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INTRODUCTION 

1. The writer was commissioned by Mr. Barry Nix to compile an independent heritage 

statement and heritage impact assessment in connection with a current planning application for 

three “glamping” tents in the former walled orchard and kitchen garden of Lea Hurst. A detailed site 

visit to the area was made by the writer on Thursday 13th August, 2020. The planning application, 

validated by Amber Valley Borough Council on 13/7/2020, is their ref. AVA/2020/0615.  

2. Paragraph 189 of the National Planning Policy Framework (2019) says: 

“In determining applications, local planning authorities should require an applicant to 

describe the significance of any heritage assets affected, including any contribution made by 

their setting. The level of detail should be proportionate to the assets’ importance and no 

more than is sufficient to understand the potential impact of the proposal on their 

significance. As a minimum the relevant historic environment record should have been 

consulted and the heritage assets assessed using appropriate expertise where necessary. 

Where a site on which development is proposed includes, or has the potential to include, 

heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning authorities should require 

developers to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a field 

evaluation.” 

3. Another Heritage Statement has been submitted by the applicant as part of a Planning, 

Design and Access Statement. 

4. Assessment of the impacts of a development is not strictly required by paragraph 189, but is 

often undertaken by applicants when incorporating a heritage statement into a more general design 

and access statement. 

THE HERITAGE ASSETS 

5. The application site is part of a “nested” series of heritage assets, both designated and non-

designated. If the two listed buildings are taken to share a single setting, there are in fact five 

“layers” of protection applying to the application site, recognisable by the planning process, and 

quite apart from the general planning presumption that the countryside anywhere merits protection 

from development. These assets or layers are as follows: 

6. Lea Hurst, first listed Grade II 25/9/1951. The list description is as follows: 

“G[roup] V[alue] [Grade] II. Small Country House. Dated 1825, when the building was 

considerably enlarged and refashioned, but C17 in origin. Coursed squared rubble gritstone 

with ashlar dressings, coped gables with moulded kneelers and ball finials, intermediate and 

end ashlar ridge stacks, the one to the north-east of the entrance porch with clustered 

octagonal pots. Asymmetrical plan in imitation of the local C17 vernacular interdispersed 

with free Gothic detailing. Principal range of two storeys with attics, dominated by gabled 

projecting crosswings, and gabled dormers, generally with 2 and 3-light chamfer mullioned 

windows, beneath hoodmoulds or drips, but with some glazing bar sashes. North-west 

elevation with long two storey projection to north-east end, possibly the C17 part, with 

shallow projecting gable stack. To the south-west, a low gable with pointed traceried 

window, and then a broad two bay gable. Further to the south-west a gabled porch of two 

and a half storeys, with 2-light chamfer mullioned windows below stopped hoodmoulds 

above a four centred arched head to a moulded entrance doorway with half glazed double 

doors with Gothic glazing to apex. Above the door, a dated plaque inscribed N 1825. To the 
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south-west of the porch, 3 single light openings with Gothic heads, and above, a 3-light 

mullioned window with segmental heads to lights below a flat head, and with heavy corbels 

to cills. Deep canted bay to end, single storey, with balustraded parapet. Garden elevation 

with broad projecting wing, also with canted two storey bay with ashlar crenellations to 

parapet. The house was the home of Florence Nightingale and her family.” 

7. The Coach House, first listed Grade II 14/8/1985. The list description is as follows: 

“G[roup] V[alue] [Grade] II.  Former outbuildings, now dwellings. Early C19. Coursed rubble 

gritstone with ashlar dressings, coped gables, two ashlar intermediate ridge stacks, and 

concrete tiled roof. 'L' plan range with five bay principal range, and two bay range to north-

west end enclosing a former courtyard. Main range, two storeys, with triple segmental 

pointed blind arches to centre, the outer arches with inserted 3-light flush mullioned 

windows. North-west end with recessed chamfer mullioned 2-light windows to first and 

ground floors with 2-light overlight above moulded door surround with C20 half-glazed door. 

Blocked doorway, now a 2-light casement to south-east of doorway. Upper floor with wheel 

window to centre within flush surround, and with 2 and 3-light flush mullioned windows. 

North-west range with chamfered cross window above quoined doorway, now blocked to 

form a window, and 2-light chamfer mullioned window to south-west. Central wheel 

window in flush surround. Substantial C20 alterations to convert the outbuildings to 

dwellings with many additional openings. Listed for group value.” 

8. Some harm has arisen from the fragmentation of ownership of the heritage asset, most 

particularly the division of the main gardens, so that they are now divided between the house and 

the converted coach house and stables. However, the state of preservation overall is very good. 

9. The Gardens and Park. 

 The gardens and park are not on the national register of Parks and Gardens maintained by 

Historic England, but are instantly recognisable as the extensive landscaped park and garden of a 

country house. They are half-toned as landscaped grounds on early 20th century edition of the 6” 

Ordnance Survey (see Figure 1), and the garden is referred to as a “beautifully laid out Victorian 

garden” in online information such as www.parksandgardens.org. The park is historic and well-

preserved, and as such is eligible to be considered as a non-designated heritage asset in its own 

right. 

10. Special Landscape Area / High Landscape Sensitivity.  

The immediate grounds of Lea Hurst, including the application site, sit at the edge of a 

special landscape area which includes the parkland. The grounds are bounded by the special 

landscape area on three sides, and are so intimately associated with it that they cannot realistically 

be considered as separate. Moreover, the Wardell Armstrong landscape study of 2016 

commissioned by Amber Valley Borough Council concluded that all the land round the settlements 

of Lea and Holloway was of high landscape sensitivity, including the application site.  

11. Dethick, Lea and Holloway Conservation Area 

Lea Hurst was first included in a conservation area as part of the Holloway Conservation 

Area designated in January 19921. A conservation area was designated at Lea at the same time2, 

 
1 London Gazette, 23/1/1992. 
2 London Gazette, 16/1/1992. 

http://www.parksandgardens.org/
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while the Dethick Conservation Area was an earlier designation of 19713. The three conservation 

areas were expanded and amalgamated in 1996, and the current conservation area character 

statement dates from that time. 

12. World Heritage Site buffer zone 

The Derwent Valley Mills is one of only 32 World Heritage Sites in the UK, alongside other 

cultural icons such as the Tower of London, Stonehenge and Blenheim Palace. One of the reasons 

why the Mills were added to the World Heritage List was because the mills and their associated 

settlements remain in a largely rural landscape. Had cotton spinning remained in the area, the 

countryside would probably have become heavily industrialised, but it moved to Lancashire instead.  

13. The stark contrasts between the large mills, workers’ settlements and unspoilt countryside 

along the Derwent Valley is a crucial attribute of the World Heritage Site. Lea Hurst is of special 

importance to the buffer zone on account of its natural beauty and historical connections (see 

below, paragraphs 28-33) and also because it lies strategically between two “arms” of the World 

Heritage Site lying along the Derwent and the Lea Brook. 

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 

14. It will have been the outstanding natural beauty of the Lea Woods that attracted William 

Edward Nightingale (1794-1874) to make his home there in the 1820s. Upon the completion of Lea 

Hurst in 1825, the old family home at Lea Hall was leased to Mr. Luke Alsop for 21 years4. 

15. The Nightingales also owned Embley Park near Romsey, Hampshire, from 1826 and made it 

their main home. Nevertheless, they spent a few months at Lea Hurst every year, and it was close to 

Florence Nightingale’s heart. After the death of her father, an arrangement was concluded whereby 

Florence was able to have the use of Embley and Lea Hurst for life. 

16. When Florence Nightingale became a national figure during the Crimean War, there was a 

sudden great public interest in her Derbyshire home. Early photographic views of it were being sold 

commercially as early as 18565, and the grounds were opened to the public on occasion, with 

Florence herself appearing at a window of the house to address the visitors6. In 1858, stereoscopic 

(i.e. 3-D) views of Lea Hurst were available, in the same series as such defining Derbyshire landmarks 

as Chatsworth, Haddon and South Wingfield7. 

17. “Hurst” is another name for a wood, presumably selected by the Nightingales as a name for 

their house because “Lea Hurst” sounded more literary and stylish as a house name than “Lea 

Wood”. But the gardens and park were created from Lea Wood, and one must look to the history of 

the wood to explain the evolution of the landscape we see there today. 

18. Back in the early 18th century, Lea Wood was an extensive wood of about 140 acres, growing 

on a spur of millstone grit, and apparently divided into four coppices8. These four coppices would no 

doubt have been harvested in rotation to ensure a constant supply of young poles for charcoal, 

hurdles, wattling, props and brooms etc. It appears that the 140-acre extent must have included the 

 
3 London Gazette, 25/6/1971. 
4 Derbyshire Record Office D1575/Box/32/3 
5 Buxton Advertiser 6/12/1856 
6 Derbyshire Advertiser and Journal 23/8/1878 
7 Derbyshire Advertiser and Journal 1/1/1858 
8 The Story of Lea Wood: Its History, Ecology and Archaeology Dethick, Lea and Holloway Historical Society / 
Archaeological Research Services / Derbyshire Wildlife Trust, 2014. 
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open, emparked grassland south of Lea Hurst itself: in 1835, this open ground was known as Hurst 

Pasture containing 40½ acres, while the north and south parts of Lea Wood contained together 

about 74 acres9. If one then adds the land between the south edge of the present wood and the 

river Derwent to the south, which was the parish boundary and natural limit of the wood, then the 

area does indeed amount to roughly 140 acres, though the exact bounds of it are apparently not 

known. 

19. Peter Nightingale acquired a part-share in Lea Wood in 1733, but in 1737 he obtained sole 

ownership. But how did the family come to own the old house on the site of Lea Hurst? It is said that 

Peter’s father Thomas Nightingale held Lea Hurst on lease in 1700 and bought it from one of John 

Spateman’s trustees in 1707, but there is some inconsistency between published accounts, and the 

writer has not tracked down the primary sources. Whether the Nightingales owned Lea Hurst from 

1707 or not, the assertion that they lived there themselves in the 18th century appears to be 

incorrect. Peter Nightingale’s addition of a stylish new front to Lea Hall in 1754 rather suggests that 

they chose to invest in their old home instead. Burdett’s map of Derbyshire (1762-7, updated 1791) 

indicates Lea Hall as the home of P. Nightingale Esq. and shows neither country house nor park at 

Lea Hurst. 

20. A summary of the title deeds to Lea Woods from 1673 to 173910 begins with the conveyance 

of a “messuage” with two gardens and a croft from Thomas Allyn of the Lea, yeoman, to John 

Spateman of the Rood Nook in Morton. Could this property have been the predecessor of Lea Hurst? 

Thomas Allen was taxed for 2 hearths at his house in Dethick, Tansley and Lea in 1670, which could 

indicate a modest but substantially-built yeoman’s house. Most husbandmen and poorer folk lived in 

houses of one hearth, while most craftsmen, tradesmen and yeomen would have two or three 

hearths, and wealthier yeomen might have four to seven hearths11.  It appears that Lea Wood was 

part of a half-share of the manor of Lea that had belonged to the Rolleston family in the 16th 

century, their manor house being on the site of Lea Hall.  

21. The family’s fortunes were founded by Thomas Nightingale, lead smelter (1666-1735), and 

were increased by his second son Peter I (d1763).  Peter I was succeeded by his son Peter II, who by 

1776 was landlord and financial partner to Arkwright’s cotton industry at Cromford, and set up his 

own cotton mill at Lea in 1783. He ran the businesses and the estate, and upon his death in 1803, 

without children, all passed to his great nephew William Edward Shore (1794-1874), grandson of his 

sister Anne12. W. E. Shore took the name Nightingale in 1815, and left England for an extended 

honeymoon with his wife Fanny in 1818, touring Europe. The famous Florence was his younger 

daughter.  

22. Florence and her elder sister Parthenope were named after the Italian cities of their birth, 

Parthenope being the old name for Naples. In 1821, the Nightingales returned to England, but Fanny 

thought Lea Hall too cold and did not wish to live there. They lived in Herefordshire while W. E. 

Nightingale organised the rebuilding and enlargement of Lea Hurst, completed in 1825 as 

commemorated by the datestone over the door. 

 
9 Map and Survey 1835 at Derbyshire Record Office, refs. D504/1/1(copy map) and D1575/BOX/36/36(written 
survey). 
10 Derbyshire Record Office D4126/1 
11 Derbyshire Hearth Tax Assessments 1662-70 ed. D. G. Edwards, Derbyshire Record Society Vol 7 (1982), 
p.xlv. 
12 Introduction to deposit D3585 at the Derbyshire Record Office. 
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23. Lea Wood gave scope for a spectacular and fashionable landscape park, traversed by 

winding drives, giving opportunity to create a more romantic type of house in tune with the times. 

Together, house and park could evoke a sense of history allied to natural beauty.  

24. Of the house that stood on the spot prior to the 1820s, little appears to be certainly known. 

There seems to be considerable doubt about how much of the house is 17th century, how much is 

1820s, and how much may belong to a further phase of the 1860s. The list description makes the 

suggestion that the wing at the north-east end may be the 17th century part. 

25. The new house had its main reception rooms in gabled wings facing south-west and south-

east, each with bay windows to the gable ends, commanding the best views across the new park. 

The service end of the house lay to the north-east, with the impressive coach house and stable 

building north east again. 

26. The creation of the park seems likely to have involved the clearance of a large part of Lea 

Wood (if not already done) to create a rolling pasture south of the house, leaving a few trees as 

ornaments to the grassland, and perhaps planting some new ones. To the west and south, the 

woods were retained as the essential backdrop of the park, also giving drama to the approach 

drives, as such parks were meant to be appreciated in motion. To the east was a sharp slope, while 

to the north of the house new plantations (including the application site) were required to screen 

the house from the fields and the neighbouring village of Holloway.  

 

Figure 1. Extract from 6” Ordnance Survey revised 1920, published 1924, showing the open parkland at Lea 

Hurst in grey tone. The application site has been added in red, showing its location at the north junction of 

plantations that enclose the house to the north-east and north-west. 

27. The last Nightingale of Lea Hurst, Louis Hilary Shore Nightingale, died during the Second 

World War. The house was sold in 1946 to Lt Colonel Ernest S. Halford, who enabled the Royal 

Surgical Aid Society to establish it as a nursing home. It was subsequently sold in 1951 to William 

Bowmer of Whatstandwell, and continued as a nursing home until 2004. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE HERITAGE ASSETS 

28. At the most general level, Lea Hurst and Lea Woods are a critical part of the World Heritage 

Site buffer zone, not only for their contribution to the outstanding landscape quality, but also 
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because of their connections with early industrial activity of the Arkwrights and Nightingales in the 

valley: first lead smelting and later cotton spinning. The connection is therefore historic as well as 

visual. 

29. The only “grading” of any kind that applies to the site is the Grade II listing of the house and 

coach house, which places them in the generality of listed buildings, as 92% of all listed buildings are 

Grade II and only 8% are of the higher grades II* and I.  The orchard wall will count as curtilage-listed 

of Lea Hurst, being an ancillary structure that predates July 1948.  

30. However, Grade II covers a wildly varied range of structures, and the overall significance of 

Lea Hurst is of a higher rank than the listing, because it rests on so much more than its architectural 

merit, and on more than its key association with Florence Nightingale.  

31. The house and park together are a cherished entity in an area of high landscape value and in 

a conservation area, intimately connected with the significance of the World Heritage Site. They 

would constitute a heritage asset of a very high value indeed, even without the key historical figure 

or the listed status of the house that add so much more. The “nested” character of the heritage 

assets is a strong indicator of the high level of importance that attaches to the site, and the 

correspondingly high level of care that needs to be exercised in decision-making there. 

32. “Significance” is defined in the NPPF glossary as the value of heritage assets to this and 

future generations because of their heritage interest. It would be both artificial and tedious to 

attempt to describe the significance of separate elements of the house and park in isolation, or to 

separate significance from a listed building perspective from significance as part of a conservation 

area or special landscape, etc. It makes much more sense to attempt description of the significance 

of the whole, and to consider the impact of the present proposals from a rounded viewpoint. 

33. I suggest that the significances of the site include the following: 

• Historic – Lea Hurst illustrates the wealth of the Nightingale family in the 19th century. in 

particular it illustrates the environment into which Florence Nightingale was born, and helps 

us to understand the social context of this remarkable woman and her contribution to public 

health reform.  Florence had a deep attachment to the place, writing that “it breaks my 

heart to leave Lea Hurst”. The landscape can still be appreciated much as she appreciated it, 

which helps the past seem closer and more real, and enables us to feel some affinity with 

Florence Nightingale as a person. As such, the historic significance is high.  

• Architectural – the house illustrates the departure from symmetrical Georgian boxes to 

designs that looked back to an English past, rather than to “imported” classical designs 

which were the aspiration of the previous century. The house is an irregular gabled pile 

which loosely resembles a 17th century hall and crosswing arrangement, though it seems 

doubtful that it is a genuine 17th century plan form. If it is indeed mostly of the 1820s, then it 

is still quite early for an essay in vernacular revival, and its high significance as a Grade II 

listed building is heightened by its complementary relationship with the outbuildings, garden 

and park. The associated coach house and stable block is listed principally for group value, 

but is nevertheless a good example of its type, with well-executed detailing. 

• Artistic – the house and park complement each other to form a single artistic composition, 

created by enhancement of the natural beauty of the place. The park and gardens are not 

included on the Historic England register, because only a light touch was required to bring 

out the best in the site, and only a minimum of human intervention and designed features 
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were necessary. But the artistic/aesthetic scoring of the result, as an alliance of nature and 

man, is nevertheless high. 

• Archaeological –  as usual with country house parklands, the grounds are a palimpsest, 

illustrating how a 17th century yeoman’s farmhouse on the edge of coppiced woods evolved 

into a country seat in a 19th century landscape park. Trees in Lea Woods still show evidence 

of former coppicing today. The archaeological potential of the house itself as an evolution of 

a 17th century design is less clear, and appears worthy of further investigation. Meanwhile, I 

suggest that the overall archaeological significance of the site is medium. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE SITE TO THE CONSERVATION AREA 

34. The application site lies within the conservation area, to the south of Holloway village, and is 

highly visible both at a distance (see cover photo) and through its proximity to the public footpath 

network connecting to the footpaths in Lea Woods. About 75 acres of Lea Wood were gifted to the 

Derbyshire Wildlife Trust in 2012 and are publicly accessible via a number of footpaths. The area is 

thus very “permeable” and enjoys a high awareness in the community, and great value as an 

amenity. This undoubtedly enhances its significance. 

35. The parkland in the vicinity of the application site has a strong edge as seen from Holloway, 

the edge being marked by the orchard wall and continued westwards by a plantation. The house is 

not seen, but the drive (recently reinstated) snakes across the pastureland towards the walled 

enclosure and specimen trees, clearly suggesting the presence of a substantial house. This was 

evidently a back drive, without lodge or gate pillars, and the wall and plantation still give the sense 

of a barrier zone that buffers the house and park against the everyday world outside. Within the 

park, the emphasis was on a pastoral and tranquil landscape, with the associated qualities of 

timelessness and a slower pace of life. 

36. The conservation area character statement is an old one (1996), from the time that the 

three separate conservation areas at Dethick, Lea and Holloway respectively were amalgamated into 

one large one. It is nevertheless current and valid. The view across from Church Street to the 

application site is one of only eight vistas identified in the conservation area statement map (see 

Figure 2). Of course, important views cannot be comprehensively “catalogued”, but the character 

statement notation is clear evidence of the importance attached to this view. The importance of the 

view has in turn been reiterated by the evolving Neighbourhood Plan, which singles it out as one of 

nine views of importance in the Plan area. 

37. The conservation area character statement picks out eight specific character traits that make 

the area special, rural character being the unifying theme of them all. Of particular relevance to the 

application site are these three: 

• pockets of low density built development, scattered in a rolling landscape consisting of large 

areas of natural woodland, parkland and enclosed pastures. 

• the many hedgerows and traditional dry-stone boundary walls which bound roads, building 

plots, and fields throughout the Area. 

• the quiet nature of the area, with little more than background traffic noise. 

38. The Dethick Lea and Holloway Neighbourhood Plan has been submitted to the Borough 

Council and awaits referendum next year. It may therefore be accorded some weight. It aims to 

positively influence the quality of proposed developments by (among other things)  
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• protecting the landscape character of the area including the views into and out of the 

settlements 

39. It follows that the views specially singled out in the Plan and in the conservation area 

statement are specially worthy of protection. This application directly and adversely impacts upon 

one of them.  

 

Photo 1. View towards the application site from Holloway village, showing how the walled enclosure and 

specimen trees beyond it form a strong edge to the parkland of Lea Hurst. 

DESCRIPTION 

40. The map and written survey of the estate in 1835 show that the main area of the park had 

already developed more or less into its final form by then, and its basic elements have changed little 

since.   

41. The application site is at the north corner of two narrow plantations which enclose the 

house to the north-west and north-east (see Figure 1), thus forming a backdrop to the house as seen 

across the park, and separating it from the agricultural land further north. The plantations appear to 

have included more exotic trees than those in Lea Woods, thus being typical of the normal practice 

of placing rarer specimen trees close to the house, fenced from cattle and deer. 

42. The wall now bounding the north edge of the application site was probably not part of the 

original concept of the plantations, because the earliest plan of 1835 shows a square indent (the 

corner of a field) at the north corner, and this indent is now included within the line of the wall. The 

wall must therefore, it seems, be later. It is most probable that the plantation was partly cleared to 

form an orchard sometime between the 1830s and 1880s. Some of the land appears to have been 

used as a kitchen garden by the 1920s, when there was a greenhouse there, and there were two 

kitchen gardens at Lea Hurst in 194613. 

 
13 Ordnance Survey; sale catalogue of 1946 (Derbyshire Record Office D3653/40/1). 



 

Figure 2. Map from conservation area character statement showing, in the centre towards the bottom, the significant view from Holloway to the proposal site, which is 

nestled in a nook in the Special Landscape Area, and as such is not really divisible from it. 



43. It is said14 that improvements were made to Lea Hurst in the 1860s, possibly under the 

direction of the prolific Derby architect Henry I. Stevens, although the firm evidence for this is 

elusive. If true, it may be that the gardens were improved at the same time, and that the orchard 

wall was constructed as part of the programme. The house had formal gardens laid out between the 

house and the park, but it appears never to have had kitchen gardens of a highly-developed form 

with the usual small pools or wells, fully-walled enclosures, glasshouses and back sheds; the family’s 

main seat was at Embley Park near Romsey (Hants) and a full kitchen garden could be found there 

instead. 

 

Photo 2. View across the application site from the neighbouring public footpath, looking west. 

THE PROPOSAL AND ITS IMPACT 

44. The proposal is for three “glamping” safari tents within the former orchard and kitchen 

garden area, each 3450mm from floor to ridge, and raised up on average a further 750mm above 

the ground level outside. The overall height is therefore 4.2 metres, and the area of each is 16.5m x 

6m. To give some idea of scale, a typical accessible (wheelchair friendly) 2-bedroomed bungalow has 

a floor area of 72 square metres with an internal width of 7.4m15. The area of the glamping tents is 

considerably greater at 96 square metres, comprising 66 square metres of internal space and 

covered decks of 15 square metres each to back and front. 

45. The chief impacts are: 

a) visual, and 

b) aural. 

Both adversely affect the special character of the house and its park, and will now be considered in 

turn. 

 
14 For example by Messrs. Craven and Stanley, in The Derbyshire Country House (2004) 
15 “Viewpoint” No. 62, Housing Learning and Improvement Network, June 2014. 
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a) visual 

46. The roofs of the tents will be clearly visible above the orchard wall. Although of a green 

colour designed to blend, their presence will be constant and they will be an alien and intrusive 

feature. As a Scarborough councillor noted when his Council refused a proposal for similar tents 

there: “Let’s be honest, they are canvas bungalows.”16 

47. The proposal is in some respects worse than three bungalows: with a glamping experience 

the number of occupants per square metre is designed to be higher than in a normal house. The 

whole experience is geared to a party mood with an emphasis on being outside and being on 

holiday, with consequent additional disturbance to the environment above and beyond that of a 

normal house. 

48. I note the proposal to introduce some new planting, which is in itself an acknowledgement 

that there will be a visual impact, as otherwise it would not be offered as part of the proposal. As a 

planning inspector noted in a recent decision dismissing an appeal for a glamping cabin, “Vegetation 

is not guaranteed to be permanent in any case. Therefore, while it can help assimilate development 

into its surroundings, it should not be relied upon to screen inappropriate development from 

view.”17 Appropriate planting would be deciduous, like the existing trees, and therefore only 

properly effective for part of the year, even when established. 

49. The suggested transience of the proposal may be falsely seductive too, and could be illusory. 

The requested temporary term of ten years reflects the semi-permanent lifespan of the glamping 

tents, but in reality there would be no reason why the use should not be perpetuated indefinitely 

once it had been permitted in the first instance. It could also be complemented by other permitted 

development, such as temporary event marquees for several weeks a year. 

50. Camping is, almost by definition, an incidental and transient activity that “treads lightly on 

the earth”. Were it not so, it would not be regarded so leniently in the planning system. But in this 

instance there would be nothing incidental or transient about it; the impacts would be similar or 

worse to those of new houses in the countryside, outside of settlements, which are generally 

prohibited. 

51. Night-time disturbance of lights from the tents and from traffic accessing the site is also a 

consideration, and is likely to impact upon the mood and character of the place.  

b) aural 

52. In my opinion it is the more subtle change to the tranquil character of the location that will 

be the more harmful aspect of the proposal. At the time of my visit, the only sounds I heard in the 

vicinity of the walled enclosure were the rustling of trees and the bleating of sheep, with a few 

incidental and distant noises from the village houses. Traffic noise from the A6 was more noticeable 

on the downward slopes further south in the park towards the Derwent, but not near to Lea Hurst 

itself. With potentially dozens of extra holidaymakers on the site at any one time, throughout the 

year, the potential for adverse change to the tranquil ambiance is clear. 

53. The value of tranquillity to a conservation area, or to the setting of a listed building, should 

not be under-estimated. Historic England notes that tranquillity, diurnal changes, accessibility and 

 
16 Scarborough News, 8/2/2018. 
17 Appeal no. 3246844, decision dated 21/7/2020. 
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“permeability” can all be important to the way that a heritage asset is experienced18, and all of those 

are very relevant here. Moreover, tranquillity is specifically noted in the conservation area 

statement, adopted by the Borough Council, as being a valued and special feature of the area in 

general. 

54. As a walled orchard and kitchen garden, the essential character of the space was as a calm, 

reflective and quiet backwater of the house, and at present that is the appropriate character which 

persists, despite the recent construction of a large garage. As a former plantation, the role of the 

space was to shelter the house and gardens from the busyness of the everyday world outside, and to 

continue the envelope of trees that encircled the pastureland at the heart of the park. 

55. Some authorities have specific policies in place to protect tranquillity. The South Downs 

National Park, for example, has a policy (SD7 “Relative Tranquillity”19) to resist development which 

would cause an unacceptable adverse impact on relative tranquillity, and the policy also requires 

consideration for the impact upon users of the right of way network. Amber Valley has no such 

specific policy, but the concerns are certainly relevant at Lea Hurst, and may be considered to be 

covered in a general sense by Amber Valley’s policies ER12 and EN27. 

CONCLUSION 

56. The essential character of Lea Hurst is a tranquil early 19th century country seat in a 

contemporary parkland of great natural beauty. I conclude that the proposal would cause “less than 

substantial harm” to the settings of the two Grade II listed buildings, and the character and 

appearance of the conservation area, because of the visual and aural impacts. It would also harm the 

character of the parkland as a non-designated heritage asset. The high degree of public accessibility 

to the surroundings, and proximity to neighbouring houses in other ownership both at Lea Hurst and 

Holloway, would make the adverse impacts more keenly felt. 

57. The significance of the harm is made greater by the extreme sensitivity of the site, 

recognised by its multiple layers of different designation, both statutory and non-statutory. This 

resonates with paragraph 193 of the NPPF which says (my italics): 

58. “When considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a 

designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation (and the more 

important the asset, the greater the weight should be). This is irrespective of whether any potential 

harm amounts to substantial harm, total loss or less than substantial harm to its significance.” 

59. Paragraph 194 says that any harm to a designated asset should require clear and convincing 

justification, while paragraph 196 says that harm can be weighed against public benefits of a 

proposal. 

60. The additional facilities for tourism are acknowledged, but the benefits are private and 

would not outweigh the harm caused. The proposal does not, as far as I am aware, represent a 

diversification of rural industry or agriculture necessary to enable its survival, which might cause it to 

be considered more favourably. Lea Hurst is simply a domestic property, albeit a large one. 

61. Lea Hurst (house and park) already plays its part in the encouragement of tourism, through 

public access to the woods, its public footpath network, a very informative and helpful Parish 

Council website, World Heritage Site interpretation, and through the suites offered for bed and 

 
18 Historic England The Setting of Heritage Assets GPA Note 3, 2nd edition, Dec. 2017 
19 South Downs Local Plan 2012-2033. 
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breakfast at the house itself. I note also that the house is to be a venue for the Jon Baines tour “In 

the Footsteps of Florence Nightingale” 11-16 May 2021. All of this is highly commendable, but it is 

important that further tourism development does not begin to erode the very qualities that visitors 

come to experience. 

62. There is a statutory obligation for decision-makers to have special regard to the desirability 

of preserving listed buildings and their settings, and the character and appearance of conservation 

areas, not to mention consideration for the other layers of protection in operation at this site. In 

cases where any harm, however small, is not justified, local authorities should refuse proposals. In 

this instance, I suggest that the harm is “less than substantial”, though not small. Glamping 

proposals have been refused by other local authorities, and consequently upheld at appeal, for the 

same reasons as those presented here20. 

63. The proposal offends against several saved policies of the Amber Valley Local Plan, 

especially: 

• EN27, as it will not contribute to the preservation and enhancement of the conservation 

area; in fact the contrary is true. 

• ER12(a), as it will have a “significant impact on the character of the surrounding 

environment, the existing road network and the residential amenity of nearby properties”. 

• EN1, as the proposal is not incidental in character and amounts to inappropriate 

development in the countryside. 

64. I suggest that the development would have unacceptable impacts on the surroundings, and 

that permission should therefore be refused.  

Philip E. Heath, August 2020 

 
20 See, for example, planning appeal nos. 3189593, 3215460 and 3246844, viewable online at 

https://www.gov.uk/appeal-planning-inspectorate 

  


