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Notes of a meeting of the Planning Committee held on Thursday 2nd September 2010 
at 3.30 pm 

 
Present:  Cllr Michael Wilderspin (Chairperson), Cllr Bob Grindrod, Mr Mike Greenan  
                 
 
01.09.10 Apologies 
 
  There were no apologies for absence. 
 
02.09.10 Acceptance & Signing of Minutes 
 
  It was agreed that the Notes of the last meeting held on 13th August 2010 be approved and 

signed by the Chairman. 
 
03.09.10 Appeal  DDDC Reference APP/P1045/A/10/2133856/NWF  
 Site at 190 South Parade, Matlock Bath for Mrs Lu Chen 
 
 Cllr Wilderspin confirmed that a letter had been prepared for submission to the Inspectorate 

to support the appeal against the refusal of the planning application by Mrs Lu Chen.  The 
text was discussed and it was unanimously agreed that the text of the letter supporting this 
appeal was very satisfactory. The Chair was asked to confirm this with the Clerk. 

  
04.09.10 Planning Applications Received 
 
 Planning Application 10/00579/FUL – 1, Bingville Cottage, Temple Walk/Orchard Rd 
 
 The Committee made a site visit on 2nd September 2010 and once again met the owner Mr 

Kirk.  They found it impossible to reconcile the submitted plans with measurements taken on 
site from adjoining properties.  In particular there was a discrepancy in the position of the 
gateway to Crow Pie Cottage opposite, which gave a misleading impression of the available 
space for turning outside the proposed new gateway.  Mr Kirk stated that he intended 
normally to turn the car round by backing out through the new gateway, but as the plans 
showed the gateway opposite in the wrong position, this might not be possible to do in a safe 
manner.  His alternative was to turn round within the property, which he thought was “just 
possible” in the revised plan. 

   
  In the subsequent discussion by Councillors in Committee, this latter procedure raised fears 

that due to the slope, a vehicle could, in snow or frost, get out of control whilst manoeuvring 
and crash through the railings and even end up in the garden of the adjacent property below. 
Also the wording in the relevant Para 3 of the design statement doesn’t make sense. 

  
  It was noted that, on the amended plan, the entry gap had been significantly reduced, the 

 site terraced and trees were to be planted.  However, concern was expressed that the upper 
retaining wall was 6 ft above the top of the existing lower retaining wall, and the ground could 
be unstable.  It was also feared that with the growth of the trees to be planted, the wall could 
in time be pushed over.  
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 There was also a question raised about the ownership of the wall by the roadside.  As it is a 
retaining wall to the road does it not belong to the Council and maintained by them.  A further 
example of this was noted lower down Orchard Road where the District Council had some 
years ago erected a reinforced concrete wall up to road ground level and built a stone wall 
above this.  A similar situation appeared to obtain with the changes to the roadside wall in 
the proposed application and it would be important for the planning authority to 
ascertain the correct owner responsible for maintaining the wall. 

 
 The Committee RESOLVED to respond to the Planning Authority expressing these 
concerns. 

 
05.09.10 Date of Next Meeting 
 
 The Chairman confirmed that he would call the next meeting as and when required. 
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