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PARTNERSHIP & REGENERATION COMMITTEE
3 SEPTEMBER 2009
Report of Head of Planning Services

CONSERVATION AREA CHARACTER APPRAISAL – MIDDLETON BY
WIRKWORTH
SUMMARY
The report summarises the representations received in respect of the Draft Middleton by
Wirksworth Conservation Area Character Appraisal and seeks approval to proceed with its
adoption.
RECOMMENDATION
1.

That the Middleton by Wirksworth Conservation Area Character Appraisal be adopted in
accordance with the recommendations as set out in Appendix 1.

2.

That authority be delegated to the Head of Planning Services to implement the statutory
procedures necessary to amend the boundary of the existing Middleton by Wirksworth
Conservation Area as set out in Appendix 2.

WARDS AFFECTED
Wirksworth
STRATEGIC LINK
Conservation Area Character Appraisals are undertaken for designated and proposed
Conservation Areas. These will be of considerable assistance in delivering the Council’s
corporate aim of protecting and enhancing the environment.

1.0

BACKGROUND

1.1

At the meeting of this Committee held on 7th May 2009 it was resolved that the Draft
Middleton by Wirksworth Conservation Area Appraisal be approved for a six-week
period of public consultation. It was further resolved that the results of the public
consultation exercise would be reported to this Committee, outlining the responses
received during that consultation period (Minute 527/08 refers).

1.2

The Draft Appraisal was subject to public consultation between 11th June 2009 and
23rd July 2009. Copies of the draft document were distributed to key stakeholders
including Middleton by Wirksworth Parish Council, Ward Members, Derbyshire County
Council (Conservation and Highways Departments). The County Councillor requested
and received a copy.

1.3

All residents / owners of land / buildings affected by the proposed changes were
individually consulted by letter, with an extract from the document and a plan of the
proposed boundary. Posters advertising the consultation period and a public advisory
meeting were distributed around Middleton and a formal public notice was published
in the local press. The Appraisal document was also available at Matlock Town Hall
and Ashbourne Leisure Centre and on the District Council’s website.

1.4

A public advisory session was held at Middleton Village Hall on Tuesday 23rd June
2009. Around 20 individuals attended, mainly local residents.

2.0

REPORT

2.1

As a result of the public consultation exercise, twelve letters and emails have been
received by the District Council from local residents and consultees. Appendix 1
summarises the representations received and provides Officer Comments and
Recommendations.

2.2.

The majority of comments received, related to concerns regarding the removal of
specific areas of land from the proposed Conservation Area boundary (see Boundary
Review - Appendix 3). The proposed regularisation of the boundary (Areas A) and the
removal of the 20th century housing (Area B) raised minimal concerns. However, many
of the respondents were extremely concerned regarding the proposed removal of
Areas C, E, F, G and H where residents considered the sites had significance to the
historic development of the village and should not be removed. Area D which was
proposed for inclusion in the Conservation Area, was supported by the owner of the
land.

2.3.

As a result of comments and concerns received, changes are now proposed to both
the text contained within the draft Appraisal and to the proposed boundary of the
Middleton by Wirksworth Conservation Area. Appendix 2 identifies the revised
Conservation Area boundary.

2.4.

It is, therefore, recommended that the Middleton-by-Wirksworth Conservation Area
Character Appraisal be modified in accordance with the recommendations set out in
Appendix 1 and the boundary be amended as shown in Appendix 2.

2.5.

In order to modify the Middleton-by-Wirksworth Conservation Area boundary as
shown in Appendix 2, it is recommended that the Head of Planning Services be given
delegated authority to implement the necessary statutory procedures.

2.6.

In addition to the statutory procedures, all consultees, and residents who have sent in
representations will be formally notified of the changes.

3.0

RISK ASSESSMENT

3.1

Legal
The report proposes actions which fall within the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
and PPG15. The legal risk is, therefore, low.

3.2

Financial
There are no financial risks arising from this report. The cost of the Conservation Area
Character Appraisal Programme can be obtained within existing budgets.

3.3

Corporate Risk
There is no corporate risk arising from the report.

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, legal and human rights, financial, personnel and property considerations.

5.0

CONTACT INFORMATION
Tanya Shaw
Telephone: 01629 761250
tanya.shaw@derbyshiredales.gov.uk
e-mail:

6.0

BACKGROUND PAPERS
Description
Reports to Partnership and Regeneration Committee

Date
14th April 2003 and
16th September 2004
4th September 2008
7th May 2009
Planning Policy Guidance Note 15 : Planning and the 1994
Historic Environment - DoE & DNH
Guidance on Conservation Area Character Appraisals - 1997 and 2006
English Heritage
Letters (and emails) received
12th August 2009
5th August 2009
23rd July 2009
23rd July 2009
23rd July 2009
22nd July 2009
22nd July 2009
22nd July 2009
21st July 2009
8th July 2009
6th July 2009
24th June 2009

APPENDIX 1

Middleton by Wirksworth Draft Conservation Area Appraisal
(including proposed Boundary Review)
Twelve written responses to the Conservation Area Appraisal have been received.
The twelve respondents are listed R1-R12 and their comments included under the relevant sections below.
These views have been collated into comments relating to general remarks and to each of the areas (A to H) shown on the proposed
Boundary Review (Appendix 3).
These views are primarily from residents but the views of the County Councillor, Middleton Parish Council and the National Stone Centre
are also included.
General Comments
1

Representation - General

R2

One resident considers they would like to see the conservation area boundary extending from Middleton Top along the tramway until it meets the quarry,
as this area ‘feels’ like part of Middleton. There are many interesting features, such as walls, gateways remains of old buildings, mine-shafts, quarries and
the tramway itself. Although these features are to some extent in disrepair, this is the nature of old disused industrial relics. Without some sort of
protection the features may disappear altogether. This area also gives a good vantage point for the whole of Middleton and should therefore be included in
the Conservation Area.
Officer Comments and Recommendation:
The Consultant gave consideration to this area but on balance did not regard its significance to be relevant for inclusion. Area D has been proposed for
inclusion due to the significance of the area to the nationally recognised Ratchwood Mine (SAM). Whilst some locally historic features remain within this
area of land, many of these have been lost to vegetation. Conservation Area status would not protect any remaining relics within the landscape.
Recommendation - No change to the Conservation Area boundary

2
R4

Representation - General
An interesting and excellent document but strongly disagrees with one of the proposals to change the Conservation Area boundaries.
(These are listed below under the relevant areas)
Officer Comments and Recommendation:
Noted.
Recommendation : See ‘Areas C-H’ below

3
R6

Representation - General
Very detailed and enjoyed reading it. Worth the £30.00 paid for it.
Comments on the document itself :Page 8 states the location of the ‘cock-pit’ is not known
In ‘Wirksworth and 5 Miles Around’ R.R Hackett 1863 (reproduced 1991) P193. “A Hall is said formerly to have existed at the upper end of the village and
near to it a barn is pointed out where cocks were trained in the days when the brutal act of cock fighting was at its height”
Page 9 The Nelson PH changed its name to the Wildlifers and then back again a few years ago.
Page 24. Fountain House. It has its own lead mine which you can go into through a door in the centre of the house, facing the front door.
Page 29. Wildlife. There is no mention of slowworms. There are quite a few on the allotments, Hall Croft, Hall House and in many other gardens as well.
They are quite rare and are protected.
Page 33 Flora. There is no mention of the orchids of which there are many varieties growing all around Middleton. These include Twayblade and Bee
Orchids as well as the more common purple ones. No mention of Leadwort which grows on the old spoil heaps from ancient lead mines and which is quite
rare.
Page 49 The Old Green Lane. This is a great asset to the village and there are plans to dig up the grass in the middle and put gravel down for a cycle
track. This should not be allowed to happen. Keep the Green Lane Green.
rd
Page 50 In the deeds for Hall House (23 October 1900) it states “In the occupation of Thos. Brooks part of which premises were some time since built by
John Brooks deceases on the ancient site of a barn and part thereof occupy the site of the premises formerly called the Hall Barn.” There is also a
masons mark on the gatepost made by Laurie Pitts grandfather, who circa 1900 ran a masons business from Hall House
Page 50 11 Water Lane. You state that it is a good example of old farm buildings at right angles to the house with the front converted to a garage.
However, on an aerial view taken circa1965 the building is not there - just a yard.
Figure 6 12 Water Lane. I think the house is much older than you say.
Other points
There are a lot of cobbles and setts under the tarmac and it would be good to expose more of them, the road drainage system would be better.
Last year the Council put in a bus stop last year with a big tarmac path and ugly kerbstone. They dug up part of the Green and put rocks in. It has never
been a bus stop and still isn’t so why do it? It is a useless eyesore. It should be restored back to grass. Improve the green and stop all cars parking on it.
IF possible get the red telephone kiosk back.
Restore the taps and troughs- that would be good.
Nobody knew anything about it (Conservation Area Appraisal?) especially the Environment Group and people working on Middleton for the Victoria
County History.
Officer Comments and Recommendation:
Noted
In relation to the final point above, advance information that an Appraisal was to be undertaken was sent to Middleton Parish Council and requested for
display on the Parish Notice Boards for general public knowledge. Similarly consultation on the Draft document was well publicised by public notice (in the
press), web-site coverage and the document was sent to numerous consultees, including Middleton Parish Council. All affected landowners were sent
extracts from the document and a plan of the proposed conservation area boundary. Local groups, unknown to the District Council, were not included.
Recommendation: To include the following points of interest /factual comments relating to the text as an Addendum:Page 8 – Include as historical information
Page 9 – Include as historical information
Page 24 - Include as historical information

Page 29 and Page 33 – Include. Slow-worms are a protected species. Flora and fauna of the area are relevant to the Appraisal.
Page 49 - Comments are noted, but are not considered relevant comments for inclusion in the Conservation Area Appraisal.
Page 50 Include as historical information
Page 50 Current aerial photographs and historic plan evidence demonstrate that No. 11 Water Lane (at right angles to the street) has been enlarged in
th
the 20 century and does not form the original range as stated in the text. Recommend that the text relating to 11 Water Lane be removed from the
Appraisal as incorrect.
Figure 6 relates to a visual appraisal of the buildings and in some cases buildings may have an earlier ‘core’. As no definitive date is provided Figure 6
remains unaltered.
Other points
No change to document
4
R7

Representation - General
Irrespective of the role of the Appraisal in mandatory planning proceedings, the comprehensive study is in itself a valuable and interesting history.
Officer Comments and Recommendation:
Noted
Recommendation - No change to document.

5
R9

Representation - General
Thanks for visit (public meeting) to inform people of changes to boundary of Conservation Area. Strongly supports the concept of the Conservation Area
ethic and its purpose to give the Council extra controls to protect the special qualities of the area. Thankful that Middleton is a conservation area since it
has been at the mercy of an ever increasing rapacious quarrying industry. Considers that since the area was designated a conservation area, the
arguments (of local residents) to try to mitigate the expansion of dirty and noisy industry have carried greater weight and have to some extent reduced
nuisance.
Horrified that ‘regions’ are to be removed from the existing conservation area boundary and these are regions (mis)used by our industrial neighbours”. The
protection afforded to the Peak Park region was never available to regions like Middleton where the stone quarry was deemed too ‘valuable’ but now it
seems the limited protection given by conservation area status is to be taken away, presumably to give the quarrying industry and its associates easier
planning consents.
Please do not do this! The proposed plan uses the argument “the area has not changed since it was first designated as a conservation area (therefore) no
changes (alterations) are proposed to the boundary” three times as a justification for keeping some parts of the area within the conservation status. Quite
right! We are looking to “protect the special qualities of an area” and even expand them, not revoke some areas with the result that we all suffer a
progressive degradation of our immediate environment through heavy pollution and spoilage.
My plea is that in order to preserve and protect the special qualities of the area, do not take away areas that already have this status.
The Conservation Area should be extended to the much more natural line to the West taking in the hill top approach road up to Middleton Mine. Though
not seen from Main Street (an important consideration apparently) this are is on view for travellers on the B5035 and walkers on the High Peak Trail.

rd

At the meeting on 23 June great importance was given to conserving what was seen from Middleton Main Street, suggesting that the areas not viewed
th
directly from there were of less significance. Why then retain the area ‘behind detached 20 century houses on the east side of Rise End…(with) …limited
views…? And why extend the Conservation Area to Area A into peoples gardens well hidden from Main Street! Retain and extend certainly, but do not
take away from the conservation area. Leave the area as it is rather than include the odd field or garden, in exchange for the effective removal of the
present constraints on local obtrusive development.
Would like to thank the planning department for the Conservation Area status in Middleton. However, must submit that if arguments to at least maintain
the existing Area are ignored and big industry is allowed to expand with impunity (as it will if the area is reduced) then no amount of satellite dishes,
chimney alterations or tree pruning can harm this Conservation Area as much as the proposed cuts.
Officer Comments and Recommendation:
Noted.
Recommendation: See ‘Areas C-H’ below
6
R11

Representation - General
My main concern with regard to any Conservation Area is its physical presentation to the eye. Landscape is either pleasing or discordant. Middleton by
Wirksworth has suffered the ravages of man since Roman times, but in more modern times, we (responsible authorities and private enterprise) have
ruined such areas with our lack of forethought and attention to detail. Examples of this are the metal barrier structures, the concrete bus shelter and
replacement roof tiles, the sub-station and more lately the ‘Welcome’ sign to Middleton by Wirksworth, which is not very tasteful. I also refer to the frontage
to the Rising Sun, spoilt by car parking and recycling bins. New visitors to the area cannot find this site welcoming at all. It should be a better Gateway to
the village. The road from Rise end to Wirksworth is in very bad shape. The Green could be enhanced by better design, at the same time catering for cars
parking indiscriminately in the area.
Officer Comments and Recommendation:
Conservation Area legislation is limited and cannot always control works which, although sometimes apparently minor, can have a detrimental cumulative
effect on an area. In order to gain improvements, the local community and groups such as the Parish Council could investigate the compilation of an
Enhancement Scheme for the village. This is not specifically addressed in the Conservation Area Appraisal but nevertheless could be a useful and
worthwhile exercise. Features or sites which specifically detract from, or are harmful to a conservation area can be identified in the area of the Appraisal in
‘Negative Factors’. Some of the above mentioned elements are included within the Appraisal document in Negative Factors and these could be targeted in
any future Enhancement Scheme.
Recommendation - No change to document.

7
R12

Representation - General
Welcomes the Appraisal and the opportunity to comment on it and recognises the work it represents and the detail with which it has been drawn.
Middleton is foremost a working village and today, as in days gone by, is the sum of all its various parts.
Mixed feelings about the proposed removal of the industrial areas from the conservation area.
Officer Comments and Recommendation:
Noted
Recommendation - No change to document.

AREA A
Western, NW & Northern boundary from The Moor, Water Lane to Duke Street (regularisation - additions and exclusion)
It is proposed that the boundaries of buildings noted as Area A be amended to include or follow the residential curtilage of buildings currently within
the conservation area. These alterations are proposed to regularise the conservation area boundary i.e. where the boundary was not distinguishable
or tangible.
1
R1.

Representation AREA A
The existing boundary follows a retaining wall to No. 5 The Moor and does not include the garden area beyond this. This area of garden land rises steeply
and contains a number of trees. The trees are close to the house and rise above the roof and as the house is on a high spot in the village branches fall on
the house. Whilst there is no desire to remove the trees, as they retain the bank and provide shelter they require frequent attention by pollarding and
trimming. The owner would like to manage the trees without extra ‘hurdles’ that conservation area designation would bring and has requested that the
conservation area boundary follows the new route of the retaining wall (recently altered following an extension to the property)
Officer Comments and Recommendation:
The realigned retaining wall to No.5 The Moor forms a relatively tangible and visible boundary but this results in the house and part of the garden to No. 5
being in the Conservation Area and part of the garden being outside it. Owner concerns regarding tree cover may be alleviated if discussed in advance
with the arboricultural officer.
Recommendation: Boundary to remain as proposed.

2
R11

Representation AREA A
Agrees with minor alteration to the boundary on the western boundary (regularisation of No.s 1-5 The Moor). I agree with this proposal (northern
boundary) and the information submitted in the document.
Officer Comments and Recommendation:
Noted
Recommendation - No change to document.

AREA B
East Side - Duke Street to Chapel Lane (exclusion)
It is proposed that the modern housing, which lies beyond the original settlement pattern, be excluded from the Conservation Area. To the west of
Chapel Lane, since the conservation area was first designated, houses have been built at 1-11 (odd) Duke Field, 1-4 Nelson Close, 1-6 Hoptonwood
Close. It is proposed that all of these properties and the houses on Queen Street; 1-13 (consecutive) and Nos. 8, 8A, 10 & 10A Chapel Lane be
excluded. Most of the houses on the east side of Chapel Lane are modern and several have been built since the conservation area was designated. It
is proposed that for continuity the modern properties at Nos. 1-7 (odd) Chapel Lane, “Weather Top” & “Ramblers Retreat” be excluded.
1
R10

Representation AREA B
The owner of a property on Nelson Close (proposed for exclusion as part of Area B) has requested that the car parking area used by the residents of
Nelson Close also be excluded from the Conservation Area. This car parking area is well defined by a stone walled enclosure to the west of the existing
Close

Officer Comments and Recommendation:
The well defined stone boundary wall to the car park forms part of the adjacent residential development, which is proposed for exclusion from the
Conservation Area
Recommendation: That the proposed boundary be amended to exclude the car parking area adjacent to, and for the use of, properties numbered 1-4
Nelson Close.
2
R2 &
R3

Representation AREA B
Two local residents (not located in Area B) consider that whilst the majority of housing in the area is more modern, it is still within the village development
parcel, therefore any building does have an impact on the older houses around and the nature of the conservation area itself. The status of conservation
area does give greater control and protection to the nature of building development and should therefore be retained.
Officer Comments and Recommendation:
The modern housing beyond the original settlement has no historic or architectural interest and should not be retained purely to control development.
Local plan policies are in place to protect the setting of a conservation area and it is considered that these are adequate.
Recommendation: Boundary to Area B to remain as proposed other than the amendment above relating to No.s 1-4 Nelson Close

3
R11

Representation AREA B
I agree that the modern housing (East side – Duke Street to Chapel Lane) should be excluded. I also agree with 2nd and 3rd paragraphs (relating to older
buildings Congregational Chapel etc.)
Officer Comments and Recommendation:
Noted
Recommendation: Boundary to Area B to remain as proposed other than the amendment above relating to No.s 1-4 Nelson Close

4
R12

Representation AREA B
Concern that the proposed re-drawing of the Conservation Area boundary removes areas of social housing which may, lead to permitted development, in
areas of purchased former social housing which would not be allowed in the Conservation Area. The effect of this would be to accentuate the differential
between ‘Conservation Area’ and non Conservation Area’ through social demographics rather than harmonise development In the village. The proposed
area for new social housing at Hall Croft, New Road is also outside the Conservation Area boundary and this could be an opportunity missed.
Officer Comments and Recommendation:
The removal of permitted development rights relating to these properties being in a conservation area, would have a minimal effect on the overall
character and appearance of the conservation area. The modern housing beyond the original settlement has no historic or architectural interest and
should not be retained purely to control development. Local plan policies are in place to protect the setting of a conservation area and it is considered that
these are adequate.
Recommendation: Boundary to Area B to remain as proposed other than the amendment above relating to No.s 1-4 Nelson Close

AREA C
East side - Congregational Chapel to Porter Lane (exclusion)
It is proposed that the boundary be redrawn to exclude the sites of Geeson Holdings (including the former workshops of Middleton Mine and Aglime)
and Lowe Electronics and further to the south the site of Aggregate Industries UK Ltd. The boundary should instead include the trees and woodland
that has matured surrounding these industrial sites and for which a large part follows the route of the main roads. The boundary should also include
the alignment of the former branch railway, as far as the present conservation area boundary and the adjacent field to the south.
Officer Comments and Recommendation are at the end of all Area C Representations.
1
R2&
R3

2
R5

Representation AREA C
This area has been used on a commercial basis for some years and has been a source of controversy with local residents. If conservation status is
removed then residents will suffer. This applies to the Aggregate company site. Residents have had to fight noise pollution.

3
R7

Representation AREA C
These two large areas used as industrial zones already have a big impact on the nature of the village. To remove their status as conservation area would
again take away a level of building control. Believe these controls need to be in place to ensure any developments that take place have a minimal impact
on the nature of the village. There are also historic mine shafts and remnants of field boundaries within this area and any changes or developments
should be mindful of this. The Conservation status should be retained.

Representation AREA C
The geological event which provided the opportunity to extract Bee Low (Hopton Wood) grade limestone in the heart of this village settlement was the
faulting along the line demarcated by Main Street – The Gulf Fault. In planning terms, the perception encountered is that extraction and processing on this
destructive scale in such a setting was permitted on the grounds of a national requirement, over-riding all other considerations. Even post the 1980
conservation boundary, the lack of vernacular sympathy in development design and materials is evident. Although one of the buildings, a post-war brick
garage is of a pleasing older industrial style, its features have alas been diminished by alterations in recent years. The original justification of national
expediency for uninspired buildings on both sites – C no longer applies. Extraction and its related operations have ceased and while application has been
made to DCC Minerals Authority to renew the extraction permission, it is no longer necessary to operate in the heart of a village environment because
alternative access and processing facilities for Hopton Wood reserves exist at the far western side of Middleton Moor.
Should such anomalistic development set the pattern for the future when PPG15 advocates design as a means of enhancement sympathising with the
characteristics of the wider settlement?
It can be argued that PPG15 and the associated RSS8 are precisely the tools for remedying undesirable developments of the recent past. With this in
mind both areas C could continue even more advantageously now to lie within the conservation boundary. The current practical situation on both areas C
is that there are vacated potential redevelopment zones. These include mine premises and a cement product plant. Provisions of PPG15 offer scope
specifically for remedy where vacancy and redevelopment take place. Thus removal of sites C from the conservation area could deprive the wider village
setting of remedy for unsympathetic designs justified by now outdated national expediency.
The aspect of contextual character promoted by PPG15 can be appreciated by recognition that both sites C are an intrinsic part of the linear pattern of
settlement along the east and west side of the Main Street – The Gulf Fault. To exclude them denies the historic role of this land in the overall context of
the village, and reduces the possibilities of enhancement sympathising with the characteristics of the wider settlement.

4
R9

Representation AREA C
Both C Areas should remain in the Conservation Area.
Area C. North. The “Sandyhill Park” lorry maintenance and service area held by Geeson Holdings has been the subject of repeated and stealthy planning
applications to expand its provision and working hours. They have been kept at bay through some ever – watchful residents who have uncovered these
development plans and have argued that increased noise and traffic are not commensurate with the objectives ”to protect the special qualities of an area”.
That the area is now surrounded by trees, does not protect us from noise and traffic that is threatened by the ever eager will to develop the site. To
remove it from the Conservation Area is to invite development. This does not protect the “special qualities” of the remaining area.
Area C South. When first opened the factory was heralded by the Planning Authority to be a great development initiative since it was not directly quarrying
stone. However, it was noisy, employed few people and increased heavy traffic in the area. Its repeated applications to extend working hours (24 hours)
were rejected, no doubt since it is in a conservation area where it makes a mockery of the objective “ to protect the special qualities of an area” if there is
an ever present noise and heavy traffic. Is there to be a green light to some cost-cutting noisy and dirty operation to take it over and pollute with impunity?
Do not, by removing this site from its present status, degrade this conservation area with such a threat.

5
R11

Representation AREA C
If the sites of Geeson Holdings, including the former workshops of Middleton Mine etc have any historical context then perhaps they should be included. I
leave this more with the Parish and District Council.
Officer Comments and Recommendation:
Whilst some of the above comments relate to non-conservation area considerations such as concerns over the future re-use of the area, noise pollution
from existing uses, and concern over adequate controls, nevertheless concerns have been raised by respondents that the boundary should remain as
originally designated in 1980 in that Areas C have an historic role within the overall industrial context of the village.
Recommendation:
That Areas C (both sites) are retained within the existing Middleton Conservation Area.

AREA D
East side - Porter Lane to Coal Hills (addition)
On the northern side of the High Peak Trail, to the west of Coal Hills Quarry, is the site of the founder shaft of Ratchwood Mine. This currently lies
outside the conservation area although it has an important historical connection with Ratchwood Mine, which is scheduled, and has features of
historic industrial interest. In view of its national lead mining significance it is proposed that this area, enclosed by field boundaries to the north of the
High Peak Trail, be included within the conservation area.
Officer Comments and Recommendation are at the end of all Area D Representations.
1
R9

Representation AREA D
The Area D is marked to be included, but is actually only a field (owned by Resident 9). Ratchwood Founder Mine is already in the present Conservation
Area. Certainly include this field in the new boundary and include the fields directly to the north, between it and Porter Lane, so that they become less
likely to be used for heavy industrial development.

2

Representation AREA D

R11

I agree with both proposals -Porter Lane to Coal Hills Quarry -in the document page 76. This is an area of some significance and historical perspective.
Officer Comments and Recommendation:
Noted
Recommendation:
That Area D is included within the Middleton Conservation Area.

AREA E
National Stone Centre (exclusion)
It is recommended that the boundary of the conservation area be reduced to include only the walls, revetments, embankments & scree associated
with the High Peak Trail and to take in the early 19th century quarried faces that run alongside the former railway. The remainder of the 1966 West
Quarry should be removed from the conservation area. The surviving path of the inclined railway should be included within the conservation area, as
should the lower section of the West Quarry, which incorporates the bank of limekilns. The conservation area boundary should then continue on its
present route, which includes the bridge, where Old Lane passes under the inclined railway.
Officer Comments and Recommendation are at the end of all Area E Representations.
1
R2
R3

Representation AREA E
&

2
R8

There are many interesting features and evidence of historic activity in this area. Removing its status as a conservation area removes a level of
protection.
Representation AREA E
Concur with the recommendation to remove area E from the Conservation Area on the basis of lack of historical or other significance and agree that a
small area at the southern end should be retained on account of its historic value.

3
R9

Representation AREA E
th

Area E, the eastern part of the Stone Centre should remain. It is another example of ‘random quarrying’, a blot on ‘blind eye’ planning practices of the 20
century, which perhaps nature will heal, or perhaps may be a site for more enlightened and sympathetic developments.

4
R11

Representation AREA E
Why should the remainder of the 1966 West Quarry be removed? Whatever is included here, I presume will take account of the new build by the National
Stone Centre near to its entrance at Porter Lane. I agree that there should be no alteration to the boundary to Ratchwood and Rantor Mines.
Officer Comments and Recommendation:
This area is considered a part of the wider historical evolution of the village, with reference to the quarrying activity up to and including the 1960s. Whilst
this area was not considered of significant value within the Conservation Area Appraisal, this area does nevertheless, form part of the industrial story
associated with Middleton. Whilst some of the comments received related to non-conservation area considerations e.g. concerns over future re-use,
nevertheless concerns have been raised by residents that Area E has an historic role within the overall context of the village.
Recommendation:
That Area E is retained within the existing Middleton Conservation Area.

AREA F
Middlepeak (exclusion)
It is recommended that the boundary be altered to exclude most of this band, with the exception of the scree slope at the foot of the High Peak Trail.
It is proposed that the boundary of the conservation area be re-drawn to run down the centre line of Middleton Road and include the land to its east.
Officer Comments and Recommendation are at the end of all Area F Representations.
1
R4

Representation AREA F
Strong view that it would be inappropriate to exclude the three areas of land (F,G and H) adjacent to an active (as opposed to worked-out) quarry. In 1980
when the Conservation Area boundary was established, it was thought appropriate to include the three areas in the conservation area and when the
boundary was reviewed in 1995, specifically Middlepeak, no changes were considered necessary. The area remains essentially now as it was then (with
working operations ‘mothballed’ and therefore the resident questions the need for change, which would only benefit the quarry owners and not the local
community. Also raises concerns about alterative uses for, and near to the quarry.
Acknowledges the fact that a conservation area offers little of no protection against expansion of quarrying, but as Middleton has been devastated by
quarrying operations that any impediment to quarrying operations, however slight is worth defending.

2
R5

Representation AREA F
If this land is removed from a conservation area, then the owners will have the right to blast in that area and local residents properties will be affected by
the blasts. Middlepeak quarry is ‘mothballed’ not closed. Resident understands that the quarry blasts once a year to keep the quarry open.

3
R7

Representation AREA F
Like the Bluff, Area F is an individualistic feature of Rise End, the scree of boulders an impressive reminder of quarrying activity and thus of historic
interest. Surely there is a case for its continued inclusion within the Conservation Boundary?
Middleton Top Visitors Centre. The engine house and rail line which were integral to the quarrying industry are obvious candidates for inclusion within the
boundary. However, the scope of PPG15 enables the wider environmental and historic context to be considered. The adjacent areas G and F are historic
testimony to the reasons for construction of this remarkable railway. This may have been the logic which included them within the 1980 conservation
boundary. The educational status of Middleton Top Visitor Centre is enhanced by the clearly visible landmarks g and f which are passed by so many of
those who visit.

4
R8

5
R9

Representation AREA F
Consider that Area F should not be deleted (or at least the area including the old quarry face and tip) This was a former part of the Hopton Wood Stone
Firms Ltd. quarries worked from before 1900 until the 1930s and integrally related to their former works at the foot of Middleton Incline, i.e. most of the
buildings now occupied by Middle Peak Marble Ltd. It also forms the backdrop to this intimate area. The large blocks tipped in this area are waste from
limestone production for building / decorative stone, not aggregates nor from the cutting on Middleton Incline. Contrary to the conclusion noted it is of
historical relevance and a part of the important backdrop to the industry. Nevertheless it might be expedient to exclude that portion of Area E which falls
within the modern Middleton Peak Quarry (?).
Representation AREA F
Areas F and G should remain in the Conservation Area.
These areas remain part of Middle Peak Quarry owned by Tarmac, the operations and working practices of which were utterly abysmal during their
removal of the hill between Middleton and Wirksworth. Since it was abandoned for economic reasons some years ago, it has not been re-designated for
other use and the possibility of it being reopened is an ever-present threat.
Area F is believed to be the site of the “Monkey Hole” that had local historical interest in the last century…it was blown away by just one of the many ill
th
considered detonations. The whole area should remain “conserved”…the little that remains is a heart breaking testament to 20 century industrial
th
th
planning and practice. The 20 century has some industrial interest, surely, as well as the 19 century.

6
R11

Representation AREA F
I agree with residents comments Item 3 of letter 21st July (see below). What is the reason for excluding the land?
Like the Bluff, Area F is an individualistic feature of Rise End, the scree of boulders an impressive reminder of quarrying activity and thus of historic
interest. Surely there is a case for its continued inclusion within the Conservation Boundary? Middleton Top Visitors Centre. The engine house and rail line
which were integral to the quarrying industry are obvious candidates for inclusion within the boundary. However, the scope of PPG15 enables the wider
environmental and historic context to be considered. The adjacent areas G and F are historic testimony to the reasons for construction of this remarkable
railway. This may have been the logic which included them within the 1980 conservation boundary. The educational status of Middleton Top Visitor Centre
is enhanced by the clearly visible landmarks g and f which are passed by so many of those who visit

Officer Comments and Recommendation
Whilst some of the above comments relate to non-conservation area considerations such as concerns over future re-use of the area and concern over
adequate controls, nevertheless concerns have been raised by residents that the boundary should remain as originally designated in 1980 (and reviewed
in 1995) in that Area F has an historic role within the overall industrial context of the village.
Recommendation:
That Area F is retained within the existing Middleton Conservation Area.

AREA G
Middle Peak Quarry, south of Rise End (exclusion)
It is recommended that the boundary of the conservation area be reduced to exclude a large part of the Middle Peak Quarry, which was worked out in
the late 20th century, but to include the quarrying activity that was established in association with the development of the C&HPR, for its historic
industrial interest.
Officer Comments and Recommendation are at the end of all Area G Representations.
1
R2
R3

2
R4

3
R5

Representation AREA G
&

This area is an important landscape feature as it can be seen from many vantage points. The trees the rock face and the habitats that are emerging in this
area are all of significance locally. The area supports many wild orchids, and more recently buzzards and peregrine falcons. The trees, woodland and old
pasture incorporated within this are all quite isolated and protected due to the nature of the quarry face, thus supporting a wide range of habitats. The field
itself has historic mine shafts within it and potential old passageway running through it. To remove its status as conservation area would potentially allow
for easier expansion of the quarry, which would destroy an area of significance to Middleton. This would also apply to areas H and F.
Feel very strongly that all these areas should be retained in the conservation area. One resident recognises that there is a conservation order (TPO) on
the trees at the top of the quarry, but is also aware that quarrying activities have already removed trees with a conservation order (TPO). The line of the
conservation zone could be the line of the top of the quarry.
Representation AREA G
There is an incorrect statement on p77 where the recommendation is to exclude Area G. The Appraisal states that the quarry was ’worked out in the late
th
20 century’ The resident considers the quarry is ‘mothballed’ but still active.
The remains of the prominent hill called Middle Peak and its associated tree-scape, an iconic point of reference for the location of Rise End (and to a
lesser extent Middleton) when viewed from the south, constitutes ‘an area of historic interest, the appearance of which it is desirable to preserve or
enhance’. Makes reference to the two clumps of trees protected by TPOs, but one was quarried away
Representation AREA G
This area is known locally as The Shears. This area could be blasted by the owners if conservation status is removed. Local residents had to fight Tarmac
blasting this area as houses were affected by blasting. Complaints were regularly made to DDDC Environmental Department.

4
R7

5
R9

6
R11

Representation AREA G
The Bluff, also known as The Shears and The Scissors escaped quarrying as a result of popular outcry supported by a respected LA Councillor. Given its
surrender under Conditions of the current Dene Quarry permission and its singular role as a mark of the original height of the moorland quarried away,
surely there is a case for its continued inclusion within the Conservation boundary? A well loved landmark certainly, but also an historic indicator of the
former landscape.
Middleton Top Visitors Centre. The engine house and rail line which were integral to the quarrying industry are obvious candidates for inclusion within the
boundary. However, the scope of PPG15 enables the wider environmental and historic context to be considered. The adjacent areas G and F are historic
testimony to the reasons for construction of this remarkable railway. This may have been the logic which included them within the 1980 conservation
boundary. The educational status of Middleton Top Visitor Centre is enhanced by the clearly visible landmarks ‘g’ and ‘f’ which are passed by so many of
those who visit.
Representation AREA G
Areas F and G should remain in the Conservation Area.
These areas remain part of Middle Peak Quarry owned by Tarmac, the operations and working practices of which were utterly abysmal during their
removal of the hill between Middleton and Wirksworth. Since it was abandoned for economic reasons some years ago, it has not been re-designated for
other use and the possibility of it being reopened is an ever-present threat. What is very disturbing is that Area G was very nearly quarried away in its
entirety, the beginnings of its working are clearly visible as a large cavity at the top of the Bluff – it was only saved by local protest from Rise End residents
who knew that the climatic protection, visual impact and character of the area would be devastated for ever. Tarmac and quarry operators had no qualms
about removing The Bluff in their interest to make a quick profit. The status of the beech trees on top of Middleton Bluff had a great bearing on residents
arguments and the trees that remain are protected by being in a conservation area. Is the CA status to be removed as a green light to The Bluff? I have
never seen any notice or order sating that The Bluff will never be quarried. I reject the argument that the Bluff has a principal relationship with Wirksworth
(this is like saying the Rock of Gibraltar has ‘a principal relationship’ with Spain rather than Gibraltar, because it is best seen from Spain!) Why should
such a ‘prominent landmark’ which is part of Middleton and on my own doorstep, be more important to Wirksworth than to us? ‘Views’ are not everything –
we virtually live on it and would dearly like it to be left alone, just as it was abandoned with its “mounds of quarry waste (and) overburden of quarry
waste”….even if, late in the day, it is merely a constant reminder of the disgusting, avaricious rape of the area by greedy absent landlords that leave their
trash behind when financial returns are greater elsewhere.
Representation AREA G
I think there is a case for inclusion here, whilst man-made it is an iconic feature.
Officer Comments and Recommendation
Whilst some of the above comments relate to non-conservation area considerations, nevertheless, concerns have been raised by residents that the
boundary should remain as originally designated in 1980 (and reviewed in 1995). The area is considered to have an historic role within the overall
industrial context of the village.
Recommendation:
That Area G is retained within the existing Middleton Conservation Area.

AREA H
Middleton Top - exclusion
It is proposed that a small section of road and the adjacent field above The Rising Sun be removed from the conservation area.
Officer Comments and Recommendation are at the end of all Area H Representations.
1
R5
2
R7
3
R9
4
R11

Representation AREA H
Alteration of the status of this land could affect the High Peak Trail.
Representation AREA H
It is not clear from the redrawing of the boundary line on Fig. 11 whether the proposed new boundary includes or excludes the start of the gated track
which runs behind the Rising Sun. As the rest of the track does clearly continue to lie within the boundary, it is logical that the access should fall within it.
Representation AREA H
Area H should not be removed and conservation area should be extended.
Representation AREA H
I cannot understand why we should take out a small piece of land.
Officer Comments and Recommendation
Area H was included in the original designation of 1980 most likely as part of the entrance setting to the conservation area from the south. Whilst the
modern road alignment dissects the original field, its purpose as an entrance setting to Middleton has not fundamentally changed.
Recommendation :
That Area H is retained within the existing Middleton Conservation Area

KEY

T
TT
TT
TT
ET
EE
EE
EE
EEEEE
R
R
R
REEEE
R
R
R
TR
TT
TT
TT
ST
SS
SS
SS
EEEES
K
K
K
K
KEEEE
K
K
U
U
U
U
UK
U
U
D
D
D
D
DU
D
D
D

Middleton By
Wirksworth
Conservation Area
Boundary
September 2009

The
The
The
The
The
The
The
The
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green

TTTT
EE
EE
EE
ETTTT
EEEEE
R
R
R
R
R
R
REEEE
TT
TT
TT
TR
SSSST
N
N
IIIN
IN
N
N
IN
A
A
A
A
A
A
AIIIN
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
MA

CR
CR
CR
CR
OM
OM
OM
OMFO
CR
CR
CR
CROM
FO
FO
FO
FORD
OM
OM
OM
RD
RD
RD
RDHIL
FO
FO
FO
HIL
HIL
HIL
HILLLLL
RD
RD
RD
HIL
HIL
HIL

Middleton
Middleton
Middleton
Middleton
Middleton
Middleton
Middleton
Middleton
Holy
Holy
Holy
Holy
Holy
Holy
Holy
Holy
Trinity
Trinity
Trinity
TrinityChurch
Church
Church
Church
Church
Trinity
Trinity
Trinity
Trinity
Church
Church
Church

No Window
LANE
LANE
LANE
ER
ER
ER
LANE
LANE
LANE
LANE
PORT
PORT
PORT
PORT
ERLANE
ER
ER
ER
PORTER
PORT
PORT
PORT

35
35
35
35
50
35
50
35
50
35
B
B
B
B
5035
50
50
50
B50
B
B
B

TE
TE
TE
S
S
S
STE
TE
TE
TE
TEEP
EP
EP
EP
EPLE
EP
EP
EP
LE
LE
LEG
LE
LE
LE
LE
G
G
GR
R
R
R
A
A
A
ANG
R
R
R
RA
NG
NG
NG
NGE
A
A
A
NG
NG
NG
E
E
E
E
E
E
E

Rising
Rising
Rising
RisingSun
Sun
Sun
Sun
Sun
Rising
Rising
Rising
Rising
Sun
Sun
Sun
(PH)
(PH)
(PH)
(PH)
(PH)
(PH)
(PH)
(PH)

Middleton
Middleton
Middleton
MiddletonTop
Top
Top
Top
Top
Middleton
Middleton
Middleton
Middleton
Top
Top
Top
Visitors
Visitors
Visitors
VisitorsCentre
Centre
Centre
Centre
Centre
Visitors
Visitors
Visitors
Visitors
Centre
Centre
Centre

MIDDLETON BY WIRKSWORTH
CONSERVATION AREA

CONSERVATION AREA
BOUNDARY SEPTEMBER
2009

This
This map
map is
is reproduced
reproduced from
from Ordnance
Ordnance Survey
Survey material
material with
with the
the permission
permission of
of Ordnance
Ordnance
Survey
Survey on
on behalf
behalf of
of the
the Controller
Controller of
of Her
Her Majesty's
Majesty's Stationery
Stationery Office
Office (c)
(c) Crown
Crown Copyright.
Copyright.
Unauthorised
Unauthorised reproduction
reproduction infringes
infringes Crown
Crown Copyright
Copyright and
and may
may lead
lead to
to prosecution
prosecution or
or
civil
civil proceedings.
proceedings. (100019785)
(100019785) 2009
2009



APPENDIX 2

A
A

KEY

T
TT
TT
TT
ET
EE
EE
EE
EEEEE
R
R
R
REEEE
R
R
R
TR
TT
TT
TT
ST
SS
SS
SS
EEEES
K
K
K
K
KEEEE
K
K
U
U
U
U
UK
U
U
D
D
D
D
DU
D
D
D

A
A

A
A
Middleton By
Wirksworth
Conservation Area Designated 1980

The
The
The
The
The
The
The
The
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green

A
A
A
A

B
B

Proposed Extensions to
Conservation Area

A
A
TTTT
EE
EE
EE
ETTTT
EEEEE
R
R
R
R
R
R
REEEE
TT
TT
TT
TR
SSSST
N
N
IIIN
IN
N
N
IN
A
A
A
A
A
A
AIIIN
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
MA

A
A

Proposed Deletions to
Conservation Area

CR
CR
CR
CR
OM
OM
OM
OMFO
CR
CR
CR
CROM
FO
FO
FO
FORD
OM
OM
OM
RD
RD
RD
RDHIL
FO
FO
FO
HIL
HIL
HIL
HILLLLL
RD
RD
RD
HIL
HIL
HIL

Middleton
Middleton
Middleton
Middleton
Middleton
Middleton
Middleton
Middleton
Holy
Holy
Holy
Holy
Holy
Holy
Holy
Holy
Trinity
Trinity
Trinity
TrinityChurch
Church
Church
Church
Church
Trinity
Trinity
Trinity
Trinity
Church
Church
Church

C
C

No Window
LANE
LANE
LANE
ER
ER
ER
LANE
LANE
LANE
LANE
PORT
PORT
PORT
PORT
ERLANE
ER
ER
ER
PORTER
PORT
PORT
PORT

C
C

35
35
35
35
50
35
50
35
50
35
B
B
B
B
5035
50
50
50
B50
B
B
B

H
H

TE
TE
TE
S
S
S
STE
TE
TE
TE
TEEP
EP
EP
EP
EPLE
EP
EP
EP
LE
LE
LEG
LE
LE
LE
LE
G
G
GR
R
R
R
A
A
A
ANG
R
R
R
RA
NG
NG
NG
NGE
A
A
A
NG
NG
NG
E
E
E
E
E
E
E

Rising
Rising
Rising
RisingSun
Sun
Sun
Sun
Sun
Rising
Rising
Rising
Rising
Sun
Sun
Sun
(PH)
(PH)
(PH)
(PH)
(PH)
(PH)
(PH)
(PH)

D
D

Middleton
Middleton
Middleton
MiddletonTop
Top
Top
Top
Top
Middleton
Middleton
Middleton
Middleton
Top
Top
Top
Visitors
Visitors
Visitors
VisitorsCentre
Centre
Centre
Centre
Centre
Visitors
Visitors
Visitors
Visitors
Centre
Centre
Centre

E
E

MIDDLETON BY WIRKSWORTH
CONSERVATION AREA

G
G
FF

BOUNDARY REVIEW

This
This map
map is
is reproduced
reproduced from
from Ordnance
Ordnance Survey
Survey material
material with
with the
the permission
permission of
of Ordnance
Ordnance Survey
Survey on
on behalf
behalf of
of the
the Controller
Controller of
of Her
Her Majesty's
Majesty's Stationery
Stationery Office
Office (c)
(c) Crown
Crown Copyright.
Copyright.
Unauthorised
Unauthorised reproduction
reproduction infringes
infringes Crown
Crown Copyright
Copyright and
and may
may lead
lead to
to prosecution
prosecution or
or civil
civil proceedings.
proceedings. (100019785)
(100019785) 2009
2009



APPENDIX 3

Partnership & Regeneration Committee – 3 September 2009

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 these
Minutes please call Brian Evans on 01629 761301 or
e-mail committee@derbyshiredales.gov.uk

PARTNERSHIP AND REGENERATION COMMITTEE
Minutes of a Meeting held on Thursday, 3rd September 2009 in the Council Chamber,
Town Hall, Matlock at 6.00pm
PRESENT

Councillor Mrs Carol Valentine - In the Chair
Councillors Mrs Shirley Buckingham, Mrs Sue Burfoot, Albert Catt, Mrs
Tracy Critchlow, Mrs Cate Hopkinson, Tony Millward, Mike Ratcliffe, Lewis
Rose, OBE and Geoff Stevens
Dave Brooks (Director of Planning & Development Services), Peter Foley
(Director of Community Services), Sandra Lamb (Head of Democratic
Services), Mike Hase (Planning Policy Manager), Steve Capes (Head of
Organisational Development), Esther Smith (Senior Planning Officer),
Tanya Shaw (Design & Conservation Officer), Isabel Bellamy (Rural
Housing Enabler) and Brian Evans (Committee Administrator)
Councillor Colin Swindell attended as an observer.
1 member of the press.

APOLOGIES
Apologies for absence were received from Councillors David Barker, Ian Bates, James
Bentley, Ken Bull, David Fearn and Andrew McCloy. Councillors Mrs Shirley Buckingham
and Mrs Sue Burfoot attended as substitute members.
172/09 - MINUTES
It was moved by Councillor Geoff Stevens, seconded by Councillor Albert Catt and
RESOLVED

That the minutes of the Partnership & Regeneration Committee
meeting held on 9th July 2009 be approved as a correct record
subject to an amendment to Minute 79/09 to show that Councillor
Mrs Tracy Critchlow had an interest in Agenda Item 11, Land at
Brookside, Ashbourne, as a member of Derbyshire County Council.

Voting

In Favour
Against
Abstentions

8
0
2
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173/09 - INTERESTS
Agenda Item 6 – East Midlands Regional Plan: Partial Review Options Consultation –
Councillor Geoff Stevens declared a personal interest in this item as a member of the East
Midlands Regional Assembly, a body referred to in the report. Councillor Stevens was
present during discussion and voting on this item.
Agenda Item 7 - Planning Policy Statement 15: Planning for the Historic Environment –
Consultation Paper – Councillor Mrs Tracy Critchlow declared a personal in this item as a
member of English Heritage, a body referred to in the report. Councillor Mrs Critchlow was
present during discussion and voting on this item.
Agenda Item 8 – Conservation Area Character Appraisal – Middleton by Wirksworth –
Councillor Mike Ratcliffe declared a personal interest in this item as he had made a
provisional view during the consultation in his capacity as Ward Member. Councillor Ratcliffe
was present during discussion and voting on this item.
Agenda Item 10 – Joint ICT Service – Set Up Costs – Councillor Lewis Rose declared a
personal interest in this item as the Council’s representative on the East Midlands Regional
Improvement & Efficiency Partnership. Councillor Rose was present during discussion and
voting on this item.
Agenda Item 12 – Matlock Town Centre Supplementary Planning Document – Appointment
of Consultants to Advise on Delivery – Councillors Mrs Cate Hopkinson and Geoff Stevens
declared a personal interest in this item as members of Matlock Town Council, a body
referred to in the report. Councillor Mrs Sue Burfoot declared a personal and prejudicial
interest in this item as a member of Matlock Town Council where she had made a predetermined view. Councillors Mrs Hopkinson and Stevens were present during discussion
and voting on this item. Councillor Mrs Burfoot was not present during discussion and voting
on this item.
Agenda Item 13 – Homes and Communities Agency – Peak Sub Region “Single
Conversation” Investment Plan – Governance – Councillor Mrs Tracy Critchlow declared a
personal interest in this item as the Council’s representative on the Peak District National
Park Authority, a body referred to in the report. Councillor Mrs Critchlow was present during
discussion and voting on this item.
Agenda Item 14 – Village Parking Scheme – Councillor Mike Ratcliffe declared a personal
and prejudicial interest in this item as a member of Wirksworth Town Council, an applicant
for funding from the scheme. Councillor Ratcliffe was not present during discussion and
voting on this item.
174/09 – EAST MIDLANDS REGIONAL PLAN: PARTIAL REVIEW – OPTIONS
CONSULTATION
The Regional Spatial Strategy for the East Midlands was published by the Secretary of State
in March 2009 and provides the broad long-term strategic development strategy for the
region to 2026.
The abolition of County Structure Plans by changes made to the planning system introduced
in the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 has given the Regional Spatial Strategy
a greater role in setting the strategic planning context for the District. The role of the Regional
Plan is to provide a strategy within which Local Planning Authority’s planning documents can
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be prepared. Furthermore, as it forms part of the ‘development plan’ it is also a material
consideration to be taken into account on individual planning applications and appeals.
The current Regional Spatial Strategy sets out the overall level of housing provision to be
distributed across the East Midlands region. Revised 2006 based household projections
were issued by the Government in March 2009 and indicated that the East Midlands would
be the fastest growing region in England. This significant increase in household projections
had led the Department of Communities and Local Government to ask all Regional
Assemblies to review their Regional Spatial Strategies to ensure that their implications are
rigorously tested through a robust Partial Review process.
The East Midlands Regional Assembly Joint Housing, Planning and Transport Board had
commenced a consultation on options for the Regional Plan Partial Review with the primary
purpose of the Partial Review to consider key regional spatial planning issues focusing on
housing, transport and climate change through to 2031.
The Partial Review sets out a range of options and questions on a number of key issues. A
comprehensive list of all the consultation questions were included at Appendix 1 to the
report. The main issues to be addressed by the Partial Review include:
•

Planning for the impact of projected population growth on the demand for new open
market and affordable housing for the period 2021 onwards

•

Ensuring that transport infrastructure and services can meet the needs of a growing
population in a sustainable manner

•

Dealing with the causes and effects of climate change by generating more power from
renewable sources and managing the potential impacts of sea level rise on the
Lincolnshire Coast

•

An approach to the apportionment of aggregates extraction between county areas
between 2016 and 2021.

Section 2 of the report summarised the issues involved with the proposed Officer response to
the consultation detailed in section 3 of the report.
It was moved by Councillor Mrs Carol Valentine, seconded by Councillor Geoff Stevens and
RESOLVED
(Unanimously)

That the Officer comments contained within Section 3 of the report
be endorsed as the District Council’s formal response to the East
Midlands Regional Assembly in respect of the East Midlands
Regional Plan Partial Review – Options Consultation.

175/09 – PLANNING POLICY STATEMENT 15: PLANNING FOR THE HISTORIC
ENVIRONMENT – CONSULTATION PAPER
Planning Policy Guidance Note 15: Planning and the Historic Environment (PPG15) and
Planning Policy Guidance Note 16: Planning and Archaeology (PPG16) form current national
policy guidance in relation to the historic environment, conservation and archaeology. PPG15
has been in operation since September 1994 and defines the relationship between planning
and conservation, the role of the local planning authority in respect of the formation of
conservation policy within development plans and in respect of development control related
matters. It sets out controls for works affecting listed buildings and to buildings and
landscapes within established Conservation Areas. PPG15 also includes advice on recording
78
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the historic environment, the upkeep and repair of historic buildings and exemptions for
certain works. Finally it includes supporting Annexes which provide more specific information
relating to legislation, the main heritage bodies, listed building control procedures and
guidance on alterations to listed buildings.
PPG16 Planning and Archaeology has been in operation since November 1990 and seeks to
define the relationship between planning and archaeology. It provides guidance on matters
relating to above and below ground archaeological works, on the handling of archaeological
remains and discoveries in development plan policies and development control applications,
including the weight to be given to them in planning decisions and the use of planning
conditions.
In July 2009 the Government published a Consultation Paper on a new Planning Policy
Statement 15: Planning for the Historic Environment (PPS15), its purpose being to set out
national policy in relation to archaeology, historic areas, buildings and landscapes. At the
same time English Heritage published a Historic Environment Planning Practice Guide which
will accompany the above document and explain in more detail, how to apply the principles
of the new PPS15.
The new PPS15 takes account of the commitment in the 2007 White Paper “Planning for a
Sustainable Future” to streamline existing Planning Policy Guidance and Planning Policy
Statements and separate out policy from guidance. Once finalised, PPS15 and the Practice
Guide will be issued in parallel and will supersede the existing Planning Policy Guidance
Notes 15 and 16.
Section 2 of the report summarised the issues involved with the proposed Officer response to
the consultation detailed in section 3 of the report.
It was moved by Councillor Lewis Rose, seconded by Councillor Mike Ratcliffe and
RESOLVED
(Unanimously)

That the Officer Comments contained within Section 4 of the report
be endorsed as the formal response on behalf of the District Council
to the Department for Communities and Local Government
Consultation Paper on the Planning Policy Statement 15: Planning
for the Historic Environment and to English Heritage on the Historic
Environment Planning Practice Guide.

176/09 – CONSERVATION AREA CHARACTER APPRAISAL - MIDDLETON BY
WIRKSWORTH
The Committee considered a report, which summarised the representations received in
respect of the Draft Middleton by Wirksworth Conservation Area Character Appraisal and
sought approval to proceed with its adoption.
At its meeting on 7 May 2009 the Committee resolved that the Draft Middleton by Wirksworth
Conservation Area Appraisal be approved for a six-week period of public consultation with
the results of the public consultation exercise to be reported back to the Committee. The
Draft Appraisal was subject to public consultation between 11th June 2009 and 23rd July
2009.
Appendix 1 to the report summarised the representations received and provided Officer
Comments and Recommendations.
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As a result of comments and concerns received, changes were proposed to both the text
contained within the draft Appraisal and to the proposed boundary of the Middleton by
Wirksworth Conservation Area.
In order to modify the Middleton-by-Wirksworth Conservation Area boundary as shown in
Appendix 2 to the report, it was recommended that the Head of Planning Services be given
delegated authority to implement the necessary statutory procedures.
It was moved by Councillor Mike Ratcliffe, seconded by Councillor Albert Catt and
RESOLVED
(Unanimously)

1. That the Middleton by Wirksworth Conservation Area Character
Appraisal be adopted in accordance with the recommendations
as set out in Appendix 1 to the report.
2. That authority be delegated to the Head of Planning Services to
implement the statutory procedures necessary to amend the
boundary of the existing Middleton by Wirksworth Conservation
Area as set out in Appendix 2 to the report.

177/09 – CONSERVATION AREA CHARACTER APPRAISAL – CARSINGTON AND
HOPTON
The Committee considered a report, which summarised the representations received in
respect of the Draft Carsington and Hopton Conservation Area Character Appraisal and
sought approval to proceed with its adoption.
At its meeting on 7 May 2009 the Committee resolved that the Draft Casington and Hopton
Conservation Area Appraisal be approved for a six-week period of public consultation with
the results of the public consultation exercise to be reported back to the Committee. The
Draft Appraisal was subject to public consultation between 28th May 9th July 2009.
As a result of the comments made no changes were proposed to the draft Appraisal or to the
proposals to amend the boundary of the Carsington and Hopton Conservation Area.
In order to modify the Carsington and Hopton Conservation Area boundary as shown in
Appendix 1 to the report, it was recommended that the Head of Planning Services be given
delegated authority to implement the necessary statutory procedures.
It was moved by Councillor Lewis Rose, seconded by Councillor Geoff Stevens and
RESOLVED
(Unanimously)

1. That the Carsington and Hopton Conservation Area Character
Appraisal be adopted as proposed.
2. That authority be delegated to the Head of Planning Services to
implement the statutory procedures necessary to amend the
boundary of the existing Carsington and Hopton Conservation
Area as set out in Appendix 1 to the report.

178/09 – JOINT ICT SERVICE – SET UP COSTS
This report was tabled as a matter of urgent business as defined in Part 3 of the Council’s
Constitution in that ‘the decision cannot reasonably be deferred until it would be possible to
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convene a meeting of the decision making body’. The Chairman of the natural committee,
Community and Environment, had been consulted on the proposal.
At its meeting on 2nd April 2009 the Community & Environment Committee had given
approval in principle to a joint ICT service between the Council and North East Derbyshire
District Council. In order to make further progress, it was necessary to incur set-up costs
estimated at £53,000, as detailed in Appendix 1 to the report, which would be met in full by a
grant from the East Midlands Improvement and Efficiency Partnership (EMRIEP). However,
should the joint ICT service not be achieved, there was a risk that EMRIEP would require the
grant to be repaid.
In the event that EMRIEP required repayment of the grant, North East Derbyshire District
Council required the Council to provide an indemnity that it would meet set-up costs from
which North East Derbyshire District Council would receive no ongoing benefit. These were
estimated at £38,000.
In an update to the report the Head of Organisational Development confirmed that the
Council had implemented Government Connect, which was a pre-requisite to the project
going ahead.
It was moved by Councillor Mike Ratcliffe, seconded by Councillor Lewis Rose and
RESOLVED
(Unanimously)

That an indemnity be given to North East Derbyshire District Council
that set-up costs estimated at £38,000, as detailed in the report, will
be met by Derbyshire Dales District Council in the event that these
are not paid by grant from the East Midlands Regional Improvement
& Efficiency Partnership.

179/09 – VILLAGE HOMES FOR VILLAGE PEOPLE – AN EVALUATION OF
AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROVISION IN DERBYSHIRE DALES
As part of its ongoing housing strategy programme, Derbyshire Dales District Council
commissioned Oakdene Consulting to carry out an evaluation of the 13 affordable housing
schemes built in 9 rural settlements between 2003 and 2007. Questionnaires were sent to
residents of the new schemes, as well as to neighbours who live near each of the new
homes. Discussions also took place with Parish Councils, planners, developers and housing
managers who have been involved in creating the 13 new schemes covered by the research.
The research “Village Homes for Village People: An Evaluation of Affordable Housing
Provision in Derbyshire Dales” sought to answer the following questions:
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•

Are the objectives for developing affordable housing schemes met?

•

What are the benefits of such schemes for residents and neighbours?

•

What impact have such schemes had on the local communities?

•

Were the processes for creating them adequate and successful?

•

By looking at how they have worked, can we learn any lessons to inform and
influence housing and planning policies for the future?

The report presented a very positive view of the development process and satisfaction rates
amongst those benefiting from the new homes was high. There were however several
recommendations which the District Council would need to consider, which reflected the
changing nature of provision of new homes. A copy of the executive summary of the report
was attached at Appendix 1 to the report.
It was moved by Councillor Lewis Rose, seconded by Councillor Geoff Stevens and
RESOLVED
(Unanimously)

That the findings of the research be noted and further reports be
brought to the Committee concerning the implementation of the
recommendations.

180/09 – MATLOCK TOWN CENTRE SUPPLEMENTARY PLANNING DOCUMENT –
APPOINTMENT OF CONSULTANTS TO ADVISE ON DELIVERY
The Committee considered a report recommending the appointment of Consultants to advise
on the delivery of development opportunities identified in the Matlock Town Centre
Supplementary Planning Document and that the cost of the appointment be shared between
the District Council and Matlock Town Council.
The Matlock Town Centre Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) was adopted by the
District Council in November 2008. The SPD was drawn up to guide development over the
next 10 - 15 years and identified a number of development opportunities within the town
centre. A meeting had taken place with representatives from the Town Council in March
2009 to discuss delivery of these development opportunities, following which a letter was
received advising that in principle the Town Council was keen to work with the District
Council and may also be able to jointly fund related consultancy costs.
Given the impact of the recession on the development industry and the retail climate
nationally and following the discussions with the Town Council’s representatives it was
recommended that a specialist consultancy should be appointed to provide expert advice on
current/future market conditions and trends so that developers, retailers and landowners
could be contacted on a more informed basis to progress the vision for Matlock Town Centre
as set out in the SPD.
A further letter from Matlock Town Council was circulated at the meeting supporting the
initiative.
It was moved by Councillor Mrs Tracy Critchlow, seconded by Councillor Albert Catt and
RESOLVED
(Unanimously)

1. That a specialist consultancy be appointed as indicated in
sections 1.2 and 1.4 of the report with the costs to be shared
equally with Matlock Town Council.
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2. That the District Council’s contribution of £7,500 be
accommodated from within the current Capital Programme
under the allowance for the Central Corridor Regeneration
initiative.
3. That the resulting consultant’s report be the subject of a report
to a future meeting of this Committee and that it be shared
with Matlock Town Council.
181/09 – HOMES AND COMMUNITIES AGENCY – PEAK SUB REGION “SINGLE
CONVERSATION” INVESTMENT PLAN - GOVERNANCE
The Homes and Communities Agency (HCA) is the national housing and regeneration
agency for England, with an annual investment budget of more than £5bn. The HCA, formed
on 1 December 2008, is a non-departmental public body and its sponsor government
department is Communities and Local Government (CLG).
By engaging local authorities in a ‘Single Conversation’ on all aspects of housing and
regeneration, the HCA aim to connect local ambition with national targets. The ‘Single
Conversation’ is the HCA’s most important business process. In this way the HCA will agree
and secure delivery at local level in support of national objectives and by working in an open
and transparent way with local authorities and others.
The term ‘Single Conversation’ refers to its comprehensive coverage including the full range
of housing, infrastructure, regeneration and community activities. It draws on the priorities for
a local area as set out in key local plans and is an ongoing, evolving and dynamic process. It
will always be a negotiation and have at its core, shared visions and objectives for places.
The HCA has produced a Guidance Framework entitled ‘A better way to achieve positive
outcomes for people and places’, to set out an overview of the approach and how the
process works which will be refined and developed in the light of experience of delivery in the
regions over the coming months.
The most appropriate grouping of authorities for the ‘Single Conversation’ has been seen to
be those that make up the Peak Housing Market Area. Accordingly, two initial meetings have
taken place between the HCA and senior officers from Derbyshire Dales District Council,
High Peak Borough Council and the Peak District National Park Authority to determine how
the ‘Single Conversation’ can be progressed. Derbyshire County Council has also been
represented at the most recent meeting. In this instance Staffordshire Moorlands District
Council has indicated that it does not wish to be part of the Peak Sub Region ‘Single
Conversation’ as it already has an action plan in place with its West Midlands partners.
The outcome of these initial meetings has been that the HCA has been impressed with the
past record of successful partnership working in wider Peak District in the spheres of
affordable housing and regeneration and has indicated that it would wish to see a Peak Sub
Region ‘Single Conversation’ Investment Plan agreed and in place by 1 April 2010. The
Investment Plan would focus on the next 3 years but would also look forward to future years.
The HCA had requested that regular meetings take place between now and the 1 April 2010
between its representatives and a Steering Group of senior officers from the local authorities.
The Steering Group would be responsible for the compilation of background evidence and
the development of the draft Peak Sub Region ‘Single Conversation’ Investment Plan.
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The Steering Group would comprise:
HCA – Representatives as determined by HCA
Peak District National Park Authority – Chief Executive (also representing the HP&DD LSP
Affordable Housing Theme Group) and one other senior officer.
High Peak Borough Council – Executive Director and the Head of Housing.
Derbyshire Dales District Council - Director of Planning and Development Services, the
Director of Community Services and the Head of Housing.
Derbyshire County Council – Head of Regeneration.
Emda – tbd.
The District Council’s Planning Policy Manager would also form part of the Group advising on
such as the evidence base across the Sub Region. Other officers would be invited to attend
the meetings from time to time to advise and assist with specific matters.
An updating report circulated at the meeting revised the suggested membership of the
Steering Group as follows:
HCA – Representatives as determined by HCA
Peak District National Park Authority – Chief Executive (also representing the HP&DD LSP
Affordable Housing Theme Group) and one other senior officer.
High Peak Borough Council – 2 Executive Directors, Head of Regeneration and Head of
Housing.
Derbyshire Dales District Council - Director of Planning and Development Services, Director
of Community Services and Head of Housing.
Derbyshire County Council – Head of Regeneration.
Emda – tbd.
It was considered that a partnership protocol needed to be established to deal with the
monitoring of work in progress on the development of the Peak Sub Region ‘Single
Conversation’ Investment Plan and the subsequent monitoring of progress and required
changes once the delivery stage is entered into. The protocol would need to be agreed by all
partners at inception and would cover such as the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Name of the Partnership.
Aims and Objectives.
Membership - status of different members, termination of membership.
Powers - those derived from respective authority and those to deliver aims.
Roles - of individuals and authority.
Income/Budget if any.
Meetings - notice and frequency, quorum rules, chairing arrangements, voting etc.
Decision making process - scope and time scales.
Amendments to the Partnership's rules.
Dispute mechanism.
Exit strategy/arrangements for dissolution.

An updating report circulated at the meeting gave details of a Leaders Group, to be chaired
by the Chairman of the Local Strategic Partnership, which would be used as the political
steering group for the Single Conversation. The group would be comprised as follows:
•
•

Chair of the Derbyshire Dales and High Peak Local Strategic Partnership
Leaders and Chief Executives of the two District and Borough Councils
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•
•
•

Chairman of the Peak District National Park Authority
Cabinet Member responsible for HCA matters at Derbyshire County Council
Local Strategic Partnership Theme Group Leader on Affordable Housing

It was moved by Councillor Geoff Stevens, seconded by Councillor Lewis Rose and
RESOLVED
(Unanimously)

1. That the Peak Sub Region ‘Single Conversation’ Steering
Group be established as described in section 1.2.1 of the
main report with the revised membership as described in
section 1.1 of the Updating Report.
2. That a proposed partnership protocol be prepared in
discussion with the other parties involved, along the lines
described in section 1.2.2 of the main report and in section 1.2
of the Updating Report, and the Head of Democratic Services
be authorised to approve this following consultation with the
Chair of the Committee.
.

182/09 – VILLAGE PARKING SCHEME
The Committee considered a report detailing requests received for Village Parking Scheme
Grant assistance from Parwich Parish Council and Wirksworth Town Council.
It was moved by Councillor Lewis Rose, seconded by Councillor Tony Millward and
RESOLVED
(Unanimously)

That the maximum grant of £5,000 be allocated from the Village
Parking Scheme Fund for 2009/10 to both Parwich Parish Council
and Wirksworth Town Council, subject to the projects described
below proceeding during the current financial year.

183/09 – LEASES – BOWLING GREEN AND SPORTS AREA (FORMER TENNIS
COURTS), MATLOCK BATH
The District Council lease the Bowling Green and the Sports Area (Former Tennis Courts),
both in Derwent Gardens, Matlock Bath, to Matlock Bath Parish Council. Two separate
leases apply as the areas are independent of each other and are used for different purposes.
The areas were shown on the plans attached as Appendix 1 to the report. Both of the leases
were for a 7-year period and have expired.
Largely because of the possible implications of the Matlock Parks Project, the leases were
not renewed on expiry, but Matlock Bath Parish Council has been holding over on the terms
of the former lease in each case. The Matlock Parks Project has now been completed in
Derwent Gardens with no changes taking place to the two areas in question. Matlock Bath
Parish Council has requested that the two leases now be renewed, with longer lease terms
to enable the Parish Council to access possible external funding for improvements at the 2
sites.
The suggested Heads of Terms agreed with Matlock Bath Parish were detailed in section 1.2
of the report and would be common to both leases.
The proposed terms constituted an undervalue transaction as permitted under the General
Disposal Consent 2003. It was considered by the District Council’s Valuer that the value of
the transactions equate to rental levels of approximately £300 p.a. in each case.
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As the use of the sites relates to recreation it was recommended that a Notice of Intention to
dispose of the sites by way of the new leases should be advertised in the local press for two
consecutive weeks and that should any objections arise, they be considered by the next
available Policy Committee before the transactions proceed. Should no objections arise the
transactions would proceed without further reference to Committee.
It was moved by Councillor Geoff Stevens, seconded by Councillor Tony Millward and
RESOLVED
(Unanimously)

1. That a Notice of Intention to dispose of the 2 sites by way of
the new leases be placed in the local press for 2 consecutive
weeks.
2. Subject to no objections arising from the Notice of Intention
Matlock Bath Parish Council be granted 21-year leases on the
Bowling Green and the Sports Area, in Derwent Gardens,
Matlock Bath, both shown cross hatched in Appendix 1 to the
report, employing the Heads of Terms included in section 1.2
of the report.
3. That should objections arise from the Notice of Intention these
be referred to the next available Policy Committee for
consideration of the matters arising.
4. That it be noted that these disposals constitute undervalue
transactions as permitted under the General Disposal Consent
2003.

184/09 HAIG HOUSE, BAKEWELL – RELEASE OF COVENANT
The Chairman announced that this item had been withdrawn prior to the meeting.
MEETING CLOSED 7.40PM

CHAIRMAN
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