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1.0 Introduction and background
This statement summarises the consultation undertaken in the development of the Crich Parish
Neighbourhood Plan. It is a requirement under Regulation 15 of the Neighbourhood Planning
(General) Regulations 2012 that a Consultation Statement be submitted alongside the plan
proposal. The consultation statement is a document which:





contains details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the proposed
neighbourhood development plan;
explains how they were consulted;
summarises the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted;
describes how these issues and concerns have been considered and, where relevant,
addressed in the proposed Neighbourhood Plan.

The Crich Parish Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group was established under the auspices of
the Crich Parish Council to oversee the development of the Plan. The Steering Group committed
to a program of community consultation and engagement from the outset to ensure that the Plan
would be shaped by local opinion. A range of methods were employed in order to reach
everyone in the Parish; including a number of activities targeted at young people.

2.0 Designation of the Crich Parish Neighbourhood Plan Area
Crich Parish Council applied for designation of Crich Parish as its Neighbourhood Plan Area on
6 November 2014.
Following the requisite statutory consultation period, this area was designated by Amber Valley
Borough Council as the Crich Parish Neighbourhood Area on 12 February 2015.

3.0 Timeline of Events
Date
Event or action
19 January Public Meeting
2015
16 February Public Meeting
2015
March 2015
Crich Area News Article
June 2015

Crich Area News Article

11 July 2015

Information Stand

18 July 2015

Crich Fete

September
2015

Crich Area News Article

Purpose
To provide an overview of neighbourhood planning. Initial
small group discussions regarding current and future
needs of the Parish.
To establish a Steering Group to guide the preparation of
the neighbourhood plan.
Inform people of the intention to develop a Neighbourhood
Plan.
To provide a progress report and invite people to
participate.
A stall was held at the Crich Market Place to inform the
community about the plan and upcoming opportunities for
input.
A stall was held to inform the community about the plan
and obtain initial thoughts about what people like about
where they live, what could be improved and suggestions
for the future.
To promote the survey.
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Date
January 2016

Event or action
Crich Neighbourhood
Plan Website
4 January to Neighbourhood
Plan
1
February Survey
to
all
2016
households
in
the
Parish.
9
January Promotional Stand at
2016
the Crich Market Place.
February
Meeting with those
2016
parties
which
had
indicated an interest in
getting involved with the
Task Groups.
February
Crich Junior School
2016
consultation
March 2016
Crich Area News Article

April 2016
17 July 2016
September
2016
March 2017
September
2017

Purpose
Launch of a website to provide information about the plan
and how to get involved.
To understand the key issues and potential future
opportunities. Survey also available to complete on-line.

To promote the survey and answer any queries.
To establish contact with individuals interested in taking
an active role in the Neighbourhood Plan and establish
Task Groups.

To understand what young people like about the Crich
Parish and what they would like to change
To provide a progress report, thank those that completed
a survey and encourage further participation in the
process.
Fritchley
Primary To understand what young people like about the Crich
School consultation
Parish and what they would like to change.
Crich Fete
To seek feedback on the draft vision and policies.
Business Survey
To inform the business and tourism policies.
Pre-Submission
consultation
Submission of Plan

To seek feedback on Pre-Submission Draft Plan in
accordance with Reg 14.

4.0 Publicity
The Steering Group undertook a proactive publicity campaign throughout the development of
the Neighbourhood Plan.
Initially the Group placed an article in the Crich Area Community News to inform the community
about the development of the Neighbourhood Plan and encourage participation. Communication
was maintained throughout the process to ensure that the community was kept up to date with
progress, had an opportunity to ask questions and most importantly to actively take part.

4.1

Crich Area Community News
Articles were placed in the free quarterly newsletter delivered to all households in the Crich
Parish. These articles provided an opportunity to report progress, key findings and upcoming
events. These articles can be found at Appendix 1.

4.2

Crich Parish Neighbourhood Plan Website
A website dedicated to the Crich Neighbourhood Plan was launched in January 2016 to coincide
with the household survey.
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The website provided background information on the plan, contact details and how to get
involved, minutes of the Steering Group meetings and where the process was to date. The
website was publicised through all the promotional literature.

4.3

Emails
Community members participating in the community engagement activities were encouraged to
provide their contact details in order that they may be kept informed of progress.

4.4

Attending Community Meetings
Crich Luncheon Club (24 February 2016)
Seniors were updated by a member of the Steering Group on the progress of the Plan There
was a lot of interest and from the group and individuals. The main concern was the lack of
sheltered accommodation or a home for them, as many had lived most, if not all of their lives in
Crich.

Crich Muddlealong Club (24 February 2016)
Participants were updated by a member if the Steering Group in the progress of the Plan. There
was some good discussion. The main concerns were building on green fields and parking
problems.

Crich Popalong Group (25 February 2016)
Participants were updated by a member if the Steering Group in the progress of the Plan.
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Crich Ladies Group (29 February 2016)
Participants were updated by a member if the Steering Group in the progress of the Plan. There
was much interest and one member was considering getting involved.

Crich Business Networking Group (17 March 2016, 21 April 2016, 19 May 2016)
A Steering Group member attended meetings of the local business networking group to ensure
that members of the business community were informed as to progress in Plan preparation.
Attendees were highly supportive of the emerging plan and contributed ideas to be incorporated
in the emerging Business and Community Facilities chapter of the document. Some members
of the networking group volunteered to become participants in the Business and Community
Topic Group.

5.0 Getting Started
There were a number of initial public meetings and articles in the Crich Area Community
Newsletter informing the community about the Neighbourhood Plan; why a plan was being
developed for Crich and how to get involved.

5.1

Public Meeting
A public meeting was held on the evening of 19th January 2015 at Crich Glebe Field Centre to
inform the community about the proposed preparation of a neighbourhood development plan for
the Crich Parish and gain some initial ideas. The meeting was led by the Parish Council and Joe
Dugdale of Rural Action Derbyshire (RAD). This was also an opportunity to build interest
amongst attendees and identify individuals that would like to take an active role in developing
the Plan. Posters were placed in the windows of local businesses and the parish notice board
for several weeks prior to the meeting, inviting all to attend. There were approximately 40 in
attendance, representing a mostly older demographic.
There were some initial themes that evolved from the discussions regarding the future needs
and aspirations for the Crich Parish. The comments raised at the meeting are listed in table 1
and have been grouped under the themes of ‘people’, ‘transport’, ‘housing’ and services’.

Activity
Joe Dugdale of Rural Action Derbyshire (RAD) provided an introduction regarding the role,
parameters and potential benefits of a neighbourhood plan. Details were provided on the
eligibility for grants and financial aid and where to obtain further information. This was followed
by a brief question and answer session.
Attendees were then asked to split into groups for table discussions. Each table was provided
with a sheet of paper and asked to record their initial thoughts regarding current and future
needs for the Parish.

Outcomes
There were constructive discussions around the room and a number of key themes emerged.
Most comments related to what we have broadly termed as ‘services’. Participants highlighted
the importance of and need to preserve the existing services in the Parish including the doctor’s
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surgeries, businesses and shops. The need ensure that educational provision met the needs
of the community now and in the future was also discussed.
‘Transport’ was raised at most tables and included the need for traffic management and calming
measures. The fact that public/ community transport was either lacking or unfit for purpose was
also raised.
The discussion regarding ‘housing’ tended to focus on the need for affordable housing and
housing for seniors.
Finally, there was discussion which has been grouped under the heading of ‘people; regarding
the need to encourage a mix of people and provide for an ageing population.
A list of all the comments recorded at the table discussions are listed in table 1 below.

Summary
The meeting was well attended and met the objectives of informing the community about
neighbourhood plans; the process, the benefits and how they might be involved. It was a useful
process to gain an impression of both the community’s enthusiasm for a neighbourhood plan in
addition to their initial thoughts on current and future needs. The attendees represented
generally an older demographic, typical of a meeting such as this. The Community Engagement
Strategy will ensure that further opportunities are provided specifically targeting younger
members of the community.
Table 1: Community Comments
Topic
Comments
Services
 Doctors – Fritchley and Whatstandwell surgery
 Doctors – population and ageing
 Community Facilities – preserve facilities / services at the Glebe for all ages and
use school buildings.
 Shops and businesses – preserve existing shops and businesses and don’t
overload.
 Shops and businesses – Eel / pie shop in Fritchley.
 Shops and businesses – Social businesses and shops.
 Recreation–Play areas and facilities.
 Recreation– activities for younger people.
 Quarry – Future use.

Traffic
/Parking








Broadband–High speed to keep pace with development.
Schools–New schools required.
Schools–Pre-schools.
Schools-Demographic in future.
Schools–Work closer together to make best use of funding.
Employment- opportunities.







Parking
School transport (for children)
Lack of transport in Fritchley
Traffic flow
Buses – smaller and to Derby hospitals
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Topic

Comments
 Traffic calming system needed

Traffic
/Parking





Traffic management
Signage to avoid heavy loads entering village
Access in poor weather

Housing







Affordable housing / starter homes
Care home / nursing home
Housing for older people
Bungalows and smaller properties
Growth of the village to keep its character

People





Encourage mix of people – encouraging community
Succession planning for leadership of CACN and its website
Increase in older residents now and in future – needs will change

Other







Communications – Getting whole village involved in everything
Market place
Police support / visibility
Preserve and enhance historic buildings and features
Tourism – Spin off for employment

5.2

Establishing the Steering Group
The first public meeting created an awareness and interest in the community with regards
developing a neighbourhood development plan for the Crich Parish. A subsequent meeting was
held at the Glebe Field Centre, Crich on the evening of 16th February 2015 to establish a steering
group to take the plan forward.
Joe Dugdale commenced the meeting by providing further details on Neighbourhood Planning,
explaining in some detail where further help and support is available. Furthermore, how grant
money could be best used and the potential financial cost of developing a plan. Joe also covered
ideas for involving the local community and the need to include local groups and organisations.
This was followed by a question and answer session and brief group discussion and exchange
of ideas. It was agreed the Steering Group be made up from the persons present and the first
committee meeting set for 9th April 2015.
Seventeen people attended the meeting.

Outcomes
Joe Dugdale of RAD offered to be temporary Chair until someone came forward to take on the
role permanently. Claire Parkinson volunteered for position of Secretary. The Steering Group
was established.
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5.3

Information Stall
An information stall was set up in the market place, Crich for 3 hours on Saturday 11 July 2015.
The primary objective was to further inform the community about the neighbourhood
development plan and upcoming opportunities for input, including a stall at the Crich Fete and
a household survey.
Crich market place is a hub of activity on a Saturday morning and a good opportunity to talk to
people in a relaxed environment. Four members of the Steering Group spoke to approximately
30 people over the 3-hour period. The majority of people that approached the stall were
supportive of the process and keen to learn more. During the morning, a number of flyers
explaining the key principles and benefits behind having a Neighbourhood Plan where
distributed to all interested individuals.

6.0 The Vision and Objectives
The purpose of this stage of the community engagement was to gather views on current and
potential future land and development issues and opportunities for the Crich Parish. The
activities also sought to identify the qualities that the community valued most and wanted to
protect.

6.1

Crich Fete
The Crich Fete held on the 18 July 2015 is a
key event in the Parish calendar and an
excellent opportunity to actively engage with
the local community. The objective of the
stall was to inform the community about the
neighbourhood plan and obtain initial
thoughts about what people like about where
they live, what could be improved and
suggestions for the future.
The stall
comprised maps of the Parish and a ‘vision
wall’ and ‘stick-it-notes’ for people to leave
their comments.
The stall was well patronised with
approximately 150 members of the
community taking the time to discuss and/or
leave their comments with 5 members of the
Steering Committee over a 5-hour period.
There was a good awareness of the project
and generally a sound understanding of
what it was seeking to achieve. People were
extremely supportive of the process and
keen to leave their details so that they could
be kept up to date with progress.
There was much discussion regarding the recently approved large housing development in Crich
and the implications that this would have on the community and the character of Crich as a rural
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village. Whilst most were disappointed by
the development approval, they reinforced
the
need
for
a
neighbourhood
development plan to help better shape
future development.
The community’s comments that were
pinned to the maps and vision wall are
listed in the table below under theme
headings. Generally speaking, people
liked living in the parish and thought the
services provided in Crich were excellent.
Whilst there was acknowledgment that
future development will take place, there
was a strong message that this should be confined to brownfield sites and be of a suitable scale.
The site of the old abattoir in Fritchley was put forward as a good option for development by a
significant number of people.

The Activity
The stall consisted of a number of large boards illustrating maps of the parish, Crich and
Fritchley. Community members were invited to view the maps and make comment.
The following prompts were used:





What do you like most about where you live?
What could be improved?
What needs protecting?
Where could future development take place?

There was also a ‘vision wall’, and people were encouraged to think about what they would like
the Crich Parish to look and feel in the future.

Outcomes
There were some lengthy discussions regarding current and potential future issues and
opportunities for the parish. Not all discussions were disseminated to the cards, but those
completed are summarised below:

Housing
The majority of cards that were completed related to type and location of housing in particular:





future housing needs to be affordable
future housing needs to be suitable for the elderly
future development should take place on the brownfield sites and the countryside
protected
future development should be small scale.
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Traffic and Parking
Traffic and parking featured heavily is discussions. The road linking Crich with Fritchley; the
Common, was a key concern for some with regards to parking and speed.

Summary
Whilst the stall at the Crich Fete was well attended by the local community, there was little
representation from Whatstandwell and Wheatcroft. The household survey will be an
opportunity to engage with people from these areas. However, it will be important to monitor this
as the program of community engagement progresses.
Table 2: Written Comments
Topic
Housing

Comments
 Affordable housing to keep local young people in the community.
 Affordable/ smaller homes.
 Affordable housing for younger people.
 Affordable housing that ordinary people can afford.
 Development only on Brownfield sites.
 Recognise the need for housing, but should only on brownfield land (e.g. old
abattoir), not green agricultural land (like the Roes Lane proposal). Once the
countryside has gone, there’s no getting it back
 Avoid building new houses outside settlement boundary. Use Brownfield sites
and empty houses first.
 Smaller developments.
 Smaller developments phased over a period of time.
 Retirement/ bungalows
 Elderly housing.
 More bungalows for older people.
 We don’t need more housing. Maybe a few bungalows.
 Need for 2-3 bedrooms and accessible housing. There is no wheelchair
accessible housing at all in Crich. No wheelchair accessible housing with more
than 1 bedroom or for families i.e. no steps, big enough rooms for wheelchair to
manoeuvre, wide enough doors, space for stair lift.
 Accessible housing – wheelchair access.
 I strongly object to the number of holiday homes in the area. If these were used
as permanent housing, there wouldn’t be the need for developers to spoil our
countryside by building houses we don’t want or need.
 Would like to keep the countryside free of houses. Too many holiday homes.

Character/
Heritage








Prevent the sprawl of villages. Do not want to see Crich merge into Fritchley.
Improve the functioning of the market place in Crich. The layout is historically
significant and requires protecting, but the parking does not work well and
detracts from it.
Development sympathetic to current built environment.
Protection of historical items – reference to Fritchley.
Rename Crich ‘town’
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Topic
Traffic/
Parking

Comments
 The parking on the Common needs to be regulated using yellow lines.
 Some control of parking on the Common eg. Yellow lines alternating to stop
parking on both sides, opposite each other.
 30mph speed limit between Crich and Fritchley.
 A traffic free cycle track that is children friendly.
 Traffic calming
 Narrow road – traffic conflicts.

Traffic/
Parking



Environment






No car parking outside Crich Infant School at times e.g.8:30am to 9:00am and
15:00 to 15:30pm.
Speed bumps on Jeffries lane.
Introduce speed limit to Hill Top – 20mph.
Smaller buses.
Better, safer traffic control in the Crich market place.







Protect Greenfield sites.
To protect the countryside by not building houses.
Keep Crich fields and footpaths.
Eden Project – alternative technology.
Maintaining footpaths.

Infrastructure/ 
Services





Ensure schools can cope with numbers. If not, development should not be
approved.
Keep the Post Office in Crich.
Better local facilities on the Rec e.g. tennis courts.
Sports facilities – cricket pitch.
Load services to retain them (don’t lose more).

Economy

Employment – tourism.
Employment in Quarry
How to link the Tramway Museum to the village.
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6.2

Crich Parish Neighbourhood Plan Survey
The Crich Parish Neighbourhood Plan Survey was
formulated during June and July 2015. The primary
objective of the survey was to gain an insight into the
current and potential future development issues and
opportunities for the Crich Parish. The draft survey
was tested by piloting it with a group of people in
August 2015. The report on the pilot project is
attached as Appendix 2.
Following the response to the pilot project, the survey
was slightly modified and the modified version was
printed in December 2015.
1450 copies were printed and 1419 of these were
distributed during the first week of January 2016 to all
households within the parish. The remaining 97 were
divided and left at the collection points at the Post
Office, The Loaf, The Glebe and The Family Tree at
Whatstandwell, for collection by anyone within the
parish.
The survey was also available to complete online and additional copies could be downloaded
via the Crich Parish Neighbourhood Plan Website.
The community were offered the opportunity to drop off completed surveys at a number of
locations across the Parish. Those that might experience difficulties returning their completed
surveys were provided the opportunity to get in touch with a ‘local contact’ to arrange collection.
The closing date for returning the questionnaire was 1 February 2016 and during the period the
questionnaire was out, advertising banners were erected in Fritchley, Crich Market Place,
Townend Bus Stop and Whatstandwell Bridge. Posters were also placed at all the collection
points, within local businesses and in the communal notice board in Crich Market Place. The
group also held an information day in Crich Market Place on Saturday 9 January where parish
residents could ask questions about the plan and could raise queries regarding any clarification
needed in filling in the questionnaire.

Survey Returns
A total of 457 survey responses were received by the closing date and, of these, 269 were paper
copies and 188 were submitted electronically direct by parish residents into the questionnaire
software, “Survey Monkey”. The 269 paper copies were inputted into the Survey Monkey
software by volunteers from the steering group.
The 457 survey responses represent a survey return of 32.2%.
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Key Survey Findings


The ‘lovely countryside’ (95%) is what respondents like most about living in Crich Parish,
followed closely by the ‘village atmosphere’ (86%). A significant number of additional
comments were noted regarding the range of facilities and services available locally.
“The population of Crich have access to a good range of facilities which make it a
convenient place to live, within beautiful surroundings.”



In terms of improvements, parking was the most significant issue to be addressed, most
notably parking in the centre of Crich and in particular the Market Place.



Asked how we would like the parish described in 15-years’ time, the majority of
respondents selected ‘friendly’ (88%), followed closely by ‘safe’ (86%).



There is a preference for starter homes (1-2 bedrooms) (74%) followed by family homes
(2-4 bedrooms) (55%)



There is a strong preference for any future housing development on brown-field sites in
the existing built up areas (89%).



There is a preference for smaller developments; fewer than 5 houses (74%) and
individual homes (65%).



The most significant concern with regards future development is increased traffic (85%),
followed by loss of identity (as a village etc.) (75%) and loss of countryside (70%).



There is support for new businesses that are small in scale and impact (on both traffic
and the environment).



Community facilities in the parish are well regarded, with the Crich village shops and
Post Office being particularly well utilised.

A full survey report is shown at Appendix 3
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6.3

Promotional Stand
A stand was set up in the market place, Crich for 4 hours on the morning of Saturday 9 January
2016. The primary objective was to promote and encourage the community to complete the
household survey. Six members of the steering group were in attendance at various times
between 9am and 1pm.
This proved to be a useful exercise, the
group engaging in conversation at the
stall with approximately 70 people, in
addition to others that voiced a comment
of support or encouragement for the
Neighbourhood Plan as they passed by.
In general, the steering group members
were heartened by the level of support
expressed and awareness of the plan by
the community.
Conversation points included:


New housing development should occur in small scale schemes of 3 to 5 homes that
could fit into the existing villages.



The importance of not letting places merge together. Two people mentioned keeping
Fritchley separate from Bullbridge and from Crich and not being allowed to merge
together. Another person opposed a further phase next to the former abattoir site in this
context.



Several people mentioned the former Stevenson’s site, outside but near the parish, as
being the sort of place new homes should be built, in preference to greenfield.



A number of comments were made about the importance and convenience of having a
good range of shops and services available locally.



One person said something about Roes Lane not being a separate community with its
own open space but to invest in centrally located recreation ground at Crich to encourage
the community to come together.



Concerns expressed regarding
Woodside being extended on to
more green fields.



A number of comments were
made about the need for smaller
houses in helping both the young
and old as older people who
wanted to stay in the village
could downsize.



The disused quarry near The
Tramway
Museum
was
mentioned as a possible place
for housing, cars.



The problem of cars being parked in and around the Crich Market Place by all day
walkers and the subsequent limitation on parking in front of the shops was raised.
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6.4



Three people said they lived in Milford, Swanwick and Ripley but came to Crich to shop
with specific mention of the butchers and the bakers.



The owner of the chip shop expressed support as a local business person (providing a
very welcome cup of tea to us– and I understand a tray of chips in the second session)
and said he and his wife would like to get involved in the plan making.

Engaging with Young People
The Steering Group wanted to ensure that the views of young people were reflected in the Plan.
The three local junior schools were contacted and all three were enthusiastic about getting
involved.

6.4.1 Crich Junior School (10 February 2016)
Pupils from Crich Junior School participated in a Neighbourhood Plan discussion as part of a
Heritage Activity Day at the school.
Activity
Four groups of 16 pupils were given a topic on which to focus; recreation; amenities; places to
work and housing. There was an initial discussion about the geographical area covered by the
Plan and the sorts of local places, facilities etc. that fell within each of the four topics. The 16
pupils were then further split into groups of four and set the task of creating a mind map to outline
what it was that liked about the Crich Parish and what they would like to change, specifically in
relation to the chosen topic. In the afternoon session, there was a discussion regarding what the
children currently liked and would like to change in the Crich Parish in general.
Summary of Outcomes



There is a strong awareness and value placed on local amenities; in particular the shops
and services in Crich.



The pupils value local clubs including Cubs, Scouts and Beavers.



Pupils would like to keep the fields and recreation area and would like to see the park
enhanced and a picnic area.



Pupils noted the shops and Tramway Museum as potential places of future employment.



In terms of Crich Parish in general, pupils had an appreciation for the local shops and
school and would like to see an improved recreation area and more shops.

A full record of all mind maps is provided in the table at Appendix 5, along with examples of the
mind maps.

6.4.2 Fritchley Junior School
Pupils from Fritchley Junior School were invited to post their comments on a display board which
was located in the school hall for a period of two weeks.
Activity
A series of boards displaying maps and photographs of the parish were set up in the school hall
for a period of two weeks. During this time, pupils were invited to post their comments in
response to a series of prompting questions:
Crich Parish Draft Neighbourhood Plan Consultation Statement
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-

Can you see where you live/go to school on the map? Where do you like to play?
What do you like about the area? – Are there things to do?
What do you dislike about the area? - What is missing?
What would you like to change to make it even better?
How would you like the areas to look and feel in the future? - When you have grown up?
When you have left school? Some words you might like to think about: quiet, busy,
attractive, where can afford to live, friendly, where would like to work….

Summary of Outcomes


Crich Recreation Area and Fritchley Green were noted in more than one occasion as
places where pupils like to play.



The Crich Tramway Museum and local park, shops and restaurants were put forward as
things to do and/or places to go.



The pupils particularly like the park, shops, restaurants and fields/countryside.



The pupils feel that the area is missing shops, a village shop (Fritchley) and
another/improved park.



The pupils stated that they dislike ‘building loads of houses’ and ‘no more houses on
greenfields’ and the fact that there was ‘not much room to play’.



In regard to what could be made better, pupils would like to see more clubs, job
opportunities and leisure facilities e.g. new playground, new park.



In terms of how they would like the area to look and feel in the future, pupils noted
‘friendly’, ‘places to work’, ‘greenlands’/ ‘fields to walk on’ and ‘no more houses in
Fritchley greenfields’.

A full record of comments is provided at appendix 7.

7.0 The Policies
Task Groups were setup from members of the
Steering Group and members of the community that
had registered an interest through the community
consultation to date. The Task Groups were
established for housing, environment, transport and
business. The groups were responsible for drafting
the policies based on community input to date and
robust evidence.

7.1

Crich Fete - 16 July 2016
Given a valuable community engagement outcome
at the previous year’s event, the Steering Group took
the opportunity again to seek community input on
the emerging Neighbourhood Plan at the Crich Fete.
The objective of this activity was to present and seek
comments on the draft vision and policies of the
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emerging Neighbourhood Plan. Throughout the day (10:30am to 5:00pm) more than 200 people
viewed the material on display and many of these spoke to Steering Group members who staffed
the event. The vast majority of attendees were residents of Crich Parish, although visitors from
other areas of the UK, and a group of visitors from Germany, were noted.
The Activity
Individual boards were displayed setting out: an
infographic illustrating a summary of household
survey results; a summary of proposed Plan
policies; and individual boards presenting
proposed policies for each of the topics of housing,
traffic, business and community facilities, and
transport. In addition, a large scale map was
displayed showing proposed areas of separation
between Crich and Crich Carr, between Crich and
Fritchley, and between Fritchley and Bullbridge.
Important views were identified on a map and
photographs of those views displayed. Copies of
the household survey and analysis were available
for viewing.
Community members were invited complete
written comments and post these in a dedicated
box at the event. Stickers stating a survey monkey
site where comments could be lodged after the
event were also available
Outcomes
Steering Group members staffing the event when asked to summarise the topics of discussion
most frequently raised by people viewing the exhibits highlighted the following aspects:









Strong support for having a Neighbourhood Plan for the Parish.
Considerable numbers of attendees supporting the introduction of areas of separation
between villages.
Strong support for the idea of preventing new development from adversely affecting
important views in the area.
Concerns about development at Roes Lane.
Preference for new development to be suitable for first time buyers and older downsizers.
The importance of accessing (particularly on foot) local shops and services.
Disappointment that the development at Coasthill will have less affordable homes.
The need to preserve and maintain the existing public footpaths and bridleways and, as
far as possible, to stop development encroaching on them or requiring significant
diversions.

A limited number of people took up the opportunity to set out written comments and post these
in a dedicated box at the event. The written comments were:
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Coalescence








Protect area of separation
between The Cross/Roes
Lane and Park Head.
The separation of Fritchley
from Bullbridge and Crich is
very important.
The areas of separation
must be kept clear of new
development.
The villages should be kept
separate.

Infrastructure and facilities



Agree shops and service important and should not be lost but more encouraged.
Has anyone given any thought to the basic infrastructure? More houses mean more
sewage! The current system now blocks up in stormy weather and then floods out of
peoples drains and into their houses. We need a new system to cope with climate change
and extra houses.

Views


Our household did not receive a survey (at Parkhead). I would like to suggest re Policy
E3 that we should be included ie from Parkhead to Fritchley which is quite beautiful.

Housing, traffic and young people





Low cost housing as a priority needs to be below £100,000 to be low cost. Nothing for
teenagers to do - any suggestions. Not happy with transport situation.
Great to see local involvement in development plans. The village needs younger people
to stay and move into the area but new houses need to be of a scale that the
infrastructure and roads can accommodate.
Roes Lane development will produce approximately 400 cars! Where these extra cars
going? Crich large enough, what about starter homes for locals, residential/sheltered
housing for local Crich community NOT large luxury homes – Crich cannot take more
housing!

General




We live in the village and have done for more than 20 years. Our main concern for
development is the heightened traffic and the change of dynamics to what is currently a
lovely village.
It is good that we have a Crich Parish Neighbourhood Plan in our village that we can
use.

In addition, four people indicated they would like to be contacted further and included contact
details on their written submission form.
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7.2

Engaging with local businesses
In forming the Business Topic Group, businesses in the Parish were invited to take part, either
through direct email or through the Crich Business Group. The Business Topic Group did recruit
business representatives to its membership who attended meetings and input into the Plan
preparation. Liaison with the business community continued with a CPNP Steering Group
representative attending several Crich Business Group meetings and leading discussion of
issues relating to the emerging Plan.
Business Survey
A survey of businesses in Crich was undertaken in late summer/early autumn 2016. A
questionnaire was devised by members of the Business and Tourism Working Group (a subgroup of the Steering Committee).
The purpose of the questionnaire was to obtain information about businesses in terms of type,
longevity, location and the services essential to them as well as seeking information and views
from businesses themselves that could inform the business and tourism policies in the
Neighbourhood Plan. The survey was structured to produce quantitative information and
requested qualitative comment.
Activity
Members of the Crich Business Network were sent a survey by email and other surveys were
delivered mostly by hand to business premises and the purpose of the survey was explained
when possible.
Forty-two surveys were circulated. The response rate was very good with twenty-two replies
received in total.
Quantitative responses to the questionnaire were recorded on a spreadsheet and analysed;
qualitative responses were set out in table form so that common factors could be identified.
Summary of main findings: quantitative
Types of business: whilst 4 respondents to the survey indicated that they had more than one
function, for example retail and services to the public, the survey shows a good spread of
business types. The largest proportion was retail (45%) with services to the public and to
business next with the smallest percentage (9%) involved in manufacturing and by nature of the
location these are small scale.
Longevity of business: a large proportion of respondents’ businesses were long established as
59% were in operation for over 10 years with just over half offering retail services and one new
retail business had started in the last 3 years. 18% of businesses were between 3 and 10 years
old.
Business Location: Over half of the businesses surveyed are home based or run from home
premises and this includes retail outlets provided from home premises (for example, those that
might be created from converting a front living room into a shop/retail space). These businesses
count as a significant part of the local economy.
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Of the 23% of the businesses that are three years old or less, all but one are home based
indicating that the newer businesses in the Parish tend to be home based.
86% of the businesses responding have always been based in Crich Parish with the remainder
having been within 10 miles of it showing a strong attachment to the area.
Employment: Of the survey respondents 45% said that they worked alone with one of these
employing additional casual staff when required. Responses regarding employees were not
always complete with regard to whether or not they lived within Crich Parish. However, it seems
that over 100 people are employed (including seasonal casual staff at tourist attractions)
between the remaining businesses.
Business and the internet: 91% businesses reported dependency on the internet for their
successful operation and 59% had a website. 64%of businesses were critically or very
dependent on internet access for the function of their business and of these 58% felt that the
quality and speed of the available internet connection constrained their business. Over half of
those with broadband access reported problems with broadband quality or speed.
Future Plans: 35% of the businesses surveyed plan to expand in the next 3-5 years, all of them
within existing locations.
Summary of main findings: qualitative
Business owners were attracted to Crich Parish by the active community, village environment,
the attractiveness of the surrounding countryside or existing businesses available for sale.
The survey shows that businesses recognise the need for and the benefit of the support of local
residents, the mix of complementary businesses in the village and the village environment
attracting people from outside.
Main problems expressed by businesses related to parking availability, transport access and
broadband quality.
Concerns were expressed about the potential loss of what are seen as essential services, for
example the Post Office.
These responses evidence the value to local businesses of preserving the character and
attractiveness of the parish, the vibrancy and integration of the local community and having
regard for the impact of development on access and parking issues and the quality of broadband
and communications.
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8.0 Regulation 14 Consultation
Public consultation on the Pre-Submission Plan ran from Monday 20 March to Monday 1 May
inclusive.
At the start of this period, the website was
updated, and copies of the draft plan were
placed on it together with an online
comments form and a downloadable
comments form.
Leaflets were also
delivered to all the households within the
parish detailing the consultation period,
where copies of the plan could be viewed,
details of the website, and giving
information on the four planned “drop-in”
sessions, where members of the public
could discuss the plan in detail with
representatives of the steering group.
Posters detailing the consultation period
were also placed at strategic points
throughout the Parish.
Paper copies of the plan and comments
forms were made available at The Glebe
Centre and at The Loaf in Crich, and at all
four of the drop-in sessions. Completed
comments forms could be left at The Glebe
and The Loaf.
Around 120 people attended the drop-in sessions with many completing paper comments forms
and online forms. Many useful comments were made and these will be recorded and
assimilated into the plan where appropriate.
8.1

Responses
A total of 39 responses were received on the
Pre-Submission Plan.
The responses
received
were
considered
by
the
Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group and
summary of comments and agreed
amendments are itemised in Appendix XX.
There were a number of comments put
forward
that
required
only
minor
amendments
or
additions
to
the
Neighbourhood Plan which was duly
undertaken.
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Community
All responses received from the community
gave general support to the Plan. A small
number of recommendations were made,
notably the inclusion of Crich Mineral
Railway as a proposed non-designated
heritage asset.
Amber Valley Borough Council,
Derbyshire County Council and
Gladman Developments
The more substantial responses to the draft
Neighbourhood Plan were received from
Amber Valley Borough Council (AVBC),
Derbyshire County Council (DCC) and
Gladman Developments.
AVBC highlighted concerns with a few of the
policies, most of which were easily
addressed. However, a conflict between
one of the policies in the draft
Neighbourhood Plan and a proposed
housing allocation in the draft Local Plan (published in March 2017) necessitated a meeting with
the Borough Council.
Members of the Steering Group and planning consultant met with members of AVBC on 6 June
2017, at which a number of amendments to the draft Neighbourhood Plan were agreed to.
These comments and agreed amendments are included in the table at Appendix X.
A second letter was received from DCC a considerable time outside of the consultation period.
The matters raised by DCC had in the most part, been addressed in the meeting with AVBC.
The amendments and the revised Plan were considered by the Parish Council on 3 July 2017
which formally agreed the submission of the draft Crich Parish Neighbourhood Plan to Amber
Valley Borough Council.

8.2

Further Consultation
Subsequent to the meeting with AVBC, the Steering Group felt it important to communicate
back to the community the proposed amendments, necessary to ensure that the
Neighbourhood Plan and draft Local Plan were in general conformity and thus could proceed
to submission stage.
AVBC supported the inclusion of settlement boundaries in the Neighbourhood Plan, with the
exception of a portion of the Crich settlement boundary that omitted a housing site proposed in
the recently publicised draft Local Plan. After much discussion, the Steering Group reluctantly
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agreed to this site being included in the settlement boundary but felt that all the parishioners
should be made aware of this change.
In order to inform parishioners of the change, a leaflet was produced and distributed to all the
houses within the parish and a drop-in meeting was organised to enable people to discuss and
comment on the change. The drop-in meeting was held on Wednesday 26 July at The Glebe
Community Centre, Crich. Around 25 people attended the drop-in session with the majority, as
you would expect, from the affected area. The main points they raised were:
 Why had the site been included?
 What guarantees were there that no future developments would be allowed beyond the
settlement boundary?
 Comments were made that the Steering Group gave in too easily to AVBC’s demands.
Members of the Steering Group, together with representatives of the Parish Council explained
in great detail why they had agreed to the change, the reasons behind it and the likely effect it
would have had on the submission of the CPNP.
The majority of the members of the public attending this drop-in session accepted the
explanation and agreed that the Steering Group had been left with no alternative but to agree
to the change in the settlement boundary for Crich.
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Appendix 1
Publicity
Crich Area Community Newsletters
The Crich Area News is a free quarterly publication delivered to all households in the Parish. The Crich
Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group used this publication to communicate key messages about the
plan to the community.

March 2015
One of the reasons why Gladman is targeting Crich is because Amber Valley Borough Council does
not, as yet, have an approved local plan in place. This leaves us vulnerable to planning applications by
aggressive developers. Therefore, the Parish Council has started the process of drawing up our own
neighbourhood plan. This will be the community’s plan and will have to be approved by a referendum.
We hope to involve as many people as possible in the production of the plan

June 2015
The first meeting of the Crich Neighbourhood Development Plan Steering Group was held on the 9th
April at the Crich Tramway Museum. At this meeting, with the support of the Crich Parish Council, it
was agreed that the group would prepare the Crich Neighbourhood Development Plan for submission
in 2016. The Plan will shape the development and growth of the Parish of Crich over the next fifteen
years.
The Steering Group are looking to set up a number of working groups to further explore some initial
issues and opportunities raised at the Crich Neighbourhood Development Plan community meeting,
held in January 2015. In broad terms, the key issues related to housing, parking and transport,
neighbourhood character and services.
A Neighbourhood Plan is a powerful tool for local people to develop a shared vision for their
neighbourhood and shape the growth and development of their local area. It gives communities more
control over the type, location, size and design of development by putting in place planning policies in
line with the vision. Neighbourhood Development Plans become part of the Local Plan and the policies
within them are then used in the determination of planning applications.
This is a great opportunity for you to help shape the future development of your area. To get involved
or
to
find
out
more,
please
contact
Claire
Parkinson:
claire.parkinson@parallelassociates.co.uk.
Further
information
www.mycommunity.org.uk.

on

neighbourhood
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September 2015
Crich Parish Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group is working on various aspects of the plan, one of
which is the drafting of a questionnaire to be delivered to all of the houses in the parish. Please complete
it when you receive yours. We want to hear all of your opinions on how you want our parish to develop
over the next fifteen years so that we can truly reflect the wishes of the community in the plan

March 2016
Development of the Crich Parish Neighbourhood Plan (CNP) is progressing well. The CNP Team has
been focusing on raising awareness of the Plan and seeking input from the community through a
household survey. During our recent consultation activities, the CNP Team have been heartened by
the community’s awareness and support for the plan.
Thank-you to those that completed the household survey during January. The results are being
compiled and a summary of the findings will be available soon. The results from the survey along with
all your input from the various consultation activities during 2015, most notably our stand at the Crich
Fete, will form the basis on which we will develop the plan.
The CNP Team are a small group of local community members who simply share a passion for where
they live. We will shortly be setting up topic groups to further explore local issues raised by the
community during our consultation to date. Separate topic groups will look at housing, traffic and
transport, business, and the environment, with a view to developing policies that will help guide future
development in the parish. If you have an interest in any of these topics and could attend a discussion
or two, or if you could help in any other way, we would love to hear from you. You can contact us via
email at crichparishnp@gmail.com or call 01773 856084.
In the meantime, you can visit our website www.crichparishnp.org.uk to track the progress of the
Plan.

May 2016
We are continuing to make steady progress on the development on the Crich Parish Neighbourhood
Plan. There was an excellent response to the household survey in January, a total of 457 completed
surveys were received, representing a return of 32.2%. Thank-you to those of you that took the time to
complete the survey. The results will provide the basis for the development of our Plan; the vision and
the policies that will (in conjunction with the Amber Valley Borough Council Local Plan) help steer future
development in the Parish.
The results of the survey were interesting, with clear consensus in a number of areas and some
passionate views, highlighting the strong sense of pride that we have for where we live and the desire
to protect its special qualities.
Survey Highlights:




The majority of respondents live in Crich (68%), followed by Fritchley (17%), Whatstandwell (9%),
Crich Carr/ Coddington (3%), Chadwick Nick (1%) and Wheatcroft (1%). Those living in Park Head,
Wakebridge and Plaistow Green represented less than 1% of respondents respectively.
The ‘lovely countryside’ (95%) is what respondents like most about living in Crich Parish, followed
closely by the ‘village atmosphere’ (86%). A significant number of additional comments were noted
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regarding the range of facilities and services available locally. “The population of Crich have access
to a good range of facilities which make it a convenient place to live, within beautiful surroundings.”
In terms of improvements, parking was the most significant issue to be addressed, most notably
parking in the centre of Crich and in particular the Market Place.
Asked how we would like the parish described in 15-years’ time, the majority of respondents
selected ‘friendly’ (88%), followed closely by ‘safe’ (86%).
There is a strong preference for any future housing development on brown-field sites in the existing
built up areas (89%).
There is a preference for smaller developments; fewer than 5 houses (74%) and individual homes
(65%).
The most significant concern with regards future development is increased traffic (85%), followed
by loss of identity (as a village etc.) (75%) and loss of countryside (70%).
A full report of the survey results is available on the website www.crichparishnp.org.uk.

The survey was open to all residents of the Crich Parish over the age of 16 years. In order to ensure
that our younger residents have an opportunity to share their views, the staff at Crich and Fritchley
Junior Schools have been asking their pupils what they like about where they live and what could be
improved. The results from these consultations are also available on the website.
The results from the survey, school consultations and any previous consultation has been compiled.
This data in conjunction with research undertaken by the volunteer topic groups will form the basis of
our Plan. There are four topic groups looking specifically at housing, traffic and transport, business and
the environment. These groups are tasked with developing policies that not only address the views of
the community but that have regard for national policies and can be justified with clear evidence.
It is our intention to present these draft policies and seek feedback from the community in the not too
distant future, before drafting the Plan. Further details will be available nearer the time. In the
meanwhile, we are always looking for further volunteers to join our topic groups. It might be that you
have local knowledge regarding one of the topic areas or can point us towards relevant research/
studies that can assist us.
Communities that have a Neighbourhood Plan in place have a much greater chance of resisting
unwelcome development proposals. If you can assist in any way or would like to learn more about the
Crich Parish Neighbourhood Plan, we would love to hear from you. You can contact us via email at
crichparishnp@gmail.com or call 01773 856084.

Email Correspondence
10 January 2016
An email was sent to all those interested parties that had provided their contact details at the
consultation events to date.

Hello
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This is an update from the Crich Parish Neighbourhood Plan Team.
Thank-you for your interest in the Crich Neighbourhood Plan and providing your contact details so that we can
keep you up to date with progress.
Hopefully you will now have seen the banners and posters around the parish asking you to COMPLETE YOUR
SURVEY. You may well have seen us in Crich market place last Saturday morning, promoting the survey and
answering queries.
The survey is the first step in gaining an insight into current and potential future development issues and
opportunities for the Crich Parish. This is YOUR opportunity to shape the future development of YOUR
neighbourhood.
We ask that you please take this opportunity to complete the survey and encourage others in your household and
neighbourhood to do the same. The surveys can be completed on line via our
website www.crichparishnp.org.uk or by completing the printed copy that has been delivered to you. Surveys
need to be returned by 1 February 2016.
If you have any questions regarding the survey or the neighbourhood planning process, you can contact the team
via this email address.
The Crich Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group is a small team of enthusiastic local community members who
simply share a passion for where they live. We meet approximately once a month to keep the project on track
and will shortly be creating Working Groups to further explore issues that arise from the survey in relation to
housing, transport, business and the environment with a view to developing planning policies.
If you are interested in getting involved in any aspect of the Plan, we would love to hear from you. This could be
as simple as attending a short discussion group about a topic you are interested in. You might have historical
information/photos about the development of the Parish that could assist in writing the Plan?
We look forward to hearing from you.
Kind Regards
The Crich Neighbourhood Plan Team
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Appendix 2
Crich Parish Neighbourhood Plan Survey Pilot Project
The proposed survey was piloted by six people. The people chosen came from a variety of age groups
some of whom had lived in the village for a relatively short time and some who are long standing
residents.
Four surveys were completed manually, in paper form, and two were completed electronically.
A number of comments were made both on the surveys and to me verbally, and these can be briefly
summarised as follows:
A number of people suggested the survey was too long and included a lot of comment boxes.
Another comment was “I had a problem with was the ‘more than once a week’ and ‘more than once a
month’, because sometimes the answer was ‘once a week.’ The first reply wasn’t accurate and the
second seemed misleading. Perhaps ‘once a week or more’?”
Someone else said “I did enjoy completing it and it did make me think and consider the village as a
whole, not just where I live! I understand the need for the variety of questions but did feel it was rather
long. However, saying that, I don't know what to suggest to shorten it!!”
One or two people who completed questionnaires asked how it would be evaluated.

Suggestions for improving and clarifying the survey.
The introduction is suggesting that the survey should be completed by individuals but questions 2, 4, 5,
9 and 22 talk about households. It needs greater clarification as to whether it is intended for individuals
or households. If it is intended for individuals, is there a lower age cut-off?
Questions 4 and 5, should these be expanded to indicate people who are working, retired or in full time
education.
Two of the people who completed the survey completed it electronically. One of these had problems
with the text staying in the box and sometimes words were missed off. The other one, for some reason,
the boxes changed shape. Unfortunately, I do not know if this was due to a problem with the survey or
the people completing it. Question 49, part of the question in the box is missing.
Should there be a brief explanation in the introduction explaining how the survey will be evaluated?

Summary
All the above comments and suggestions are relatively minor, and in general, the survey was well
received, and nobody who was asked to take part in the pilot refused.
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Appendix 3

Crich Parish Neighbourhood Plan Survey Report
1.0 Introduction
A survey was undertaken to better understand the current and potential future development issues and
opportunities for the Crich Parish. Furthermore, to identify the special qualities that the community
would like to protect and enhance.
Surveys were delivered to every household in the Crich Parish and was available to complete online
via the Crich Parish Neighbourhood Plan website. The survey was open to all members of the
household over the age of 16 years to complete.
A total of 457 survey responses were received by the closing date, representing a return of 32.2%.

1.1

The Analysis

The survey consisted of a mixture of ‘open’ and ‘closed’ questions. In order to capture and quantify the
key themes emerging in the open ended questions and in the ‘other’ option of some questions,
comments have been categorized. The number of references to each category have been quantified,
but this is referred to in the report as an approximate percentage given the attribution of themes to
categories is not exact.

1.2

Key Findings

The results of the survey were interesting, with clear consensus in a number of areas and some
passionate views, highlighting the strong sense of pride the community have for where they live and
the desire to protect its special qualities.
Whilst there was a feeling by some that there should not be any further development in the parish,
others stated that some future development was inevitable but that this should be small scale and in
keeping with the area. There was a strong desire to protect the countryside and the qualities associated
with living in a village community.
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The key findings were as follows:


The majority of those completing the survey reside in Crich



There is a strong appreciation for the countryside and village atmosphere



Parking was raised as a key issue that needs to be addressed



There is a desire for a future Crich to be described as ‘friendly’ and ‘safe’



There is a preference for starter homes (1-2 bedrooms) followed by family homes (2-4 bedrooms)



There is a preference for any development to be on brownfield sites in built-up areas



There is a preference for smaller developments (fewer than 5 houses) followed by medium
developments (5 to 15 houses)



The most significant concern regarding future development is increased traffic



There is support for new businesses that are small in scale and impact (on both traffic and the
environment)



Community facilities in the parish are well regarded, with the Crich village shops and Post Office
being particularly well utilised

2.0 Results
2.1

Profile of respondents



The majority of respondents live in Crich (68%), followed by Fritchley (17%), Whatstandwell (9%),
Crich Carr/ Coddington (3%), Chadwick Nick (1%) and Wheatcroft (1%). Those living in Park Head,
Wakebridge and Plaistow Green represented less than 1% of respondents respectively.



The majority of respondents were aged 45 and over; 45% aged 45 to 64 years and 40% aged 65
years and over. 15% of respondents were aged 25 to 44 years and less than 1% were aged 16 to
24 years.



There was an even split between those working (50%) and those not working (50%).



27% stated they worked in the Parish.
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2.2

Living in the Crich Parish

2.2.1

The best thing about living in Crich

Respondents were asked what they liked most about living in the Parish and were provided with six
options plus the opportunity to give their own response. Respondents were asked to tick all that applied.
Due to a technical error, ‘shops and facilities’ was missing from the paper copy of the survey.

The majority of respondents believed it was the ‘lovely countryside’ (95%) that they liked most about
living in Crich, followed closely by the ‘village atmosphere’ (86%).
There were 112 individual comments noted in ‘other’. The majority of these comments made reference
to the range of facilities and services available locally. The facilities most commonly mentioned were
the schools, doctors and pharmacy, shops, post office and the Glebe.
“The population of Crich have access to a good range of facilities which make it a convenient place to
live, within beautiful surroundings.”
“A village but large enough to support facilities such as shops, pubs, schools etc. in walking distance.”
“The fact that you can park on the Market Place to use the local shops which consequently are thriving
providing an excellent contribution to village life.”
A significant number of comments highlighted the fact that the parish was ‘friendly’ and/or had a ‘strong
community spirit”.
“Friendly people who work together for the benefit of the community.”
“Friendly vibrant village atmosphere full of character.”
“Knowing my neighbours and being close to family and friends and having a good community.”
“Close knit village which is a great place to raise kids.”
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The ‘beautiful countryside’, ‘scenery’ and ‘walks’ were noted by a number of respondents as the best
things about living in the Crich Parish.
“It’s a lovely rural unspoilt area.”
“I love the wildlife, walks etc. Totally unspoilt and wish for it to remain that way.”
Comments were also made in relation to the ‘good transport links’, ‘low population density’ and being a
‘safe’ place with ‘low crime’.

2.3

What could be improved?

Respondents were asked to state in their own words what could be improved in the parish.
2.3.1 Parking
A significant majority of respondents (39%) made comments about parking. Most of these comments
made specific reference to the issue of parking in the centre of Crich and in particular the Market Place.
“Parking down The Common is making driving quite dangerous at times.”
“Parked cars on Market Place and on Crich Common.”
“Road layout around the Market Place.”
“Chaotic parking in Crich Market Place.”
2.3.2 Infrastructure
Approximately 25% of respondents made comments in relation to’ facilities’ and/or ‘infrastructure’
and/or ‘services’. There was a range of comments, but the key topics
raised were ‘leisure facilities’, ‘pavements and street lighting’ and ‘utilities’. In regards to leisure facilities
respondents highlighted the need for facilities for teenagers and young adults and improved play areas
for children and particularly the need to improve the Crich recreation ground. There were also a number
of comments suggesting the need for facilities, including a playground in Fritchley. Comments made in
relation to pavements and footpaths focused primarily on their poor state, a lack of pavements in some
areas and subsequent safety issues. Similarly, the concerns highlighted with regards to street lighting
was the fact some areas were not lit at all. Finally, comments relating to utilities focused on the need
for faster broadband, better mobile phone signals and the removal of overhead powerlines
underground.
“Safer footpaths on village approaches (to Wakebridge & Parkhead).”
“Street lighting on Main Road Whatstandwell and pavement on full length of Main Road Whatstandwell
to Sandy Lane Crich.”
“Street lighting in Wheatcroft.”
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2.3.3 Traffic
Approximately 24% of comments related to ‘traffic’ and in particular speed and volume. The vast
majority of respondents made specific reference to Crich Market Place and Crich Common. There were
also a number of references made to the number of heavy vehicles through Crich, but also Hinderstitch
Lane and the small bridge at the canal/main road in Whatstandwell.
“Traffic is increasingly becoming more of an issue. Parking down The Common is making driving quite
dangerous at times.”
“Roads around Crich not good enough for the amount of traffic.”
“Speed of traffic through centre of village and surrounding lanes needs to be addressed. Many lanes
do not have pavements and this can be hazardous for pedestrians.”
2.3.4 Public Transport
Approximately 15% of comments made reference to public transport. The key issues for respondents
were the frequency of buses, the need to integrate the bus and train services and an extension of the
bus services to later in the evening.
“Public transport in outlying areas of Crich.”
“Integrated transport system to align with train station and later buses.”
“More frequent buses which connect with trains.”
2.3.5 Housing
Approximately 9% of comments made reference to housing. The key improvements highlighted by
respondents related primarily to the need for more ‘affordable housing’; less ‘large scale housing
developments on green field sites’ and ‘preservation of the village character.’ A number of respondents
stated the need for no further housing.
“Development should prioritise affordable starter homes to keep young people here.”
“Less large scale housing developments on green field sites. Small scale developments which
complement & fill in between the existing buildings would be preferable.”
“Stop building more houses.”
“More commitment from Planning Authorities in preserving the character of the village.”
2.3.6 Business and Retail
Approximately 7% of comments made reference to business and/or retail. There were a number of
comments highlighting the need for a greater choice of shops, several of which made specific mention
of a green grocers. The need for a shop in Fritchley was also raised.
“More local amenities in Fritchley such as a village store.”
2.3.7 Environment
Approximately 4% of comments related to improvement of the environment. Improvements put forward
centred on the need for better maintained footpaths, preservation of greenspaces, greenfield sites and
countryside.

2.4

A description of Crich in 15 years’ time
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Respondents were asked how they would like the Crich Parish described in 15 years’ time.
Respondents were provided with the choice of 10 options, plus an opportunity to give their own
response and asked to tick up to five.

The majority of respondents would like the Crich Parish to be described as ‘friendly’ (88%), followed
closely by ‘safe’ (86%). The least popular response was ‘vibrant’ (17%) and only 24% wanted to see
the parish ‘unchanged’.
There were 46 individual comments noted in ‘other’. A significant number of these comments related to
the desire to keep Crich a village in terms of ‘staying small’, ‘unspoilt’, ‘not over developed’ and ‘not
joined by housing to the next villages’. A second theme emerging from the comments was the desire
for a strong community. Terms put forward included ‘supportive community’, ‘good social capital’,
‘active, united community’ and a ‘caring parish’. A parish that is inclusive and has a mix of ages was
put forward by a number of respondents; supporting the elderly and ensuring young people can stay
here if they wish.
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2.5

Housing

2.5.1 Housing Availability
Respondents were asked if anyone in their household had needed to move away or stay living in the
household due to a lack of alternative appropriate housing in the Crich Parish. 11% of respondents
stated that they or someone in their household had needed to move away or stay living in the household.

Those respondents that had stated yes to the above were asked to provide further details and were
given six options to select, plus ‘other’.

The overwhelming majority of respondents (91%) confirmed that the lack of appropriate housing was
more specifically the fact that the available housing was too expensive. 16% of respondents stated that
available housing was too large, 10% stated that they do not drive and transport is a problem, 9% that
no housing is available, 3% that there is a lack of supported/sheltered housing and 2% that available
housing is too small.
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There were 15 ‘other’ comments made, including;
“My nieces and nephews had to move out of Crich, too expensive and too large.”
“Last few developments in Crich have been executive homes. More shared ownership perhaps.”
“Young people move away because they want to live in a more youth orientated place or because of
work. Most young people don't want to live in a quiet village - I didn't when I was a teenager!”
“We all live in an area that is appropriate to our income. The parish does not need to cater for all in
reality.”
2.5.2

Future Development

Housing Type
Respondents were asked what sort of new housing they would like to see built in the parish.
Respondents were provided with eight options, plus ‘other’ and invited to select all that applied.

The majority of respondents (74%) stated a preference for starter homes 1 - 2 bedrooms. 55% of
respondents stated a preference for family homes 2 – 4 bedrooms, followed by residential care (39%),
special/sheltered housing (35%), single storey (26%), for rented/shared ownership (25%), social
housing (19%) and flat/apartment (9%).
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There were 98 ‘other’ comments, the majority (approximately 54%) of which stated a
preference for no additional housing. Comments included:
“None or very limited. Infrastructure and schools cannot cope.”
“No, enough has been built and planned for.”
“None, the Parish is in danger of losing its identity with what is planned already.”
“A village can't simply continue to grow, year after year, house after house, and remain a village.”
A number of respondents (approximately 9%) stated a preference for housing suitable for those wishing
to downsize, in particular, bungalows.
Further comments were made in reference to affordable housing and a suitable mix of housing to
provide for the needs of the local community.
Building priorities
Respondents were asked to think about sustainable development over the next 15 years and highlight
where they believed priorities in house building should be. Respondents were provided with four
options plus ‘other’ and invited to tick all that applied.

The majority of respondents (89%) believe that the priority in house building should be re-use of
brownfield sites in the existing built up areas, followed by re-use of brownfield sites outside the current
built up areas and settlements (61%). 61% of respondents felt that in-filling and using sites in the
existing built up areas should be a priority and only 3% supported the use of greenfield sites outside of
the current built up areas and settlements.
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There were 61 ‘other’ comments, the majority (approximately 31%) of which stated a preference for no
additional housing. Comments included:
“I don't believe that we really need more houses in this area. Young people don't want to live in quiet
rural areas - I move away to a city when I was that age; not because I couldn't afford to live in a village
but because I wanted a more vibrant area.”
“Crich is big enough already.”
Approximately 11% of respondents reiterated the need not to build on greenfield sites and a further
11% stated that redundant buildings should be utilised and older, poor quality housing replaced.
“Use of greenfield sites should be the very last resort. Apart from anything else, this country needs to
be more self-sufficient in food, yet agricultural land is constantly taken out of production. Food security
will become more and more important.”
“Definitely NOT Greenfield sites.”
“New houses should only be built to replace existing poor quality housing.”
Size of housing
The majority of respondents (74%), when asked what size of housing development they thought most
appropriate for the parish, identified smaller developments (fewer than 5 houses). This was followed by
individual homes (65%) and medium developments (5 to 15 houses) (50%). Only 5% identified large
developments (more than 15 houses) as appropriate.

There were 57 ‘other’ comments, the majority (approximately 39%) of which stated a preference for no
additional housing. A number of respondents highlighted the need for development to be accompanied
by appropriate infrastructure including schools, doctors’ surgeries and roads.
“ANY development should be accompanied with improved infrastructure including roads and parking.”
The Stevenson’s site was again referenced by a number of respondents as a location for larger
developments.
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“The factory site at Bullbridge would be good for a larger development.”
“Larger developments should be confined to brown field sites like the ex Stevenson’s site at Bull Bridge.”
Phasing of housing
Respondents were asked whether any new housing should be passed over the plan period, rather than
in one go.

The majority of respondents (90%) favoured the phasing of new housing over the plan period, rather
than in one go.
Proximity of housing to shops and facilities
Respondents were asked how important it is that future housing development is within walking distance
of shops and facilities.

The majority of respondents (45%) felt that it fairly important that future housing development is within
walking distance of the shops and facilities. 36% felt that this was very important and 19% stated that
it was not important.
Suitable sites for new housing
Respondents were asked whether there were any sites they considered suitable for new housing
development within the Crich Parish.
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Table 1: Suitable sites for development
Location

Further Comments

Responses

Cliff Quarry

Limited viewing from around the village and surrounding area

21

It’s not green fields and would not be able to see it.
Other places have built into quarries and it has worked well.
Church Quarry

Level ground next to the road

14

Not visible to people passing by
Large derelict space with access
Dimple Lane

Already houses on one side

5

Infill development
Land between Springfield Close and access road to Hilts Quarry
Beyond existing houses – upgrade footpath to school and facilities.
Town End

Town End fields (Parsons Croft)

10

Top road near Stand, Plaistow Green road
Fields near Crich Stand
Coasthill

Behind the Glebe

10

Field next to the Glebe for supported housing
Infill
Behind Coasthill
In fields beyond Hodder Close – successful development in keeping
with the village – this would extend an existing, recent development
with plenty of space to expand over a period of years.
Crich Common

Fritchley fields opposite Hag Lane – fields not used

13

Next to Briars
Area along Crich Common
Any of the fields down the Common past New Road – easer for
traffic from houses to a main road
Opposite Kings Arms Car Park
Old Abattoir site. It is partly developed and the main services are
on site
Land between Woodside and Chadwick Kick Lane
Sandy Lane

Land above fire station

4

Fire station – if it should close
School Lane
Hill

Land behind the Comrades Club

Crest/

1
1

Roes Lane
Chatsworth

Land at the back of Chatsworth Avenue

2

Avenue
Parkhead
Fritchley

1
and

Few bits of infill

1

Whatstandwell

Although outside of the Crich Parish, approximately 43% of respondents put forward the old
Stevenson’s site at Bullbridge as a suitable location for future housing development.
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“Stevenson’s Bullbridge- making use of brown field site. Improving the land. Additional families for
Fritchley School (low on numbers).”
“None. Although not in the parish area the old Stevensons site at Bullbridge is a brownfield site ripe for
development and would be capable of providing the housing needs for this area for a good number of
years. Developers should be forced to fully develop this site before any other development is allowed
in the local area.”
Approximately 29% of respondents provided specific sites, other than Bullbridge. Most notable was the
Quarries.
Approximately 12% of respondents stated ‘none’ or in other words they do not want any further
development. A further 10% stated ‘no’, which is construed as meaning the participants are not able to
recommend suitable sites
Approximately 7% referred to infill and 5% to brownfield as the only suitable sites for new housing
development.
Protected areas
Respondents were asked whether there were any areas of land they considered should be protected
from development.
Approximately 48% of respondents stated that greenfield areas should be protected.
Comments included:
“Green fields surrounding the parish council village areas e.g. Tors. Need to keep the village as a village
and not allowing to develop and sprawl into a small town.”
“All greenfield sites. People move or live in a village, because it is a village, surrounded by countryside.
It’s why we come. If you’re going to make it so we can’t see the views and be surrounded by buildings,
we might as well have moved to a town.”
“Greenfield land should be protected, we live in lovely village surrounded by beautiful countryside, which
should not be jeopardised by building new housing developments. If more greenfield land is used for
development the village will soon become a small town and the concept of the village will be lost
forever.”
“All greenfield areas should be protected to preserve existing wildlife and the outstanding beauty of this
area.”
“GREENFIELD Countryside is one of the attractive features of Crich We believe farmland could be
essential in the future to provide locally grown food as importing is likely to become more expensive
and in a volatile world it may be important to be more self-sufficient as a country.”
A number of respondents noted specific areas that should be protected. Those areas that received
most mentions included the Tors and Crich Recreation Ground.
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Table 2: Protected from development
Location
Coasthill

Crich Common

Sandy Lane

Dimple Lane
Chadwick Nick
Stones Lane
Crich Carr

Crich Village
Plaistow
Green
Roes Lane

Crich
Recreation
Ground
Fritchley
–
Bullbridge
Town
End/
Crich Stand

Fritchley

Further Comments
West of Church towards Crich Carr
Between Coasthill and Whatstandwell
Fields linking Carr Lane and Coasthill Terrace/ Town End – very
popular with walkers and visitors, well used local amenity
Fields behind the Glebe and up to the Cliff
Fields behind Hodder Close development – maintain boundary’s
and some feeling of space.
Land from Coasthill to Benthill Farm
Fields between Fritchley and Crich
Near Briars
Between Woodside and Fritchley
Between Dial Farm and Fritchley
East side of the Common to maintain wonderful views over the
Amber Valley
The Tors
The Jubilees – local beauty spot and viewpoint
Land beyond Bulling Lane and Chase View
Land adjacent to Sandy Lane, Bulling Lane and Coasthill and
Cromford Road – adjoins footpath to UNESCO World Heritage Site.
Church Fields west of Tors
Fields under the Tors
Sandy Lane – ridge line and high ground within World Heritage Site
Buffer Zone.
Field below Culland View – wildlife haven for badgers etc.
Chadwick Nick Lane/ Cowper Lane
Crich Chase
The fields at the top of Stones Lane between Crich and Crich Carr
Coddington/ Coddington Lane/ Whatstandwell Hill/ Coddington
Fields
Crich Carr Woodland
Around Crich Carr – to prevent coalescence with Crich and
Whatstandwell
Between Crich Carr and Crich/ Bryans Fields
Crich Village
School Fields
Fields around Plaistow Green (form a natural boundary and add to
the character of the area)
Poor access onto a fast road, near to a disused tips and floods
across the road
Fields around Hilts Quarry
Destroy village aspect to anyone entering
Children need a place to play
Central location of high value

Responses
14

29

28

2
4
1
8

4
1
7

17

Fields between Fritchley and Bullbridge

7

Fields around the Stand
Fields behind the Church – Cromford Road
Town End Fields
Open country at Town End – protect views from Stand area and
avoid traffic congestion on Cromford Road.
Fritchley Village
Land off Kirkham Lane and Church Street
Woods off Fritchley Road
Butterley Gangroad
Opposite Top Hagg

14
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Coalescence
The issue of coalescence was also mentioned by a significant number of respondents and in particular
the need to maintain a green gap between Crich and Fritchley, but also the other settlements. The key
reasons provided included:
 To maintain the identity of the villages
 To prevent sprawl
 To protect the lovely countryside
 To keep the rural setting of both settlements
There were a number of respondents that stated the need to protect farmland for local food production
and employment
“Agricultural land and green belt. These two areas attract people to Crich both to live here and for
recreation/tourism thus supporting the local economy. Loss of these environments will have a
detrimental effect upon the village.”
Housing Characteristics
Respondents were asked how important it was that new development, including extensions is
sympathetic to a list of factors. The majority of respondents considered all factors to be very important;
most notably the scale of the surrounding buildings (86%).
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Housing Type
Respondents were asked, if new development was to take place, which type of house they would prefer.
Respondents were invited to tick all options that applied. The overwhelming preference (81%) was for
traditional building styles. This was followed by small semi-detached housing (51%) and small detached
housing (49%). The least preferred option was large, executive style housing (4%).

Concerns regarding new development
Respondents were asked what worries them most about further development and were invited to select
up to five of ten options, plus an opportunity to give their own response.
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The most significant concern was increased traffic (85%), followed by loss of identity (as a village etc.)
(75%), loss of countryside (70%), inadequate on-street parking (64%), development not fitting with the
current character of the area (60%), oversubscribed medical and care facilities (57%), impact on
significant views (53%), lack of school/childcare places (37%), unsafe pedestrian routes (33%) and
insufficient sports and leisure facilities (17%). There were 49 comments which included:
“There has been development already. Any further developments will be detrimental to the beauty of
the area.”
“Development should be encouraged for local people to be able to bring up their families in the safe
environment they did - We should not become a dormitory village or retirement home but encourage a
vibrant mixed community.”
“Pressures on schools, medical care and safe street parking are all equally important.”
“The current planning proposals for the Crich Parish are out of scale for the area. I have chosen to live
in a village because of the special qualities that this affords in terms of community spirit, close proximity
to nature and the slower pace with less traffic/pollution etc. than a larger town/city. Large developments,
not in keeping with the village will slowly erode these very special qualities.”
“More executive housing leading to raised prices and strain on medical and care facilities with fewer
young people and children being able to afford to live here.”
“I don't think Crich really has a specific 'character' - there are a mix of houses of different types and
ages, some nice some ugly. It's not the Cotswolds.”
“The merging together of separate settlements in particular Fritchley and Bullbridge; and Fritchley and
Crich leading to the loss of their separate identities.”

2.6

Local Business

2.6.1

Encouraging business

Respondents were asked whether new business should be encouraged in the village.
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Only a relatively small percentage of respondents (10%) felt that new business should not be
encouraged in the parish. The majority (55%) stated that yes they supported new business and 35%
did not mind.
2.6.2

Acceptable businesses

Respondents were asked what type of new business would be acceptable in the parish. This was an
open ended question and there were a wide variety of responses. The majority of responses
(approximately 50%) made a specific reference to the need for businesses to be small or low impact in
terms of the environment and traffic. A significant number of respondents (approximately 15%) also
referred to the need for new business to be independent and/or local. There were number of references
to ‘traditional’, ‘artisan’ and ‘cottage industries’.
“Local independent shops.”
“Small shops; local-led businesses.”
“Small independent retailers of any type or a cafe would be good. It would be nice if they could set up
in a building which has a history of business use in the village rather than somewhere completely new.”
A further preference that was noted by a number of respondents (approximately 9%) was that new
business fits with the existing character of the parish and complement the current business offering.
The need to use existing buildings was also mentioned.
“As long as it is in character with village industry and can benefit villages who would use it.”
“Anything that can function in existing buildings or building in keeping with the village.”
“Essential businesses which complement & fit within the existing ones & their footprint. e.g. Fruit & Veg
shop. Introducing additional businesses whilst introducing completion needs to be carefully managed
to prevent existing services being eliminated e.g. Cost cutter resulted in the elimination of the
newsagents within the village.”
“Business in keeping with the area in terms of scale and type of infrastructure required. Preferably
business that employed local people.”
In terms of type of businesses, retail in some form was put forward by approximately 28% of
respondents. Notably a greengrocers and/or a farm shop outlet with locally sourced food was
mentioned on a significant number of occasions.
A small percentage of respondents stated that services were suitable and again there was a preference
for these services to be small scale.
Finally, there were a number of references to hospitality, tourism and leisure as suitable businesses for
the area. These included restaurants, cafes, pubs with family friendly restaurants eco-tourism and
outdoor activities.
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2.6.3

Unacceptable business

Respondents were asked what type of new business would be unacceptable in the parish. This was an
open ended question and there were a wide variety of responses. A significant number of respondents
(approximately 37%) stated that large scale business would be unacceptable for the parish. This
included offices, factories, industrial parks, warehouses, retail and manufacturing. Respondents
referred to the potential negative impacts of noise, smell, pollution and the need to build large premises
not fitting with the local environment.
Approximately 28% of respondents stated that any business which generated significant additional
traffic volume in the parish and/or noise and pollution was not acceptable. Examples included haulage
and storage businesses; those that create heavy vehicle movements, delivery and parking and those
that would impact on the environment with noise, smells or pollutants.
Heavy industry was highlighted by approximately 15% of respondents as being an unacceptable
business type. A similar proportion stated that ‘chain’ stores or large multinational companies were not
acceptable businesses for the parish and gave a number of examples including;
“Large retail chains i.e. Tesco or any large supermarket chain.”
“Any large corporate - MacDonald’s, Costa, we should encourage small entrepreneurs.”
Approximately 12% of responses stated that they would not like to see any additional fast food takeaway
businesses in the parish. Approximately 7% stated that betting shops, tattoo parlors and/or late night
venues were not acceptable businesses for the parish. There were a relatively small number of
respondents that stated mining, fracking and/or further quarrying were not suitable businesses.
2.6.4 Tourist Facilities
Respondents were asked whether development of new tourist facilities should be encouraged.

The majority of respondents (41%) stated that they didn’t mind if new tourist facilities were encouraged,
36% stated that yes they should be encouraged and 24% stated, no they shouldn’t be encouraged.
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2.6.5

Acceptable tourist facilities

Respondents were asked what type of new tourist facilities would be acceptable in the parish. This was
an open ended question and there were a wide variety of responses. Approximately 26% of responses
were in support of hospitality related tourist facilities ranging from cafes, tearooms and restaurants to
bed and breakfast and holiday cottages. There were approximately 15% responses that referred to
some form of outdoor pursuits as being acceptable tourist activities/facilities. These included support
for guided walks, hiking wildlife activities, cycle hire, horse riding facilities and farm experiences. There
were also a couple of specific mentions of the use of Crich Quarry for leisure and climbing centre. A
further 10% of responses referred specifically to walking and cycling infrastructure including cycle
routes, walking trails, the provision of bike racks in the village and keeping footpaths in good condition
and accessible.
Approximately 15% of responses stated that some form of tourist information facility was acceptable.
The examples put forward ranged from a tourist office to information boards, improved ‘way marking’
and historic interpretation boards. A similar percentage of responses highlighted the need for additional
or dedicated parking. A number of responses stated that the parking should be situated outside of the
Crich village centre.
“Retain the car park used for the reservoir building for the use of walkers etc.”
“Parking for walkers out of village centre.”
“Given the traffic and congestion in Crich and to a lesser extent, Whatstandwell, the only tourism I could
support would be ones outside the villages with dedicated on-site parking.”
“A car & bus park within easy walking distance of the village centre.”
Approximately 11% of responses stated that no new tourist facilities would be acceptable. Specific
comments included:
“Not big enough for tourist facilities as when ramblers park on Market Place it is full and overcrowded.”
“Not necessary, the countryside is what attracts people, so don't spoil it.”
Approximately 10% of responses supported some form of cultural/heritage or nature based tourist
pursuits. Examples included small museums or extensions of existing museums, small scale arts and
crafts, gallery and farm based activities.
“Any business which positively adds to the village and links with the heritage of the area.”
“Facilities that reflected the culture of the area and supported the local economy e.g. farm
diversification.”

A number of responses were in support of tourist facilities that strengthened the existing offer in the
parish, most notably the Tramway Museum.
“Extension to Tramway Museum, local history tourism such as the quarry and development of canal.”
“Build on space available at Tramway museum - extend and develop.”
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The remaining comments referred to the need for additional toilets to cater for walkers etc. and a
number that stated that tourist facilities should be small scale and in keeping with the village.
2.6.6

Unacceptable tourist facilities

Respondents were asked what type of new tourist facilities would be unacceptable in the parish. This
was an open ended question and there were a wide variety of responses. Approximately 21% of
responses noted that theme parks/ leisure parks/ amusement parks were an unacceptable tourist
facility. Approximately 17% of responses stated that any tourist developments of a large scale were
unacceptable for the parish. Comments included:
“Large businesses needing large premises, changing the landscape/feel of the village.”
“Big experience centres in the countryside (ok for using existing large old buildings.”
“Large facilities that alter the character of the village and bring more traffic.”
A similar percentage of responses stated that any tourist facility that added to the current traffic and
parking issues would not be acceptable. Comments included:
“Any which lead to yet more problems with traffic/parking in centre of village.”
“Large crowd pullers, local roads are not suitable.”
“Those that encourage tourist parking on the streets, unless they provide their own on-site parking.”
“Again tourist attractions that block the usual parking areas used for local businesses e.g. Crich Market
Place.”
“Anything that brings too many cars to the village, roads are already congested and access along the
common difficult and unsafe at the weekend.”
Approximately 12% of responses stated that not any tourist facilities would be acceptable in the parish.
Comments included:
“Overall with tramway, crich stand, footpaths we have enough facilities to cope with current environment
- unless this is dramatically altered (parking, traffic management) no extra tourism should be
encouraged - we have enough holiday homes.”
“Any, too much traffic already.”
“Any new tourist facilities of any kind. What we've got now is more than adequate.”

“Why do we need any? Any would increase traffic unacceptably and given how bad things get around
the like of Chatsworth House I certainly wouldn't want anything leading to that situation.”
“The area is attractive to walkers and facilities are available for refreshments. Let us leave it at that.”
Approximately 9% of responses referred to any tourist facilities that created noise and/or were out of
character with the areas were unacceptable.
“Must be in keeping with the village size and not encroach on green/agricultural fields.”
“Anything loud, garish or out of character.”
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“Anything unnatural to the surroundings.”
Remaining comments referred to caravan parks/holiday camps (approximately 6%), and holiday
parks/hotels (approximately 4%) being unacceptable tourist development.

2.7

Transport

2.7.1 Drivers
The majority of households included two drivers.
2.7.2 Public Transport
Respondents were asked how often they used public or community transport. The majority of
respondents (45%) rarely or never use public/community transport.
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2.7.3

Travel to Work

Respondents were asked how they travelled to work. The majority (47%) of respondents use a car to
get to work. A notable percentage of respondents (17%) work from home.

2.7.4

Traffic Issues

Respondents were asked about traffic issues and how much of a problem they presented. Traffic speed
and traffic volume are considered to be the most problematic, with 51% and 50% respectively
highlighting that these were a ‘major problem’
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2.7.5

Location of Traffic Issues

Respondents were asked to give the locations they considered traffic and road safety to be an issue.
This was an open ended question and there were two key locations that stood out; the centre of Crich/
village square (approximately 55%) and The Common (approximately 39%).
Approximately 12% of respondents noted Cromford Road as probklematic area for road safety with a
number of specific comments regarding the narrow section near to St Marys Church. Bowns Hill was
put forward as a hazourdous location by approximately 11% of respondents, with specific reference
made to the junction with Cromford Road and Jeffries Lane at the Cross and outside of the infant school.
Other locations mentioned included:











Main Road Whatstandwell (particluarly at the junction to Hindersitch Lane)
Fritchley (Fritchley Lane, Allen Lane and the The Green)
Bullbridge Hill (Bullbridge/Fritchley)
Sandy Lane (Crich)
Hindersitch Land (Whatstandwell/Coddington)
The Top of Dimple Lane, Crich
Surgery Lane, Crich
Chadwick Nick Lane, Crich
Chapel Lane, Crich
Jeffries Lane, Crich

The main road safety problems highlighted were speeding and parked cars. Parked cars were
considered an issue, especially along the common which create issues with visibility and narrowing of
the road. Inconsiderate parking and parking of large buses in the centre of Crich was also considered
a problem. Parking at Fritchley Green and speeding in Allen Lane and parking by the junction of
Hindersitch Lane/Main Road Whatstandwell was raised.
Other problems included:


Too many junctions/complicated junctions in relation to the centre of Crich and the intersection of
Bowns Hill, Cromford Road and Jeffries Lane.



A lack of safe crossing points for pedestrians in particular at Crich Market Place and along Crich
Common.



Limited/poor visibility



Narrow roads and narrow or no pavements in various locations causing safety concerns for
pedestrians. Reference was made to the road from Wakebridge to The Cliff Pub.
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2.7.6

Road Safety Measures

Respondents were asked about appropriate road safety measures. The majority (60%) of respondents
felt that speed indicator devices might best address road safety, followed by traffic calming measures.

2.7.7 Car Parking
Respondents were asked how much of a problem car parking was for them.

Parking was not a problem for the majority of respondents (45%) and a major problem for 24% of
respondents. There were 235 comments, 59% of which referred to Crich market place as an area of
concern. Crich Common was highlighted by 31% and Cromford Road by 8% of respondents. Further
areas mentioned included Bown Hill, Surgery Lane, Jeffries Lane, Chapel Lane and Dowie Way in Crich
village. Whatstandwell was mentioned by a small number of respondents and in particular Main Road,
near to the School. Fritchley was also mentioned and in particular Fritchley Lane and Green

2.8

Community Facilities
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Respondents were asked about their frequency of use of local facilities.

The most frequently used facilities were the Crich village shops, with 80% of respondents reporting that
they used this facility once a week or more. The use of Crich Post Office was also notable, with 55%
using it once or more a week. A reasonably high percentage of respondents (48%) reported rarely/never
utilising Crich Recreation Ground.
“Countryside. More than once a week.”
“Schools should count as community facilities and buildings be used/available.”
“In Fritchley the Church hall is being used more often (which I do use) as a community centre. having
such a facility enables people to walk to social events and reduces traffic within the parish.”
“Glebe centre is wonderful but more activities for younger adults would be good as it tends to cater
mainly for older adults.”
“Excellent range of shops and Post Office which should be supported.”
“The toilets keep the walkers coming so should stay even though locals dont use.”
“I would certainly use the park a lot if it were suitable for children but in its current state its very poor.”
“The Glebe is a wonderful asset to the village and a huge help to the elderly with daycare.”
“Recreation ground needs improving and really glad this is in hand. I love our local shops and cafes
and Cliff Inn. Very grateful to still have a local post office. Long may this continue.”
“Crich Parish has a great range of community facilities that we should support and protect. We are very
lucky to have such high quality businesses selling local produce on our doorstep.”
“We would use facilities if they existed in Fritchley.”
“Use public footpaths every day walking the dog.”
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2.9
2.9.1

Green Initiatives
Electrical Vehicle Charging Points

Respondents were asked if they thought there was a need for electrical vehicle charging points in the
parish

2.9.2

Renewable Energy

Respondents were asked if they supported a number of different energy sources in the area on a
domestic and/or large scale.
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On a domestic scale, there was significant support for rainwater harvesting (85%) and solar power
(81%). Support for solar energy sources reduced significantly with regards to a large scale operation
(38%) and to a lesser degree, rainwater harvesting (61%). Large scale wind turbines were not supported
by 63% of respondents.

2.10

Broadband

Respondents were asked how important broadband was to them. The majority of respondents (87%)
felt broadband was very important to them.

Asked what primary purpose the internet was used for, the majority of respondents (78%) stated
domestic purposes.
Note: The on-line survey only permitted the selection of one option. There were 100 comments, most
of which noted that multiple uses applied and therefore this result might not provide a full picture of
internet usage in the parish.
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Asked whether the speed of broadband was a limiting factor in internet use, 50% stated yes, 40% no
and for 10% of respondents this was not applicable.

2.11

Services and Infrastructure

2.11.1 Utilities
Respondents were asked whether they experienced difficulties with the consistency of utilities.

It would seem that only a relatively small percentage of respondent’s experience difficulties with their
utilities. A number of comments made mention of the fact that there was no gas available in
Whatstandwell.
2.11.2

Allotments

Respondents were asked whether there was a need for additional allotments in the Parish.
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2.12

General comments

There were 123 general comments. A significant number of these were in relation to development and
included;





Desire to keep Crich a village
Not to lose the distinct character and identity of the area
Organic and small scale development
No further development
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Appendix 4
Crich Junior School Consultation
Topic
Amenities

Recreation
Areas

Currently Like / Like to Keep
Buses
Hairdressers
Nisa
Jeera
Butchers
Chip Shop
The Loaf
Doctors
Pharmacy
Opticians

No.
2
2
2
2
2
2
1
3
2
2

Luncheon Club
Preschool
Childrens Centre
Fields

1
1
1
3

Footpaths
Troughs in Crich Centre
Cromford Canal
Schools
Garage
Tramway
Glebe
Crich Stand
Whatstandwell Train Station
Churches
Post Office
Fire Station
Family Tree
Tors
Pubs
All local facilities
No more houses
Campsite
Keep it a village not a town
Clubs

1
2
4
5
2
1
2
2
1
1
3
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2

Cubs
(Like camping)
Scouts
(Would like bigger garden,
fans and bins
Beavers
(like inside camping)
Plays at the Glebe
Big Fields
(Like climbing trees)

1
1

Countryside

1

Would like to see changed
Old fashioned Diner
Toy shop
More park excitement
Another pub
Shops
Cleaner pavements
Another cafe
Car park
Small shop in Fritchley
Tesco
Express
Shop
(small)
(Whatstandwell)
Green Grocers
Holiday houses
Visits to the farm
Something on the Rec (fences and
roundabout)
Put something in the seed gallery
Picnic area
Sweet shop
Only shops that people can go in

No.
1
2
1
1
1
4
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1

Clubs for all ages
Would like to see Brownies, Guides and
Rainbows, Glebe Clubs, Seekers (play
fun games)
Bigger Fete

1

2

Bike path

1

1

Skate facility
(Would like to see ramps for scooters
and skateboards)
Footpaths
Better Park
(Would like to see - Net swing, better
swings, football nets and goal line,
rugby pitch)
Picnic Area

2
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Topic
Recreation
Areas

Places
Work

Crich
Parish

to

Currently Like / Like to Keep
Crich Stand
Sculpture Park
(would like more sculptures)
Tramway Museum
(would like extension of the
tram line)
Recreation Area
(like football pitch (3) and
open area)
The Glebe

No.
1
1

Fire Station
Schools
Train Station
Doctors/ Chemist
Tramway Museum
Farms
Shops
Hairdressers
Butchers
Preschool
Pub
The Loaf
The White Heart
That we are close to a lot of
things
The Rec
Football facilities

3
2
2
4
4
3
5
3
3
1
1
2
1
1

The Loaf
(I like the Loaf because the
bread is soft)
Fish and Chip Shop
The shops
Countryside
Quiet village

3

Walking
The people
The Neighbourhood
Country pastimes
Tramway
The troughs
School
(School is good because you
make about 20 friends in a
day)
Nice fresh air
Village Square
Transport
Food

Would like to see changed
More Sculptures
More parking

No.
1
1

Shops
(Would like to see Pet shop and sweet
shop at Fritchley)
Vets
Bank
Motel
A shop at Fritchley
Leisure Centre
Art Gallery
Supermarket
Dentist

1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Rugby

1

More food shops
Picnic areas
(Picnic area in the park. More picnic
areas)
Sporting facilities

1
2

Petrol shop
Not a town
More housing
Bigger Rec (1)
More park equipment (2)
Sports pitches/ areas (2)
More shops
More trails
More freedom
More trees/wildlife pond
Better car parking

1
1
1
5

1
2
3

1
1

1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
2

1

2
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
1
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Amenities

Recreation Areas
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Places to work

Housing
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Crich Parish
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Appendix 5
Fritchley School Consultation
The following is a record of all the comments left on the display board by pupils at Fritchley School.
Where do you like to play?









Fritchley Green (2)
Crich Park (5)
Bullbridge Park
School playground
On the field
I like to visit Crich Stand
I like going to the Tramway Museum
and the park
I live dancing in the playground so
much

Are there things to do?/ places to go?












Yes there is the Crich Tramway, a park, club, Loaf, Jeera, Red Lion
Tramway Museum
The Tramway Museum, the club and there is a restaurant called the Jeera
Yes there is Crich Tramway Museum, The Red Lion, Crich Park, The Loaf, The Jeera and the
Reservoir
Yes shops, a park and lots more
Yes, there is shops, a park, church, school, restaurants
I like going to school
The Green
Shops, park, restaurant, school, church
Bird watch
I love school just the way it is

What do you like about the area?













The Loaf, The Post Office, Jeera, Nisa
Local, the park
Crich Tors
Walks
There are people to play with
I like visiting my nana because she lives
near The Common and she has a nice big
house and we sit outside in the sun
The Loaf, post office, Nisa Local
I like the wood and wildlife
I like the park and the shops, pub
There is a shop and a park, which is fun for kids to play on
The shops, the park, restaurant
Shops and park
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There is a shop and a bread shop/café
I like the park
I like the fields and the woods
I like that it is quiet and there are things to do
I like the park, the football pitch
I like the street with flowers
I like the fields
I like the countryside

What is missing?























Shops
Shops, parks
Shops
I think that there should be a nice big play area where kids can play and be happy
Clubs like a Lego Club, football club, cricket club
I think that they should build a shop like Costcutter
A high school
A small village shop, a park, more areas to play, clubs
I would like there to be more restaurants
Shops, places to eat, paths through the wood, more fields to play on
More shops, more places to walk dogs, a park
A small village shop
More restaurants, more places to go and more shops
A park or a leisure centre
A small village shop
I think that there should be a leisure centre (save up money)
A small camping ground (tents only)
I think they should build a little village shop, a post office, a park
A park, leisure centre
Shops and a park
Play centre
Stone path through the woods

What do you Dislike about the Area?












There aren’t any shops, play areas or anything fun to do
Very small park
There is no space to play
There building loads of houses
There is not much room to play
Change to make better
Build in Fritchley
A little village shop – not big brand
A post office
A park
No more houses in green fields
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What could be improved to make it even better?














More clubs
More job opportunities
Maybe a leisure centre or a place for
clubs
A park or football pitch
Improve the playground along the
street
Swimming pool centre in Crich
A newsagent (in Fritchley)
A new park up Bullbridge
A nature reserve
Woodland play area
New playground hopefully
New playground
A new park

How would you like the area to look and feel in future?











More places to work
I’d like there still to be some greenlands instead of lots of housing estates
I would like it to be friendly and children having fun
I would like it to look friendly
I would like it to be friendly and children to have lots of fun
More places to work
More job opportunities
More attractions
In the future I would like the fields behind Chadwick Nick Lane to still be fields to walk on not big
housing estates
No more houses in Fritchley greenfields
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Appendix 6 – Regulation 14 Submissions
STATUTORY CONSULTATION
Name of
Company/Group
Natural England
Environment
Agency

Historic England

D2N2 Local
Economic
Partnership

Derbyshire
County Council

Ref
No
201705-01
21119
6
17032
3/TF03

PL000
75357
(2)

Comments
General advice and comments covering the
issues and opportunities that should be
considered when preparing a Neighbourhood Plan

Response

Actions

Noted

None

Your Neighbourhood Plan includes the Crich
Conservation Area and includes a number of
designated heritage assets including fifty-two
Listed Buildings, one Scheduled Monument and
part of the Derwent Valley Mills World Heritage
Site. It will be important that the strategy you put
together for this area safeguards those elements
which contribute to the importance of those
historic assets. This will assist in ensuring they
can be enjoyed by future generations of the area
and make sure it is in line with
national planning policy.
No response

No specific comments that require amendments to the Plan.

None

A well written and well thought-through document
Paragraph 14 should state no 5-year-supply
existed at the time of permission.
Table 6 and Policy NP5 questions reference to
starter homes

The positive comments are welcomed.
Agreed. The text will be adjusted accordingly.

None
DONE

Agreed. Table 6 refers to potential opportunities that the
Plan might pursue based on the issues arising from the
research and community consultation undertaken.
Inclusion of the term in policy NP5 was not to imply starter
home exception sites, but simply the need to provide
housing for first home buyers.The terminology will be
amended to ensure clarity.

Remove
brackets
DONE

No response
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Requirements for documents to accompany
planning applications would need to be part of
AVBC validation requirements

Agreed. The requirement should be rephrased to be a
statement of support for the submission of such documents.

Policy NP1 size of development limitation should
flow from community preference and should flow
logically from Plan aims and there is an
assumption of no overall cap on housing
numbers.

Throughout the entire consultation process not least in the
response to the household survey there has been a very
clear community preference for new housing development
to occur in smaller housing developments of up to 5
dwellings. There was overwhelming support for such an
approach. An analysis of the age of buildings has clearly
demonstrated the historic nature of development in Crich is
one where additions to the settlement have been achieved
through a series of relatively small new development
schemes. Recent planning permissions at Roes Lane which
are large in scale represent a discontinuity with the historic
development of the settlement. It is important to note that
the settlement boundaries have been drawn so as to allow
smaller scale schemes to occur where these can be
achieved in locations where there is no adverse impact on
the landscape setting of the principal settlements. Indeed,
there is no cap whatsoever on the total amount of new
housing development that can occur on sites within the
settlement boundaries.
Agreed. This will be corrected.

Policy NP4 formatting error
Suggest a new section and policy relating to
renewable energy and low carbon technologies.
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Whilst there is no requirement for a Neighbourhood Plan to
include any particular policies it is accepted that inclusion of
a section and policy relating to renewable energy and low
carbon technologies would be appropriate in the light of the
characteristics of the Plan area and the nature of
consultation responses which were generally unsupportive
of certain large scale renewable energy and low carbon
technologies.

Change
term
'starter
homes' to
'first
homebuyer'
or similar.
DONE
Amend
principle to
'support'
DONE

None

Correct
formatting
DONE
Addition of
renewable
energy
policy
including
supportive
text/
justification.
DONE
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Highways
England
Network Rail

Severn Trent
Water

National Grid

Western Power
Distribution
Council for the
Protection of
Rural England
(CPRE)
(Derbyshire
Branch)
Derbyshire
Wildlife Trust
National Trust
Coal Authority

No response
17031
800016
1
CAS50128
6G2B4J
2

No response

Carl Edwards Contact Technician 0800 707 6600
New.connections@severntrent.co.uk
Stated they are not interested and would not
comment or get involved until a planning
application had been submitted
National Grid’s electricity and gas transmission
apparatus which includes high voltage electricity
assets and high pressure gas pipelines, and also
National Grid Gas Distribution’s Intermediate and
High Pressure apparatus.
National Grid has identified that it has no record of
such apparatus within the Neighbourhood Plan
area.
Gas Distribution – Low / Medium Pressure
Whilst there are no implications for National Grid
Gas Distribution’s Intermediate / High Pressure
apparatus, there may however be Low Pressure
(LP) / Medium Pressure (MP) Gas Distribution
pipes present within proposed development sites.
See Above

Noted

None
Comments noted.

Noted.

None
None

Noted

None

No response

No response
No response
Crich Parish Neighbourhood Plan – PresubmissionThank you for the notification on the 18
March 2017 consulting The Coal Authority on the
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Home Builders
Federation
East Midlands
Chamber of
Commerce
Federation of
Small Businesses
Amber Valley
Centre for

above NDP.The Coal Authority is a nondepartmental public body which works to protect
the public and the environment in coal mining
areas. Our statutory role in the planning system is
to provide advice about new development in the
coalfield areas and also protect coal resources
from unnecessary sterilisation by encouraging
their extraction, where practical, prior to the
permanent surface development commencing.As
you will be aware the Neighbourhood Plan area
lies within the current defined coalfield. According
to the Coal Authority Development High Risk Area
Plans, there are recorded risks from past coal
mining activity in the form of 56 recorded mine
entries, probable historic unrecorded coal mine
workings at shallow depth and past surface
mining activities. I note that the Neighbourhood
Plan does not propose to allocate any sites for
future development. Therefore the Coal Authority
has no specific comments to make on the
Neighbourhood Plan.In accordance with the
Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations
2012 (as amended) please continue to consult
The Coal Authority on planning matters using the
specific email address of
planningconsultation@coal.gov.uk.The Coal
Authority wishes the Neighbourhood Plan team
every success with the preparation of the
Neighbourhood Plan.
No response
No response
No response
I would support the detail in the plan , particularly
around retaining community facilities such as
Crich Glebe Field Centre to ensure a strong sense
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None
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Voluntary
Services

NHS England
Midlands
Crich Heritage
Partnership

of community within Crich, Fritchley ,
Whatstandwell and ability to generate resilience
through formal and informal volunteering to
sustain residents and community groups.
Recognising that young people need to feel there
are opportunities for play, education, leisure and
work within their locality I feel needs to be
explored more.
CAS28093
3

No response
No response
None

Baptist Church

It was good to talk with you on Saturday morning
at the CNP consultation in the Loaf meeting room.
I would like to have spent more time viewing the
documents that were on display, especially the
appendices, which the last time I looked was not
online. However as you will be aware we spent
most of our time talking about the thorny subject
of parking, mainly in the Market Place.
I am feeding these comments back on behalf of
the Baptist Church at Crich, situated as it is in the
Market Place. I think that I can safely say that the
church broadly supports an overall forwardthinking plan for the parish, but while individuals in
the church likely hold differing personal views on
the emotive subject of housing development, we
do not feel able as a church to express a
collective view on this matter.
The one thing that I can safely say is that the
church does hold the view that the present
parking situation in the Market Place is
unsustainable! It cannot, and must not be allowed
to continue as it is. To continue with the present
'self-regulation' and thereby do nothing is 'not' an
option. We did discuss as you will recall, several
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outside the remit of the neighbourhood plan
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practical possibilities to hopefully improve the
situation, each of which has merit, but not all may
be possible for one reason or another. It is
however right that they are at least considered.
Each would have other implications, and it would
be reasonable to suggest that once options are
identified, that a local 'public' consultation be held
on what might be the most suitable, to both be
acceptable to the majority of people, and crucially
would improve the parking possibilities that exist
for the benefit of all concerned.
If the present situation remains unchanged, there
is I suppose a distinct possibility, that at some
point a business, whatever it is, may consider that
being in Crich Market Place is not the place for
them to be. The likelyhood of potential customers
arriving from outside the community, and not
finding a place to park may well cause them to
return home disappointed and without that item or
service provision they had made a specific
journey for, thereby not engaging with a particular
business or indeed any of the businesses in the
village. Naturally this would be a loss to the
community, and very disappointing should it
happen.
One thing that certainly does affect us at the
church, is parking by groups of hikers. We have
no desire to spoil their recreation, indeed quite a
number in the church also enjoy walking, both
locally around Crich and throughout other parts of
Derbyshire. Just as an example of what a problem
it is for us on Sundays, apart from any other day,
is that last Sunday (16th March) there must have
been 20/30 hikers who had arrived when my wife
and I arrived at the church at 9.45am. Many would
have arrived in separate vehicles, maybe 15 cars
let us say. After they had 'booted' up, they would
set off on their walk, which could I guess cover
around 10 or more miles (that is what one hiker
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told me). So how long I would ask was his car
likely to be parked up in the Market Place - let us
estimate 2 1/2 - 3 hours? Last Sunday then,
getting back to that, by the time most of our
congregation arrived for our service which
commences at 10.45am, many could not find a
place to park near the church. Where then do they
park? Some I know park up in the Bulling Lane
Estate, others up Coasthill, down the Common, at
the top of the Dimple and so on, and so on! Not
ideal for those amongst our number who have
difficulty walking in the first place.
On the question of hikers, it may likely be an idea
that the Parish Council could take up, namely that
different hiking groups might be identified, and
they could then be written to, explaining the
difficulties we are having, and asking for their cooperation and input as to how the situation may
be improved.
What possibilities did we then discuss, and a few
more, not all of which would be ideal for every day
or situation I accept:
1: The issuing of residents permits..
2: A time limit on parking - maybe one hour?..
3: The implementation of designated parking
bays..
4: A realignment of traffic in the Market Place: i.e.
the closing off to through traffic of a section of
road, let us say as an example, the section above
where the bus shelter is, up to the entrance to the
small plot of private houses above the old Nat
West Bank (for those who remember that being
there) and making that and the area around the
Troughs and old Phone Box a designated parking
area - with specific bays.
5: Might the actual marking and provision of
reasonably sized parking bays adjacent to the
pavements from the Black Swan down to where
The Common commences, plus any other suitable
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AVBC

area also be considered.
6: Some problems are caused by inconsiderate
and distinctly unhelpful parking. What I mean is
where a vehicle, which could be a car, van, or
indeed something larger, parks in such a way as
to take up more than the normal space that would
be adequate for that particular vehicle. Signs
asking vehicle owners to park helpfully, with
consideration for others would be useful in this
regard. Again I would say that marked parking
bays are an essential.
All or any of the above suggestions would have to
still allow access to individual houses or
businesses.
Should he be successful at the upcoming County
Council election on the 4th of May, I do intend to
take this matter up with Councillor David Taylor,
and ask for a meeting with him on this subject.
There may well be other ideas put forward on this
vital subject which surely affects us all, so I hope
that any Neighbourhood Plan that is finally agreed
may take 'the parking problem' into account.
It is the Borough Council’s role to provide advice
or assistance in relation to neighbourhood plans
and it is hoped that the following comments will be
of use.
Para 10 states that the Neighbourhood Plan is
‘informed by the evidence base work produced to
support the emerging Local Plan which is also
expected to extend to 2031’. The draft Local Plan
evidence has been produced for the period up to
2028 and not 2031.
There a number of policies contained within the
Draft Crich Neighbourhood Plan that the Borough
Council wish to support including policy NP9
relating to maintaining and enhancing biodiversity,
policy NP10 relating to the conservation and
enhancement of non-vehicular routes, policy
NP11 protecting and enhancing heritage assets
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It is considered several comments could more helpfully
have been made at an earlier stage of Plan preparation
particularly when the emerging draft Plan was shared with
AVBC in late 2016 - however comments are welcomed.
Noted. The text will be adjusted to correctly state the period
that Local Plan evidence relates to.

None

AVBC support is welcomed.

None

Change
2031 to
2028 as
identified.
DONE
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and draft policy NP16 relating to protecting and
enhancing community facilities.
It is noted that the Plan is seeking to define the
boundaries of the settlements within the Parish.
The boundary has been drawn very tightly in the
case of Crich and by contrast, other settlement
boundaries (such as that for Whatstandwell) have
been drawn very loosely and include large tracts
of undeveloped land which would appear to allow
for significant future development. It is not clear
what evidence is in place that can justify the
differing approaches to settlement boundaries
within the Parish.
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The NPPG states, “When considering whether a policy is in
general conformity a qualifying body, independent
examiner, or local planning authority, should consider the
following:
-whether the neighbourhood plan policy or development
proposal supports and upholds the general principle that
the strategic policy is concerned with
-the degree, if any, of conflict between the draft
neighbourhood plan policy or development proposal and
the strategic policy
-whether the draft neighbourhood plan policy or
development proposal provides an additional level of detail
and/or a distinct local approach to that set out in the
strategic policy without undermining that policy
-the rationale for the approach taken in the draft
neighbourhood plan or Order and the evidence to justify
that approach.” It is intended the approach of the CPNDP to
settlement boundaries should provide an additional level of
detail and/or distinct local approach.
The same approach has been adopted in respect of the
definition of settlement boundaries for each of the three
principal settlements of the Parish namely, Crich, Fritchley
and Whatstandwell, where the resultant boundaries reflect
the different landscape settings of these three settlements.
The settlement boundaries have been informed by those
included in the Adopted Amber Valley Local Plan 2006. It
was considered that these were not compliant with the later
NPPF 2012 in that they seemed designed to prevent almost
any development, contrary to the need to boost the supply
of homes, and being based on an approach of tightly drawn
boundaries that had no logic in landscape terms but were
merely a precise tracing around existing buildings. By
contrast the approach adopted in the Neighbourhood Plan
has been to recognise that opportunities for local housing
need to be met must be provided for where proposals
represent sustainable development. The Steering Group
commissioned a ‘Villages in the Landscape’ Study which

None
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In relation to Crich, the proposed policies relating
to development within and outside settlements
would limit future housing development to
locations within the tightly defined settlement
boundary and to proposals of no more than 5
dwellings. Such an approach would be more
restrictive than both existing policy H3 in the
Adopted Amber Valley Borough Local Plan 2006
and proposed policy H2 in the Draft Local Plan.
The effect of such an approach would that Crich
would only be able to make a very limited
contribution to meeting the need for new housing
development within Amber Valley, up to 2028,
despite the range of existing services and facilities
within the settlement being of a scale to support
its inclusion as a ‘Key Village’ in the Draft Local
Plan.
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has defined settlement boundaries so as to include existing
continuous development but has recognised that the form
of the landscape and the positioning of the settlements in
that landscape would allow a degree of rounding of the built
form to respect the nature of the landscape setting.The
settlement boundaries have been
subject to local consultation. Plans were presented at the
exhibition held at the Crich Fete in both 2016 and 2017.
This input and other input, for example through the
household questionnaire, has informed definition of the
boundaries. It is noted that whilst considerable support has
been voiced in respect of the draft Plan through the
Regulation 14 consultation only one comment from
members of the public relates to the settlement boundaries
and even this is in respect of a very particular length of
boundary.The very significant level of recent planning
permissions for housing in the Plan area has been
recognised and settlement boundaries have been drawn to
include the land that has planning permission. It is
important to note that the Neighbourhood Plan does not
place any cap on the amount of housing development that
can occur in the Plan area.
The settlement boundaries of the three principal
settlements including Crich have been drawn to allow a
degree of rounding of the built form to respect the nature of
the landscape setting. The consultation has clearly shown
that the vast majority of parishioners do not want to see
further major new housing development in the parish. The
draft Plan provides opportunities for new development of a
suitable scale to meet local need that may arise during the
Plan period. Small windfall development sites have made a
regular contribution towards the housing supply in the
parish. Between 2001 and 2011 there have been a gradual
increase in housing from 1312 up to 1402, and then a rapid
increase in planning permissions from 2015. Importantly the
settlement boundaries have been drawn to acknowledge
and include the considerable areas of land where planning
permissions have been granted recently. In Crich this
includes the development of 113 homes at Roes Lane

Amend
Policy NP1
to state In
the Region
of or
Approximat
ely 5
dwellings
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Whilst the principle of preventing the coalescence
of the existing settlements is supported, there are
concerns that the proposal for a ‘green gap’
between Crich and Whatstandwell does not reflect
the existing topography and recognise the existing
ridge line and tree belt which forms the natural
separation of the two settlements. To the east of
this ridge line and tree belt, the need to prevent
the coalescence of Crich and Fritchley is
considered to more relevant, but the area of land
immediately to the south of the existing built up
area of Crich is not considered to be significant in
preventing such coalescence. This is supported
by the conclusions of the Landscape Sensitivity
Study undertaken on behalf of the Borough
Council by Wardell Armstrong in relation to the
Draft Local Plan, which classifies the land as
being of Medium Sensitivity to development, in
contrast to the land west of the ridge line/tree belt
between Crich and Whatstandwell, which is
classified as being of High Sensitivity to
development.
In addition, the Draft Neighbourhood Plan refers in
error to the whole of the area between Crich and
Whatstandwell as being within the defined Special
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Phase 1; 60 homes at Roes Lane phase 2; 18 homes at
Coast Hill; 16 homes The Common and 7 homes Hill Crest
as well as a considerable number of homes on small sites.
In regards to scale of development, it is accepted that a
degree of flexibility is desirable to avoid absolute
prescription. The Policy will be amended to refer to ‘in the
region of’ 5 dwellings. The spatial policies in the draft Plan
represent a positive approach to supporting sustainable
development, by making it clear where development is
supported. This is arguably less restrictive and less
ambiguous than Policy H2 in the Draft Local Plan which
relies on the term ‘built framework’ (defined as the limits of
continuous or contiguous development forming the existing
built up area of a settlement).
The Steering Group commissioned an independent
professional study to consider the issue of coalescence
which had been identified as a major concern in local
consultations. The resultant study ‘Villages in a Landscape’
has identified three important green gaps that are critical in
the prevention of coalescence of Crich with Whatstandwell;
of Crich with Fritchley; and of Fritchley with Bullbridge. The
site to the south of Crich that the Borough Council are
currently proposing for housing development in the
emerging Local Plan lies wholly within the green gap
between Crich and Whatstandwell which includes the Torrs
ridgeline and land to both sides of the ridge. The ridgeline
and the slopes that approach the ridge from both the east
and west are particularly prominent features in the local
landscape. Even the study undertaken on behalf of AVBC
recognises the slopes on both the east and west of the
ridge are not of low sensitivity to development.

The boundaries of the Special Landscape Area do extend
to the east of the Torrs ridgeline but does not include the

None

Amend
Plan to
better
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Landscape Area in the Adopted Local Plan. The
area to the east of the ridge line/tree belt is
excluded from the Special Landscape Area.

whole of the area between Crich and Whatstandwell. An
adjustment of wording is agreed to clarify this matter.

Draft policy NP5 requires a mix of housing types
and states that planning applications for housing
schemes are required to deliver a housing mix
that reflects the demonstrable need for smaller
dwellings. The evidence that demonstrates this
need is not visible on the Neighbourhood Plan
web-site and the Borough Council welcomes the
opportunity to review this evidence before being
able to comment more fully on the policy.

Table 2 of the draft Plan taken from the Crich Area profile
produced by AVBC to support the emerging Local Plan
clearly shows that 28% of households in the Parish are
one-person households and that a further 26% of
households are families with no children. The high
incidence of detached dwellings locally, which are rarely
small dwellings, confirms a mismatch between the existing
housing stock and household composition. NP5 requires a
focus on smaller 2/3 bed dwellings to contribute towards
housing needs as evidenced in the changing
demographics, to address the imbalance in housing stock
compared to the district and contribute towards the market
housing mix recommended in the SHMA Addendum Update
2017.The draft Neighbourhood Plan will be updated to
include the recent SHMA Addendum and a comparison of
the suggested housing mix in this report and the parish’s
existing housing stock, in order to further substantiate policy
NP5.
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reflect
extent of
the Special
Landscape
Area.
DONE
Addition of
the
Addendum
(GL Hearn
2017)
and table
comparing
Crich to
AVBC as
further
evidence of
housing
imbalance.
DONE
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Draft policy NP7 would require developers to
contribute 25% affordable housing which is below
the amount requested in the adopted Amber
Valley Borough Local Plan 2006 and the draft
Amber Valley Borough Local Plan. It is not clear
where the evidence is to support the requirement
for a lower percentage of affordable housing.
Additionally part 3 of the policy requires applicants
to demonstrate how other considerations have
been addressed where a lower percentage of
affordable housing has been agreed. It is
considered that these considerations should be
addressed in all development.

The intention is that the requirement in the Neighbourhood
Plan should reflect the strategic requirement. Policy NP7
will be adjusted accordingly.

The National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG)
states that policies in neighbourhood plans should
be clear and unambiguous. They should be
drafted with sufficient clarity that a decision maker
can apply them consistently and with confidence
when determining planning applications. AVBC
has concerns that some of the policy wording is
not sufficiently clear to enable them to be
consistently applied, particularly in relation to
NP2, NP3 and NP4.

Policy wording has been reviewed. It is considered the
policies provide a practical framework within which
decisions on planning applications can be made with a high
degree of predictability and efficiency as required by
paragraph 17 of the NPPF. If the Borough Council is able to
identify any specific wording that may be problematic in this
respect then the Steering Group will review those instances
again.

Generally policies cannot require improvements to
local services beyond those that are required as a
result of the new development. It should also be
noted that a number of the policies (including
NP13) refer to new development being required to
deliver improvements to local services, beyond
those that are required as a result of the new
development itself and it needs to be clarified that
such requirements cannot be justified in

It is agreed that planning obligations should only be sought
where they meet all of the following tests:
·
necessary to make the development acceptable in
planning terms;
·
directly related to the development; and
fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the
development.
Policy NP13 has been revised. It would be helpful if AVBC
could indicate precisely which other policies they are
referring to, so that these can be reviewed.
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Adjust
Policy NP7
to state
30%
Do we
need to
remove
point 3 as
(as
suggested
by AVBC)
we would
want all
applications
to address
these
policies???
DONE
Subject to
meeting
with AVBC
DONE

Subject to
meeting
with AVBC
DONE
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accordance with planning law or national planning
policy.
It is noted that the Plan makes little reference to
the hamlets within the Parish and does not identify
heritage assets within the hamlets or elsewhere in
the Parish.

The guidance in relation to neighbourhood plan
preparation makes it clear that all sectors of the
community in a neighbourhood plan area should
be involved in the process. At Paragraph: 048
Reference ID: 41-048-20140306 the NPPG
states: ‘A qualifying body must consult any of the
consultation bodies whose interest it considers
may be affected by the draft neighbourhood plan
or Order proposal. The consultation bodies are set
out in Schedule 1 to the Neighbourhood Planning
(General) Regulations 2012 (as amended). Other
public bodies, landowners and the development
industry should be involved in preparing a draft
neighbourhood plan or Order. By doing this
qualifying bodies will be better placed to produce
plans that provide for sustainable development
which benefits the local community whilst avoiding
placing unrealistic pressures on the cost and
deliverability of that development. ‘It is not clear
from the consultation information made available
that the above has informed the consultation
process. The Borough Council would welcome the
opportunity meet with members of the
Neighbourhood Planning Steering Group to
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There is limited need to refer to the hamlets within the
Parish. All areas outside the settlement boundaries of the
three principal settlements are regarded in planning policy
terms as countryside. Heritage assets have been identified
where relevant to a policy of the Neighbourhood
Plan.Heritage assets put forward for potential local listing as
non designated items have are done so on the basis of
advice provided by the local heritage group and members
of the community

The Consultation Statement confirms the thorough and
intense nature of consultation that has been undertaken
during the entire Plan preparation period. Great effort has
been expended to ensure that all sectors of community
have had opportunity to input to Plan preparation. The
household survey for example was delivered to every
household in the Plan area. This will have provided a direct
link to every landowner through occupiers. There has been
a robust consultation methodology with ongoing
communication via the website, parish newsletter, leaflets,
posters, banners and direct email throughout the process.
All meetings, exhibitions, and other events have been open
to all stakeholders. Information placed on the internet is
available to all parties. Close liaison has been maintained
with the local business community and consultation has
included umbrella organisations representing business and
commerce generally at wider than parish levels. The
owners of land proposed for designation through the Plan
as local green space, were contacted directly.

Broaden
heritage
maps to
include
all
Designated
items (not
just those
within
Conservati
on Areas)
DONE
None
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explore this and the other issues contained in this
letter further, at a mutually convenient time.
South Wingfield
PC
Dethick Holloway
& Lea PC
Ripley PC
Alderwasley PC
Homes and
Communities
Agency

NAME

Resident
A

No Response
No Response
No Response
No Response
No Response

PUBLIC CONSULTATION
COMMENTS
RESPONSE
Thank you for the opportunity to consider the Crich Parish neighbourhood Welcome the support and note the opposition to
Plan.
the proposal in the Local Plan.
The councillors to whom I spoke on Saturday 22 April were all extremely
helpful and informative.
The Neighbourhood plan seems comprehensive and realistic - and in
particular recognises the balance to be drawn between maintaining the
working and progressive nature of the village as a working village on the
one hand - but ensuring that all development and growth is carried out
sympathetically and sensitively in order to maintain the essential charm
and character of the village.
I and my wife are pleased that the Parish council opposes the proposed
inclusion in the local plan of the Crich Common development - as such
development would be completely at odds with all that the parish council on behalf of the residents of Crich - are seeking to achieve in this sector
of the Neighbourhood plan
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ACTION
None
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Resident
B
Resident
C

Resident
D

I have lived in Crich for 15 years and it's unique village atmosphere is
already being eroded away It is essential to keep the existing boundaries
to protect the village. Already there has been a significant impact of the
out of control housing developments on the nature and wildlife in the
village. The village infrastructure is not able to cope with the additional
people. Please please protect our beautiful village.
Fully agree with all aspects of this well prepared and well presented Plan
Firstly I commend the hard work of a dedicated group of volunteers who
have taken the time to create this plan for the benefit of the whole
community. Thank you. The look and feel, quality and ease at which you
can understand the proposals is very good. I fully support the proposal to
focus development to smaller infill sites which support the sustainability of
the village. I have just a few minor amends; I think all listed buildings
within the Parish should be detailed, including things like the Butterley
Gangroad and the tunnel of the Crich mineral line, which have been
missed off the map on page 11. They are all important to the character of
the Parish. The pictures supporting this section are great and really bring
the document to life. I think the vision for 2031 is spot on, as are the
objectives. The objectives have clearly been written by people who
understand the community and also the place. I think point 90 regarding
growth and development is well made. Fully support NP1. Fully agree with
point 105. Fully support NP2. I support the concept of Green Gaps - it
would be helpful if the map for Crich hugged the settlement boundary at
Woodside as the Whatstandwell map does. At the moment it appears as if
some of the fields outside the settlement boundary are not in the green
gap and is slightly ambiguous and potentially open to challenge. Strongly
support NP3 and point 3 in particular. Support the building for life
approach, has the Neighbourhood Plan also considered age friendly or
lifetime homes standards as Crich does have an ageing population. Whilst
NP4 ensures houses fit with the local vernacular building style, I also think
that high quality architecturally modern buildings should also be permitted
- to reflect the time in which they were built. I completely agree that it is
right that Crich has a mix of housing types, as someone who bought their
first home in Crich I am extremely lucky and happy to live in such a
wonderful place, but homes for young people are limited. Having looked in
other areas I think it is important that starter homes are built to the same
high standard as other properties in terms of design and finish. Support
NP5 -10, but I think the Crich mineral railway should be added to NP7.
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Welcome the support for the plan.

None

Welcome the support.

None

We welcome your supportive comments.
Acknowledge the need to reflect all Listed
Buildings in the Parish and this will be
addressed. NP 1 and NP2 have different
objectives and by their nature don’t mirror each
other spatially. Support for NP3 noted. Policy
NP4 will be amended to express 'support' for the
principles set out that would not stifle innovation,
originality or initiative. The approach of the Plan
does not differentiate between starter homes
and other homes. Specific reference will be
made to the Crich Mineral Railway and inclusion
as a proposed non-designated heritage asset.
Support for NP16 noted. Note comments
regarding dovetailing of the Neighbourhood Plan
and Local Plan, a meeting is being coordinated
with the Borough Council to discuss further.

Reflect all
Designated
heritage items
on map. Amend
Policy NP4 to
state 'Proposals
will be
supported
where they:…'
Inclusion of the
Crich Mineral
Railway as a
proposed nondesignated
heritage asset.
DONE
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Resident
E

Parts of this line, particularly near to Chadwick Nick and the incline from/
to Bullbridge and the Cromford Canal are important. As other parts of the
railway have been preserved throughout the village, I think the whole
route to the canal should be considered of local value. I completely agree
that Crich should be encouraged as an employment site and it is right that
a vibrant village has a mix of housing and amenities. Completely support
NP16. Completely support concerns about congestion on roads,
especially on the Common and in the Market Place and I have real
concerns about what this will be like when the Roes Lane development is
complete. I think it is important that should any new deve lopment go
ahead, both statutory Highways bodies and the developer through s.106
make sure that Crich remains a safe place to live and commute on the
road network. Anything which can be done to reduce the number on street
parked cars would be welcomed. On diagram 15b I think parts of the
Common to Amber Hill and near to the King William also need to be
included. In addition to the main document I hope representations can be
made to Amber Valley to make sure that this document and the Local
Plan dovetail, with the onus being on Amber Valley to amend their Local
Plan accordingly. I feel it would be very wrong if volunteers were forced to
take more time to review this plan simply because the Local Plan had
progressed. As someone who works in Local Government I think this is a
clear, concise and well articulated policy and I hope that the local
authority and Planning Inspectorate support all your hard work. Well done!
I am surprised to see that drainage and water is not specifically
mentioned as this is a crucial consideration in Crich due to the topography
and precipitation. It may be that the Parish Council considers this is
already covered by sustainability. However I understand that there are
ongoing problems with water drainage at the Roes Lane development,
and which may have led to flooding downstream in Fritchley. This implies
that planning applications have been passed without adequate provision
being ensured regarding drainage and its impacts and would benefit from
being addressed in the Neighbourhood Plan.
Besides this I support the CPNP with their acceptance of sympathetic,
sustainable, small developments that continue to enhance the aspects of
Crich that makes it so popular with those that live here and the tourism
that it encourages which help sustain the village. It seems Crich has a
higher than average percentage of larger houses and so would endorse
the call for smaller, not larger houses.
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We are not obliged to have policies regarding
drainage and water, especially where it
duplicated Local Plan and national policies.
Note support for the policies that shape
development, support tourism and smaller
dwellings.

None
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Resident
F

Resident
G

Resident
H

I have read the Neighbourhood Plan and would like to thank everyone for
all the effort and hard work they have put in to get it to this stage. It is
much appreciated.

Support noted.

None

Firstly, congratulations on a very comprehensive and easy to follow plan.
I agree with virtually all of the points and recommendations and very
much hope that it will be recognised and endorsed by Amber Valley
Borough Council.
There are a couple of points which I think weren't mentioned and I wonder
if some reference should be made:

Support noted. Comments regarding Cliff Quarry
are noted. The proposal for this site has been
mothballed and was not raised through the
consultation for the Neighbourhood Plan. The
Neighbourhood Plan does not include any
proposal for a school on land behind the Glebe
Field Centre.

None

Comments opposing the development at
Woodside are noted and whilst we recognise
support for the Neighbourhood spatial policies,
the development is outside the remit of the
Neighbourhood Plan.

None

1. The potential development of the Cliff Quarry site - particularly in
relation to what sort of development would be acceptable.
2. The future building of a new school on land behind the Glebe Field
Centre off Coasthill. I note that this is still mentioned in the AVBC plan.
Traffic to the Glebe Filed Centre and Crich Medical Practice already
creates problems and congestion on Oakwell Drive and its junction with
Coasthill. This will be exacerbated with the building of the proposed new
houses with access through this route. A school development could make
the traffic and parking problems intolerable in this area and create real
hazards to the often elderly pedestrians accessing the medical facilities.
I would like to comment on the proposal to build 80 new dwellings at
Woodside. This proposal is simply not sustainable and not suitable for the
village in any way.
The parish is already seeing new houses built on Roes Lane and along
the Common between Crich and Fritchley, which is already causing road
blockages and an increase in heavy machinery moving around narrow
lanes. This is already and will become a greater safety concern when the
summer cyclists start to visit. In fact I think it will drive away many tourists,
who are a major source of seasonal income, with a consequential
detrimental effect on local businesses.
The additional community drawn into the village as a result of these
current developments will stretch local amenities such as schools,
doctor’s surgeries and roads to the limit. These developments are driving
out local people who cannot afford to live in the village and it simply has to
stop before it destroys the village. Crich has already taken its share of
new developments. Please no more! In addition I would like to voice my
opinion on the current 650 empty houses in the Amber Valley.
Why does the council encourage the building of new houses on green
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Resident
I

Resident
J

field sites when it would surely make more economic sense to renovate
existing empty houses or build on brown-field sites in areas that can
already sustain these additional numbers?
I'm sorry; I've neglected to engage with the neighbourhood plan. I'm
unable to make the last drop in session.
I think it's important to include a pollinators plan. See info from Friends of
the Earth here, please: https://www.foe.co.uk/sites/
default/files/downloads/ helping-pollinators-locally- 103225.pdf
Please let me know if I can help in that area further or engage with any
issues of local food provision.
Pls can you include these as part of the consultation?
Crich is
currently a village. It does not have the infrastructure to become a small
town. The Drs surgery and schools are full. The play facilities at the
recreation ground are worn and pitiful for a village of this size (though I
very much appreciate the work that The PLACE project committee are
doing to raise funds to improve the area). The developers of the Roes
Lane site should have provided some funding for this central resource, but
they didn't.
I support redevelopment of the brownfield site at Stevensons' old dye
works at the bottom of Bull Bridge. Eighty houses would fit nicely on there
and improve the entrance to Crich/Fritchley and Bull Bridge.
Crich Market Place cannot cope with more traffic. Where will the vehicles
park when residents need to go to the shops? It is mayhem there at
school run time.
Driving up and down Crich Common is already difficult. An associated
problem with the current increase in traffic (and this is BEFORE more
residents), is that cars cut down Surgery Lane to get past slower vehicles
on the Common. I live on Surgery Lane with my husband and three small
children, who walk to the infant and junior school and to all of their after
school activities in the village e.g. Cubs and Beavers at the Scout Hut,
Seekers at the Baptist Chapel. They also like to visit the Rec to play
football.
My children have nearly been killed twice on Surgery Lane by drivers
cutting down the lane to avoid waiting for vehicles in the opposite direction
to pass parked cars on the Common. Once a van was going so fast I
didn't get chance to read the number plate - the vehicle was shaking from
side to side with speed as it accelerated down the slip road opposite the
Loaf, and then travelled along Surgery Lane. Thankfully my child stood
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Comments noted. Local food provision didn’t
arise through the community consultation and
therefore wasn’t a policy pursued through the
Plan.

None

Comments regarding traffic and pedestrian
safety are acknowledged. Whilst specific traffic
management issues are outside the remit of a
neighbourhood plan, the polices seek to limit a
growth in traffic.

None
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Resident
K

still on the pavement at the bottom of the slip road when the van when
past him, but the driver was so very nearly out of control and could have
easily collided with a car coming up the slip road. Another time I stepped
out of my front door only to be almost mowed down by a delivery driver
who was driving along the pavement with two wheels outside my house. I
was so thankful that my children were not ahead of me going through the
front door - they know it is dangerous and that the grown up must go out
of the door first.
As an aside, my children regularly have to walk on the road on Surgery
Lane because of dog mess and the state of the uneven pavement - they
fall off their scooters as there are holes in the pavement and the surface is
uneven where the pavement tarmac meets the kerb. We reported the dog
mess (three times!) and the uneven pavement to the county council.
Nothing has been done about either of them. With regard to getting traffic
calming measures in place, I understand that this is difficult without any
reported accidents / fatalities.
A pedestrian crossing is necessary where Sue Whetton provides crossing
patrol, for times when she is not there. Everyone crosses here, but the
parked cars make it hazardous. You have to step into the road before you
cross, to see whether anything is coming down the hill when you are on
the same side as the post office. Elderly people as well as children cross
here.
The fields and wildlife along Crich Common are what make Crich such a
desirable place to live. Building houses there will mean the end of this
flora.
Both schools in Crich are full, meaning that parents will have to drive their
children to the neighbouring schools which are not full (Fritchley, Crich C
of E and South Wingfield) - this will INCREASE traffic passing through the
village at peak times. It will make Bowns Hill even more hazardous. If you
have ever walked down here at 3.15 p.m. from the infant school while
children are running down the hill on the pavement, with cars speeding
past them up the hill, you would appreciate there is an accident waiting to
happen.
A coherent well structured and comprehensive plan which is based on
evidence and reflects local people’s views and wishes. This plan unlike
the AVBC Local Plan draft covers all aspects of future development of
Crich Parish in a joined up way. I support the standards set for quality,
quantity, type and location of future housing developments and new
businesses, and preservation of green space. I hope this plan is
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Support noted.

None

88

Resident
L

supported by local people and attains the influence it deserves over the
future of this lovely (currently) place to live.
My wife and I fully support the plan. Thank you for your hard work in
creating this plan.
Can the settlement line for Whatstandwell be made smaller form Shaws
Hill down Main Road

Resident
M

Resident
N

Resident
O

Resident
P

Resident
Q

My family have lived in Crich for 40 years and are opposed to further large
scale developments of luxury (big) houses when there's a shortage of
affordable starter homes or for smaller retirement bungalows to allow
people to stay in the village that they love.
I am also opposed to building on green field sites when there are more
suitable sites nearby such as Bullbridge. I understand that house
prices/tax bands would be lower here than on a beautiful field and so not
as attractive for the local councils to approve, but the roads and lanes in
Crich are already fit to burst and large houses (2-3 cars) mean more
traffic through the village as well
I am not opposed to small affordable housing developments in the Crich
Parish.
I'm
against large scale building developments that merge all the villages
together.
I
also feel that developers should be made to donate funding for projects in
our villages that will benefit our young and old people.
Crich Conservation Area Map Omitted - Portal to Stephenson’s Tunnel,
Crich, (Grade 2) Entry No 1406815 (beneath southern edge of Jubilee
Gardens, Sandy Lane, Crich.
Although outside of conservation area I can't find any reference to
Woodbank House, The Common, Crich (Grade 2) entry No 1356215.
No mention of the George Stephenson disused railway that ran from what
is now the Tram Museum to Ambergate. Should try and protect what is
left as part of the industrial heritage of Crich.
The Heritage report makes no mention of the Stephenson Railway from
the tramway museum to Ambergate. There are several bridges and
tunnels on the route which should preserved for future generations and
not destroyed for house building.
Is there any mention of sewage capacity, especially at fitchley for future
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Support noted.

None

We have commissioned a study by Urban
Design to look at the most appropriate
boundaries that would have the least effect on
the landscape character. The community were
consulted on the resultant Settlement
Development Limits and no issues were raised.
Support for NP1 and NP2 are noted. Comment
regarding Bullbridge is outside the Plan area.

None

Support for the Plan policies regarding the scale
of development and green gaps is welcomed.

None

Comments regarding the omittance of the Portal
to Stephenson,s Tunnel and Woodbank House
are noted. The heritage maps will be amended
to incorporate all Listed assets. The importance
of the Portal and the Mineral Railway is
acknowledged and will be put forward as a
proposed non-designated heritage asset in the
Plan.
The importance of the Stephenson Railway as a
heritage item is acknowledged and will be added
to the list to be considered as a non-designated
heritage item. Sewage capacity and water
tables are not matters considered by the Plan.

Amend heritage
map to include
all designated
items. Mineral
Railway as a
proposed nondesignated item
DONE
As above DONE

None
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Resident
R

Resident
S

Resident
T

Resident
U

developments and those already in the pipeline. Water tables are also to
be considered
I am very concerned about the increasing encroachment on farmland and
green space by oversized houses that put a huge strain on village
services-schools and doctors.
Surely there are enough brownfield sites (Bullbridge Hill) to provide
additional housing.
Also by constructing smaller houses, empty nesters could move leaving
their large homes to incoming families. One of the joys of rural England is
its green fields, once it’s gone, there will be no way to get it back
I support the plan – particularly Houses that meet needs of local people bungalows, affordable Houses in tune with local architecture, heritage,
and small discreet developments. Protection of green spaces between
communities. Maintenance of heritage - even only through names of new
roads. eg Roes Lane is site described by DH Lawrence.
Traffic management - parking on Common, Cromford Road. Environment
- pollution
Worriesmatters out of local council - Health provision, Schools, Highways.
Can anything be done to prevent Crich being commuter territory for A38,
M1 housing people with no investment in village - i.e. local houses for
local people and local employment
To free up parking spaces for use by local residents. Residents who want
to visit local shops can find parking difficult as spaces are taken up by
walkers who leave the village deserted. Suggestion - restrict parking to 1
hour so that spaces are available for local shoppers and are not blocked
by people parking all day. Enforcement - This would be not need
enforcement as people would want to comply with the restrictions and
play fairly for the rest of the village.
Very pleased to see the preservation of green spaces is in the plan,
particularly green belt land that should not be developed. Green belt land
should be exactly that - green. Also pleased bio-diversity is included in the
plan - this is vitally important for all areas, not just Crich, keeping areas for
the grass snkake, slow worm and bees is essential.
There should be no large scale building development, i oppose any
development at Crich Common. Any building development should include
affordable housing, developers should be held to account if they fail to do
this (eg as on Roes Lane Devonshire Gardens developemnt). Large scale
development brings with it additional traffic and currently Crich could'nt
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We acknowledge support for the Plans spatial
policies. Bullbridge Hill is outside the Plan area.

None

Support for the Plan is welcomed, notably the
type and mix of housing and protection of local
green spaces.

None

Whilst concerns regarding traffic within Crich
village are acknowledged, they are outside the
remit of the Neighbourhood Plan.

None

Acknowldge support for the local green spaces,
biodiversity, affordable housing and parking
policies.

None
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Resident
V

Resident
W

Resident
X

Resident
Y

accommodate this. I agree with the comments on parking that states
adequate off street parking is provided.
Whilst we generally agree with all the statements of good intent contained
within the overdue neighbourhood plan ie protecting the environment,
parking, green belt between villages etc it remains to be seen how much
influence it will have with AVBC re planning applications etc. We need a
good mix of housing and some of it must be affordable.
Page 10 para 32. Misleading to say Crich is in Mid Derbyshire. This is the
name of a neighbouring parliamentary consitituency which covers Belper
area and a section of North Derby. Alternative is Central Derbyshire, in
the middle of Debyshire. Page 15 para 40 part of the quarry was acquired
by the Tramway Museum Society not National Tramway Society, this
does'nt exist. Throughout spelling of PLATEAUX not plateaus. I support
this plan whoeheartedly and these comments are very minor. para 146
the green amber red scheme is an excellent idea. para 161 principal not
principle occupation. Glossary - first rate and a life saver for ordinary
citizens para 241 - 245 Whilst it is not in the scope of a neighbourhood it
would be worth stating that the local population generally support its
public houses and (following the unfortunate example of the Jovial
Dutchman, now holiday let premises) that when a pub closes for any
reason, there should be a planning presumption against change of use to
allow operators a chance to make a go of the business. Warmest thanks
to everyone for all the hard work on an excellent CPNP
I think it is vital we approve and get the plan in place as soon as possible
to try to protect our green spaces and ensure any further development in
Crich is in keeping with what is outlined within the plan. I fully support the
plan as it stands.
It is essential that you get your NP in place for the following reasons
1. Crich is in danger of being swamped by other large largely
unsympathetic house.
2. The increased development will probably create a series of dormitories
that will be separate from the village community.
3. Crich has a very good centre but this is in danger of being destroyed b
y increased traffic.
4. There
are developments at Dowie lane and on the site of the old spring factory
that show that sympathetic layout and use of materials can create new
harmonious layouts.
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Support for the Neighbourhood Plan policies a
mix and afforable housing is welcomed.

None

Amendments to Plan agreed. Support for public
houses and community facilities in general are
acknowledged through the Plan in policy N16.
General support for the Plan is welcomed.

Amend Mid
Derbyshire to
central
Derbyshire,
change re to
Tramway and
Plateaux etc.
DONE

Support welcomed.

None

Support welcomed.

None
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Resident
Z

Gladman
Developm
ents LTD

21 - 234 Supporting Crich Village Centre. Omits that the village has a
Yoga and Rehabilitation Studio, an Osteopath and Physiotherapist.
23 - 247 Recently I have seen regular road rage incidents on the
Common where I live because of the on-road parking and inadequacy of
roads to carry current traffic levels into Crich.
Car parking 260 - I live in older house with no parking on Common. NP17
(2) I think there needs to be additional parking to get cars off main roads
and consider buying car parking space in Kings Arms and land opposite
that could be car parking for residents or Tramway Museum parking,
hardly used out of season.
106- Important to keep visual links and views for existing dwellings - not
giving permission to 2-3 storey dwellings which block out existing views
(as on Chapel Lane / Common.
158 Given the demand and need for smaller older peoples dwellings we can't
justify large developments of 3-5 bed houses when this is not of demand
and only increases the size beyond capacity rather than serving local
population from cradle to grave.
My experience of
affordable housing in Weaver Close, Crich - poor design, not
functional/big enough for a normal size couple to want to stay - better
design essential.

Plan will be amended to include Yoga and
Rehabilitation Studio in the list of business.
General supportive comments welcomed.

Add Yoga
Studios in
business list
DONE

PPG update regarding review of Neighbourhood Plans. Gladman notes
the plan makes reference to a commitment to a review of the plan within 5
years. There is currently no legislation in place for the review of
neighbourhood plans, without repeating the same processes of
consultation and examination as producing the original plan therefore
Gladman suggests the Parish Council instead chooses to word the CNP
as flexibly as possible to minimise conflicts.
Neighbourhood Plans should not contain policies restricting housing
development in settlements.

The Neighbourhood Planning Act 2017 in
Section4 and Schedule 1 establishes a
framework for the review of Neighbourhood
Plans.

None

The CPNDP does not restrict housing
development occurring within the settlement
boundaries of the three principal settlements.
A strong community preference for
developments of up to 5 dwellings has been
revealed through the consultation processes. An
analysis of the age of buildings has clearly
demonstrated the historic nature of development
in Crich is one where additions to the settlement
have been achieved through a series of
relatively small new development schemes.

None

Policy NP1 - This policy will allow for developments of up to 5 dwellings
within the defined settlement boundaries of NP2. Gladman suggests this
is unnecessarily and that it is not clear why this is considered an
appropriate limit to development and why 6 or 7 dwellings would not be
considered acceptable. This does not accord with the requirements of the
Framework which seeks flexibility and as currently worded sustainable
development could be prevented from coming forward. This policy lacks
the necessary evidence for why it is considered appropriate

Crich Parish Draft Neighbourhood Plan Consultation Statement

Amend Policy
NP1 to state In
the Region of or
Approximately
5 dwellings
DONE
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Policy NP2 - This policy sets out what development would be permitted
within the defined settlement limits, Gladman opposes the use of
settlement boundaries if these would preclude otherwise sustainable
development from coming forward. The Framework is clear that
development which is sustainable should go ahead without delay. The
use of settlement limits to arbitrarily restrict suitable development from
coming forward on the edge of settlements does not accord with the
positive approach to growth required by the Framework and is contrary to
basic condition (a). Should the Parish Council choose to continue with the
use of a settlement boundary policy Gladman recommends the policy sets
out the circumstances upon which development beyond the settlement
boundaries would be permitted. Failure to do so could mean the plan
lacks the necessary flexibility to accord with the Framework, which does
not seek to provide a blanket restriction against development beyond
settlements. The Framework instead seeks to promote development in
rural areas which would enhance or maintain the vitality of rural
communities. This policy again references the limit of up to 5 dwellings
per development within the settlement boundary and following the above
concerns should be removed from the policy.

Crich Parish Draft Neighbourhood Plan Consultation Statement

Recent planning permissions at Roes Lane
which are large in scale represent a discontinuity
with the historic development of the settlement.
It is accepted that a degree of flexibility is
desirable to avoid absolute prescription. The
Policy will be amended to refer to ‘in the region
of’ 5 dwellings. In the case of brownfield
redevelopment schemes within the settlement
development boundaries it is recognised
efficient use of the site may result in support for
sustainable schemes that are larger than those
in the region of 5 dwellings that would be
supported on non-brownfield sites.
The settlement boundaries are proposed to
direct development so that it is in a sustainable
location not least respectful of the landscape
setting of the principal settlements. There is
nothing arbitrary about the Policy which is based
on a thorough study of the landscape context of
the three principal settlements in the Parish. It is
important to note there is no policy limit on the
total amount of development that can occur
within settlement boundaries. A strong
community preference for developments of up to
5 dwellings has been revealed through the
consultation processes. It is accepted that a
degree of flexibility is desirable to avoid absolute
prescription. The Policy will be amended to refer
to ‘in the region’ of 5 dwellings.Policy NP 2 is in
general conformity with the adopted Policy H3 in
the adopted Local Plan and Policy H2 in the
Draft Local Plan which directs development to
land within the built framework of the Urban
Areas and Key Villages. The Plan policy will be
amended to make it clearer, the circumstances
upon which development beyond the settlement
boundaries would be permitted. The settlement
boundaries are not policies for the supply of
housing in the context of the Supreme Court

Add to end of
the policy 'Land
outside the
settlement
development
boundaries will
be treated as
open
countryside,
which will be
protected for the
sake of its
intrinsic
character and
beauty in
accordance with
national
planning policy.
DONE
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Policy NP3 - This policy seeks to introduce green gaps, a policy
considered to be strategic in nature and therefore beyond the remit of
neighbourhood plans. The special landscape areas referred to in the
justification for the policy are already protected by saved local plan policy
and again by emerging local plan policy. Further, this green gap policy will
be more extensive than the special landscape area and therefore this
policy will be more restrictive than the emerging local plan policy;
Gladman recommends this policy is removed from the plan.

Policy NP4 -This policy seeks to implement a restrictive design
code for development, with new developments being expected to be
designed using a locally inspired range of materials. Gladman
recommends this policy be reworded to allow for the flexibility of the
Framework, which in paragraph 58 states ‘developments should respond
to local character and history and reflect the identity of local surroundings
and materials, whilst not preventing or discouraging appropriate
innovation.’ Gladman suggests the policy should be reworded to reflect
that the use of locally inspired materials will be supported; it should not be
a requirement of all development. It is also not clear how a decision
maker should apply aspects of the policy without criteria to the extent that
schemes should accord with national design standards. Policies should
be worded in a way that a decision maker can apply them predictably and
with confidence, it is not currently clear to what extent a scheme should
accord with national design standards, Gladman suggest this policy is
reworded to reflect the circumstances in which development may or may
not be allowed in regard to national design standards.
Policy NP8 - Gladman raises no concerns with the Local Green Spaces
(LGS) identified however, suggests Parish Council may wish to undertake
further work as part of evidence base to meet all tests of LGS designation
by demonstrating how each piece of land is not considered to be an
extensive tract of land, in relation to the settlements within the Parish.

Crich Parish Draft Neighbourhood Plan Consultation Statement

judgement handed down on 10 May 2017
regarding proper interpretation of para 49 of the
NPPF.
The green gaps are local in nature and apply to
specified areas within the Crich Parish
neighbourhood area only. The green gaps have
been identified in a commissioned study that
only relates to Crich Parish.The green gaps are
not policies for the supply of housing in the
context of the Supreme Court judgement
handed down on 10 May 2017 regarding the
proper interpretation of paragraph 49 of the
NPPF.The Green Gap and Special Landscape
designations are directed at different purposes.
Comparison of extent of areas of application is
not appropriate.
Agreed – the policy wording will be adjusted to
avoid unnecessary prescription.

Agreed - The text justifying the designations will
be strengthened to confirm the proposed LGS’s
are not extensive tracts of land.

None

Amend policy
NP4 to state
'Proposals will
be supported
where they ….'
(will need to
change first
word of no. of
criteria to fit with
new intro)
DONE

Ensure LGS
Report clearly
states not
extensive tract
of land. DONE
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