsorship for the five firework
displays in 2014. Responses will be considered in accordance with the Council’s
Sponsorship Protocol. The successful sponsor will receive the following: •
•
•

Sponsorship to be included in announcements from the bandstand in
Derwent Gardens for the duration of the Illuminations.
Sponsor to be allowed to provide 4no. banners indicating the name of the
sponsor, these to be fixed in prominent positions in Derwent Gardens for the
duration of the Illuminations.
Mention of sponsorship in Matlock Bath Illuminations media releases and on
the Matlock Bath Illuminations page on the Council’s website.

We are also investigating alternative ways to sponsor the event e.g. to sponsor a
lighting display.
Future combined Liaison/Traders’ Meeting
2.26

A combined Liaison/Traders’ Meeting will be held in December 2014.

3.

RISK ASSESSMENT

3.1

Legal
The measures taken by the District Council in terms of event management and
procurement are all aimed at mitigating risk and ensuring public safety, whilst
enhancing customer experience. The legal risk is considered to be low.

3.2

Financial
As can be seen from the overall financial position shown in paragraph 2.12, the
aim to balance the cost of staging the event with income received, including
increased car parking income, has been achieved for the 2013 event and as can
be seen from paragraph 2.13 onwards this will again be the aim for the 2014
event. The financial risk is, therefore, low.

4.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
In preparing this report the relevance of the following factors has also been
considered: prevention of crime and disorder, equality, environmental, health,
climate change, human rights, personnel and property.
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5.

CONTACT INFORMATION
Nicola Wildgoose
Illuminations Manager
Tel: 01629 761390
E-mail: nicola.wildgoose@derbyshiredales.gov.uk

6.

BACKGROUND PAPERS
None.
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APPENDIX 1 - WEEKLY TAKINGS 2012 and 2013 (£)
Note: Firework Weekends are shown in bold.
2012

Week 1

1

3108.50
1433.45
3
3914.70
4
1306.00
5
11002.45
6
1034.50
7
6105.70
8
483.00
9
16522.00
10
1332.50
11
7074.70
12
2128.00
13
23394.70
14
1620.90
15
8407.85
16
3456.10
17
23113.69
2

Week 2
Week 3
Week 4
Week 5
Week 6
Week 7
Week 8
Week 9

Cumulative Cumulative 2013
Cumulative Cumulative
excluding
excluding
VAT
VAT
1
2651.40
2
4541.95
3784.96
719.00
3370.40
2808.67
3
8456.65
7047.21
2557.50
5927.90
4939.92
4
9762.65
8135.54
650.20
6578.10
5481.75
5
20765.10
17304.25
4145.50
10723.60
8936.33
6
21799.60
18166.33
278.50
11002.10
9168.42
7
27905.30
23254.42
4501.20
15503.30
12919.42
8
28388.30
23656.92
1007.20
16510.50
13758.75
9
44910.30
37425.25
5735.10
22245.60
18538.00
10
46242.80
38535.67
1107.60
23353.20
19461.00
53317.50
44431.25 1118437.45
41790.65
34825.54
12
55445.50
46204.58
1488.20
43278.85
36065.71
78840.20
65700.17 1311983.90
55262.75
46052.29
14
80461.10
67050.92
945.00
56207.75
46839.79
88868.95
74057.46 1520979.90
77187.65
64323.04
16
92325.05
76937.54
2252.80
79440.45
66200.38
17
115438.74
96198.95
24706.45
104146.90
86789.08

1

£2567.40 + £84.00 in pre-event sales
£698.00 + £21.00 in pre-event sales
3
£2083.50 + £474.00 in pre-event sales
4
£628.20 + £22.00 in pre-event sales
5
£3233.50 + £912.00 in pre-event sales
6
£270.50 + £8.00 in pre-event sales (very heavy rain and high wind throughout the day)
7
£3750.20 + £751.00 in pre-event sales
8
£998.20 + £9.00 in pre-event sales
9
£4651.10 + £1084.00 in pre-event sales
10
£1099.60 + £8.00 in pre-event sales
11
£16184.95 + £2252.50 in pre-event sales
12
£1462.20 + £26.00 in pre-event sales
13
£8277.80 + £3706.10 in pre-event sales
14
£932.00 + £13.00 in pre-event sales
15
£16956.90 + £4023.00 in pre-event sales
16
£2226.80 + £26.00 in pre-event sales
17
£19069.05 + £5637.40 in pre-event sales
2
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Item No. 11

ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE
27TH FEBRUAURY 2014
Report of the Estates and Facilities Manager

LAND AND PROPERTY DISPOSALS – SITE TO FRONTAGE OF ARC
LEISURE MATLOCK
SUMMARY
The report recommends the agreement of revised terms for the freehold disposal of the site
to the frontage of Arc Leisure Matlock.
RECOMMENDATION
1.

That the freehold disposal of the site to the frontage of Arc Leisure Matlock as shown
on the plan attached at Appendix 1 is agreed on the terms outlined in section 2 of this
report.

2.

That the Head of Resources be delegated to negotiate the inclusion of some or all of
the boundary/verge/planting areas with the subject site on the terms indicated in
paragraph 4.5 of this report.

3.

That Members note that the agreement of this Committee representing the Council as
land owner is entirely without prejudice to any future decisions of the Council in its role
as Local Planning Authority.

WARDS AFFECTED
Darley Dale, Matlock All Saints.
STRATEGIC LINK
The disposal of the site accords with the core value of achieving ‘Value for Money’ as
expressed in the Corporate Plan 2013/14
1.0

URGENT DECISION

1.1

The report is presented as an item of urgent business to enable consideration of a
matter in the District Council’s commercial interest. The Vice Chairman of the
Environment Committee has agreed to that reason for urgency. The report also
represents an item of urgent business in terms of the Council’s Constitution where
additionally, the matter cannot wait until the next meeting of the natural Committee.
The Chairman of the Corporate Committee has been consulted on the matter and is
in agreement.
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2.0

BACKGROUND

2.1

The site to the frontage of Arc Leisure Matlock was one of a number of sites
recommended for disposal to the 15 January 2013 meeting of Corporate Committee.

2.2

It was resolved at that Committee that the freehold of the site be offered for sale on
the open market by an estate agent experienced in the sale of such sites. The
purchasers will be responsible for the District Council’s reasonable legal costs by
way of a buyers premium of 3% of the purchase price.

2.3

The site was placed on the open market with Salloways of Derby in March 2013 and
whilst there has been some interest in the site from other parties an offer to purchase
the freehold of the site was received last autumn from agents representing Premier
Inn.

2.4

The original offer of £400,000 was subject to contract, planning consent, board
approval and due diligence checks.

2.5

This matter was considered at the 13th October 2013 meeting of Community
Committee as an urgent item and the offer above was accepted subject to contract,
planning consent and board approval. A 6 month exclusivity period was granted
during Premier Inn would complete due diligence checks, aim to get board approval,
complete ground condition surveys, instruct solicitors, exchange contracts and
submit a planning application.

3.0

CURRENT SITUATION

3.1

Following the various due diligence checks and site investigations, Premier Inn haver
established that, due to the topography of the site, they will face some extra
construction costs in building the proposed 58 bedroom hotel into the rising ground
to the south west of the site.

3.2

As a result they have submitted a revised offer for the site, for which they have
obtained full board approval, of £375,000 subject to contract and subject to Premier
Inn obtaining planning consent for a 58 bed hotel, ancillary restaurant for guests and
car parking.

3.3

The revised offer on the terms stated below is recommended for acceptance by the
Council’s agents and the Council’s Valuer.

4.0

OFFER RECEIVED

4.1

The offer for the site is £375,000 (three hundred and seventy five thousand pounds)
subject to contract and subject to Premier Inn obtaining planning consent for a 58
bed hotel, ancillary restaurant for guests and car parking.

4.2

The offer is further subject to Premier Inn obtaining a Premises License and
satisfactory title, site services and site ground conditions.
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4.3

Premier Inn would seek to proceed to Exchange of Contracts within 8 weeks of the
conclusion of legal investigation and approval of contracts with a 5% deposit being
payable at this stage.

4.4

In accordance with the sale terms, a buyers premium of 3% of the purchase price,
which in this case will be £11,250 will be payable by Premier Inn on completion to
cover the Council’s sale and legal costs.

4.5

Discussions have taken place with Premier Inn about them taking over maintenance
responsibility for the boundary to the A6 and the verge/planting to Morledge Road
and the Arc entrance road. In order to achieve this and safeguard the District
Councils’ interest in the entrance to Arc, it is recommended that the Head of
Resources be delegated to negotiate the inclusion of such areas in the main sale
area either on a freehold or leasehold basis subject to appropriate controls being
included.

5.0

COMMENT ON OFFER

5.1

The level of the offer is considered by the Council’s Valuer to be the best price
reasonably obtainable for the site and is recommended for acceptance by the
Council’s Agents.

5.2

The terms applying appear to be reasonable in the circumstances and do not place
the Council at any significant risk as marketing could resume after this period if the
sale does not progress.

5.3

Any offers received for development sites such as this are likely to be subject to
planning consent and this appears to be reasonable and does not place the Council
at any significant risk for the reasons stated above.

5.4

The recommendation to accept the offer is therefore provided without prejudice to
the consideration of any subsequent application for planning permission that may be
submitted to the Council in its role as Local Planning Authority.

6.0

OTHER EXPRESSIONS OF INTEREST

6.1

Other than various general expressions of interest in development
sites/opportunities across the District, no specific offer has been received for the site
other than that included in this report.

7.0

RISK ASSESSMENT

7.1

Legal
The Council has a duty under S123 of the Local Government Act 1972 to dispose of
assets for the best price reasonably obtainable.
The purchasers would be responsible for the District Council’s reasonable legal
costs.
The legal risk in that respect is low.
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7.2

Financial
The sale of the site was included as part of the funding package for Arc Leisure
Matlock, and was replaced by temporary borrowing of £400,000 pending a sale
being achieved. Since the sale price is less than originally anticipated, the financial
risk is considered to be “medium”.

8.0

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
In preparing this report the relevance of the following factors is also been considered:
prevention of crime and disorder, equality of opportunity, environmental health, legal
and human rights, financial personal and property considerations.

9.0

CONTACT INFORMATION
Mike Galsworthy, Estates and Facilities Manager
Tel: 01629 761702 E-mail: mike.galsworthy@derbyshiredales.gov.uk

10.0

BACKGROUND PAPERS
None
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Arc Leisure
Matlock
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Item No. 12

ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE
27 FEBRUARY 2014
Report of the Chief Executive

LOCAL LAND CHARGES
SUMMARY
This report seeks to provide an update on the position of (i) the Local Land Charges litigation
and (ii) the proposed centralisation of Local Land Charges Services.
RECOMMENDATION
That the report is noted.
That authority is delegated to the Chief Executive to respond to the Land Registry
Consultation on Wider Power and Local Land Charges on behalf of Derbyshire Dales District
Council.
WARDS AFFECTED
All Wards
STRATEGIC LINK
The Land Charges function supports the District Council’s priority of trying to ensure
affordable decent homes by ensuring the purchasers throughout the District have the best
and most up to date information on properties when purchasing.
1.

BACKGROUND

1.1

As previously reported to the Environment Committee in December 2010, a number of
companies have been established purely with a view to reclaiming search Local Land
Charge search fees from Local Authorities. Derbyshire Dales District Council has
worked, through the Local Government Association (LGA), with a number of other
local authorities, who are all affected to a greater or lesser extent.

1.2

The LGA sought advice and representation for all member authorities from Bevan
Brittan Solicitors. Each member authority has made a contribution to Bevan Brittan’s
fees. Since the litigation began Bevan Brittan have represented and negotiated on
behalf of the member authorities and at least five opinions from Queens Counsel have
been obtained during that time. Derbyshire Dales District Council simply could not
have obtained such specialist and comprehensive representation if it were not for the
joint approach through the LGA.

1.3

Across the entirety of claims to all authorities Bevan Brittan have reduced the value
claimed by approximately £10million, whilst the costs across all authorities have
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amounted to approximately one third of that amount. The cost to Derbyshire Dales
District Council, £6351.53 to date, continues to be met from the Council’s external
legal spend budget.
1.4

The LGA membership has also supported East Sussex Council to lodge an appeal
against a decision of the Information Commissioner, due to the potential impact upon
local authorities across the country. In brief the case amounted to a position whereby
Councils were not able to charge for officer time when calculating fees for providing
information. The appeal has progressed exceptionally well, after receiving Counsel’s
submissions on behalf of East Sussex the Information Commission and the claimant
group have conceded that Councils are correct in recharging for staff time. This has
two important implications, firstly it makes the Local Land Charges service viable
going forward and secondly it means that the claim by the remaining claimants in the
Land Charges case will be significantly reduced from their starting figure.

1.5

The claims against Derbyshire Dales District Council are ongoing, although one claim
is on the point of settlement. A verbal update regarding the position of the settlement
and, if possible, the settlement figure will be provided at the meeting The government
made a one off payment of £34355.83 to all authorities towards costs reclaimed, if the
value of the remaining claims exceeds this amount a further report will be placed
before this committee.

2.

REPORT

Centralisation of Local Land Charges
2.1

Since 2010 the Land Registry has been in discussions regarding the potential for full
or part centralisation of Local Land Charge Services. A pilot project has taken place
involving seven authorities and the Land Registry is currently proposing to take over
the statutory Local Land Charges Register and register services, whilst leaving the
local authority with responsibility for completing enquiries of the local authority (form
CON29), effectively splitting the interdependent service currently provided by Local
Land Charges. Derbyshire Dales District Council currently charge £30 for a Local
Land Charges register search (LLC1) and £67 for the CON29.

2.2

These proposals are currently in the consultation stage and all local authorities are
encouraged to respond, a copy of the consultation document is attached at appendix
one. If the proposals go ahead it will leave local authorities with reduced income
without a reduction in levels of responsibility and resourcing; indeed, it is possible that
the registration notification process that is introduced as a result of these proposals
could result in additional burdens being placed upon local authorities.

2.3

The purpose of the proposed centralisation is to seek to provide a more consistent
service to the consumer across the Country.

2.4

The proposal will have a significant impact upon this Council. Due to legislative
controls the Local Land Charges services cannot make a profit (calculated over a 3
year rolling period). The Land Charges service is however self-sufficient, covering
staffing costs, supplies and services and making significant contributions towards
overheads, a total of approximately £103,000. Following full or partial centralisation
these costs will have to be met from other budgets, further in the event of full or partial
centralisation a burden will remain with Local Authorities to provide information to the
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Land Registry. There are currently no proposals in place to reimburse local authorities
for costs encountered in providing this information.
2.5

The Land Registry require information to be digitised, records held by this Council
(and many others) are partially digitised and partially paper based, proposals for the
digitation of records and for funding of the same have not yet been released although
there has been an indication that there may be a grant available to assist local
authorities in meeting this cost but no details are available at the time of writing.

2.6

The points currently subject to consultation by the land registry are split into two
sections (i) Wider Powers and (ii) Local Land Charges. The first part relates to the
Land Registry’s proposal to Extend its powers under the Land registration Act 2002 to
enable it to provide services relating not only to land registration but also to land and
other property and the second part relates to the Land Registry’s proposals to amend
the Local Land Charges Act 1975 to enable to Land Registry to provide a more
consisted, standardised Local Land Charges searches system. The closing date for
responding to the consultation is 9 March 2014.

2.7

The District Councils’ Network has previously met with representatives from the Land
Registry and has expressed disapproval and concern regarding the proposals. The
District Councils’ Network will be responding to the Consultation after their next
Executive meeting on 27 February 2013, their response will subsequently be made
available for all to see via their website.

2.8

The Local Land Charges Institute, of which this Council is a member, has written to all
member councils with a copy of their response to the consultation, copy attached at
appendix two.

2.8

A further report will be placed before this Committee when more information available.

RISK ASSESSMENT
Legal
The Council has a right to respond to the consultation upon the Land Registry’s
proposals and the legal risk is therefore low.
Financial
The financial risk cannot be fully evaluated at this stage. As stated in the body of
report, the Government has provided funding of £34,355.83 towards the settlement of
claims. However, it is not certain that this will be sufficient to meet all claims.
The proposal for centralisation of Local Land Charges could result in a loss of income
to the District Council.
The financial risk is, therefore, high.
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.
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CONTACT INFORMATION
Kelly Tuck, Solicitor – Team Leader Legal Services Tel. 01629 761319 or email
Kelly.tuck@derbyshirdales.gov.uk

BACKGROUND PAPERS
None
ATTACHMENTS
Appendix one – Land Registry Consultation Document
Appendix two – Response to Consultation by the Local Land Charges Institute
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Item No. 13

ENIRONMENT COMMITTEE
27 February 2014
Report of the Chief Executive

LOCALISM ACT – PAY POLICY STATEMENT
SUMMARY
This report sets out an amendment to the Council’s Annual Pay Policy Statement and
recommends formal adoption by Council.
RECOMMENDATION
That Council is recommended to approve the annual Pay Policy Statement
WARDS AFFECTED
All
STRATEGIC LINK
Implementation of the Act will enhance the District Council’s ability to deliver its Corporate
Aims and Objectives, and will significantly impact on the Council’s governance framework.

1.

REPORT

1.1.

The Localism Act, November, 2011, requires relevant authorities to prepare and
publish an annual pay policy statement. The relevant provisions came into force on 15
January 2012 and the Council agreed the first Pay Policy Statement on 2nd February
2012 and there is a continuing need to review the policy on an annual basis.

1.2.

The provisions add to the range of transparency obligations already placed upon local
authorities i.e. the Accounts and Audit Regulations already require historic
expenditure on chief officers within specified pay bands to be disclosed in the
accounts.

1.3.

The Statement must set out the authority’s policies for the financial year relating to
the:

1.4.

•

remuneration of its Chief Officers

•

remuneration of its lowest paid employees

•

relationship between the remuneration of its Chief Officers and the
remuneration of those employees who are not Chief Officers.

The term ‘Chief Officer’ is defined as
•

The Head of Paid Service (who is also the Chief Executive)
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1.5

•

The Monitoring Officer

•

Chief Officers (or Directors) and the Deputy Chief Officers (i.e. Heads of
Service)

The Statement must cover the Council’s polices relating to:
•

The levels and elements of remuneration for each chief officer (including salary
and any bonuses and benefits in kind)

•

Remuneration of chief officers on recruitment

•

Increases and additions to remuneration for each chief officer

•

The use of performance related pay for chief officers (if any)

•

The use of bonuses for chief officers (if any)

•

The approach to the payment of chief officers on their ceasing to hold office
under or to be employed by the authority, and

•

The publication of and access to information relating to remuneration of chief
officers

1.6

The Council is asked to consider the Pay Statement for the 2014/15 financial year as
attached in Appendix 1. The Localism Act specifically refers adoption of the Pay
Statement to the Council as a responsibility it cannot discharge.

2.

RISK ASSESSMENT

2.1.

Legal
The requirement to publish a Pay Statement is contained within Section 38 to 43 of
the Localism Act 2011, which came into force on 15 January, 2012. The policy
appended to the report complies with all ancillary employment and equalities
legislation and satisfies the statutory requirement. The legal risk is therefore low.

2.2

Financial
There are no financial risks arising from the report.

3.

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.

4.

CONTACT INFORMATION
Deborah Unwin, Human Resources Manager, Tel. 01629 761364 or email
Deborah.unwin@derbyshiredales.gov.uk

5.

BACKGROUND PAPERS
None

6.

ATTACHMENTS
Pay Policy Statement as Appendix 1
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PAY POLICY STATEMENT
FINANCIAL YEAR 2014/15

FOR

THE

INTRODUCTION
Source and scope of policy statement
This policy statement has been produced in accordance with Sections 38 to 43 of the
Localism Act 2011 (the Act), which, from 2012 onwards, require local authorities to publish
an annual statement of their policy for the relevant financial year in relation to:
•

•
•

The remuneration of their most senior employees (which the Act defines as the Head
of Paid Service (Chief Executive), the Monitoring Officer, the Chief Officers (or
Directors), and the Deputy Chief Officers (i.e. Heads of Service who report directly to
a Chief Officer));
The remuneration of their lowest-paid employees; and
The relationship between the remuneration of the most senior employees and that of
other employees.

The Secretary of State has produced guidance on the Act’s provisions relating to openness
and accountability in local pay, which local authorities must have regard to in preparing and
approving their annual pay policy statements The Council’s statement takes full account of
this guidance as well as the provisions of the Act.
It also takes account of:
•
•
•

The Code of Recommended Practice for Local Authorities on Data Transparency,
issued by the Department for Communities and Local Government in September
2011;
Guidance issued by the Joint National Council (JNC) for Local Authority Chief
Executives on pay policy statements, published in November 2011;
Employment and equalities legislation affecting local authority employers, where
relevant.

Status of policy statement
Section 41 of the Act makes it clear that the Council must comply with this pay policy
statement during the financial year 2014/15.
The pay policy statement will be reviewed on an annual basis, and a new version of the
policy will be approved before the start of each subsequent financial year, which will need to
be complied with during that year.
The pay policy statement can be amended during the course of any financial year, but only
by a resolution of the full Council. If it is amended during the year to which it relates, the
revised version of the statement will be published as soon as reasonably possible after the
amendment is approved by the Council.
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Transparency and autonomy
The Council recognises and welcomes the aim behind this pay policy statement to ensure
that its approach to pay is accessible for all and to enable local people to take an informed
view of whether local decisions on all aspects of remuneration are fair and make the best
use of public funds.
It also welcomes the government’s recognition that each local authority remains an individual
employer in its own right, and, as such, has the autonomy to make decisions on pay that are
appropriate to local circumstances and deliver value for money for local taxpayers.

This Statement is divided into seven sections:
Section 1

Provides details of the remuneration of the District Council’s senior officers.

Section 2

Provides details of the remuneration of the District Council’s lowest paid and
other employees.

Section 3

Shows the relationship of pay levels and provides comparative pay in
accordance with requirements of the act.

Section 4

Provides details of policies applied as appropriate across all categories of the
District Council’s employees.

Section 5

Explains the basis of the District Council’s decision making on remuneration.

Section 6

Covers the Pay Policy period.

Section 7

Details the District Council’s commitment on publication and transparency.

This information is available, free of charge, in electronic, audio, Braille
and large print versions, and in other languages on request. Please
contact the District Council’s Human Resource Section for assistance.
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SECTION 1: REMUNERATION OF THE COUNCIL’S SENIOR EMPLOYEES
1.1

REMUNERATION COVERED IN THIS SECTION OF THE POLICY

This section covers the Council’s policies in relation to the remuneration of its senior
employees, including:
•

Its Chief Executive and Head of Paid Service;

•

Its first tier officers i.e.
o

•

Corporate Director (2),

Its second tier officers i.e.
o Head of Resources (Section 151 Officer), Head of Corporate Service
(Monitoring Officer), Head of Regeneration & Policy and Head of Regulatory
Services, Head of Housing, Head of Environmental Services, Head of
Community Development.

1.2

CONTEXT

These senior employees are responsible for working with elected politicians to determine the
overall strategic direction of the Council, to develop the scale, nature, efficiency and
effectiveness of all the services provided by the Council, and to provide day-to-day
management of those services.
1.3

OVERALL POLICY ON REMUNERATION FOR SENIOR ROLES

The Council’s overall approach to remuneration for its senior employees is based on:
•

Compliance with equal pay, equalities and other relevant employment legislation,
plus

•

Ensuring that its overall remuneration packages align with market norms for the local
government and public sectors, whilst at the same time, taking account of
o
o
o

Pay levels in the local area, including neighbouring public sector employers;
The responsibilities and accountabilities of particular posts which may be very
demanding
The Collective Agreement that ensures the harmonisation of pay and working
conditions

The Council seeks to maintain this overall approach by carefully monitoring pay data
provided by the Joint National Councils (JNCs) for Chief Officers and Chief Executives, the
Local Government Association/Employers, and other pay surveys.
In terms of pay differentials, the Council recognises that the role of Chief Executive/Head of
Paid Service leads the organisation’s workforce and has the greatest level of accountability,
and so warrants the highest pay level in the organisation.
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At first tier level the Council recognises that certain roles are more demanding than others,
and has identified those with a greater level of accountability through job evaluation and
careful analysis of job demands and offers them levels of remuneration appropriate to their
role.
Below this level, the Council recognises that the demands on and accountabilities of different
management roles vary considerably, and seeks to align pay levels with the relative
importance and responsibilities of jobs using a process of job analysis and evaluation.
1.4

THE REMUNERATION OFFERED TO SENIOR EMPLOYEES

At Chief Executive and first and second tier levels, the Council offers an annual salary,
access to the Local Government Pension Scheme and a range of other benefits, as shown
in the table at paragraph 4.
Annual salaries
Annual salary levels for senior employees are set in accordance with the overall principles
set out in section 1.3 above. They consist of a grade range which is determined locally by
the Council. This grade range consists of a number of incremental salary points, through
which employees may progress until the top of the grade is reached.
The salary ranges are:
Chief Executive & Head of Paid Service:

£94,480 to £100,263

Corporate Director – grade CO1: £75,180 to £79,782
Senior Manager - grade 17:
Senior Manager - grade 16:
Senior Manager - grade 15:
Senior Manager - grade 14:

£59,958 to £66,365
£55,565 to £59,958
£50,200 to £54,172
£45,354 to £48,944

Remuneration of Senior Employees on Recruitment
The Council’s policy is that any newly appointed senior manager will start at the lowest pay
point in the pay range for their job, other than when the particular skills and experience of the
successful candidate merit a higher starting salary.
Pay awards
The salaries of senior employees will be increased in line with any pay increase agreed in
the Joint National Councils (JNCs) for Chief Executives, Chief Officers or National Joint
Council (NJC) for Local Government Services, as appropriate for the category of senior
manager.
“Earn back” pay
The Council notes the suggestion in the Hutton Review of Fair Pay in the Public Sector,
published in March 2011, for the introduction of “earn back” pay (a system where an element
of a manager’s pay is “at risk” if a certain level of performance is not met).
The introduction of “earn back” pay within the Council’s current pay systems, as a way of
relating pay levels to performance, is not an approach that would be compatible with its
current pay policy.
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1.5

RE-ENGAGEMENT OF CHIEF OFFICERS

Re-engagement as employees or under a contract for services
It is the policy of the Council not to re-employ former employees granted voluntary
redundancy or any other enhanced severance package, including former Chief Officers. In
exceptional cases, and only where there is a clear benefit to the Council, such former
employees may be re-engaged on a short term contract for service.
Employment of those in receipt of an LGPS pension
Where in the unlikely event that the Council employs as a Chief Executive or Chief Officer a
person who is in receipt of a pension under the LGPS, the rules on abatement of pensions
adopted by the Council’s Administering Authority for the LGPS, pursuant to Regulations 70
and 71 of the the Local Government Pension Scheme (Administration) Regulations 2008 will
be applied. Such persons would only be employed following strict application of the normal
process of competitive selection for employment.
1.6

PUBLICATION OF DETAILS OF EMPLOYEE REMUNERATION

In accordance with 39 (5) of the Localism Act, this pay policy statement will be published on
the Council’s website. It will also be published in the Council’s Constitution, Dalesnet and the
District Council’s intranet.
The Council is also required to publish information about the remuneration of senior officers
under The Accounts and Audit (Amendment No. 2) (England) Regulations 2009, and the
Code of Recommended Practice for Local Authorities on Data Transparency, issued under
Section 2 of the Local Government Planning and Land Act 1980. This latter information can
be obtained via the Council’s website.

SECTION 2:

REMUNERATION OF LOWEST PAID EMPLOYEES

This section sets out the Council’s policies in relation to the remuneration of its lowest-paid
employees, as defined in this pay policy statement.
2.1

OVERALL REMUNERATION POLICY: LOWEST PAID EMPLOYEES

Aims, Objectives and Key Principles
The Council aims to develop, implement and maintain fair and equitable remuneration
arrangements which enable it to recruit, retain, motivate and develop staff with the skills and
capabilities necessary to ensure the continued provision of high quality services and which
are cost effective and provide value for money.
The Council’s remuneration policy complies with all equal pay, equalities and other relevant
employment legislation.
When setting pay levels for specific posts the Council takes account of internal differentials,
as measured by job evaluation.
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2.2

DEFINITION OF LOWEST PAID EMPLOYEES

The definition of the “lowest-paid employees” adopted by the Council for the purposes of this
statement is as follows:
The lowest paid employees within the Council are those substantive employees who are
paid on the minimum salary point of the Council’s substantive pay structure, i.e. spinal
column point 5, of Grade 2.
The current annual full-time equivalent value of this pay level, based on a 37 hour standard
working week, for the financial year 2013/14 is £12,435.
The Council considers this to be the most appropriate definition as this is the lowest pay
point/pay level on its substantive pay structure and which normally applies to new entrants to
the lowest graded jobs within the organisation.
2.3

REMUNERATION OF LOWEST PAID EMPLOYEES

For the purposes of this policy statement, remuneration includes the employee’s basic
annual salary and any bonuses, allowances or other similar payments, benefits in kind, any
increases or enhancements to any pension entitlement and any termination or other
severance payments.
Pay structure
The basic pay of the Council’s lowest paid employees comprises a grade range derived from
the national pay spine, as set out in the National Joint Council for Local Government
Services National Agreement on Pay and Conditions of Service. This grade range consists
of a number of incremental salary points, through which employees may progress until the
top of the grade is reached.
Craft Employees
The pay and conditions of service for craft employees is determined by the Joint Negotiating
Committee for Local Authority Craft & Associated Employees. Pay for this group is set
nationally according to trade type, i.e. is fixed with no incremental points.
Other elements of remuneration
The other elements of remuneration which it is the Council’s policy to offer its lowest paid
employees are set out in the table set out in Section 4.
2.5

OTHER TERMS AND CONDITIONS

The other terms and conditions which apply to the Council’s lowest paid employees are as
set out in the National Joint Council for Local Government Services National Agreement on
Pay and Conditions of Service, as amended and/or supplemented by any local agreements
which may apply.
2.6

REMUNERATION OF EMPLOYEES WHO ARE PAID MORE THAN THE LOWEST
PAID EMPLOYEES BUT WHO ARE NOT CHIEF OFFICERS

The Council’s policy and practice with regard to the remuneration of employees who are paid
more than its lowest paid employees but who are not Chief Officers is the same as that
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which applies to its lowest paid employees, other than where any differences are indicated in
this policy statement.
2.7

EMPLOYEES WHO ARE PAID LESS THAN THE COUNCIL’S LOWEST PAID
EMPLOYEES, AS DEFINED IN THIS PAY POLICY STATEMENT

Apprentices are paid less than the Council’s lowest paid employees, as defined in this pay
policy statement. The Council applies a lower pay rate and/or different remuneration
arrangements to this category of employees, to reflect the particular nature and/or
duration/frequency of their employment.

SECTION 3: PAY RELATIONSHIPS
3.1

This section sets out the Council’s overall approach to ensuring pay levels are fairly
and appropriately dispersed across the organisation, including the current pay
multiple which applies within the Authority, and its policy toward maintaining or
reaching a specific pay multiple in the future.

3.2

The Council believes that the principle of fair pay is important to the provision of high
quality and well-managed services and is committed to ensuring fairness and equity
in its remuneration practices. The Council’s pay policies, processes and procedures
are designed to ensure that pay levels are appropriately aligned with, and properly
reflect, the relative demands and responsibilities of each post and the knowledge,
skills and capabilities necessary to ensure that the post’s duties are undertaken to
the required standard, as well as taking account of relevant market considerations.
This includes ensuring that there is an appropriate relationship between the pay
levels of its senior managers and of all other employees.

3.3

Under the provisions of the Code of Recommended Practice for Local Authorities on
Data Transparency, issued by the Department for Communities and Local
Government under Section 2 of the Local Government Planning and Land Act 1980,
the Council is expected to publish its “pay multiple”, i.e. the ratio between the highest
paid salary and median average salary of the whole of the local authority’s workforce.
The current pay multiple, based on earnings for the financial year ending 31 March
2013, is 1 to 5.89 – the median average salary being £16,998 and the top of the
Chief Executive scale £100,263.

3.4

The pay multiple between the basic salary of its highest paid employee (the Chief
Executive) and the lowest paid employees, as defined in this statement is 1 to 8 – the
bottom of scale 1 being £12,435 and the top of the Chief Executive scale £100,263.

3.5

The Council considers that the current pay multiples, as identified above, represent
an appropriate, fair and equitable internal pay relationship between the highest salary
and that which applies to the rest of the workforce.

SECTION 4: POLICIES COMMON TO ALL EMPLOYEES
4.1

The District Council operates a transparent pay structure that reflects the relevant
duties and responsibilities of each post within the organisation. The majority of the
payment terms are universal and apply to all employees. The Council also
recognises that it must pay additional allowances to certain individuals or groups of
employees to reflect the diverse and occasionally unique nature of their duties. All
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departures from the universal set of allowances are justified on the basis that they
enhance the effectiveness of the individual’s role or seek to protect the individual on
health and safety grounds (e.g. mobile telephones to support the District Council’s
lone worker policy).
This Section details the universal set of allowances and the current year’s
exceptions.
4.2

Pay Progression
Incremental progression through each grade will be automatic and applied on the 1st
April each year. Employees with less than six months service in the grade by 1st
April will be granted their first increment six months after their appointment,
promotion or re-grading; except where their salary on the 1st April following
appointment, promotion or re-grading would be less than one spinal column point in
excess of the salary they would have received on that day in their old grade with the
District Council, when they shall be entitled to their first increment on the 1st April.

4.3

Market Supplements
The Council recognises that pressures in the national or regional labour market can
mean that pay levels for a particular category of employee in a particular function can
be such that the Council’s normal pay level would not be sufficiently competitive to
enable it to recruit or retain an employee in that function. In that case, the Council’s
market supplement policy will be applied.

4.4

Local Government Pension Scheme (LGPS)
The Council offers all its employees access to the Local Government Pension
Scheme, in accordance with the statutory provisions of the scheme. From 1 April
2014 the Council automatically enrols all new employees into the pension scheme.
Any pension payments made on termination of employment either on grounds of
redundancy, in the interests of the efficiency of the service or on grounds of ill health
will be made within the statutory terms of the LGPS.
The discretions which the Council is able to apply under the scheme upon
termination of employment are the same for senior employees as for all other
employees who are LGPS members.

4.5

Flexible Retirement
Under the Local Government Pension Scheme Regulations, an employer can
consent to a reduction in an employee’s hours or grade and consent to the release of
pension benefits where the employee is aged 55 or over.
In all cases decisions must be based on the merits of each application and the needs
of the service and not be influenced by the employee’s wish for early payment of their
pension scheme benefits.
The District Council’s policy delegates authority to the Chief Executive to determine
such cases.
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4.6

Payments on Termination of Employment
Other than payments made under the LGPS, the Council’s payments to employees
whose employment is terminated on grounds of redundancy or in the interests of the
efficiency of the service will be in accordance with the policies the Council has
adopted for all its employees in relation to the Local Government (Early Termination
of Employment) (Discretionary Compensation) (England and Wales) Regulations
2006 and Redundancy.
Other than payments pursuant to the LGPS and Redundancy, the Council’s policy is
not to make any other termination payments, other than where it has received
specific legal advice to the effect that a payment may be necessary to eliminate risk
of claims against the Council.

4.7

Other Payments and Allowances
KEY
* - Contractual allowance, dependent upon nature of work undertaken
# - available to specific category of employee
> - available to all employees in accordance with Council policy
NA - Not available

Element of Remuneration

Reimbursement of removal/
relocation costs on appointment
Acting-up/additional responsibility
payments
Car provision
Mileage rates
Payment of professional
subscriptions or membership fees
Reimbursement of subsistence or
other expenses
Provision of mobile telephones
Provision of landline telephones
Election fees
TOIL Scheme
Bonus Payments

4.8

Chief
Executive/
Head of
Paid
Service
>

1st tier

2nd tier

Other
employees

>

>

>

NA

>

>

>

*
>

*
>

*
>

NA

NA

*
>
*

NA

>

>

>

>

>
*
>

>
*
>
>

>
*
>
>

NA

NA

>
*
>
>
#

NA
NA

Removal/Relocation expenses
Where senior employees need to move house in order to take up an appointment
with the Council, the Council will reimburse their removal, legal and other associated
relocation costs in accordance with its policy, which sets maximum limits on the
levels of payment. The policy requires repayment in part or in full if the employee
leaves within 5 years of appointment.
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4.9

Acting up/additional responsibility payments
Where employees are required to act up to a higher graded post or undertake
additional responsibilities beyond those of their substantive post for a temporary
period of time, they may receive an additional payment in recognition of the extra
responsibilities. This policy applies to all employees.

4.10

Car Provision
The Council offers subsidised lease cars to the specific senior managers and other
employees whose contract of employment classifies them as Essential Users. The
Council insures the vehicle provided, but the employee is required to pay the
premium and the excess should any claims be made.
The Council’s annual contribution levels are:
Directors
Pay Spinal Point 37 and above
Pay Spinal Points 22 to 36
Below Pay Spinal Point 22

£3,494
£3,132
£2,588
£2,300

The leased car scheme was closed to new entrants with effect from February 2005
and the scheme is subject to review in 2014.
4.11

Mileage payments
Mileage payments are made in accordance with the National Joint Council agreed
rates. These are:

451 to 999cc

1000 to 1199cc

1200 to 1450cc

Essential Users
Lump sum per annum
Per mile first 8,500
Per mile after 8,500

£846
36.9p
13.7p

£963
40.9p
14.4p

£1,239
50.5p
16.4p

Casual Users
Per mile first 8,500
Per mile after 8,500

46.9p
13.7p

52.2p
14.4p

65.0p
16.4p

The mileage rate for lease vehicles is set locally according to the petrol element for
1200 to 1450cc vehicles as identified by the National Joint Council. The current rate
is 11.288p
The above mileage rates are effective from 1 April 2013, in line with the National
Agreement.
4.12

Payment of professional subscriptions or membership fees
The Council pays the professional subscriptions for the following post:
Solicitor:

Law Society Practice Certificate
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4.13

Reimbursement of Subsistence or Other Expenses
In accordance with the requirements of the National Conditions of Service, the
Council makes provision for the reimbursement of approved expenses. The following
expenses are covered by the “Reimbursement of Expenditure Scheme”:
Subsistence:

Breakfast
Lunch
Tea
Evening Meal

Car Parking:

Fees actually incurred

Special Licences:
Change in Place of Work:

£5.77
£7.80
£3.10
£9.78

HGV driving licence
Compensation for additional travel incurred for a period
18 months due to a compulsory change in work place.

Certain conditions must be met for approval of reimbursement within the scheme.
4.14

Mobile Telephones
Mobile telephones are provided to the Chief Executive and to other specific
employees on the basis that they are necessary for them to undertake their duties
effectively and to mitigate risk in lone worker situations. The Council funds the
provision of the phone and business calls. Employees are expected to pay for
personal calls.

4.15

Landline Telephones
A scheme of reimbursement applies to certain officers who are required to have a
landline to effectively undertake their duties.

4.16

Election Fees
The Chief Executive receives fee payments pursuant to his/her appointment as
Returning Officer at elections. The fees paid in respect of parish, district and county
council elections vary according to the size of the electorate and number of postal
voters and are calculated in accordance with the schedule in Appendix 1. Fee
payments for national and European elections are set by central government and
are, in effect, not paid by the Council, as the fees are reclaimed.
The fee for the Returning Officer is calculated by adding the elements as set out in
the Appendix, and therefore varies at each election. The Council has a policy of
paying the maximum fee. Separate payments are made to the Deputy Returning
Officer and other members of staff who work as part of the elections team, and are
commensurate with time spent undertaking election duties.

4.17

Payments for Additional Working (TOIL) Scheme
The NJC Conditions of Service make provision for employees graded up to spinal
column point 28, who undertake work outside of normal working hours, to receive
appropriate overtime payments. Those above point 28 are not entitled to overtime
payments but are allowed to take time off in lieu.
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The scheme is not available to those officers whose conditions of service are
determined by the Joint National Councils for Chief Executives or Chief Officers.
4.18

Bonus Payments
Those employees whose pay and remuneration is determined by the Joint
Negotiating Committee for Local Authority Craft & Associated Employees receive a
bonus payment of 15% of basic pay.

SECTION 5: DECISION MAKING ON PAY
5.1

The Council recognises the importance of ensuring openness and transparency and
high standards of corporate governance, with clear lines of accountability, in its pay
decision-making processes and procedures. Any pay-related decisions must be
capable of public scrutiny, be able to demonstrate proper and appropriate use of
public funds and ensure value for money. The arrangements adopted by the Council
are designed to reflect these requirements, as well as ensuring compliance with all
relevant legislation and other statutory regulation.

5.2

Any proposal to offer a new chief officer appointment on terms and conditions which
include a total remuneration package of £100,000 or more, including salary, bonuses,
fees or allowances which would routinely be payable to the appointee and any
benefits in kind to which the officer would be entitled as a result of their employment
will be referred to the full Council for approval before any such appointment is
advertised or before any such offer is made to a particular candidate.

SECTION 6: AMENDMENTS TO THIS PAY POLICY STATEMENT
6.1

This pay policy statement relates to the financial year 2014/15

6.2

The Council may agree any amendments to this pay policy statement during the
financial year to which it relates.

SECTION 7: PUBLICATION OF AND ACCESS TO INFORMATION
7.1

The Council will publish this pay policy statement on its website at
www.derbyshiredales.gov.uk as soon as is reasonably practicable after it has been
approved by the Council. Any subsequent amendments to this pay policy statement
made during the financial year to which it relates will also be similarly published.

7.2

The information required to be published by the Council in accordance with the Code
of Recommended Practice for Local Authorities on Data Transparency, issued by the
Department for Communities and Local Government under Section 2 of the Local
Government Planning and Land Act 1980, and in accordance with the requirements
of the Accounts and Audit (Amendment No. 2) (England) Regulations 2009, as
referred to/set out in this pay policy statement, is also available on its website.

7.3

For further information about this pay policy statement please contact the Council’s
Human Resource Section on: 01629 761364 or 01629 761155, or by e-mailing
personnel@derbyshiredales.gov.uk
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