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Introduction 
This Consultation Statement has been prepared to fulfil the legal obligations of the Neighbourhood 

Planning Regulations in accordance with the Localism Act 2011 for South Wingfield Neighbourhood 

Plan (SWNP). The legal basis of the statement is provided by Section 15(2) of Part 5 of the 2012 

Neighbourhood Planning Regulations which states that a consultation statement should: 

 

• Contain details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the proposed 

Neighbourhood Plan; 

• Explain how they were consulted; 

• Summarise the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted; 

• Describe how those issues and concerns have been considered and, where relevant, 

addressed in the proposed Neighbourhood Plan.  

 

Engagement with the Community 
The first moves to set up a neighbourhood plan for SWP were made in November 2014 following 
refusal at a Public Enquiry of a planning application for housing development on Inns Lane.  
Correspondence between Chris Handforth, a member of South Wingfield Action Group (SWAG) who 
opposed the development and Councillor Valerie Thorpe local member for Amber Valley Borough 
Council resulted in an initial meeting on 11th December 2014.  

On 12th March 2015 a first meeting took place with a representative of Rural Action Derbyshire. 
Subsequently, a plan of the parish was submitted to Amber Valley Borough Council to register the 
group’s existence.  

A public meeting was held at the Parish Rooms in July 2015 when a constitution was agreed and a 
steering group elected.  28 people signed up indicating a desire to help with the Plan or be kept 
informed of progress.  

The Steering Group then met on a monthly basis.  Residents were always welcome to attend the 
meetings, either to become involved or just to find out more about the NP.   

Facebook was used as an effective medium to share information and to encourage local involvement. 
See image 1 
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Image 1 

 

Members of the Steering Group attended the Parish Church Spring Fuddle in May 2016 to gauge 
residents’ opinions by undertaking an initial survey about the NP. The original survey and feedback 
are at Appendix 1 and 2.  

In 2017 the Steering Group again attended the Parish Church Spring Fuddle in May to publicise the 
Household Survey which was planned to take place in August 2017. At both fairs’ maps were displayed 
and other documents about the Neighbourhood Plan.  

Image 2 SWNP Stall in 2017 to explain progress and advertise the forthcoming Household Survey 
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The Steering Group provided regular updates on progress with the Neighbourhood Plan in the 
quarterly Church & Community Magazine, which is distributed widely throughout Parish and more 
recently available online. In the Autumn 2017 Church Magazine people were encouraged to complete 
the Household Questionnaire and explained the different means to do so including being able to pick 
up paper copies at the Village Store.  

The annual Parish Newsletter delivered to every household in the Parish also contains articles tracking 
progress with the Neighbourhood Plan. 

A survey of parishioners (Household Questionnaire) took place during August 2017. (28.07.17 to 
31.08.17)   Paper copies of the questionnaire were delivered to every property in the Parish.  The 
questionnaire was also published and could be completed online via the Parish Council’s website.  
Banners and posters were erected in key locations around the Parish to further publicise the survey. 
A telephone helpline was provided. The official report on the results was published on the PC website 
for an extensive period of time. 

A summary of the findings from the Household Questionnaire were reported in the Spring 2018 
edition of the Church and Community Magazine. The findings of this survey underpin the scope and 
focus of the SWNP. 

Regulation 14 Consultation  
The Public Consultation on the South Wingfield Parish Draft Neighbourhood Plan took place between 
1st July 2020 and 31st August 2020. It was primarily conducted online via the Parish Council’s website. 
Advertising banners were erected in 3 key locations within the Parish. Flyers informing residents about 
the Consultation and encouraging them to participate were delivered to every property in the Parish.  
The SWPNP Facebook page was extensively used to inform residents about the Consultation, with 
regular updates also posted on the Spotted: Crich, Fritchley, South Wingfield, Whatstandwell and 
Bullbridge Facebook Page.  Due to the Covid Pandemic it was not possible to hold public meetings or 
information sessions. A telephone helpline was available which also enabled residents to request a 
paper consultation response form if they did not wish to respond online. 

Image 3 banner Advertising Regulation 14 Consultation  
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Image 4 below is the Consultation Leaflet cover 

Image 4 

 

 

 

A SWPNP Facebook page was created and regularly used to keep residents updated on progress.  It 
was extensively used to publicise both the Household Survey and the Public Consultation.  
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Image 5 Facebook Use to promote the consultation  

 
 

Responses from local residents, other consulted bodies and statutory consultees 
This section contains detailed responses and comments received on the draft Neighbourhood Plan 
throughout the Regulation 14 consultation period (between 1st July to 31st August 2020) from 
residents, statutory consultees and other consulted bodies. References to policy changes are shown 
using the amended policy numbering as shown in the Submission SWNP.  
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Residents Comments  

The 11 policies that were put forward as part of the Regulation 14 consultation were supported by a 
majority of residents, as noted in the table below. There were 25 respondents. 

Policy  Agree Disagree 

NPP 1 Sustainable Development  92 8 

NPP 2 Development within or adjacent to the 
Built Framework Boundary 

80 20 

NPP 3 Protecting the Landscape Character 
and Enhancing Biodiversity 

96 4 

NPP 4 Reducing the Risk of Flooding 96 4 

NPP 5 Protecting or Enhancing Heritage 
Assets 

96 4 

NPP 6 Ensuring High Quality Design   96 4 

NPP 7 A Mix of Housing Types 80 20 

NPP 8 Designation of Local Green Spaces 92 8 

NPP 9 Protecting and Enhancing Community 
Facilities 

96 4 

NPP 10 Supporting Local Businesses 96 4 

NPP 11 Renewable Energy and Low Carbon 
Construction Methods 

100  

 

Some residents provided further commentary as part of their responses. This has been considered in 
the round when updating the SWNP. The more detailed responses have been extracted - see below. 

NPP 1 Comments NPSG Response  

• Small developments i.e. 5 to 10 houses on 
Brownfield or derelict sites. Regard given to 
public transport access and service 
regularity. 

• Reiterate the importance of sympathetic 
small-scale development that does not 
compromise the existing heritage and 
landscape features. 

• We do need housing for local families, 
particularly social and affordable, but see 
little evidence in the fields round our parish 
of protection for landscape or heritage. 

• It would be more beneficial to ban second 
homes in South Wingfield. The village is full 

Noted – the NP supports small scale 
development in keeping with the existing 
character.  

 

Noted – see comment above 

 

The NP supports both the need for housing to 
meet local need and provides much more detail 
about where and why the landscape is so 
sensitive around South Wingfield especially in 
relation to the Manor. 
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of rental properties which can mean less 
investment in the community from those 
who do not own a property here. 

• Having recently moved back to the village 
after a break of some 40 years I was 
impressed to see the efforts made by the 
steering group to instigate a South Wingfield 
parish neighbourhood plan. The plan in its 
draft format is detailed and lays out 
reasonable objectives and policies that 
protects the local heritage and embraces 
the village infrastructure/community spirit 
we have in our small rural idyll. My personal 
views are mixed as I feel the efforts/views of 
so many in developing the plan may be 
wasted/ignored as I along with many others 
attended the recent planning meetings in 
Ripley to object to the Wessington Lane 
developments and saw at first hand disdain 
shown by the chairperson and planning 
committee who rode roughshod over the 
justifiable objections made by the invited 
parishioners. 

• There has been a massive development in 
Oakerthorpe …Oakerthorpe has very little in 
[the way of] facilities while all the housing 
has been designed to maximise developers’ 
profits not reflect local needs. It is unlikely 
any long-term resident or their children 
would be able to afford these £3/£4 million 
houses. 

• Clearly as one of the first access points to 
the Peak District from the M1/A38, South 
Wingfield acts as a gateway to the hills and 
valleys of Derbyshire including the actual 
Amber Valley. Any housing developments 
should be low-key discreet and small impact 
for the village to maintain its character and 
not despoil the views of South Wingfield 
from within or without. New housing should 
be primarily aimed at local young generation 
offspring of residents and not as 
unaffordable 4/5 bedroom properties to 
attract wealthy retirees or commuters. Nor 
should it be to line the pockets of 
developers. Any new developments should 

Second homes are different from rental 
properties – this issue was not raised in previous 
consultation but it is noted. The NP has limited 
power to ban second homes without evidence 
that this is affecting the vitality of the Parish. 
Only NPs in Cornwall have policies on this where 
there is clear evidence it is affecting the 
community e.g. in St Ives 47% of houses are 
second homes.  

 

Noted 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The NP supports both the need for housing to 
meet local need and for development in keeping 
with the existing character. The NP agrees that 
Oakerthorpe is not suitable for further growth.  

 

 

The NPSG agrees and the NP seeks to ensure 
that housing meets local need and is in keeping 
with the existing character and does not harm 
the landscape character. 
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be treated with ultra-sensitivity towards the 
character of this village. 

• Village is built on ridges. This is a 
characteristic under threat from blocks of 
housing, e.g. bottom of Birches Lane. 

• The existing conservation area statement is 
out of date. The actual boundaries of the 
conservation area around Wingfield Manor 
are no longer adequate to protect the whole 
of the heritage and landscape assets 
including the Crofts as they are now better 
appreciated and understood in the light of 
the two Inns Lane planning appeals. 

 

 

 

 

Agree and the NP policies encourage small in fill 
development along the ridgeline within the built 
framework boundary.    

The NP references the significance of the Inns 
Lane decisions and reinforces the contribution 
of the open fields to the setting of Wingfield 
Manor. The key views focus on this relationship 
between South Wingfield village and the Manor.  

NPP 2 Comments NPSG Response  

• It is difficult to see how the present linear 
development could be sustained without 
the village becoming over attenuated. The 
kind of back land development at Manor 
Court on Manor Road might be the answer 
although such sites are hard to find and are 
unlikely to appeal to most developers. 

• No I don't agree. We don't need any more 
development within the village 

• Is it entirely necessary that development 
takes place? There are already plenty of 
empty houses in the village which should 
take precedence in redevelopment before 
building new houses. To build more houses 
would take away the character of the village, 
plus, the roads [are] already very busy with 
cars/parked cars. The GP surgery and local 
school will be oversubscribed, therefore 
reducing quality of service and outcomes for 
our parish. 

• There must be not any more development in 
Oakerthorpe unless really affordable or 
social housing which must be joined with 
additional facilities e.g. playground 

• Any new development should be as discreet 
pockets within the built-up area of very 
small extensions to the ribbon. Previous 
ribbon pattern of development means that 
the majority of South Wingfield residents 
currently have rural view of the field 

Agree that this is the challenge. The NP supports 
small scale infill or small-scale sites immediately 
adjoining the built framework boundary.  

 

 

 

Noted 

The NP has to be in conformity with national and 
district policy – the NP does not allocate any 
sites for development but seeks to provide a 
policy framework that ensures the new housing 
meets local need and minimises the impact on 
the landscape. 

 

 

 

The NPSG agree that Oakerthorpe should not be 
a focus for growth – recent development has 
been permitted because it was on brownfield 
sites or it was infill.  

Agree and the NP seeks to achieve small scale 
sensitive development. The linear layout of SW 
village is part of its defining character.  
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forwards from either the front or rear of 
their property. This is a fortunate and special 
privilege and should not be lost. Any 
extension to the built part of the village 
should be small and balanced. 

• I do not think it should include joining as this 
could mean anywhere around the outside 
edge of the boundary. I think it should only 
be within. 

•  I don't understand this policy statement. I 
live on Birches Lane, which is ribbon 
development. What does reflect mean? One 
row of houses on the other side of the road? 
No houses on the other side of the road? 
Same query goes for Wessington Lane. 
Could this be a bit clearer? 

• Question has too much jargon for most non 
specialists. 

 

 

 

 

The policy has to allow for some flexibility in 
accordance with the National Planning Policy 
Framework however the built framework 
boundary has been drawn and excludes land on 
the south of Birches Lane.  

 

 

 

Respondents were able to seek clarification 
from the NPSG members if required.  

NPP 3 Comments NPSG Response  

• An issue raised with regards to the small 
estates planned for Wessington Lane was 
drainage and flooding of local 
roads/property. The floods experienced in 
the early part of 2020 show the delicate 
situation we have. Birches Lane was 
impassable and additional surface water 
from new dwellings will only compound the 
problems we have recently, affecting the 
environment in many ways. 

• Builders to observe any regulations that 
exist (or make up their own) about run-off 
rainwater due to tarmac drives/car standing 
areas. Consideration to appropriate tree 
planting should be mandatory if it isn't 
already. 

Noted and the NP recognises the concern WRT 
flooding. The policy on flooding has been 
strengthened based on input from the 
Environment Agency and Severn Trent Water.  

 

 

 

 

Agreed - regulation around SuDS is set out in 
NPP 4 and importance of net biodiversity gain in 
NPP 3. 

NPP 4 Comments NPSG Response  

• Greenfield sites (fields) are essential in 
controlling excessive rain/floods. 

• All new sizeable developments must now 
include provision for combating flooding. It 
will be interesting to know if there was any 
flooding locally on new local housing 
developments during the recent sustained 
spell of heavy rain. The provisions made on 
the Eachwell Lane development (next to the 

Agreed 

 

Agreed - The policy on flooding has been 
strengthened based on input from the 
Environment Agency and Severn Trent Water. 

 



 

 11 

Watchorn Road junction) seems to work 
very well. Protecting All Saints Church is 
complicated requiring the “tanking” of the 
interior to combat the rising level of 
groundwater as well as keeping out the 
overflow from the River Amber. 

• Protecting this wonderful building from 
flooding should be a priority, as well as low 
lying properties and transport routes. 

• The flooding of Holme Lane and Birches 
Lane (as above) are major concerns. 

• Absolutely. The flooding problems around 
the church must be minimised and certainly 
not worsened. 

• The bund which was erected in the meadow 
at the back of the church is inadequate: does 
not prevent flooding of the church and the 
church hall when the riverbank in the 
churchyard is overtopped. 

 

Noted 

 

 

 

Agreed 

See above 

 

Agreed 

 

Noted and the Parish Council have been advised 
of this comment.  

NPP 5 Comments NPSG Response  

• Vital that this is a key consideration given 
the range, variety and number of significant 
buildings sited in the village. Both of 
international importance: Wingfield Station, 
Wingfield Manor, and a high number of local 
buildings, bridges and houses that are listed 
by Historic England as being of significant 
merit. 

• Protecting the setting of Wingfield Manor is 
obviously a priority, as shown by the defeat 
of the large-scale development on Inns Lane 
some years ago. The conservation area 
status however seems to have little or no 
influence on the quality of new 
developments these days. 

• Our conservation area has already been 
diluted by planning permission for houses 
which increases Amber Valley's housing 
stock; will sit uncomfortably within even our 
mixed, varied building styles. We have many 
listed buildings/structures to be considered 
and cherished – greater weight should be 
given within planning decisions. 

• Wingfield Manor is a major historical asset 
to the area and must be respected. 

Agreed – NPP 5 seeks to reinforce the 
importance of all the heritage assets and the 
significance of the setting of Wingfield Manor.  

 

 

 

Agreed and NPP 5 provides more local evidence 
and uses the findings of the Inns Lane Appeal to 
provide greater weight to the significance of the 
setting of the Manor.  
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• Not all listed buildings in the parish have 
been sympathetically developed. 

• Wingfield Manor is an historic gem and its 
setting needs to be protected and 
enhanced. I am concerned that the trees in 
the front of it are now beginning to obscure 
its view from the road as people pass 
through. It would also enhance the Manor 
(and consequently the whole village) if it 
were discreetly floodlit from below. Perhaps 
a scheme for this could be undertaken as a 
joint-venture between locals, Amber Valley 
Borough Council and the National trust? 
(Solar panel lighting?) 

• Manor already protected, I thought, by 
decision against Inns Lane development. 
Presumably church protected by regular 
floodwaters. School field needs to be saved 
from the threat of house building. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Suggestion noted and the Parish Council have 
been forwarded this comment.  

 

The school fields have been excluded from the 
built framework boundary to assist in protecting 
them from development. 

NPP 6 Comments NPSG Response  

• What constitutes high quality design will 
always be a matter of contention. However, 
it should be essential that sensitive 
development takes note of context with 
regards to scale, form and finishes. 

• See above. I see little evidence of high 
design standards or reinforcement of local 
character in recent surrounding 
developments. 

• The statement it was without doubt correct 
but policy 11 refers to renewable energy 
and innovative construction methods. Solar 
panels and wind turbines are not in keeping 
with the image/heritage of the village. New 
construction models include the flatpack 
style of housing that are manufactured off-
site in a factory and transferred by large 
vehicles to the erection site. This model will 
not include using local materials or labour. 
This method and mode of transport are not 
conducive to the road network we have 
around the village. We have already seen 
one development of this type agreed for a 
site on Birches Lane. We are still waiting to 
see the design/layout/materials to be used 

Agreed and NPP 6 is based on the Place Analysis 
that helps to define what it appropriate in South 
Wingfield Parish.  

 

 

It is hoped that the policy requirement of NPP 6 
will raise the local design standards. 

 

There is a balance needed between supporting 
renewable energy and making sure that it does 
not harm the rural landscape. NPP 11 requires 
development involving renewable energy to 
respect the local landscape – NPP 6 defines what 
high quality design means for the Parish. 
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for the 35 dwellings to be built on 
Wessington Lane. 

• It seems planning decisions have been 
haphazard and inconsistent at times. 

• Yes – any new development must be 
characterful and in keeping with local 
materials. The new housing developments 
in adjacent villages of Wessington and Crich 
have not achieved this. 

• The appearance of the development in Crich 
and Wessington are not in keeping with the 
character of these villages [and] must not be 
permitted in South Wingfield. 

• Brick always preferred to modern dress 
stone look. The latter will date, just as 
pebble dashing has dated. 

• The urban or suburban style of many rural 
housing schemes is inappropriate and 
detracts from the character of villages. 

 

 

 

Agreed and it is hoped that the policy 
requirement of NPP 6 will raise the local design 
standards. 

 

NPP 7 Comments NPSG Response  

• Vital that a mix of housing is provided for the 
different generations who may wish to live 
in the village. Single occupancy and those 
wishing to buy their first small house should 
be considered. Large-scale executive 
housing can be accommodated by infill on 
brown sites. 

• Unfortunately, most developers stress the 
provision of multiple bedrooms in their new 
homes, anything ranging from 4 to 6 rooms 
– usually with ensuite facilities. 

• Our parish is marooned: an island within a 
sea of four – five bedroomed, luxury, 
executive homes and we have fought to 
protect and support our community here. 

• No. Larger properties that are individual in 
design would be better for the village. 

• Already plenty of terrace/three-bedroom 
properties. Let's bring something more to 
the village which might encourage a more 
up and coming community! 

• Yes. There's plenty of small houses available 
in the village, there's not actually many large 
ones to accommodate families that might 
want to move and establish themselves 
here. 

Agreed, the NP supports the need for a mix of 
house types.  

 

 

 

Noted – it is hoped that the NP, with its local 
evidence, will enable AVBC to support schemes 
for a range of house types including smaller 
houses.   

Noted  

 

 

Noted – the NP does not prevent some larger 
properties being built.   

 

It is hoped that the NP with its local evidence will 
enable AVBC to support schemes for a range of 
house types. 
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•  I agree with the proposal to build mainly 
two – three bedroomed housing but add 
that the mix of housing types should include 
the proportion of social housing. This will 
enhance the statement objective being 
accessible for all. 

• We must not fall into the same situation as 
we see nearby in Crich where any pockets of 
land (small or large) are required by 
developers and used to build 4/5 bedroom 
houses that are una[fforable] to the 
majority. Balance is needed and the plan 
should reflect that. 

• There have been far too many expensive 
houses built in Oakerthorpe unsuitable for 
local residents. 

• Yes – two – three bedrooms [are] more 
appropriate than unaffordable four – five 
bedroom properties. 

• Any new housing must have adequate car 
parking and facilities for charging electric 
cars. Like it or not, a car is essential for many 
in a village which has poor public transport 
options, and cycling, electric or otherwise, is 
not always a viable option for older 
residents. 

• Anything different to the large detached 
houses we've seen overwhelming Crich 
would be welcome. The three-storey houses 
on Inns Lane are an excellent match for that 
area. 

• Agree with size. Accessibility can be very 
expensive pushing prices beyond first-time 
buyers. 

• Not social housing. 
• More affordable/starter homes required. 

 

Noted – it is hoped that the NP with its local 
evidence will enable AVBC to support schemes 
for a range of house types including smaller 
houses.   

 

It is hoped that the NP with its local evidence will 
enable AVBC to support schemes for a range of 
house types. 

 

 

Noted 

 

Noted – it is hoped that the NP with its local 
evidence will enable AVBC to support schemes 
for a range of house types including smaller 
houses.   

Noted 

 

 

 

Noted – it is hoped that the NP with its local 
evidence will enable AVBC to support schemes 
for a range of house types including smaller 
houses.   

 

Noted 

NPP 8 Comments NPSG Response  

• Cricket club area and adjoining fields should 
be included. 

• Can these three sites be extended to include 
the tract of land opposite All Saints Church 
as this contributes significantly to the 
environment in this area. Enhancing 
approach to the village and its ancient 
heritage as a “Holme” – land that floods. 

The cricket club is protected by AVBC saved 
policy LC3 

The setting of the church, as a listed building, is 
protected and is in the open countryside and in 
an area at risk from flooding – it was considered 
that existing policies provided suitable 
protection.   
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• Council housing estates of say 60 or more 
years ago would have routinely contained 
significant open space within their layout. 
There are numerous examples such as 
Alfreton and Belper. 

• There is little outdoor recreation exercise 
facilities. We need to protect and expand 
them. 

• The park by the Social Club could do with 
updating. 

• The Social Club park is a disgrace. Out of 
date rusty equipment gets removed and 
never replaced. It needs a total overhaul, 
safe, new equipment please! 

• Our village has been let down and park areas 
are poor and need drastically updated. 
Fences taken down and more and more 
equipment removed. Poor spaces to 
exercise or play within 40 year plus 
playground equipment. 

• The main park area in the village at the social 
club requires an absolute update to include 
safe, modern playground equipment that is 
separately fenced off from the grassed area. 
It would be beneficial if outdoor fitness 
equipment for all ages (and ability) was put 
in place this would be a fabulous way of 
bringing the community together in an 
outdoor space where we could meet, play 
and exercise. This could be acquired via 
lottery funding or grants. There are a 
number of families in the village who are 
keen to become involved with this. 

• South Wingfield social club outdoor area is 
in need of refurbishment. After consulting 
with parents and friends in the village there 
is a collective demand for improvements to 
be made to the play area, for both safety 
and aesthetic reasons. A lot of parks in 
Derbyshire have outdoor gyms and this is 
definitely missing in South Wingfield. The 
lack of variety and aesthetic is in the 
children's play area means that parents, 
including ourselves, often choose to go 
elsewhere. It is not somewhere we feel 
proud to invite friends to in surrounding 
areas. The views are beautiful and it is a 

 

 

Noted  

 

 

 

Noted and comments passed on to the Parish 
Council 

 

Noted and comments passed on to the Parish 
Council 

 

 

Noted and comments passed on to the Parish 
Council 

 

Noted and comments passed on to the Parish 
Council 

 

 

Noted and comments passed on to the Parish 
Council 

 

 

 

 

Noted and comments passed on to the Parish 
Council 
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shame that the services do not mirror this 
beauty. 

• All the green spaces currently enjoyed 
should be protected. We are a rural village. 
It should stay that way. That would include 
the fields surrounding the church and either 
side of the railway plus bluebell wood. Also 
the fields in all directions. During the Covid 
19 lockdown, many villagers were able to 
enjoy walking the many footpaths 
emanating in all directions and the many 
different views outwards towards Wingfield. 
These privileges need to be maintained for 
the sake of all residents now and in the 
future. 

• Shaw Wood also needs protecting. 

 

 

Noted – the NP seeks to protect the rural open 
character of the Parish and identifies key views 
that are particularly valued  

 

 

 

 

 

 

This is a protected Local Wildlife Site protected 
by saved policy EN14   

NPP 9 Comments NPSG Response 

• If possible reintroduction of the village 
shop/post office multipurpose building etc. 

• A consequence of the closure of the one 
general shop in February 2020 is that the 
village has lost a central economic and point 
of social communication where local 
information was shared, planned activities 
and events were published. The demise of 
the quarterly church and community 
magazine heralds further loss of 
communication and [loss of] support of  
community events and facilities that 
maintain the fabric of the life of the rural 
village. It will enhance community and 
protect remaining facilities if the shared use 
of a community hub could be designated. 
Perhaps to include limited shop/post office 
opening/coffee shop for meeting up socially 
in recognition of the age profile of residents 
who may not be able to travel easily outside 
the village, especially with limited bus 
services. 

• Unfortunately, the policy seems to be 
decentralised local medical costs provisions 
at Crich expense of the satellite centres in 
South Wingfield and Holloway. 

Noted  

 

Noted, the text has been amended to 
acknowledge this and criteria 2 has been added 
to NPP 10. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Noted 
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• It is crucial that our efficient, helpful GP 
surgery remains accessible, enlarged if 
possible: it's very difficult to access Crich 
surgery with ever decreasing bus services or 
expensive taxis. Existing varied community 
facilities need support and help to increase 
participation. 

• I agree with the statement but what [are] 
the facilities [that] fall into this category. 
Should the plan not include the school? 
What recreational facilities are in the plan 
and what support is to be given to enhance 
what is already in place and what is planned 
moving forward as the size of the village 
grows as a result of the agreed Wessington 
Lane developments. Outdoor/leisure 
activities are being promoted for a healthier 
lifestyle so should be reflected in the section 
on facilities. 

• Bearing in mind the current and proposed 
expansion of Crich, also served by the same 
GP practice, this is imperative as 
appointment waiting times are 
unacceptable and can only get worse. (It 
would help if more GPs at the practice work 
full rather than part-time.). 

• Do not feel that the doctor’s surgery should 
be extended or relocated with the surgeries 
locally, this would be a waste of money. 

 

 

 

 

 

The school is listed in table 7 

Noted and comments passed on to the Parish 
Council 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Noted and the NPP 9 (3) reflects this concern. 

 

This is contrary to the feedback from the 
resident’s survey.   

NPP 10 Comments NPSG Response 

• Only in existing buildings and on Brownfield 
sites with appropriate parking. 

• Unfortunately, there does not seem any sign 
of the provision of hubs to accommodate 
new small business that are looking for well 
serviced low-cost units within new 
developments that aren't on industrial 
estates. 

• Our current climate and circumstances 
globally will make local businesses ever 
more important. 

• A hairdresser or something artistic to the old 
shop. 

• The village has lost so much, the local shop 
in particular. So sad. Shame the property 
can't be sold off to the Co-op. 

NPP 10 is in accordance with national and local 
plan policy which does allow limited expansion 
into the countryside to support the rural 
economy.  

 

 

 

Agreed 

 

Noted 
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• We don't have any small business and our 
village is turning into second home drive 
through. 

• Do we have any small businesses in South 
Wingfield? 
 

• Are there any plans to build any 
industrial/business units within the parish 
and if so what type of business are you 
looking to attract? We have recently seen 
the closure of our last shop and wondered if 
there was anything in the pipeline. If so 
where is the proposed business park. 

• As a result of the Covid 19 pandemic more 
people are likely to give up full-time 
commuting and work more from home 
wherever possible. Small communities need 
therefore to make provisions for this change 
of lifestyle. It would help if Social Club was 
redeveloped as was planned a few years ago 
to serve as a better community hub which 
could be funded in part by the renting [of] 
open office space for people to socialise 
while they work rather than be stuck in their 
own home. Of course, this would require 
provision of a strong and secure Wi-Fi 
technology. Here the smaller community 
spaces, chapels, church hall, parish rooms 
can be used for this kind of thing to [help 
keep] the central larger space of the social 
club for future generations. However, this 
village does not need a business park. Small 
craft workshops in appropriate locations 
maybe. 

 

Noted the NP seeks to encourage new small 
businesses   

Table 7 listed the businesses in the parish in 
2019– there are likely to be more people 
running their businesses in part at least from 
home now.   

There are no specific plans but NPP 10 provides 
a planning policy framework that supports the 
growth of small scale businesses  

 

 

 

 

Noted and agreed – the NP seeks to promote 
opportunities to support the local economy - the 
idea of using existing community spaces as work 
hubs will be passed on to the Parish Council  

NPP 11 Comments NPSG Response 

• Unfortunately, most new developments are 
traditionally constructed – large in scale and 
leaky due to poor detailing and 
construction, and use conventional 
individual heating sources, instead of 
grouping around something like a 
neighbourhood ground source heating 
plant. Also there is little use of heat recovery 
units being incorporated as standard into 
new homes. 

The NP supports the use of renewable energy 
and construction in new development  
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• It should be mandatory that developers 
utilise these methods? 

• Agree but only if it can be done without 
hiking up prices. 

Given the Government’s net zero carbon target 
developers do need to move to more low carbon 
development but the NP cannot make it 
mandatory.  

 

Amber Valley District Council 
Section of 

the Plan / 

comment 

theme 

Comments Amendments proposed Amendments 

made? 

P81 – 

Appendix C 

The description and location of 

Building 14 do not correspond and 

the chapel shown as 14 on the map 

is a listed building?  

The NPSG advise AVBC that the 

Chapel on the North parish 

boundary is the Baptist Chapel on 

Birches Lane. The current Zion 

Chapel/Church is adjacent to the 

Zion Cottage (which is listed) and is 

mentioned on Manor Road. There 

is another Zion Chapel in 

Moorwood Moor but this has 

recently been sold for conversion to 

a dwelling and is no longer used. 

The map is correct. 

N 

Community 

Objective 5 

What do you mean by harm in 

relation to expansion of local 

businesses?  

Reference to harm removed as CO5 

is a community objective the 

aspiration to support local business 

expansion is sufficient   

Y 

Community 

Objective 7 

Access arrangements to Wingfield 

Manor are a community aspiration. 

PPG states that this should be made 

clear in the document – and should 

be removed from CO7.  

This has been removed from CO7 

but added as a footnote to CO7 as a 

community aspiration  

Y 

NPP 1  The policy would benefit from 

rewording to acknowledge that 

some forms of sustainable 

development could be located 

beyond the built framework e.g. 

agricultural development. It would 

also benefit from a definition of ‘the 

built form’ and further explanation 

of what is meant by the ‘criteria 

NPP1 3 b-e’.  

NPP 1 has been reworded to 

provide this clarity 

Y 

NPP 2 

1b and 2a 

1b) is contrary to national planning 

policy which requires development 

Both clauses amended and NPP 2 

rewritten to address comments   

Y 
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Section of 

the Plan / 

comment 

theme 

Comments Amendments proposed Amendments 

made? 

to avoid and mitigate before 

compensation is considered.  

2a) the term ‘local heritage 

characteristics’ is not sufficiently 

clear, and the policy would benefit 

from being reworded to refer to 

‘significance of heritage assets’  

NPP 3  1b) The way this section of the 

policy is written is unclear and 

would benefit from rewording. 4), 

in part is contrary to national 

planning policy which requires 

development to avoid and mitigate 

before compensation is considered.  

Agree and NPP 3 has been 

rewritten 

Y 

NPP 4 (7)  It is unclear what the basis is for the 

inclusion of the reference to a 

distance of 8 metres in NPP4 (7), as 

the basis for allowing for essential 

maintenance and the policy would 

therefore benefit from clarification 

in this respect. 

Work within 8 metres of a river 

requires an environmental permit – 

it is accepted that this is regulated 

outside the planning system and 

this reference has been removed. 

Y 

NPP 4 (1)  This policy should be consistent 

with the wording previously 

proposed in policy EN1 of the 

Submission Local Plan, in so far as it 

is appropriate for inclusion in a 

Neighbourhood Plan, rather than a 

Local Plan.  

Agreed and wording of NPP 4 (1) 

amended as per AVBCs 

suggestions.  

Y 

NPP 5 This policy should be consistent 

with the wording previously 

proposed in policy EN6 of the 

Submission Local Plan.  

Agreed and wording of NPP 5 

amended as per AVBCs 

suggestions. 

Y 

NPP 6 Part 6 of the policy would benefit 

from rewording to provide clarity.  

 

Agreed and amended. The 

reference has been updated to 

Building for a Healthy Life and part 

6 rewritten.  

Y 

Page 59  Reference to the Neighbourhood 

Planning Bill 2017 is included in this 

paragraph and should be brought 

up to date.  

Agreed – this has been removed  Y 
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Section of 

the Plan / 

comment 

theme 

Comments Amendments proposed Amendments 

made? 

NPP 10  The policy states: ‘...and design that 

respects the character of their 

setting.’ This would benefit from 

explanation as it is not clear how 

the policy should be applied.  

Wording amended to located and 

designed in accordance with NPP 1 

and NPP 6.  

Y 

NPP 11 There are concerns that this policy 

concerns non-land use issues, 

which go beyond the planning 

system and are covered by other 

legislation, or are permitted 

development, such as loft and wall 

installation in part 3 of the policy 

and replacement of fossil fuel 

burning energy sources in part 4b).  

4c refers to ‘heritage assets 

attributes’ this would benefit either 

from rewording to state 

‘significance of heritage assets’, or 

otherwise to include an explanation 

of how the policy is to be 

interpreted.  

Part 3 and 4b have been amended Y 

P20-21 Inconsistency between ‘Option 3 

Built framework boundaries that 

allow for modest growth in parts of 

the Parish that have the least 

landscape sensitivity’ which is said 

to be the preferred approach, and 

para 66 which states: ‘The 

boundary balances community 

aspirations to accept limited growth 

to meet local and Borough need 

and to support existing services in 

the Parish, whilst protecting the 

character of the most sensitive 

landscape areas and its impact on 

Wingfield Manor.’  

The built framework boundary has 

been amended to include the two 

schemes that have planning 

permission, one of which is 

underway and one which is starting 

imminently. This necessarily means 

that an adjoining open area will be 

brought within the development 

boundary as well. 

Y 
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Derbyshire County Council 

Section of the Plan / 

comment theme 

Comments Amendments proposed Amendments 

made? 

General Noted and welcomed that the 

SWNP has been prepared in the 

context of a comprehensive range 

of supporting evidence …This will 

help to ensure that the policy 

approach in the SWNP is soundly 

based and appropriately framed for 

the Parish and its specific 

development needs.  

 

NA  N 

Housing The approach to the priority need 

for smaller housing due to an 

ageing population is well supported 

by a range of locally specific 

evidence and Borough-wide 

evidence in the Amber Valley SHMA 

and is welcomed. It is also noted 

that planning permission exists for 

54 new dwellings on land east of 

Wessington Lane. 

Noted and the issue of the site with 

PP has been addressed 

Y 

Development 

within the Built 

Framework 

Boundary  

As the largest settlement in the 

parish, it is particularly welcomed 

and supported that the SWNP has 

defined a Settlement Framework 

Boundary for South Wingfield on 

Map 3 on the basis of a sound 

methodology set out in paragraph 

61 of the SWNP. This is particularly 

important and positive as the 

Adopted Amber Valley Local Plan 

does not define settlement 

framework boundaries for any 

settlements in the Borough. It is 

logical and appropriate that a 

Settlement Framework Boundary 

has been defined only for South 

Wingfield, which is supported by 

evidence in AVBC’s 2017 Study 

‘Establishing a Settlement 

Hierarchy’, where South Wingfield 

is classed as a key village. The other 

Noted 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Y 
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‘settlements’ in the parish, such as 

Oakerthorpe, are very small and 

would not warrant such a definition 

due to their loose-knit nature.  

The Settlement Framework 

Boundary should include within it 

the two sites that have permission 

at Wessington Lane as the principle 

of housing development has been 

established on these sites and it 

would be logical, therefore, that 

they should be included within the 

Framework Boundary.  

An important omission is that there 

is no policy referring to 

development outside the Built 

Framework  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Map 3 has been amended to include 

these sites  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

NPP 1 has been amended to cover 

development outside built 

framework boundaries  

NPP 3  DCC would suggest that the 

identification of the land to the 

west of Chapel Yard as being of low 

landscape sensitivity is incorrect as 

it is prominent when approaching 

the village along Garner Lane 

(B5035) and makes a significant 

contribution to the setting of 

Wingfield Manor.  

The NPSG agree and this point has 

been added before Map 6 

Y 

NPP 4 

 

Rather than stating that proposals 

in Flood Zone 2 should have a flood 

risk assessment, DCC would suggest 

that the policy should divert 

development away from those 

areas with a history/high risk of 

flooding. There is no shortage of 

potentially developable land in the 

parish to require the development 

of land likely to flood. NPP 4 (4) 

states that; ‘Development should 

incorporate Sustainable Drainage 

Systems (SuDS) where applicable’. 

However, DCC would suggest that 

Agree – the wording of NPP4 only has 

been amended and now supports 

development in flood zone 2 for 

regeneration purposes only  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Y 
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all sites should include SuDS 

principles to reduce surface water 

run-off.   

 

Agreed ‘where applicable’ has been 

removed  

NPP 6  The policy should contain reference 

to reducing unnecessary external 

lighting, to retain local character 

and conserve the setting of South 

Wingfield Manor (and other 

heritage assets). It could also be 

cross-referenced to both policies 

NPP 3 Protecting the Landscape 

Character and Enhancing 

Biodiversity (preservation of dark 

skies and impact on nocturnal 

species), and to NPP 11 Renewable 

Energy and Low-Carbon 

Construction Methods (energy 

efficiency and conservation).  

Agreed criteria added to NPP 6 and 

narrative and Map added before NPP 

3 and criteria added to NPP 3 

Y 

NPP 7  The policy approach in NPP 7 A Mix 

of Housing Types, is fully 

supported, particularly the 

recognition in the policy that 

proposals for new housing will be 

expected to be accessible and 

adaptable to standards included in 

Part 4 (2) Accessible and adaptable 

buildings of the Building 

Regulations 2015 and 2016 or any 

updates of the element of the 

Regulations. This approach is fully 

compatible with the aims and 

objectives of the Derbyshire Older 

People’s Housing Accommodation 

and Support Strategy. DCC would 

suggest that it would be useful to 

include a link to the document.  

Reference to DCCs Older Persons 

Housing Strategy added  

Y 

NPP 8  Proposals for development within 

designated Local Green Spaces will 

only be supported in very special 

circumstances’, but fails to state 

that a replacement green space 

should be required. DCC would 

suggest that such spaces are used 

by the community and therefore 

Agreed and wording of NPP 8 (1) and 

(2) have been amended. 

Y 
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valued. Their loss, without 

replacement, would be significant.  

NPP 9, 10 These policies are supported. 

However, both could include a 

requirement for Low Emission 

Vehicle Infrastructure (LEVI) in any 

replacement/redevelopment of 

such facilities to support the 

references in NPP 11 Renewable 

Energy and Low-Carbon 

Construction Methods.  

You do not need planning permission 

to install charging points on 

buildings– no amendment made 

N 

NPP 11 This policy is supported and 

appropriately includes reference to 

LEVI.  

Noted   N 

Climate Change DCC welcomes the inclusion of 

climate change considerations 

throughout the Plan and in the 

policies. However, it would like to 

see more specific policies in places 

(see attached checklist) to provide 

greater clarity.  

Dark skies policy elements have been 

included   

Y 

Travel and 

Transport 

DCC would suggest that the 

document should address the idea 

of travel and transport with the aim 

of enhancing active and sustainable 

travel, whilst minimising car trips.  

The NPSG agree but the gradients 

and narrow, busy roads are not 

conducive to cycling.  

Y 

Public Health DCC’s Public Health Department 

have considered how the SWNP 

aligns with the agreed Strategic 

Statement, ‘Planning and Health 

across Derbyshire and Derby City’ 

which highlights the links to mental 

health and well-being of walking 

and access to green spaces. The NP 

highlights and protects community 

facilities, this is also very important 

for health and well-being.  

Noted N 
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Severn Trent Water 

Section of the Plan / 

comment theme 

Comments Amendments proposed Amendments 

made? 

General We recognise the parish’s push for 

better management around flood 

risk and mitigation. This will 

become ever more important in the 

face of climate change. Whilst the 

plan strongly pushes the use of 

SUDS, we would ask that 

considerations go further and that 

its recognised that just any 

application of SUDS is often not 

enough.  

The drainage hierarchy is explained in 

more detail and NPP 4 (2) expanded  

Y 

 

Historic England 

Section of the Plan / 

comment theme 

Comments Amendments proposed Amendments 

made? 

General The area covered by your 

Neighbourhood Plan includes a 

number of important designated 

heritage assets. In line with 

national planning policy, it will be 

important that the strategy for this 

area safeguards those elements 

which contribute to the significance 

of these assets so that they can be 

enjoyed by future generations of 

the area.  

Noted the NP seeks to protect the 

Parish’s heritage assets by providing 

more local analysis of relationship 

between the open countryside and 

Wingfield Manor for example.  

N 

 

Natural England 

No specific comment to make 

Environment Agency 

Section of the Plan / 

comment theme 

Comments Amendments proposed Amendments 

made? 

NPP 1 3c) amend ‘to provide net gain for 

biodiversity’  

3e) add ‘ensure development is not 

situated in flood zones 2 or 3, or if 

development is proposed, it has 

regard for the requirements of the 

Amendments added (now NPP1 b v 

vi) 

Y 
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national planning policy framework 

(NPPF) and the flood risk policies of 

the emerging Amber Valley Local 

Plan. ‘  

NPP 4 Suggest adding the following to 

NPP 4 ‘Development within flood 

zones 2 and 3 will be required to 

show no increase in flood risk to the 

site and to others in line with the 

requirements of the NPPF, and 

where possible a reduction in flood 

risk to the site and others should 

also be encouraged’. 

NPP4 (2) added and wording 

amended at NPP 4 (1) 

Y 

 

Derbyshire Wildlife Trust 

Section of the Plan / 

comment theme 

Comments Amendments proposed Amendments 

made? 

NPP 3 Additional text suggested to 

reference Section 41 NERC 

Act 2006, the use of buffering 

and wording for net diversity 

gain.  

Wording added to NPP 3 (2) and (3) Y 

 

Coal Authority 

Section of the Plan / 

comment theme 

Comments Amendments proposed Amendments 

made? 

General There are risks from past coal 

mining activity at shallow 

depth in the Neighbourhood 

Plan area including; mine 

entries, shallow coal 

workings, reported surface 

hazards and surface coal 

extraction.  Our records also 

indicate that surface coal 

resource is present in the 

area.   

It does not appear that the 

Neighbourhood Plan, as 

proposed, allocates any sites 

for future development and 

on this basis, we have no 
objection to the plan. 

Noted N 
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Pentrich Parish Council  

No comment to make; this is a very comprehensive plan  

Swanwick Parish Council 

No comment to make 

Wessington Parish Council 

No comment to make 
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Appendix 1 – Initial Survey 2016 
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Appendix 2 Feedback from Initial Survey 
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