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ITEM 6

A. CHE/19/00394/REM – Approval of Reserved Matters following 
CHE/0389/0210 and CHE/0892/0496 as varied by 
CHE/16/00219/NMA; CHE/16/00317/REM1, CHE/16/00318/REM1, 
CHE/16/00319/REM1 and CHE/16/00320/REM1 at land at The 
Brushes, Sheffield Road, Chesterfield for David Lloyd 
Developments Ltd. 

B. CHE/19/00456/REM1 - Variation of Condition 52 on application 
CHE/0892/0496 as varied by CHE/16/00219/NMA; 
CHE/16/00317/REM1, CHE/16/00318/REM1, CHE/16/00319/REM1 and 
CHE/16/00320/REM1 to substitute drawings to enable relocation of 
approved phase 1 components within the consented development 
areas and facilitate revised phasing at land at The Brushes, 
Sheffield Road, Chesterfield for Birchall Properties Ltd.

Local Plan: Green Belt
Ward:  Old Whittington

1.0 CONSULTATIONS

DCC Highways No highway objection – see report 

Environmental Services Comment received – see report re 
/394. No adverse comments re /456 

Design Services (Drainage) To be in accordance with CBC 
drainage guidance 

Environment Agency No formal comment required – site 
outside of flood zones 2 and 3  

Derbyshire Wildlife Trust Comments received – see report 

Yorkshire Water No observations required  

Lead Local Flood Authority No comment to make



Coal Authority No objection – Coal already removed 
by surface mining methods

North East Derbyshire DC No comments received

Derbyshire Constabulary Comments received – see report 

Economic Development Unit Supports proposals – see report

Ward Members Support from Cllrs Peter and Jean 
Innes received 

Chesterfield Cycle Campaign Comments received – see report

Unstone Parish Council Objection received – see report

Dronfield Civic Society Objection received – see report

British Horse Society Comments received – see report

Neighbours/Site Notice Representation against from 93 
different individuals (letters or e 
mails). 564 signature petition against. 
Representation from County Cllr Alex 
Dale – see report

2.0 THE SITE

2.1 The site is within the designated Green Belt area and comprises 
the currently unused Birchall Golf Course and areas of woodland.  
Brierley Wood and Roughpiece Woods form part of the site and the 
areas to the south west are ancient woodland and covered by Tree 
Preservation Orders. The woodland areas and an area extending 
along the Sheffield Road frontage are also designated as a local 
wildlife site and parts are designated as Ancient Woodland.  



The extract above is from the Chesterfield Greenprint showing 
areas of Ancient Woodland, the Borough boundary and an oval 
marking the general location of the DLAW position.

2.2 The site is bounded by the A61 to the south-west and by the 
Dronfield by pass to the south, by the river Drone to the south-east, 
by Unstone Green to the north and by Roughpiece wood to the 
north-west. It is part of a hilly landscape and presents significant 
level drops across its boundaries in excess of 100m. The site 
includes areas of commercial tree planting, gorse, grassland and is 
edged to the south-west by areas of protected woodland forming a 
natural buffer to the A61, and to the south-east by the woodland 
along the river Drone corridor.

2.3 The site was the subject of substantial opencast operations up to 
the 1980s and was subsequently restored to a golf course use 
(Birchall). Areas of protected ancient woodland on the southern 
part of the site were not affected by the opencast scheme and 
which remain today however much of Brierley Wood was 
destroyed. The golf course is currently not being maintained. 

2.4 The site was up until recently crossed by a number of definitive 
Public Rights of Way including a bridlepath (BR39) which crossed 
and ran within the site and which were shown on the definitive 
plan. There were also a considerable number of ‘desire line’ paths 
which criss crossed the site at various locations however all these 
routes were diverted to a perimeter route which was created 
around the site following a Diversion Order granted by the 
Secretary of State on 15th December 2015. The site has 
subsequently been enclosed by a new fence line.



2.5 The site is now served by a new roundabout access situated at the 
south east A61 slip road corner of the site.

3.0 PLANNING BACKGROUND

3.1 Outline planning approval was granted on 17th August 1989 for the 
development of the 280 acre Peak Resort site for a major leisure 
venue under code CHE/0389/0210. This included a single domed 
structure containing hotel together with indoor and outdoor related 
leisure and educational facilities centred on a reconfigured golf 
course and lake together with 250 holiday lodges on the upper part 
of the site. The scheme was described as leisure centre consisting 
of a dome containing hotel with indoor and outdoor related leisure 
and educational facilities provision of accommodation lodges and a 
lake. The supporting information with the application provided a 
schedule of the individual components and their quantum.

3.2 A subsequent Reserved Matters permission was made in 1992 for 
the scheme under code CHE/0892/0496 and which was not 
determined until 1st July 2008. This dealt with a phase 1 of the 
scheme and reserved further detail for subsequent approval and 
the scheme therefore remains valid since the original condition on 
the outline permission allowed the scheme to be begun 
(implemented) before the expiry of two years from the date of 
approval of the last of the reserved matters to be approved. 

3.3 A number of formal changes have been made to the scheme over 
the years with amendments to the conditions in 2005 under code 
CHE/0301/0164 and which resulted in a S106 agreement dated 
10th August 2005 concerning highway matters, travel planning, 
ecology management and Community Liaison. This scheme also 
resulted in the introduction of a breaking down of the original single 
domed structure into a phased scheme where by individual smaller 
components of the scheme could be provided. An alternative 
access to the site was also considered and agreed under code 
CHE/09/00075/FUL on 12th November 2009 and this resulted in 
the access to the site being created from a new roundabout at the 
junction of the A61 slip road with Sheffield Road. 

3.4 The permission to amend the scheme granted in 2005 included the 
diversion of all routes crossing the site to the perimeter of the site 
and this was realised through SCRIF funding of £2.8m to 
implement the creation of the new access and s278 agreement, 



diversion of the footpath and bridle routes and new fencing as a 
way of facilitating the development.

3.5 Approvals for formal variation of a number of conditions were 
secured under permissions CHE/14/00086/REM1; 
CHE/14/00087/REM1; CHE/14/00088/REM1 and 
CHE/14/00089/REM1 on 2nd May 2014 and separate applications 
for the discharge of relevant pre-commencement conditions in the 
various permissions had been given on 12th November 2014 to 
allow works to progress on site. (Codes CHE/14/00385/DOC; 
CHE/14/00386/DOC; CHE/14/00387/DOC; CHE/14/00388/DOC 
and CHE/14/00558/DOC).

3.6 Further variations of conditions were secured in 2016 under 
permissions CHE/16/00317/REM1 regarding maximum length of 
permitted stay; CHE/16/00318/REM1 regarding relocation of car 
park; CHE/16/00319/REM1 regarding inclusion of phase 2 apart 
hotel in phase 1 and CHE/16/00320/REM1 regarding relocation of 
clubhouse. Permission CHE/16/00219/NMA introduced condition 
52 allowing s73 submissions to consider amended drawings.

3.7 The submissions included Phase 1 of the development comprising 
of a domed visitor/arrival building, a 150-room hotel building 
incorporating, a 400-bed university building, a union building for 
accessing both the hotel and university buildings, landscaping and 
public realm facilities including a colonnade, new lake and 
amphitheatre. Phase 1 also includes a clubhouse with 30 No 5* 
lodges located at the top of the hill to the west of the 2008 
consented dome. Phases 2 and 3 of this development remained 
unchanged from the 2008 consented drawings, with the exception 
of an observation tower adjacent to the arrival dome which will be 
part of Phase 2.

3.8 The agreed scheme included a domed structure arrival point on the 
site intended to provide a multifunctional, all-weather activity and 
events space to accommodate a visitor/arrival centre with transport 
interchange, information kiosks, ancillary retail, food & drink, 
assembly and event functions. 

3.9 The agreed 150-room Hotel has a stepped 8 storey design 
incorporating a 360 degree glazed sky lobby, a restaurant, 
wellness and beauty spa facilities and other hotel amenities and 
which offers for a range of different visitors at a variety of price 



bands.  As well as accommodation for tourists, the facility would 
cater for local businesses and the wider public through provision of 
conferences and meeting facilities, weddings and events.  The sky 
lobby at level 8 would be a beacon and an exciting and exclusive 
destination. A 400-bed dual usage Tourist Hostel and University 
accommodation Building would also be occupied by students 
during term time, but its flexible design would allow for use as 
additional hotel rooms during the summer months to maximise the 
variety of accommodation and price ranges available across the 
resort as a whole. This component would be seven storeys high 
with a stepped roof line and would include some classrooms and 
meeting areas. 

3.10 The scheme also included a Union building linking the structures 
and which allows for accessing both the hotel and university 
buildings.  This would be a crescent shaped 6 storey building 
creating a spatial and visual break between the university and hotel 
accommodation wings and which would be intended as a common 
area with a flexible floor plan incorporating retail, restaurants, bars 
and cafés as well as areas for assembly, meetings and education.

3.11 Access to all buildings referred to above was shown to be linked 
via a double height colonnade overlooking a central lake and 
amphitheatre.  

3.12 The phase 1 scheme also included a 30-unit Clubhouse and 
Lodges located at the top of the hill to the west of the 2008 
consented dome where a group of lodges were previously shown. 
This was to be a 5* facility linked together by a funicular and 
containing restaurant, bar, beauty and wellness medical facility and 
other ancillary functions such as meeting rooms. 

3.13 The full development would have use of 2,850 spaces for parking 
cars and coaches on site however the agreed phase 1 provides 
400 permanent spaces and 400 overflow places with a number of 
coach and public transport spaces.  



4.0 THE PROPOSALS

CHE/19/00394/REM

4.1 The David Lloyd Adrenaline World (DLAW) dome proposal has 
been designed within the framework of the permissions and 
conditions in place on the site. The scheme would be approached 
from the new roundabout to the south east and which would 
provide access to the DLAW plot providing an overall 242 parking 
spaces, 12 cycle lockers and space for coach parking and drop off 
areas.



4.2 The DLAW scheme comprises of two separate buildings including 
the Adventure Centre and an Open Sided Activity Canopy building. 
The Adventure Centre is to be a triple height tensile structure 
measuring an overall 113.6 metres by 53.5 metres and which 
would be 25.66 metres in height with an eaves height of 3.5 
metres. This building is of an off white elongated dome structure 
set above a timber cedar clad base. The PVC recyclable water 
resistant tensile skin is inflated to maximise internal climate 
efficiencies and to achieve a lightweight structure and maximise 
the openness of the internal space. The skin allows infiltration of 
natural light. The lower parts of the building include the doors and 
windows and fire escape stairs however the building overall is of a 
simple form.

4.3 The DLAW building is to be subdivided into areas of adventure 
activity, entertainment, service and ancillary uses. The components 
comprise climbing walls, fun walls, trampolines, trampoline 
dodgeball, roll glider, zip lines, adventure golf, ninja course, tag 
active, caving and rope courses. A mezzanine section provides 
access to café and restaurant, kids play zone with circulation, 
viewing and function facilities (store, plant, cleaner, service, office) 
access.

4.4 The Open Sided Activity canopy is to include an electric karting 
and adventure mini golf facility and which will be below an umbrella 
type structure comprising of 4 no domes and which is to be 
constructed in the same off white tensile PVC material as the main 
building on a lightweight steel frame. The structure would measure 
an overall 53.2 metres by 26.6 metres and which would be 27.4 
metres in height with an eaves height of 3.0 metres.   

CHE/19/00456/REM1

4.5 The layout of the phase 1 consented development is shown on 
the image below and which comprises: 

1. A Dome Building providing a multifunctional, all-weather activity 
and events space accommodating a visitor/arrival centre with a 
transport interchange, information kiosks, ancillary and adventure 
retail, food & drink, assembly and event functions.



2. A 150 room hotel incorporating glazed sky lobby, restaurant, 
wellness and beauty spa facilities and other hotel amenities.

3. A 400 bed dual usage tourist hostel and university 
accommodation building including ancillary accommodation and 
communal spaces, classrooms and meeting areas.

4. A ‘Union Building’ for accessing both the hotel and university 
buildings.  The building is intended as a common area 
incorporating retail, restaurants, bars and cafes as well as areas 
for assembly, meetings and education.

5. A new cascading lake and landscaped amphitheatre for informal 
events.

4.6 This application proposes a s73 submission to amend the 
agreed scheme to relocate items 1, 2, 3 and 4 and reshape item 
5 in order to establish a revised phasing programme and 
enhance the area of landscaping at the heart of the 
development as shown in the image below.  

4.7 1. The DL Adventure Centre is considered a core day visitor 
attraction upon which to establish the development.  It 
represents a regionally significant leisure offer, occupying over 5 



acres of the site, with indoor activities contained within a 1 acre 
domed structure.  Initially the Dome building will be a Phase 
One A standalone attraction, opening ahead of other Phase One 
elements.

4.8 2. The proposed relocation of the Hotel to the south west of the 
development area offering a greater south west aspect for the 
outward facing side of the Hotel, and commanding views over 
the central activities and events spaces at the inward facing 
side.  The Hotel retains ground floor services, food & beverage 
and events spaces (previously described as part of the ‘Union’ - 
2016 Section 73 Applications) as appropriate to a 4* offer 
however the hotel accommodation is now considered a Phase 2 
component of the site.

4.9 3. Relocation of the Education Campus places it into a 
centralised position on the east side of the development area.  
Opportunities are provided for pop-up student incubator 
enterprises and retail stalls to spill out onto the lakeside 
boardwalk, creating a lively and active space.

4.10 4. The relocated Union spaces will be incorporated into and 
complement the existing consented waterpark arrangement 
(formerly 2008 Phase Two) and will be at the south end of the 
development area and where a gateway position will be 
provided. This facility will include a  mix of retail, food & 
beverage, events spaces, activity packaging and travel hub 
offers visitors a blend of both on and off site experiences.  

4.11 5. The lake has been reconfigured and extended to improve 
symmetry of the development and create a larger landscaped 
area at the centre.  The lake and accompanying ‘lakehouse’ 
facilities offer white water and wet leisure opportunities and 
include amphitheatre seating overlooking an island stage set 
within the lake. A perimeter boardwalk feature provides 
pedestrianised circulation and links the buildings and uses 
together.  The boardwalk allows inward facing cafes, restaurants 
and bars to create a ‘street-scape’ of activity at the heart of the 
development.

4.12 Revised Phasing Proposed - The relocation of consented 
components facilitates a revised phasing scheme which enables 



PEAK to launch as a day visitor leisure attraction ahead of 
overnight stay visitor accommodation. 

Phase One A:
Indoor & Outdoor Adventure Centre - David Lloyd’s Adrenaline 
World - Dry Leisure, On Site Offer.
Phase One B:  
White Water & Activities Lake with ‘Lakehouse’ - Wet Leisure, On 
Site Offer.
PEAK Gateway - Mixed Leisure, On & Off Site Offer, Partnerships 
with Local Attractions & Providers.
Trails & Landscaping, Wildlife & Nature Experiences.
Phase Two:
Hotel.
Education Campus / Sports Hostel.
Clubhouse Lodges - initial 30 units with supporting facilities (2016 
Section 73 Variations).
Phase Three:
Medical - Sports & Wellness.
Balance of leisure & accommodation based on the total built area 
consent.

1

5
3

4

2



4.13 The applications are supported by:
 

 Traffic Statement 
 David Lloyd Adrenaline World Picture Book
 David Lloyd Adrenaline World FAQs
 Environmental Statement 
 Design and Access Statement

5.0 CONSIDERATIONS

5.1 Planning Policy

5.1.1 The site is situated within the Green Belt area as defined by Policy 
EVR1 ‘Green Belt’ of the 2006 Replacement Local Plan. The 
boundary of the green belt has been retained as existing in the 
new emerging Chesterfield Local Plan. Policy CS1 of the Local 
Plan Core Strategy states that the green belt will be maintained 
and enhanced.  Policy CS14 promotes tourism and the visitor 
economy within the Borough.

5.1.2 Having further regard to the nature of the applications, Policies 
CS2 (Location of Development), CS3 (Presumption in favour of 
Sustainable Development), CS5 (Renewable Energy), CS7 
(Managing the Water Cycle), CS8 (Environmental Quality), CS9 
(Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity), CS13 (Economic Growth), 
CS18 (Design) and CS20 (Demand for Travel) of the 2013 Local 
Plan: Core Strategy are applicable as well as the wider National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  

5.1.3 Key Issues

 Principle of the development;
 Design/Appearance and Visual Impact;
 Impact on neighbouring residential amenity;
 Highways Safety and Parking Provision;
 Ecology;
 Drainage;
 Land stability;
 Designing Out Crime.



5.2 Principle of Development

5.2.1 The Peak Resort scheme is a priority for Council in that it has the 
benefit of planning approval and which has been previously agreed 
and justified within the Green Belt area. This decision was agreed 
by the Secretary of State at the time as an appropriate 
development of more than local significance within the Green belt 
area. The latest Chesterfield Corporate Plan 2015/19 confirms that 
the Peak Resort scheme is a priority for the Council in terms of 
making Chesterfield a thriving borough. The scheme was the 
subject of a significant press release on 15th January 2015 when it 
was reported that the funding for the £400 million scheme 
delivering 1300 jobs had been secured and which gave confidence 
in investment in the Borough.  The scheme has progressed and 
Stanton Williams Architects remain involved in designing a 
bespoke scheme for the site and which reflects the requirements of 
investors.

5.2.2 From day one the Peak Resort aimed to create a year round 
tourism, leisure and education destination on the edge of the Peak 
District National Park, comprising holiday lodges, hotel with leisure 
/ activity base facilities all set within a 300 acre managed park. The 
DLAW facility is considered to be a core day visitor attraction 
consistent with this aim. The activities of all the components across 
the site will be integrated to provide visitors and students alike 
world-class opportunities for learning as well as leisure 
opportunities. The scheme aims to create a destination where 
outstanding architecture combined with the highest quality of 
design achieve an iconic resort that maximises the potential of the 
site. The scheme aims to be exemplary in terms of sustainability 
from an environmental perspective and to develop successful 
strategies for the environment and local employment.

5.2.3 The scheme is planned to be constructed in phases as set out 
above. The applicant has indicated the intention to implement the 
development scheme with the DLAW being the first phase of 
construction taking place and progressing through the phases 
following the implementation stage now completed. The works 
already undertaken comprising of the new access, diversion of 
rights of way and boundary fencing and creation of the dome 
plateau areas have paved the way for the scheme to be 
progressed. 



5.2.4 The DLAW proposal is a reserved matters submission and such a 
leisure activity use falls within the scheme already granted and 
where the principle of such a proposal is not an issue. The current 
application for change of the positioning of components already 
accepted in the scheme does not alter the parameters set by the 
existing permissions with regard to location, scale and quantum of 
development all falling within what has already been assessed and 
granted. The proposed uses for the site satisfy the current land use 
policies and will form a major source of long term employment for 
the local community in the tourism industry, both within the resort 
and the wider community. It is clear that the original scheme made 
reference to a substantial single dome on the site (60 metres high 
and 312 metres diameter) and which accommodated a 
considerable development including 2000 hotel rooms, restaurants 
and a proposed lake which allowed for up to 20 acres of outdoor 
lake and 5 acres of internal or covered lake supporting an array of 
water based activities. The original scheme also referred to various 
on site activities including jungle, mountain, castle, health centre, 
amphitheatre, funicular, adverture playground, cinemas, theatre, 
creche, ancillary retail, observatory and various sporting facilities.  

5.2.5 During the construction phases, the scheme will represent a 
significant source of employment for the local community, drawing 
on the local workforce and potentially putting local skills to use. 
Once in operation, the scheme will benefit the surrounding local 
community by adding services and facilities and supporting local 
business both during construction and in the long term with the 
operation of the resort.

5.2.6 The Economic Development Unit confirms their support for the 
proposals commenting that given the scale of the proposal there 
will be employment, training and supply chain opportunities during 
the construction and operational phases. They recommend local 
labour / supply chain clauses are negotiated as part of a s106 or 
planning condition. They also encourage the end user to work with 
the Council and its partners to ensure that local people are able to 
benefit from any additional jobs created by the development. The 
EDU confirms this would accord with the Councils Corporate Plan 
and Core Strategy.

5.2.7 The development of the David Lloyd centre falls within the existing 
permissions and, as a reserved matters submission, no objections 
arise to the principle of the scheme. Furthermore no specific policy 



objections arises to the principle of relocation of the components of 
the phase 1 buildings already agreed on the site. 

5.2.8 As far as the Economic Development Unit comments are 
concerned the current applications do not change the principle of 
the development of the site which is already established and it is 
not appropriate therefore to impose new requirements through a 
new legal agreement. There is an opportunity to discuss with the 
developer employment, training and supply chain opportunities 
however this cannot be made a formal requirement of the current 
applications.    

5.3 Design / Appearance and Visual Impact

5.3.1 In accordance with Core Strategy Policy CS18, all new 
development should identify, respond to and integrate with the 
character of the site and surroundings and respect the local 
distinctiveness of its context.  In doing so developments are 
expected to respect the character, form and setting of the site and 
surrounding area; having regard to its function, appearance, scale 
and massing.

5.3.2 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the 
Government’s planning policies and how these are expected to be 
applied. It places emphasis on the importance of good design 
stating: 
‘The creation of high quality buildings and places is fundamental to 
what the planning and development process should achieve. Good 
design is a key aspect of sustainable development, creates better 
places in which to live and work and helps make development 
acceptable to communities. (para 124)

5.3.3 The outline permission is for a fully enclosed built form of 312 
metres diameter and 60 metres in height.  Phase 1 of the 2016 
proposal reflected the area identified as Phase 1 on the 2008 
reserved matters consent, occupying a “wedge” of the overall 
diameter on the North East side of the site.  Compared to the 
notional scheme identified in the outline permission, the 2016 
proposal for Phase 1 was much lighter in form.   The Union 
Building, Hotel and University accommodation were broken down 
into three distinct volumes that did not exceed the permitted height.  
Similarly, the arrival Dome building was a single volume grid shell 
domed structure that sat within the parameters of the outline 



consent. The proposed location of the phase 1 development was 
towards the south-east of the site, where the natural gradient of the 
hill slopes down, keeping the profile of the development well below 
the ridge line of the hilltop immediately to the north-west. The 2016 
proposal included a development height of 34.5m which was below 
the domes of Phases 2 and 3 and well within the 60m maximum 
height parameters prescribed in the 1989 outline planning 
permission.

5.3.4 The DLAW has similarly been designed within the framework of 
the permissions covering the site and will be smaller than the 
components of the scheme already accepted under the reserved 
matters permission and be more of the gridshell style anticipated 
on the site. The buildings are lower than that already accepted in 
this location and would be of very simple form diminishing their 
significance by use of the simple white tensile inflated structure to 
give a modern style.  The more sensitive areas of the site are on 
the higher ground to the west and north west however the lower 
lying part of the site is generally screened by the mature 
landscaping along the Sheffield Road and River Drone corridor and 
the local topography. The structure intended for the karting area is 
open sided and effectively a rain cover. It is not a habitable building 
but a canopy over an area previously consented for car parking 
and where a track component of the scheme was consented 
outdoors in 2016. The structure is to be a demountable structure, 
meaning that it can be taken down, and relocated to another site 
with relative ease. It is mounted on the ground with anchor bolts 
which once removed releases the structure allowing easy removal. 
The supporting images of such similar structures at Vitam Parc, 
France and Miramar Park Amphitheatre confirm that an 
appropriate architectural style, design and appearance can be 
achieved within the intended aspirations for the development on 
the site. 

5.3.5 The spaces around the buildings are put to best use by creating 
public amenity areas and which will add to the experience of the 
resort and create an opportunity for excellent public realm.  

5.3.6 The changes with the position of the main buildings, compared with 
the previous scheme, will be nominal. The relocation of the hotel to 
the south west of the dome area will still result in a scheme below 
the original defined parameters however there is an increased 
prospect from closer range that this component may interrupt the 



skyline although this will not be significantly different from off the 
site. The hotel is likely to affect the more open character of this part 
of the site with night time effects being particularly noticed (lighting 
from upper windows) however compared with the original agreed 
scheme the effects on landscape character will be medium to low 
significance and which can be mitigated in closer range impacts to 
a degree through appropriate landscaping and quality of design. 
Landscape can also be used to limit impacts arising from the 
proposed parking areas. Mitigation can also include the use of high 
quality natural materials and native tree planting around the site to 
be of an initial size to provide immediate impact. Planting to the 
north and north east of the new parking area will also soften 
foreground views and soil bunds will help protect views from 
Unstone Green. Such mitigation measures can be conditioned as 
part of any permission issued. 

5.3.7 Lighting within and around the whole development will be designed 
to provide low-level background lighting.  High efficiency, low 
energy light sources will be selected to minimise energy 
requirements. Light sources are to be kept at low level, integrated 
in the fabric of the buildings and designed to light the objects within 
rather than the space itself. The applicant refers to the 
management policies of the resort which will ensure that light 
levels are kept to a minimum after hours.

5.3.8 The car park area secures a better and more attractive sense of 
arrival. The original 2008 scheme placed the car park area ahead 
of and obscuring or distracting from the architecture however the 
current location allows visitors to appreciate the architecture on 
arrival and as they drive past it towards the car park area. The 
position provides direct and logical access to the main entrance of 
the building and which is appropriately located.  Public car access 
to the site is restricted to the car parking area so, following the 
initial arrival, the scheme is designed to be car free, with access 
around the site via a capillary network of tracks and footpaths to 
encourage walking and cycling.  The location in the north-east 
corner is a more discrete position in the locality that takes 
advantage of the existing trees on site which will naturally screen 
the car park from the adjacent Sheffield Road (B6057).  

5.3.9 It is considered that the proposals are acceptable and within the 
parameters of the original design for the scheme. In this respect 
the proposals are not considered to be of a poor design and 



therefore accord with policy CS18 and the wider requirements of 
the NPPF 

5.4 Residential Amenity

5.4.1 Core Strategy Policy CS18 comments that development will be 
expected to have an acceptable impact on the amenity of users 
and neighbours.  Policy CS2 (Principles for Location of 
Development) indicates that all development will be required to 
have an acceptable impact on the amenity of users or adjoining 
occupiers taking into account noise, odour, air quality, traffic, 
appearance, overlooking, shading or other environmental, social or 
economic impacts.  

5.4.2 The nearest residential neighbours to the site are those on 
Cheetham Avenue, Sylvia Road and the Sheffield Road frontage 
to the north and those on Sheffield Road and Mallory Close to the 
east. The existing permission allowed for a 60 metre high dome 
312 metres in diameter. A first phase of buildings was considered 
in 2016 and accepted and which achieved considerable separation 
distances to the nearest dwellings and in each case where there 
are intervening woodland areas which generally separate the site 
from views from the neighbours. The relationship was accepted as 
being appropriate.  

5.4.3 The visual assessment showed that there would be impacts as a 
result of the proposals however they would not be significant and 
could be mitigated to an acceptable level.  The fully glazed sky-
lobby was a new feature of the scheme and which took advantage 
of the views out over the surrounding area. It was considered that 
such views would only be generally available during day light hours 
and so it would be appropriate to consider a screening system 
during hours of darkness to prevent light pollution and glare as 
perceived from residential properties to the north and east of the 
site however it was accepted that this can be secured by condition 
38 of the 2008 reserved matters consent. This requirement is 
retained in the current proposal to move buildings around within 
the development area however it is clear that the repositioned 
buildings will generally be further away from the nearest 
neighbours.

5.4.4 The main issues to be considered as part of the current DLAW 
application concerns the proposed car parking area and the use of 



the external covered area for e-karting having regard to the 
potential for noise disturbance. The car parking area will be no 
closer to residents to the north of the site on Cheetham Avenue 
and Sylvia Road when compared with what has been accepted in 
2016 and it is clear that the parking area will only be accessed 
from the south via the new main site access off the new 
roundabout. Property to the north is largely separated from the site 
by a woodland area and river and new planting has been carried 
out as part of the perimeter greenway and fencing and the 
requirement for mitigation associated with the public parking area. 
Any subsequent extension of the parking areas in later phases 
towards these properties would include new mounding and 
landscaped woodland which would be planted as a mitigation 
measure. The debate concerning the appropriate location for 
further parking on site can be undertaken at a later date however it 
is considered that the relationship between the proposed phase 1 
parking for DLAW and the nearest residential properties is 
acceptable and any impacts can be mitigated by sensitive 
mounding, landscaping and lighting and which can be dealt with by 
condition.

5.4.5 The issue of noise disturbance and nuisance from the external 
activity arises in relation to the karting circuit proposal. The agreed 
scheme in 2016 included a 1 km multi use event track/circuit 
around the parking zone which was intended for bicycles, 
pedestrians, runners and potentially electric vehicles. This was 
accepted subject to condition 3 of CHE/16/00318/REM1 which 
prevents the use of the 1km track by petrol or diesel motorised 
vehicles. Furthermore condition 36 of CHE/0892/0496 requires a 
detailed noise survey and mitigation strategy to be agreed to cover 
noisy outdoor leisure activities and this was amended under 
CHE/14/00087/REM1 to account for a phasing arrangement of the 
development. The Council therefore has the ability to consider the 
noise climate at an appropriate time and to agree to a mitigation 
strategy prior to the relevant parts of the development being 
implemented. A separate condition (48) of the reserved matters 
scheme under CHE/0892/0496 also controls noise arising from the 
construction phase of the development by first agreeing a noise 
methodology and appropriate mitigation measures.

5.4.6 The Councils Environmental Health Officer has commented that 
the proposal for a go kart track will need to be supported by a 
noise survey and report in the interests of the amenity of the area.



5.4.7 The proposed facility is restricted by condition 3 of 
CHE/16/00318/REM1 to electric vehicles such that there should be 
no discernible engine noise at the boundary of the site. The same 
condition would be needed in the event that the current application 
is agreed. The nearest Peak Resort boundary to the e-karting track 
along which the new bridlepath runs is 80 metres to the east and 
240 metres to the north. The distance is increased to 200 metres 
to the east and 260 metres to the north to nearest noise sensitive 
premises. It is accepted that e-karting can still create noise as a 
result of squealing tyres in bends for example however the use has 
already been accepted on the site in a similar position and the 
opportunity arises to mitigate any impacts as perceived at the 
boundaries of the site by: 

 Distance from boundary
 Choice of track surface material
 Intervening mounding and acoustic fencing
 Landscaping
 Hours of operation
 Limiting number of e-Karts on track at anyone time

5.4.8 The applicant has indicated that the DLAW would operate from 
10:00 to 22:00 hours at weekends and school holidays but would 
be 15:00 to 22:00 hours on school days. Closing the operation at 
10:00 is not unreasonable provided mitigating measures are 
introduced to safeguard the amenity of the surrounding area. It is 
also the case that the existing reserved matters scheme included a 
golf driving range on the plateau area in the vicinity of this proposal 
and a condition was imposed (no 47) which required the facility to 
be closed at 22:00 including the time all external lighting at the 
facility should be turned off. 

5.4.9 The Environmental Health Officer agrees that a condition requiring 
such a survey to establish background noise levels and mitigation 
measures to protect the noise sensitive dwellings beyond the 
boundary of the site from increases in noise arising from the e-
karting would be appropriate. Any noise assessment, methodology 
and mitigation will need to be agreed with the Councils EHO prior 
to the assessment taking place (methodology) and the 
commencement of the development of the e-karting facility taking 
place. 



5.4.10 On this basis the proposals are considered to be acceptable in so 
far as they impact on the amenity of locals and which subject to the 
imposition of suitably worded conditions satisfy policies CS2 and 
CS18 of the Core Strategy. 

5.5 Highways Safety and Parking

5.5.1 The application is accompanied by an addendum Traffic Statement 
to the letter supplied by Atkins and submitted as part of the 
approved s73 Applications in 2016. The following table provides a 
comparison of built areas and car parking allocation within the 
extant 2016 Phase One consent:

Table 1:  COMPARISON FOR ASSESSMENT

ITEM 2016 Phase One 
Existing Consent

Phase One A - DL Reserved 
Matters Application

Components Domes Events, Activities 
& Retail Space
4* Hotel - 150 Rooms
Sports & Student Hostel - 
312 Rooms
Union Spaces - F&B, 
Retail, Education
5* Clubhouse Lodges - 
30 Units

David Lloyd Adrenaline World - 
Indoor & Outdoor activities on 
5.7 acre plot

Car Parking 833 Spaces 242 Spaces
Built Area 39,320sqm 6,141.5sqm
Operating 
Hours

Not specified 10am to 10pm Weekends & 
School Holidays
3pm to 10pm School Days

5.5.2 The traffic impact of the proposed PEAK development was 
assessed within the Reserved Matters Environmental Statement 
2008 supporting CHE/0892/0496 and an Addendum letter 
produced by Atkins was submitted with Section 73 Applications 
CHE/16/00317/REM1, CHE/16/00318/REM1, 
CHE/16/00319/REM1 and CHE/16/00320/REM1 in 2016 in relation 
to reconfigured Phase One elements.  Further, a Generated Traffic 
Assessment (ref 1209-01-GTA-001 February 2017) was produced 
by Inspire Design & Development Ltd in association with 



Derbyshire County Council Highways Development Control to 
facilitate implementation of CHE/09/00075/FUL regarding the A61 
junction and Site access road.  Trip rates were obtained from 
TRICS, the national standard system of trip generation and 
analysis in the UK and the following summary tables provide 
details of anticipated peak time traffic flows:

Table 2:  Trip Calculation

Peak Period Phase Arrivals Departures
1 142 109
2 182 146
3 81 97

AM
0800 - 0900

TOTAL 406 353
Peak Period Phase Arrivals Departures

1 77 130
2 111 193
3 75 68

PM1
1600 - 1700

TOTAL 263 391
Peak Period Phase Arrivals Departures

1 95 120
2 134 187
3 96 79

PM2
1700 - 1800

TOTAL 324 386

5.5.3 The proposed David Lloyd Adrenaline World facility does not 
exceed the built area or number of car parking spaces consented 
in 2016, shown in Table 1 above.  The proposed operating hours 
do not conflict with the anticipated peak time traffic flows 
associated with the mixed-use PEAK development, shown in Table 
2 above. 

5.5.4 The Adrenaline World Plot car parking will be monitored by CCTV 
and clear signage, both electronic and static, will be used to ensure 
proper use of the car park by patrons only.  Advanced boking 
systems and monitoring by staff on busy days will further limit any 
impact on the public highway. The DLAW car parking will also be 
free of charge and both the operator and landowner will make use 
of signage and restrictions to deter improper use of the access 
road by visitors. The application also confirms that the DLAW 
development will be required to adhere to the existing site-wide 
conditions and parameters of planning consents CHE/389/210, 



CHE/301/0164, CHE/0892/0496, CHE/09/00075/FUL, associated 
Travel Plan Framework and the Section 106 Agreement (4880). 
This involves a requirement for Traffic Calming and Highway 
Works on Sheffield Road, the use of a Travel Plan and introduction 
of a Shuttle Bus Service. The s106 agreement also limits the 
routing for contractors and service vehicles to avoid Unstone 
Green and the use of appropriate Directional Signage. There are 
also monitoring requirements for the Jordanthorpe Parkway 
roundabout for 5 years post opening of the development. 

 
5.5.5. On the basis of the above the County Council Highway Authority 

has commented that improvements to the existing highway 
network have been carried out to support development of the wider 
Peak Resort site and that the Traffic Statement concludes that the 
proposals should have no greater impact on operation of the 
highway than the development already consented and that the 
Highway Authority does not consider that there is an evidence 
base to suggest that this conclusion is incorrect. Therefore the 
Highway Authority conclude that subject to the management of the 
car parking being undertaken as outlined there are no highway 
objections to the proposals.

5.5.6 Chesterfield Cycle Campaign has commented on the excellent 
new bridleway built around the perimeter of the PEAK site and 
Derbyshire County Council’s approval for the creation of a cycle 
route from Peak Resort site to Dronfield which will hopefully be 
built next year. They also refer to a recent survey and agreement 
on a proposed cycle route from Whittington Moor to Peak Resort 
with Derbyshire County Council highways engineers and our 
Campaign which will mean that the site will easily be accessible by 
bicycle. Approximately 125,000 people live in Chesterfield and 
Dronfield and with the growing strategic cycle network they will be 
able to easily access the site by bicycle.

5.5.7 The Cycle Campaign also refer to the proposed 12 cycle lockers 
mentioned in the Design & Access Statement at para 2.3 but 
comment that they consider them to be inadequate for the 
development so the Cycle Campaign suggest that in addition to the 
lockers a further 12 Sheffield stands are provided. It is noted that 
the submitted site plan refers to 22+ cycle parking spaces to be 
provided as part of the scheme. It is accepted that not all cyclist will 
utilise lockers and cycle racks will therefore also be beneficial to 
assist in promoting cycling to and from the site from the local area. 



There is plenty of space on site in close proximity to the entrance 
to the DLAW to achieve lockers and additional cycle racks and it is 
not considered to be inappropriate to require racks for use by staff 
and visitors alike and which will fit in neatly with the travel plan 
requirements of the site. This should be required by condition. The 
submitted plans show the cycle lockers immediately to the south of 
the main building with a dedicated access directly from the cycle 
network to be provided along the site access road and which 
avoids cyclists sharing the main entrance with all other vehicles. 

5.5.8 The Cycle Campaign refer to the recent climate emergency 
declared by Chesterfield Borough Council and that it is imperative 
that transport solutions which do not rely upon private cars are 
promoted and given priority. They comment that, and expect that 
the access road from the new roundabout will have a 3m wide 
shared path alongside to link up with existing cycle infrastructure 
and cycle parking located nearer to the main entrance than the 179 
car parking spaces. The scheme delivers on these expectations 
and the Chesterfield Cycle Campaign accordingly has no objection 
to this development.

5.5.9 It is also necessary to consider the potential for a vehicular link to 
the existing golf course site access which could be seen as an 
alternative, more convenient entrance/exit point. The potential 
impact of the use of this access has not been previously 
considered or modelled in transportation terms however it is clear 
that this access could not cater for any significant increase in traffic 
that it could be subjected to as an alternative entrance/exit.

5.5.10 It is clear however from the application submission that no public 
access will be available to the proposed parking area or site from 
the existing golf course access. The site is fenced to be able to 
control access. The golf course access is to be gated and the 
intention is that it be made available during the day for public 
parking as a replacement for the area previously used adjacent to 
the by pass slip road on Sheffield Road which was lost as a result 
of the scheme. A gate into the development site will be available 
for maintenance vehicles of the park only and a condition was 
imposed on the 2016 CHE/16/00318/REM1 planning permission to 
ensure that this route is not used as a public access to the parking 
area. It is considered necessary to impose the same condition as 
part of the DLAW development



5.5.11 In so far as the public car park area this was the subject to a 
planning condition on CHE/09/00075/FUL which proposed the 
revised access arrangements to the site. Condition 17 required 
details of a replacement public car parking area to be agreed and 
that the agreed parking area should be provided on completion of 
the access route and retained available for use thereafter. The 
details were submitted under CHE/14/00388/DOC and which 
showed the new parking area off the golf course access road as a 
way of better serving the new bridle path provision around the site. 
The area of parking has been provided however the area is 
currently not being made available to locals for parking purposes 
resulting in parking taking place on neighbouring streets. There 
appears to be a breach of the condition however this would 
depend on the interpretation of the “completion of the access road” 
as the developer considers the access road is yet to be completed. 
The developer intends to open the car park for public use upon 
completion of the access road which is to be constructed as part of 
phase 1 of the scheme when public liability insurance for public 
use of the private land can be put in place. Reference is made to 
the opportunity for informal car parking to take place and which is 
still available as before off the new roundabout. 

5.5.12 The opening of the car park area is not a matter for the current 
submissions however it will need to be resolved as a priority. It is 
considered that condition 17 was imposed on the back of an 
application for a new access which took away the temporary 
informal area which previously existed and which was defined by 
the red line boundary. The spur which has now been created is 
gated and limited and is by no means appropriate for parking due 
to the lack of available turning space and the prospect of having to 
reverse out into the roundabout which would be far from safe in 
highway terms. Notwithstanding this it is clear from Google 
streetview that the area is being used for parking purposes 
however it will not be an appropriate parking area as construction 
traffic is to be using this spur to undertake the development. It is 
considered that the new parking area should now be available for 
public use and certainly before the development commences.

5.5.13 In so far as parking provision for the DLAW scheme the highway 
authority has no objection. The scheme provides 179 car spaces 
plus 28 overflow car spaces, 21 disabled parking spaces and 
coach and cycle parking areas and which will all be served off a 
lengthy private access road. The highway authority is confident 



that the proposal will not therefore have a parking impact on the 
surrounding area or local highway network. The phase 1 scheme 
already consented under CHE/16/00318/REM1 included 833 
parking bays to the north east of the development area as shown 
in the plan below.  

5.5.14 It is clear that the original assessment of the scheme included 
parking opportunities at all 4 quadrants of dome and this was 
illustrated in the lozenge shaped areas on the drawings 
accompanying the application at the time as shown above. The 
agreed phase 1 parking area is within the zone shown to the north 
of the dome area and was agreed on the basis of the following 
benefits compared with the original consented parking area:

 Better ecological impact;
 Better sense of arrival;
 Better treatment of landfill site;
 Better gradients resulting in safer and more effective 

sustainable drainage;
 Better visual impact
 Reduced construction costs



5.5.15 The current proposed parking areas are considered to be 
appropriate given the more limited area compared with what has 
already been agreed for parking purposes and which satisfies the 
requirements of policy CS2, CS18 and CS20 of the Core Strategy. 
It will be necessary to impose conditions regarding further detail of 
the new car park as included on CHE/16/00318/REM1 and it is 
now considered appropriate to require a 10% (20) electric vehicle 
charging points to be provided to reflect the current requirements 
to reduce vehicle commissions in line climate emergency concerns 
and with policy CS20 and the wider NPPF. 

5.6 Ecology

5.6.1 The site is undergoing a re-naturalisation process following 
reclamation from open casting and closure of the former golf 
course.  The consented development areas forming a series of 
platforms were cleared during the approved enabling works in 
2015.  Outside of these areas, the site is set aside for nature and is 
managed by grazing and which has resulted in the development of 
a habitat patchwork including mixed woodland, grassland and river 
corridor. Policy CS9 (Green Infrastructure and Bio-diversity) 
recognises Chesterfields green infrastructure at all levels of the 
planning process and the aim of protecting and enhancing the 
network.

5.6.2 There is already a requirement to undertake ecological survey as 
part of the development of the site and the reserved matters 
already agreed. Full Ecological Surveys were undertaken in 2008 
by Ecology Solutions and which provided a baseline data for the 
site. Additional reports addressing specific parts of the site have 
been submitted in recent years for approval during discharge of 
various pre-commencement conditions and prior to the works 
commencing in the respective parts of the site. This has included 
addendum surveys in 2014 concerning Nesting Birds, Water Voles, 
Invertebrates, Badgers, Ornithology, Reptiles, Trees and which 
were supported by a Construction Method Statement. An Extended 
Phase One Habitat Survey, Tree Survey Report and Habitat 
Creation report were also prepared in 2014. A Willow Tit Survey 
was undertaken in 2015 to address a particular component area of 
the site, a Specific Arboricultural Method Statement in 2016, and 
Ecological Clerk of Works Reports were provided in September 
2016 and December 2016. Further confidential survey and reports 
have been prepared more recently regarding Badgers involving 



Natural England in connection with the roundabout and access 
spur construction. 

5.6.3 It is accepted that the site accommodates a real variety of wildlife 
and habitat interest and its significance has been reflected in the 
conditions which have been imposed on the planning permissions 
which have been granted for the scheme. It is accepted that 
wildlife comes and goes and there is always a need to ensure that 
surveys where required are undertaken and a professional 
approach to safeguarding wildlife is provided so that development 
can proceed without having significant adverse impact on species 
or habitat. This means a combination of survey and presence of an 
Ecological Clerk of Works during the development process.

5.6.4 In this case the areas of the site affected by the current proposal 
fall within the area already consented with reserved matters 
approval and where the land was stripped as part of the agreed 
implementation works. The latest Google Maps image below 
shows the land strip undertaken. 

5.6.5 The developer is also bound by the conditions of the reserved 
matters approval in relation to ecology and biodiversity and which 
covers:

 8 - Woodland Management Scheme
 12 – Bird Surveys and Mitigation
 27 – Habitat Creation, Enhancement and Management Plan
 29 – River protection during construction
 30 – Badgers 
 31 – Badgers
 33 – Water Voles
 34 – Reptiles



 35 – Breeding Bird season
 41 – Opportunities for Bats
 42 – Construction Method Statement and requirement for 

Ecological Clerk of Works
 50 – Invertebrates and mitigation

5.6.6 The main issue in ecology terms relates to the area of the site 
affected by the current proposal and which is likely to have lower 
ecological value since the implementation works were carried out 
in 2015. The Environmental Statement classified the part of the site 
affected by this proposal as improved grassland with little interest 
both botanically and for other wildlife on site with low ecological 
value and that loss of habitat would have negligible significance.  It 
is accepted however that this was over 2 years ago and sites can 
very quickly re-establish themselves however the developer is 
bound by the existing conditions and is keen to safeguard the 
ecological value of the overall site and there will be a need to 
revisit the parts of the sites affected and involve an Ecological 
Clerk of Works as part of the development process. 

5.6.7 It is clear that the proposal does not affect the areas of Ancient 
Woodland, areas of Tree Preservation Orders or Local Wildlife 
Sites.

5.6.8 Derbyshire Wildlife Trust has commented that for the DLAW 
proposal and s73 proposal that no ecological surveys or updates 
have been undertaken for over 5 years and in some cases 
considerably longer. They comment that the ground conditions at 
the site are likely to have changed and the wildlife present in this 
area may also have changed. This is especially relevant to the 
potential for ground nesting birds, reptiles and badger and without 
up to date information it is not possible to comment in any detail on 
whether or not the proposed application is likely to have an 
adverse impact on wildlife and whether or not it complies with 
planning policies and legislation. They also note that the proposed 
development could potentially cause disturbance to wildlife from 
increased noise and light and this does not appear to have been 
given due consideration within the design and access statement or 
other accompanying document. Reference is made to the 
proposals relating to the e-karts which could result in noise levels 
that could affect birds and / or other wildlife since noise can 
interfere with bird behaviour by making it more difficult for birds to 
hear birdsong and calls. Habitats that will support birds are located 



in relatively close proximity to the development and given that 
there is no up to date information on the current status of the 
development area in relation to wildlife the Wildlife Trust do not 
consider that the reserved matters can be approved at this time 
and further information on the current ecological status of the site 
with particular emphasis on updating our understanding of 
protected and / or species of nature conservation concern should 
be provided. We would also advise that information relating to the 
potential and predicted noise levels during the operation of e-karts 
is sought and that the possible impacts of these noise levels on 
wildlife are given due consideration. The Wildlife Trust also note 
that there is an existing condition that will need to be discharged 
relating to lighting schemes and we would advise that the lighting 
scheme for the proposed development needs to be wildlife friendly, 
especially as it includes external lighting and lighting that could 
spill outside of the buildings.

5.6.9 Given the passage of time there is a clear need to revisit the 
relevant surveys of the site to establish any changes since the 
2014 survey and 2015 works which were undertaken. The 
applicant is aware of this and such surveys and agreed mitigation 
will need to have been undertaken and agreed prior to the 
commencing of any development as proposed. This will also 
inevitably involve the presence of an Ecological Clerk of Works on 
site during the early stages of the development.  It is considered 
that a specific condition relating to this particular proposal can be 
imposed on any consent granted and on this basis policy CS9 is 
satisfied.

5.7 Drainage

5.7.1 The existing permissions already include conditions concerning the 
drainage strategy for the site and how surface water is to be 
managed. This comprises a site wide SUDs solution which is still 
to be detailed by discharge of the outstanding reserved matters 
planning conditions No 14 – 24. This will all need to have been 
agreed prior to the DLAW development commencing and which 
would then need to be implemented to ensure appropriate 
drainage is achieved for the scheme. Positioning the car park on 
the lower plateau level assists in slower surface water run off and 
which has beneficial drainage management implications. The 
proposed location is generally flat enabling a more sustainable and 



conventional surface and water management and this can be 
detailed and required as part of any condition submission. 

5.7.2 Yorkshire Water, The Environment Agency, the Lead Local Flood 
Authority and the Councils own Drainage Engineer have raised no 
objections concerning the proposals.

5.8 Land Stability

5.8.1 The existing reserved matters permissions already includes 
condition 3 concerning the necessity to ensure the stability of the 
site is safeguarded and the site is appropriately remediated from 
any contamination which may exist. The existing reserved matters 
approval included full site surveys by LBH Wembley in 2014 and 
which covered the complete DLAW site which was a former landfill 
site from the 1970s. The site was backfilled under a DCC licence 
(LC10) with inert and non hazardous industrial waste and LBH 
Wembley undertook necessary borehole and test pit investigations 
as part of the phase 1 reserved matters scheme and which did not 
identify a particular barrier to the redevelopment of this part of the 
site.

The application Plot - set within the Tip and LBH Wembley test 
pits



5.8.2 It is necessary for the development to properly take account of the 
ground conditions and any issues arising and the Councils 
Environmental Health Officer and the Environment Agency would 
be involved in such a process which needs to be followed in a 
thorough and appropriate manner. The development including the 
car park location includes an opportunity to appropriately mitigate, 
seal and cap the historic landfill which exists beneath the site and 
thereby, through an appropriate sustainable drainage system, 
reduce surface water run off across the landfill area protecting the 
adjacent wooded river corridor from pollutants leaching into ground 
water.

5.8.3 It is accepted that there is the potential for methane and or/ other 
gases to be present on site in/around where the “tip” was. The 
licences or permits to deposit waste in the 1970's would have been 
regulated by Derbyshire County Council. The Councils 
Environmental Health Officer has considered the applications and 
raises no objection to the prospect of the development of this site 
having regard to this issue.

5.8.4 The Coal Authority also has no concerns on the basis that the site 
was opencast in the 1960s thereby removing any shallow coal 
which may have previously existed.

5.9 Designing out Crime

5.9.1 The proposals for the Peak Resort are for a gated environment 
where guests and visitor access is monitored at the entrance point 
and throughout the car park, which are the only areas of the site to 
have vehicular public access. 

5.9.2 The facility will be managed by on-site staff covering aspects of 
guest service as well as maintenance and security. An appropriate 
level of management and maintenance will be ensured throughout 
the site as part of the operation of the resort and contribute, 
together with the security features and developed in the future 
stages of the design, to achieve a highly safe and secure 
environment for the enjoyment of guests and visitors, and for the 
benefit of the wider community in the neighbouring area.  The site 
now has a secure boundary fence around the site which controls 
access via barrier/gate control. 



5.9.3 Derbyshire Constabulary has considered the applications and has 
made comments regarding the need for the detail of general 
security policies to be fleshed out. They state that policy intentions 
to provide a gated environment are not explored or expanded upon 
within supporting plans/documents, other than a reiteration of 
intentions for resort site security as a whole in part 3.54 of the 
design and access statement.
Whilst it is accepted that in a phased site something must come 
first, this first phase looks to sit in isolation from the broader 
masterplan, with no detail of an effective security provision, either 
as a permanent measure, or a temporary measure pending the 
expansion of the site and its management. I would expect the two 
structures proposed to be unoccupied for a significant portion of a 
24 hour period, one with an open canopy, and no detail as to how 
the buildings and site would be enclosed for security, how the 
assets of the business would be protected, or how day to day 
customer movement and car parking will be managed/monitored. 
The site location does not benefit from any form of wider 
supervision beyond traffic flow around the newly formed access 
roundabout.
Consequently, these matters should be explored and detail set out 
as part of the current application, either through the submission of 
additional information or by condition of approval. Conditions would 
need to be specific to the current phase, as mentioned previously, 
whilst general aspirations are welcomed, they would be of no use 
in helping to protect the investment being made for this phase.

5.9.4 It is the case that the development will need to be secure, and the 
applicant has indicated this, however much further detail will be 
required to be able to confirm that a sufficient level of security is 
provided as part of the scheme. It would therefore be appropriate 
to require by condition a full package of security measures to be 
agreed by the Council in consultation with Derbyshire Constabulary 
and that the agreed measures should be deployed upon first 
occupation of the development.

6.0 REPRESENTATIONS

6.1 Site notices were posted on 16th July (394) and 20th August 2019 
(456), adverts were placed in the Derbyshire Times on 25th July 
(394) and 8th August 2019 (456) and letters were posted to all 
boundary sharing neighbours on 16th July (394) and 2nd August 
2019 (456). 



6.2 Representation against the proposals from 93 different individuals 
(letters or e mails) have been received plus a 564 signature 
petition. Separate objections have been received from Dronfield 
Civic Society, Unstone Parish Council, The British Horse Society, 
County Councillor Alex Dale and the Game & Wildlife Conservation 
Trust Advisory Service. The points which have been made are all 
summarised below. Many of the objectors emails relate to both 
applications and have been received via one source however 
where postal addresses are known these are included below.

6.3 Ward Members

6.3.1 Cllr Peter Innes - 100% support for the Planning application. It is 
my opinion that this kind of investment in an area like Old 
Whittington, can only be beneficial to the residents. 

6.3.2 Cllr Jean Innes - I fully support this application. It is an opportunity 
which will bring not only jobs to our area, which are welcome, but 
also an exciting venue for our residents as well as attracting 
visitors. Obviously, as in all our planning applications,  I would 
hope the employment opportunities are for local residents.

 
6.4 Dronfield Civic Society - Objects on the basis of a new phasing 

programme and change the use of the development from one 
largely to be used by residents to a day visitor attraction. This is a 
major change from the previously agreed application and will have 
significantly disadvantageous effects for the people of Unstone and 
Sheepbridge and, potentially, for other Dronfield residents. Those 
effects will include significantly increased traffic flows on the 
already heavily used, and soon to be made narrower, B6057 which 
will inevitably lead to increased congestion and pollution from 
vehicles. The proposals will also bring much increased levels of 
noise and light pollution, from the various activities proposed on 
site and from events to be held in the amphitheatre, to the 
detriment of local residents. Also have serious concerns about the 
appropriateness of the proposed buildings on the site, reaching a 
height of 26 metres, in an area of wooded hills and valleys, 
situated in the Green Belt, and their effect on the surrounding area. 
The proposals will also have serious implications for wildlife and 
biodiversity. We suggest that these planning applications, which 
relate to the historic granting of permission for a leisure resort, 
should be viewed as completely new applications and be judged 



against current policies relating to the Green Belt and current 
ecological standards.

Comments – The development was never intended as one 
largely to be used by local residents. It was a facility open to 
all and initially was limited to visits on a twice weekly turnover 
basis with no day visits however this was changed in 2005 
under CHE/0301/0164 with the introduction of a combination 
of off site highway works and a s106 agreement which 
requires a package of measures to assist in managing traffic 
impacts arising for the changes.  The development proposed 
is considered to fall within the parameters which were 
identified at the original outline stage and it is not considered 
appropriate or necessary to consider this scheme as a major 
change as described. Buildings of 26 metres represent a 
significant smaller built form than what had originally been 
intended and accepted (60 metres) and it is the case that the 
DLAW proposal is located in the lowest and most screened 
parts of the site. The traffic, noise and lighting impacts of the 
scheme are addressed in the report as is the impact on 
ecology.

6.5 Unstone Parish Council – Objects

6.5.1 The ethos has changed from the original application in terms of 
what the residents were consulted on to what has been proposed 
now.

6.5.2 Noise from this attraction due to a closing time of 10.00pm in the 
planning application which will have a severe impact on several 
areas not only residents, business but also local wildlife. Planning 
conditions will require enforcement not by residents but by a local 
authority to ensure the attraction closes at the designated time.

6.5.3 Light pollution will affect the residents and wildlife in terms of the 
translucent dome itself what are the restrictions regarding this as 
the dome is approximately 25 to 30m high this will be a shining 
beacon for miles around, car parking facility lighting and e-cart 
track lighting.

6.5.4 Press publication on the new development eludes to the fact that 
all activities will be carried on under cover when this is not the 



case. E-cart track is open sided which will create noise issues. The 
noise generated will be dependent upon the speed and surface 
covering the e-carts are travelling on. E-carts are audible to 
animals more than humans there is currently no legislation that 
restricts this as its classed as an off-road activity. Will the e-carts 
be for adults or children or both? Participators will be there to cheer 
the racers on which will add to the noise pollution. Hen/Stag parties 
will use the facilities. Outdoor area finishes every night at 10.00pm 
users of the attraction will then need to vacate the facility in their 
cars this will mean car headlights, opening and closing of car doors 
after the hours of 10.00pm.

6.5.5 Surveys were carried out during the initial planning applications 
that are years out of date now and need to be reviewed. 
Derbyshire Wildlife Trust has already sent in an objection due to 
the information being factually out of date for this current 
application and will have a grave effect on the wildlife inhabiting 
and surrounding the site.

6.5.6 Road Network currently is over stretched in peak times, the initial 
project was based on fewer movements in and out of the site as 
this project was to appeal for people to stay for short periods of 
time week by week not day by day. 

6.5.7 The new project seems very enclosed and does not promote what 
initially it planned to do and that is welcome the local community 
and bring tourism to local businesses. 

6.5.8 The previous layout seemed to be more sympathetic to the current 
landscape by retaining the lake as a feature, but the new 
development will be using this as a potential platform for concerts.

6.5.9 Funding was provided for the development in terms of a grant of 
£2.85 million there is a condition placed upon this funding – 406 
people need to be employed by 2021. If this claw-back clause is 
enforced who will pay the money back. 

Comments – The development proposed is considered to fall 
within the parameters which were identified at the original 
outline stage and it is not considered appropriate or 
necessary to consider this scheme as a major change as 



described. The applicants intentions remain as original and 
still include the delivery of hotel accommodation on the site 
as part of the offer however this application proposes a 
different order in which elements of the whole scheme are 
provided. There were no requirements of the original 
permission which set a programme or order of delivery of the 
components to be provided on the site. The development was 
never intended as one largely to be used by local residents. It 
was a facility open to all and whilst this was initially limited to 
visits on a twice weekly turnover basis with no day visits (like 
Center Parks) this was changed in 2005 under CHE/0301/0164 
with the introduction of a combination of off site highway 
works and a s106 agreement which requires a package of 
measures to assist in managing the traffic impacts arising 
from the changes.  
Restrictions imposed by the Council on a permission 
controlling the way a site operates (such as closure and 
turning lights off at 22:00) will be a matter for CBC 
enforcement however if there are breaches it is likely that 
local residents will draw this to the attention of the Council. It 
is not appropriate to consider that local residents would be 
put in a position of monitoring the site having regard to such 
conditions and limitations.
The report above indicates that there is already control in 
place concerning impacts on ecology and whilst baseline 
survey work has been prepared, this is accepted as being 
dated and the applicant will need to provide additional 
survey/safeguards to ensure that ecological interests are 
safeguarded in any development.
Comments regarding highway safety and capacity are also 
referred to in the report however the Highway Authority 
support the proposals on the basis of the highways 
information provided.
The Council has the opportunity to control the development 
by appropriately worded conditions in the interests of 
mitigating the impact on noise and lighting and other polluting 
sources.
The lake feature is not part of the current application 
submission but which will remain as a centrepiece of the site 
as originally intended. Details of the SCRIF funding and any 
terms and conditions of the agreement fall outside of the 
planning remit and are not considered as material to the 
determination of this application. 



6.6 County Councillor Alex Dale 
Has raised the following queries:
I understand the deadline for commenting on the DLAW application 
has now elapsed and the other is due to close this Friday. My 
understanding though is that, as an LPA, you are required to take 
into consideration any comments which are received right up until 
the day on which the final decision is taken. Is that the case?
Also, can you confirm if these applications will be going to a 
planning committee for a decision? Or whether it is intended that 
they will be for delegated decision? If the latter, does the local 
member or any local member, have the ability to “call-in” the 
planning application for a decision by committee?

Comment – A response was provided to Cllr Dale confirming 
that it would be appropriate to receive any  
representations/comments early so that any issues can be 
fully considered and responded to in the officer report (which 
is produced and available for a week before the meeting) 
however anything received up to the committee date will 
usually be read out and responded to at the committee and 
therefore taken into consideration as part of the decision 
making process.
It was also confirmed that whilst not appropriate in this case 
the agreed Council delegation scheme does include a clause 
which allows a councillor or the MP to request that the item be 
considered by planning committee.  

6.7 British Horse Society Volunteer Access and Bridleway Officer for 
North Derbyshire

6.7.1 These comments are with regard to equestrians using the 
perimeter bridleway/greenway. Regarding the David Lloyd 
Adrenalin Centre (open sided structure), if a natural earth banking 
and hedging is created to provide screening above a horse’s sight 
line so that fast moving objects cannot be seen from the 
bridleway/greenway, and sound mitigation is provided by the use of 
an appropriate track surface and other sound dampening materials 
within the construction, I do not envisage this development will 
adversely affect equestrians using the bridleway where it passes 
the activity centre at its closest point being around 114 metres 
away. 



 
6.7.2 Regarding the White Water Course and Lake - Similar to the 

comments above, as long as there is enough screening to prevent 
horses from seeing sudden movement on the water course and 
lake, I do not think the water activities will impact on equestrians 
using the bridleway being about 200 metres away.

6.7.3 I understand that the Attenuation Lake which is close to the 
bridleway is to be used solely for the purpose of controlling water 
run-off from the whole site.

6.7.4 Access road crossing point of the bridleway/greenway - I would 
recommend that a speed limit of 20 mph be set for the access road 
in view of the many vulnerable users who will be accessing the 
area and I understand a Pegasus Crossing is to be erected where 
the bridleway and road intersects.

Comment – The BHS comments are accepted as reasonable 
and conditions can be imposed to ensure appropriate 
detailing to safeguard the safety of horse riders on the 
adjacent bridlepath. The opportunity arises to include the 
necessary mounding and landscaping to provide the visual 
screen required and submission of such detail can involve 
further discussion with the BHS. Furthermore the issue of 
noise at the boundary of the site can be mitigated and a 
specific scheme will be required by condition and which is 
referred to by the Councils EHO in the report. 
The access road will however remain private and a speed limit 
would be difficult to enforce however it is in the applicants 
interest to ensure that speeds are reduced on this road and 
measures will be deployed to facilitate this. The road also 
includes an appropriate Pegasus crossing. The attenuation 
lake is solely a part of the SUDs drainage scheme and will 
form part of a subsequent application in connection with the 
proposed roadway linking the roundabout to the development 
plot. 

6.8 Game & Wildlife Conservation Trust Advisory Service - Concerned 
that ecological surveys that were undertaken as part of a previous 
application are out of date and did not take account of additional 
proposed activities in the new application which could cause 
significant disturbance to wildlife (e.g. e-karting). The new planning 
application is significantly different to the previous one. We are 



concerned about the potential ecological impact on wildlife and 
habitats on the proposed development site but also on 
neighbouring farm and woodland. For example, neighbouring 
Monkwood Farm has an active Higher Level Environmental 
Stewardship Scheme in place and is home to a wide range of 
species of conservation concern that are at risk of disturbance, e.g. 
grey partridge, lapwing, yellowhammer and brown hare. We are 
also concerned about the impact of the development on ancient 
semi-natural woodland and the species that live within it. We urge 
the Planning Authority to undertake a thorough ecological impact 
assessment which takes into account all the proposed activities 
included in the new application to inform decision making.

Comment - The report above indicates that there is already 
control in place concerning impacts on ecology and whilst 
baseline survey work has been prepared, this is accepted as 
being dated and the applicant will need to provide additional 
survey/safeguards to ensure that ecological interests are 
safeguarded in any development.
The required noise mitigation measures will also need to 
safeguard impacts on nearby wildlife interests as well as local 
residents and those using the walking routes around the site.
Reference to the map show at paragraph 2.1 above confirms 
that the development which is the subject of the current 
applications being considered is not physically affected. The 
plot is remote of any ancient woodland area and is situated 
wholly on a former tip site which had previously been 
opencast.

6.9 Ken Wainman Associates Ltd – Planning Consultant and Bat 
Surveyor
1. It is not clear whether the proposal is an addition to the original 
proposal or the Ecodome has been abandoned and, whether there 
are any guarantees that the other elements of the original scheme 
will actually be implemented. According to the Proposals maps the 
Ecodome remains and yet it is my understanding that the backers 
for the Ecodome have withdrawn and that this proposal is a 
replacement.
At the very least the application should, unless there is already a 
legal agreement, include a Section 106 agreement that all the 
proposed phases of the development will be built, together with an 
implementation timetable. There does not appear to be any 
guarantee that the other elements/ phases will be constructed. 



Otherwise, all that might be built is the present proposal – a leisure 
centre and hotel – both of which, on their own, are uses which are 
not normally considered appropriate in the Green Belt. Without all 
the other proposed phases I contend that the special 
circumstances that justified the original approval no longer apply. 
There needs to be built into any permission a guarantee (a legal 
agreement) that the other phases would be built. If this proposal 
replaces the Ecodome and the other aspects of the original 
scheme then the proposal is nothing like the original bringing 
noise, hyper-activity into the Green Belt and countryside.
2. The proposed holiday lodges appear to have changed to 
caravans on the proposals map.
3. Looking at the overall layout the lodge/caravan proposals would 
result in the loss of large tracts of ancient woodland which form 
part of a wildlife corridor along the eastern side of the A61. The 
trees on this site are part of the biggest tract of ancient woodland in 
the Borough.
4. Since the golf links ceased to be used the entire Ecodome site 
has become valuable for wildlife – with no pesticides or herbicides 
being used. Given this and the ancient woodland status of the 
trees on the site then this application and the entire scheme will 
result in a significant loss of nature value of the existing site. This is 
contrary to current national planning policy which is looking for 
positive nature/biodiversity improvements and the protection of 
Ancient Woodlands. The National Planning Policy Framework 
considers development that results in the replacement of ancient 
woodland should be refused, unless there are wholly exceptional 
reasons or a suitable compensation strategy exists. I am not aware 
of the latter and there are not exceptional reasons that justify the 
loss of the ancient woodland.
It is appreciated that the conifers in the north-west of the site would 
be removed but to replace them with lodges or caravans is 
contrary to NPPF policy which supports regrowth or replanting of 
such tracts of ancient woodland. The national ancient woodlands 
policy is a relatively recent policy development since the original 
permission was granted.
It is appreciated that ecological surveys have been carried out in 
the past; the latest in 2013 but there seems to be no up-to-date 
assessment of the application site. I know of other sites in the area 
where wild orchids have established within six years where they 
previously did not grow.
5. Noise. Whilst the Council’s Environmental Health team have no 
comments it is unclear how the noise from the proposed 



buildings/structures would be contained and not adversely affect 
and pollute the surrounding area and the proposed lodges. It is 
appreciated that it is proposed that the go-carts would be electric 
but there is still traffic noise, go-cart braking noise, noise from large 
numbers of people and the activity area, and possible external 
sound systems.
6. Light Pollution - The site would be illuminated at night which 
combined with illumination across the entire site will have an 
adverse impact on wildlife.
7. Traffic - Highways have no objection to the proposal but have 
assumed that it replaces the Ecodome. If it does not then there 
would be substantially more traffic. Even if the Ecodome goes 
ahead the traffic patterns are likely to be different due to a different 
clientele and potentially longer opening hours.
8. Landscape Impact - No landscape buffer is proposed between 
the ancient woodland to the north-west where the proposed holiday 
lodges border ancient woodland which is in the process of being 
restored. The Government’s 25-year Environment Plan proposes 
major tree planting across England. How will the overall scheme 
accord with this?
9. National and World-wide Climate Emergency - Parliament have 
declared a national climate emergency and Chesterfield Council 
declared a climate emergency in July this year. The present 
proposal is not carbon neutral and does not appear to use 
renewable energy all of which should be part of any climate 
emergency strategy. The Government’s target is that 40% of motor 
vehicles should be electric by 2030. No provision appears to be 
made for electric charging.

Comment – Many of the comments relate to the wider scheme 
rather than the subject of the current applications. The 
development the subject of the current applications is 
considered to fall within the parameters which were identified 
at the original outline stage and it is not considered 
appropriate or necessary to consider this scheme as a major 
change as described. The applicants intentions remain as 
original and still include the delivery of hotel accommodation 
on the site as part of the offer however this application 
proposes a different order in which elements of the whole 
scheme are provided. There were no requirements of the 
original permission which set a programme or order of 
delivery of the components to be provided on the site. The 
development was never intended as one largely to be used by 



local residents. It was a facility open to all and whilst this was 
initially limited to visits on a twice weekly turnover basis with 
no day visits (like Center Parks) this was changed in 2005 
under CHE/0301/0164 with the introduction of a combination 
of off site highway works and a s106 agreement which 
requires a package of measures to assist in managing the 
traffic impacts arising from the changes.  
The s106 legal agreement remains valid and in place as part of 
the suite of control regarding the development and the 
developer is tied to the requirements of this.
Reference to the map show at paragraph 2.1 above confirms 
that the development which is the subject of the current 
applications being considered is not physically affected. The 
plot is remote of any ancient woodland area and is situated 
wholly on a former tip site which had previously been 
opencast.
Comments regarding highway safety and capacity are also 
referred to in the report however the Highway Authority 
support the proposals on the basis of the highways 
information provided. The opportunity now arises to require 
electric vehicle charging points in the scheme.
The Council has the opportunity to control the development 
by appropriately worded conditions in the interests of 
mitigating the impact on noise and lighting and other polluting 
sources.

6.10 Local Residents – Postal address identified

6.10.1 Adjacent Property Owner to South and West - The plans are a 
complete change of direction from the eco credentials of what was 
originally planned. We were promised relaxation, tranquility and 
peace instead we are now expected to put up with noise, pollution 
and traffic. Gone are the wonderful thoughts of ducks and geese 
on the lake to now be replaced with sports and noise.
Not a case of not in my back garden - as being a significant 
landowner in the area - my holding value would soar - as too would 
one or two of the other objectors. It is a case of when is enough 
enough - we cannot keep taking these habitats away. As a 
neighbour to the development I have had no consultation or 
contact from the planning department, no ecological surveys have 
taken place to assess the impact of such a project on my land and 
I would be interested to see the reports that have been carried out 
on the resort.



On one of my trips up there I witnessed lapwing nesting - a bird on 
the rspb red list. The ground is ideal for woodcock again on the red 
list. This habitat cannot be lost - and by lost I do not just mean in 
terms of removal - I mean lost to noise, pollution and disturbance.
The notification process to residents, neighbours and users of this 
land has been nothing short of amateur at best and I would like to 
see a formal review to how the council thought it appropriate to 
mailshot such a tiny fraction of the people that this huge project is 
going to affect.  Not only have very few people only just found out 
about this - notwithstanding a tiny advert in the Derbyshire Times - 
it is unclear that 2 proposals are in. Furthermore the timescale to 
respond was ludicrous as it took me the best part of 3 hours simply 
to download the files never mind read them!
Question the councils bias in their representation of the project and 
the fact that nothing is stated on the website about how one can 
object and it almost appears as if it is a done deal.
The spotlight must also be thrown onto the decision to have the 
original deadline for objections before Unstone parish council could 
meet - and I request this be included in any review.
The council website and peak resort plans show a bridle way 
crossing my land - this is not so - as per a county council review 
carried out last year. I have access from the resort gates and the 
nature of my business sometimes means I need to get through at a 
moments notice - I question whether this will still be able to happen 
when a concert or some other grand function is taking place- 
possibly endangering life. I believe that if these plans are approved 
they represent the thin edge of the wedge and we will end up 
seeing further inappropriate activities. There are numerous other 
sites available - away from residents - with far less environmental 
impact than this. 
I further object on the basis that the original dome was to employ 
thousands. My experience of kart tracks and water sports parks 
are fractions less than this. Many of the jobs created will be 
unskilled low paid. You are in my opinion, putting Chesterfield in a 
race to the bottom. Having read Chesterfields local plan 
sustainability appraisal scoping report it is stated that a key 
sustainability issue is the need to conserve and enhance 
biodiversity including sites designated for their nature conservation 
value. I believe the above site to be one such area. The proposed 
plan appears to be in direct conflict with “a greenprint for 
chesterfield” on the Chesterfield borough council website. From the 
Ancient Woodland map on CBC website it is plainly / painfully 
obvious that this development cannot be approved. We have so 



little ancient woodland left and you are deciding on whether or not 
to destroy more. This should not only be rejected on environmental 
grounds but also on historic and cultural ones. You should reject 
the application and let the next generation have some green areas 
to enjoy. 
Parking will become a major issue with the change in approach of 
the development with more day visitors, exasperating the situation 
further. The size of the required car park will be enormous, not to 
mention space for busses to park and turn. If 1300 people plus 
visitors were to work there how would the infrastructure stand up. 
These people would need feeding - the amount of lorries needed to 
bring in supplies should also be a serious concern. The amount of 
rubbish produced by such a project and again the infrastructure to 
deal with that must be reviewed because it is going to be far more 
concentrated on the site with the new plan. Have the drains / foul 
waste design been updated for this new project? and if so to what 
impact on the area?
Having now spoken to hundreds and hundreds of people - many 
from outside the borough are very concerned at the thought that 
this project may ruin the area. Many of my friends made through 
business come to enjoy the peace and tranquillity to get away from 
it all. I have had a number assert that they will find somewhere else 
to walk and enjoy the peace and quiet. These people I am 
speaking off are the ones with high disposable income that we 
should be encouraging. 
It is a great shame these tourists can’t join the petition and I 
believe needs looking at in the future. I object under “impact on 
tourism”.
Having seen that little interest had been taken in carrying out the 
relevant wildlife surveys at peak by the developers - as noted by 
Derbyshire Wildlife Trust - could you also advise if any and what 
the results where of botanical surveys. I know the ground is rich in 
its biodiversity from experience. I am waiting with interest on the 
requests to FOI for the results on bats, newts and crayfish. I draw 
your attention to the need for ecological surveys including Great 
Crested Newts, White Clawed Crayfish, Wild Birds, Badgers, Bats, 
Protected Plants, Reptiles, Amphibians and Water Voles. I have 
White Clawed Crayfish and have seen Water Voles on my property 
close by. Due to the fact that a number of these are either dated or 
not present please.
I am slightly concerned at the time of year some of these surveys 
have taken place. It appears that the 2007 reports were updated in 
October 2013 - but were not then reported until March 2014. I find 



it rather odd no actual survey dates in October are displayed and 
believe this to be a sub-prime time of year for such surveys on 
such a large project. Many of the species may have started to 
hibernate or in the case of summer visitors disperse. I believe great 
crested newts for example can only be effectively counted in or out 
in their breeding ponds from the accepted dates March - June. 
Therefore it is no surprise no evidence has been found - unless of 
course you are relying on the survey from 2007 - over a decade 
ago. 
I have recently borrowed a Pulsar Helion thermal imaging 
monocular. I was out on my property last night and scanned the 
development site with this unit. I saw 5 badgers grubbing during 
the 30 minutes I sat. This must warrant a total rejection on the 
plans until more up to date surveys can be undertaken circa May 
2020. I object due to badger disturbance.
My property close by and similar in structure and habitat to the 
development has a healthy population of reptiles namely Grass 
Snakes. A friend also has seen Adders on my property. I therefore 
am surprised that no evidence of these has been detected and can 
only request / advise that a survey is conducted at the optimal time 
of year.
What controls has Peak taken to eliminate / limit the spread of 
invasive species to the surrounding areas. Peak has areas of 
Himalayan balsam that need to be managed. The seeds from 
these are easily spread. Can you inform the developers and seek 
to secure appropriate planning conditions as stated on Chesterfield 
Borough Council website.
Regarding the public car park area if the development can do as 
they please with this car park, and it appears they can, surely you 
must note the issues already happening where people are parking 
outside residents homes causing friction, noise and inconvenience.
Regarding the track along the A61 boundary if as you advise this is 
public highway, it is still not bridleway and still should be amended 
on the plans. Can you investigate the extent of stated public 
highway as I believe Peak Resorts gates may well be obstructing 
it. I formally write to advise of a major issue with most if not all of 
the drawing concerning Peak Resort. It concerns an area as 
discussed owned by myself as having a bridle way highlighted 
where one does not exist. This gives the resort the appearance of 
connectivity it craves. Despite talks with the owners and 
management of the resort this misrepresentation continues and is 
now in the public domain. I would like this amending, a full review 



carrying out as to how this happened and all drawing amended and 
documented to highlight this.
I believe the development will adversely affect the amenity of the 
area.
I note that the Traffic statement for Peak was compiled by Birchall 
Properties Ltd. It is therefore of no surprise that they print a rosy 
picture. If phase 1A is allowed and then Phase 1 does happen I fail 
to see how the 833 nominated spaces will be anywhere near 
enough – and will then require more land to be tarmacked and 
even greater traffic chaos. Where would all the 1300 employees 
park!
The environmental statement on page 16 show the track as GO 
KARTS – not E-KARTS. A sign of things to come once the building 
is up and “oh we cant get electric karts “ – who knows?
Also look at the proximity of the lake – that has the potential to be 
used as a platform for concerts, water-sports to the publicly funded 
bridleway. A serious or number of serious accidents waiting to 
happen unfortunately ! 
I note that part of the development is on a “tip” - please could you 
advise if records of what was dumped are available. Products / 
items that were regularly used and classified as safe are now 
proven to be carcinogenic or toxic to humans. I urge that no 
excavations / disturbance is allowed on this site until this is all 
thoroughly investigated and surveyed.
The visual survey is sketchy in my opinion. This will be a blight on 
the landscape and again the idea is from decades past. I object 
once again as I believe this would detract from the area, is not in 
keeping with the area, will not stand the test of time and seeks to 
dominate the environment , skyline and its residents. Mr Carr 
speaks of the wow factor - this screams of “oh my life” factor ! I can 
see no specific reference to the e-kart track and see the survey 
refers to surveys in 2008 - please correct me if I am wrong. I object 
on lack of a relevant / up to date visual impact survey. This 
structure will destroy the amenity value and where once it was 
seen as modern and cutting edge it is now viewed as dated and 
inappropriate. The DLAW is outside of the permitted development 
circle. 
There is the potential for large quantities of methane and or/ other 
gases to be present on site in/around where the “tip” was.

6.10.2 260 Sheffield Road Unstone - A long standing resident for the last 
40 years, have listened to various ideas and been to several 
meetings and spoken to Rupert Carr, but this last lot of planning 



applications for Adrenalin World leaves us speechless. We are 
pensioners and have worked all our adult life so now it is our time 
to sit back and have a late morning if we wish but alas no, we have 
to put up with car doors banging, dogs barking and the dog bin 
being used at all times of the day. Don't get me wrong we love the 
walk that has been created and do use it but why can you not get 
the car park to open. Why must we suffer!! I thought the council 
had some say in these matters. This is a lovely part of the 
countryside, green belt and yet you are going to allow this man to 
spoil it. We will be subjected to the noise of Go Karts and from 
what I have read and been told they will be even more noise.  
Because this is such an emotive subject I do think that the 
proposed planning deadline should be made when everyone in the 
village would be able to attend, and therefore suggest the deadline 
is far too short and suggest this should be extended to a date after 
the next Unstone Parish Council Meeting.

6.10.3 21 Cheetham Avenue - The indoor activities look interesting and 
certainly will generate the adrenaline and attract plenty of visitors. 
Our concerns are for the open canopy which will house the mini 
golf and e-karting. We are aware that the e-karts do not make the 
noise of a two stroke engine as go-karts do but the screech of tyres 
going round the corners and braking, lap after lap, will be the 
same.  Not to mention the excitement of the audience or 
participants.  Will the noise levels be monitored? Will there be 
competitions and large coach parties? The use of tannoys.  How 
many e-karts on the track at any given time? Lighting – Will LED 
lighting be on all night?  Or just be used during opening times? 
Parking – Low level lighting is intended for the car park but there 
will be the slamming of car doors engines starting up all adding to 
the noise levels.  Noise travels a long way during the evening and 
night and this is our main concern.

6.10.4 23 Cheetham Avenue –
Concerns regarding 
a. the potential noise from vehicles using the site and car park 
b. the unconfirmed location of the car park. This should be subject 

to confirmation before planning application is allowed. 
c. the parking of coaches and engine idling pollution.
d. the accompanied sounds from large groups of people arriving, 

expecting (and enjoying) an eventful and exciting time! 



e. Will there be a tannoy system, music and announcements. 
Volume and frequency of use, particularly at large events, is a 
major concern.

f. will sound monitoring equipment be used and will it measure all 
event noise, not just the E-Karts? Will it be monitored by 
authorities who have the power to take instant action if levels 
are breached? 

g. any noise pollution is of concern as the site is open until 10pm 
on a year round basis.

h. Will the route into the site be used for both construction and 
visitor access? Previous statements suggested that all traffic 
would use the A61 roundabout. Will that be the case for both 
David Lloyd Adrenaline World traffic and future heavy plant 
usage?

6.10.5 resident of Lee's Lane, Barlow - object on basis that the new 
proposal is a departure from the original consented development 
which was designed to be symbiotic with the surrounding area and 
all its wildlife. The new proposal is more in line with a corporate 
entertainment business plan rather than a chalet type rural holiday 
experience and granting of the plans would inevitably lead to 
further inappropriate developments. The potential to use the 14 
day permitted development regulations for motorsport / water 
sports and other inappropriate activities. The increase in traffic as 
the original plan meant people would be on site for a week at a 
time not day or half day visitors. The time scale for the initial 
consultation plan was ridiculously short and there was also little 
exposure. 

6.10.6 21 Shireoaks Road, S18 - Having lived in Dronfield all my life Monk 
wood was a big part of my childhood, riding our pedal bikes 
through the woods spending countless hours in there, and now in 
my mid-late 20s monk wood is still a big part in my life where I 
often go to walk my dog & enjoy the nature & wildlife. The thought 
of having an adrenaline park with various motorsports, watersports 
& other outdoor activities built so close by to such beautiful 
landscape & nature is frightening
a. Is an adrenaline park really needed? 
b. Is this not just a complete flip of the original plan of an eco 
friendly centre parcs type holiday? Almost a desperate move to just 
get something developed as the timescale of these plans have 
been laughable.



c. Disruption will scare the wildlife off effectively ruining the natural 
landscape.
d. Increase risk of burglaries/theft in an already burglary ridden 
town.
e. traffic will cause delays, congestion, pollution & disruption to all 
the local and nearby residents. 

6.10.7 743 Sheffield Road – As a local resident of over 30 years I have 
watched the owner attempt and fail each time appearing to offer a 
crazier idea. I am not sure how much he must have spent to get to 
this latest ridiculous plan or how it is earned but I do know lots of it 
has been wasted. To me the situation got serious when the council 
or development fund started to commit public money to it and 
designed the simply ludicrous traffic mis management system now 
in place. 
I had no idea of the 2 recent applications. I don’t read the DT and 
could find nothing on the council web about objecting nor on their 
Facebook site that they seem more than happy to promote the 
resort - giving a feeling that the application is decided already. 
Concerns regarding noise and light pollution. Why not build it in the 
town - there is plenty of waste space. We currently have an arena 
for concerts - CFC football ground sponsored by my sons business 
- The Van Yard. We have had go kart tracks come and go. The 
town is full of gyms and we have lovely facilities at the pool in 
Chesterfield. We have a declining amount of wildlife and this 
project will disturb and destroy them and their habitats further. I 
frequently watch raptors from my upstairs window over the resort. 
Chesterfield Borough Council wants to be at the for front of things - 
this approach is from another decade and highlights that you are 
out of touch with not only your constituents, your country but the 
world. The design of the project should be totally rejected and no 
more public money wasted on this nonsense as it is a total change 
in direction from the original approval.

6.10.8 resident of Chesterfield Avenue - I am surprised at the lack of 
coverage this radical new proposal has received. The speed of it 
all and the total about turn seems strange and alarming. To allow 
this project to go ahead would damage the wildlife that I have seen 
start to return through the hard work of people like myself and 
adjoining landowners. I love wildlife and nature and for the council 
to allow this to proceed would be shameful. The road into the place 
that has just been done I believe with public money is an accident 
waiting to happen in my opinion. The owner should spend more 



time controlling his invasive species in the form of Himalayan 
balsam that I see over the boundary.

6.10.9 150 Spital Lane - Spent 5 years working close by and the traffic 
was bad then. The proposed plans will create noise and pollution 
affecting the local population and wildlife. The consultation period 
was ridiculously short. Chesterfield already has most of these 
facilities within easy reach - if a new centre is required build it on 
brown site do not allow the countryside to be demolished in the 
name of greed. When I worked on Sheffield Road I would often 
watch the birds of prey over the woods and would hate for them to 
lose their home and good source.

6.10.10 19 Highgate Lane, Dronfield - This is the abortion for which 
planning permission is being sought. I live within view of this and 
within earshot. Not only is this an unsightly scar on the landscape 
but will create excessive noise which from its location would travel 
a considerable distance. My wife and I paid dearly for our home 
which is located on the hill above Unstone on what should be a 
quiet bridleway. Since the diversion of footpaths and bridleway we 
are inundated by idiots on mountain bikes shouting and acting the 
fool with no respect for other users or residents. It is not in keeping 
with the landscape, will cause serious traffic problems even with 
the new roundabout. Visitors will arrive on a daily basis not weekly 
as original planned. Waste of money by Sheffield. When is N.E. 
Derbyshire council going to wake up and smell the coffee. Why did 
Grand Heritage Hotels pull out of the last deal. They obviously 
have visited and seen the potential problems and chaos it would 
have caused.

6.10.11 Sunnycroft, Hilltop Road, Dronfield - I understand the Eco Dome 
project will not now take place. Historical bridleways and footpaths 
were removed for this project to take place even though there was 
strong local objection.  If this planning is not now taking place then 
all bridleways and footpaths should be re-established back into 
their historical routes and put back on the definitive map.

6.10.12 8 Sundial Close, Ashbourne - Radical change of plan. It was to be 
a peaceful almost retreat like experience providing rest and 
relaxation for guests and a facility for residents too. The new plans 
appears to be in total conflict with your declared climate 
emergency, your greenprint and many of your planning policies. It 
is an insult to the wonderful historic and cultural town that this 



project allows itself to be called the gateway to the peak. This new 
project will mean more traffic and I would question why highways 
do not think this to be a potential problem. With this traffic will be 
more noise and pollution, creating problems for local residents and 
wildlife. There is very little ancient or semi ancient woodland left 
and the project and developers should hang there heads in shame 
at the prospect of allowing further disturbance and destruction. I 
feel that a serious look at the councils own conflicts in this matter 
need looking at. I can find little or no evidence of wildlife impact 
assessments and know that the site holds a considerable amount 
of bio diversity including many red listed species. The council did 
not see fit to hold any consultations with local landowners/ 
residents before closing this to comment - I appreciate this has 
now been extended due to pressure - but if they had not had found 
out would this have been pushed through? It all appears a done 
deal. I have no idea how much money has been wasted on this 
funfair over the last 30 years but I wish it had been used for more 
important things that the town would benefit from. Will the council 
be responsible for repaying the Sheffield development fund loan if 
this project does not go ahead? Is this the reason for the rush?
I object in relation to both projects due to noise pollution, light 
pollution, destruction of habitat for wildlife, destruction of ancient / 
semi ancient woodland, disturbance to wildlife including water 
voles and white clawed crayfish, lack of current surveys/ newts / 
bats, lack of consultation, bias in reporting / appearance of a done 
deal, threat to local businesses from this heavily advertised project, 
the fact that Chesterfield has most of the planned facilities close 
by, the project screams of its connectivity in the first phase but 
even that does not seem complete, further inappropriate 
development in following stages and a total change in ethos, a lack 
of green credentials in a project this size - it will have a large 
carbon footprint. This project was conceived in the 80s and I 
believe that is where it belongs - as part of history.

6.10.13 222-224 Sheffield Road, Unstone - This is completely different to 
the one approved and would in no way be sympathetic to the green 
belt area, we have had siting of deer on this land recently and the 
many other wildlife it supports would be driven away, not to 
mention the light pollution, increased traffic (environmental 
pollution ) and also noise pollution.

6.10.14 11 Shelley Drive, Dronfield - changes proposed seem to be a far 
away from the original agreed planning. The change for the title of 



'Peak Resort' meant for residential building and educational 
buildings now moving to 'Adrenaline World' which is to include a 
noisy 'go-kart' track next to the bridleway and country walks I 
currently enjoy with my family and dog most days. Noise pollution 
will be highly detrimental to the natural beauty and wildlife in the 
area. 

6.10.15 25 Brinkburn Drive, Totley Rise - The time allowed for 
consideration of the proposal for such a large development is far 
too short. The proposal of the Adrenaline World appear to 
materially change the proposed development from the proposal 
that was initially approved. I regularly walk in the vicinity of the 
proposed development with my dogs for a number of years now, 
using the good number of public footpaths and bridle routes. The 
habitat and the abundance of wildlife in the area has increased 
over the years.  The proposed changed to the planning proposal 
by way of the reserved matters will destroy the habitat. The 
changes will inevitably result in longer hours of outdoor activities, 
increase in noise, air and light pollution.

6.10.16 27 Highgate Lane, Dronfield - objection to the significant changes 
to the original plans. Not received any consultation with regards to 
this matter. The new proposals will affect the wildlife, flora and 
fauna, there will be an increase in noise pollution from the open air 
events, increased traffic congestion and carbon footprint. Since the 
changes have been made to the current bridle path we already 
experience fast mountain bikes on the lane whilst walking young 
children and our dogs and this will no doubt be increased with the 
new plans. My family have resided at this property for over 30 
years, feeling safe and secure but we now have concerns over this 
current plan due the proposed volume of people attending the 
resort and we question what involvement the emergency services 
such as the police have been consulted about this. The increase in 
noise and pollution will greatly effect the health and wellbeing of 
wildlife and local residents. 

6.10.17 37 Cheetham Avenue, Unstone - object to this proposal due to 
Noise possibility till late hours, Light pollution, Disturbance to 
wildlife, burden on local road systems, disturbance to me and my 
neighbours, Day visitors will cause problems to all the people of 
Unstone. I have lived in Cheetham Avenue for 51 years and have 
watched this development go from a relatively benign development 
to one that threatens everything. I fear it will make my and 
neighbours lives hell and further more it smacks of desperation. I 



would rather houses be built at least their wouldn’t be the potential 
for concerts pop music at all hours.

6.10.18 48 Kirkstone Road, Dunston - I think that Chesterfield would 
benefit from these kind of activities and would be used by young 
and old alike however I am not sure about the location. We need to 
protect our wildlife also there has been no consultation made with 
the community.

6.10.19 26 Mallory Close - will have a detrimental effect on the surrounding 
areas for residents, traffic and wildlife. 

6.10.20 28 Ramper Avenue, Chesterfield - There are so many questions 
that need answering about the continual backing of a plan since 
1989! That was over 30 years ago! How has the taxpayers grant of 
2.85 million pounds from Sheffield's City's Region Infrastructure 
Fund been used? Could the general public have access to a 
breakdown of costs? Yes we have a new mini-roundabout that is 
not currently needed, yes 'Peak Resort' has a great site entrance - 
which only benefits them. Yes we have some new 
bridleways/paths. But what have 'Peak Resort' paid for that is of 
benefit to the public? What progress has been made in the second 
phase by 'Peak Resort' themselves? The answer is nothing.    I 
strongly predict that this 'Adrenaline World' would be built and then 
extended, then extended some more with even more daring 
sports and by then the relaxing holiday resort will be a distant 
memory. There is no evidence that the Eco style development will 
go ahead after the 'Adrenaline World' is built?    The roads 
are incredibly busy at the moment. They would not be able to cope 
with the daily traffic that would be coming and going into 
'Adrenaline World' every single hour, 365 days a year, up until the 
late hours of the evening. Has a traffic assessment been done in 
the area and compared to traffic surveys of other like for like theme 
parks? How would local businesses be impacted by the high 
volume of traffic on these two trading estates, would workers be 
able to get to work during the busy commute times within a 
reasonable time? I very much doubt it when they are queuing now 
at rush hours.
I was shocked to discover there are plans to build an 'events space 
and an amphitheatre'. Any wildlife habitats in that area would be 
damaged beyond repair by the noise pollution. Any houses in this 
area will not be able to cope with the noise from events and from 
the everyday screams and shouting that would be heard all day 



and night from excited children at 'Adrenaline Word'. This is not the 
tranquil resort promised to local residents! The current site is 
already home to many protected species of animals and plants. On 
my family's three acres of land around their house, one of the 
closest houses to the development, there has been regular 
sightings of many protected species of animals including badgers, 
foxes, rabbits, birds of prey, bats, snakes, dormice and also deer. 
Their land is meters away from the development land so if 
people are trying to say there is no protected species on the 
development land, I would strongly disagree as these animals 
roam over huge distances each day/night and they are more than 
likely to roam over the road in the nearby woods. New ecological 
surveys need to be carried out as the old ones are 
extremely outdated.    A car park is proposed in close proximity to 
a residential area and will be floodlit until at least 10.00pm. Is this 
not light pollution?    I nearly missed this new planning proposal as 
it has not been well publicised at all, I wonder why not? Very few 
residents, landowners and businesses have been consulted about 
this huge new change of direction and what impact this could have 
on them, why is this? 

6.10.21 Birch Hall Farm, Sylvia Road - We are very supportive of the Peak 
Resort Development and have been hopeful that if it were to go ahead it 
might lead to improved maintenance of the neglected land and trees 
that border on to our small farm. We welcome a programme of dealing 
with weeds like ragwort which endangers livestock on neighbouring 
properties and maintenance of the dangerous trees that overhang our 
property and that of other neighbours and of course the maintenance of 
collapsed drainage ditches on the site which cause flooding on our land. 
After 30 years of the owners attempting to find an investor to fund the 
development there seems to be little prospect of Peak Resort going 
ahead. We were told that development was due to start a couple of 
years ago with your website highlighting a £400M development. Grand 
Heritage hotels were to build an educational facility which would be 
used as a hotel when the students were not in residence and a separate 
5 star hotel. We were of course very surprised when work started and 
ended shortly afterwards.
Concerns re financial position of Birchall Properties limited. We believe 
that this new proposal Phase 1A is a complete change of direction away 
from a resort development and towards a leasehold development of 
leisure activities. The original planning consent states at item 13 that 
“The facilities shall be used solely on the basis of the twice weekly 



turnover of visitors and shall not be available (barring the playing of golf) 
to day visitors and any category of short term visitors.” We do not think 
the proposed adventure golf qualifies under this clause. It is fundamental 
to a resort development that it should in it’s first phase provide 
accommodation as required by the planning consent. We believe that 
this is most unlikely to happen under the current circumstances. If the 
current application is approved it is likely that Adrenalin World with it’s 
Go Kart track would attract other non residential leisure activities such 
as a Bowling alley, Ice skating rink, Cinema, Restaurant, Pub and Night 
clubs etc. to make similar applications. We object to any leisure 
development being granted planning permission without the planned 
resort accommodation being provided first. 
We also wish to object to the location of the proposed development. It 
would seem to be very close to the public bridle way with the go Karts 
closest to it and not far from the nearby homes. We note that the 
application refers to E karts which emit a high pitched whistle/whine 
under acceleration and braking due to the energy recovery system. Quiet 
go karts apparently do not provide the required adrenalin rush. There 
would also be the possibility of the track being used for go karts with 
internal combustion engines or of competitions to be held at the venue. 
To have this near to a public bridleway/ greenway where horse riding 
and dog walking are the main activities would not sit well. 
The deadline for comments was too short, particularly in the holiday 
period when many residents are on holiday unaware of this application. 
Suggest that this should be extended to a date after the next Unstone 
Parish Council Meeting.
Mainly concerned about the effect on wildlife, the deer that were 
present seem to have already been displaced by the fences 
alongside the bridle way and have been sighted several times near 
the lay-by on Chesterfield Road. We have regular sightings of 
deer, brown hare, badgers, foxes, rabbits and various rare birds on 
our land. We are very concerned that the possible noise and 
disturbance might further displace the wildlife. We have numerous 
snakes on our farm. They hibernate in the muck heap and have 
seen them near the pond on the golf course. There are many 
badgers in the area. They are very often seen on our lawn digging 
for worms. There is a very large sett in the woods close to our 
house. There are similar established groups on the former golf 
course. The original drawings for the perimeter fence showed 
badger gates/ passes. Does anyone know if any of these were 
installed?



Concerns regarding the SCRIF grant and the associated 
agreement.  
Our objections over several years have all been because of our 
concerns about safety. We have repeatedly stated that the bridle 
way access is unsafe. Claire Brooks the British Horse Society 
Access Officer who came to the Parish Council meeting expressed 
serious concern about the dangerous access. She also stated that 
the E-Karts would seriously distress horses and endanger riders. If 
we are going to have other noisy activities on the lake the 
investment in the bridle way will have been completely wasted.
Concerns regarding Japanese Knotweed which was noticed by 
one of our livery customers who had been watching an article on 
Countryfile. It was coming through the fence immediately behind 
my house. This section of Loundes Wood belongs to my neighbour 
Bob Cheetham who has also paid a third of the cost of treatment 
by T P Knotweed Limited. There is a 5 year knotweed 
management plan and that 1 years treatment has been completed. 
It is generally agreed that the weed is likely to have been 
introduced to the area during works on the Birchall Public Rights of 
Way Network. It is quite possibly therefore that Japanese 
Knotweed could be present in other areas on the proposed site, 
possibly laying dormant. T P Knotweed have been treating the 
weed and have reported continued sprouting and the possibility of 
strong growth in the spring. As far as I am aware there has not 
been a knotweed survey on other areas of the site. I reported this 
outbreak to Birchall Properties Limited and the Parish Council in 
the spring of last year. As far as I am aware there has been no 
attempt to establish if this invasive weed is present elsewhere on 
the estate. I suggest therefore that these applications should be 
dismissed until a full Knotweed survey can be undertaken in the 
growing season and any other growth that is found be controlled by 
a similar 5 year treatment plan.

6.10.22 266 Sheffield Road, Unstone - The plans circulated show the 
proposed car park extending right up to the original access road to 
the Club House. Public money was spent on making the new car 
park, and also a grassy 'picnic' area.  Maybe one of the reasons for 
the new car park never having been opened, could be 'this car 
park is not needed as nobody has ever used it' and it could then be 
replaced by the new planned car park.
Hope that steps are taken to open this car park very soon. With the 
proposed increased work on the site, please make all contractors 
aware of the underground water pipes, one being where the 



stream is culverted under the existing original entrance, flowing out 
into the Drone. If this pipe and culvert get blocked, we get flooded. 
It has happened before. Suggest that a proper trash screen is 
installed.
Looked on the Council website, under the Major Developments 
page, and have comment that this page is completely out of date, 
and does not mention this dreaded David Lloyd project. So anyone 
looking at this page will be quite content. Why don't you mention 
the stress and noise this DLAW will give to the area? There are no 
immediate, if any, plans for any accommodation, just this place that 
will be open for day visitors every day until 10pm.

6.10.23 264 Sheffield Road, Unstone – A complete change of direction 
away from the original scheme and which is outside of the current 
planning permission. The initial building was meant to be 
accommodation with an ethos of peace and tranquillity, 
environment and health, with only 2 days disruption. 
Considering typical hotel and holiday accommodation check-in and 
out times are approx. before 10am and after 3pm respectively, it is 
a reasonable assumption with the current planning conditions that 
the majority of these “changes of residents” will generally happen 
during late morning/early afternoon. The proposed variations 
request a leisure facility with a 7 days-per-week closing time of 
10pm, and a substantial increase in traffic related light pollution, 
noise pollution and air pollution late at night every day, 
exacerbated by the close proximity and line-of-sight from the 
adjoining car park and the residents of Cheetham Avenue, Sylvia 
Road, Mallory Drive and Sheffield Road. 
The proposal will increase daily traffic. 
Concerns over noise pollution from increased traffic and proposed 
activities which are not conducive to an environmentally friendly 
resort. The proposed outdoor leisure events now include e-karting 
until 10pm (well into the 41dB noise requirement) I object to the 
fact that it will be incumbent on the local residents to police 
ongoing compliance on behalf of the Peak Resort and CBC by 
having to report breaches. As any breaches occurring from 6pm on 
Friday will not be looked at by CBC until 9am Monday morning 
there remains a substantial gap between the developers claims for 
noise compliance, the likelihood that breaches will occur in an 
open air late night karting venue and the ability of CBC to pro-
actively monitor compliance and take immediate action to address 
breaches as soon as they occur. Many racing circuits that are 
adjacent to residential areas have mandatory 24hour noise 



monitoring systems that automatically report noise breaches to the 
council, who are ready to intervene in the event of such breaches. 
Any consent must consider a similar method of pro-actively 
enforcing the noise limits. Consideration must also be given to 
substantial bunding to protect residents and assist the developers 
in honouring their commitments to maintaining acceptable noise 
levels. 
The proposed outdoor area has a substantial 26m high cover. It 
has been described in the variation documents as allowing natural 
light to pass through to enable natural illumination during the day. 
The effect is to illuminate the entire outer surface of the canopy. It 
has not been made clear in the application whether this light 
pollution will continue until 10pm 7 days a week, or if the light 
pollution will occur during all hours of darkness (perhaps illustrating 
an advertising message). With modern lighting technology, it may 
even alternate many colours throughout the night. In any case, I 
object to the consistent late-night light pollution. 
Echo the comments of the Police in their evaluation of the sites 
security arrangements, which were found to lack sufficient detail to 
enable an assessment of security effectiveness to be established. 
The positioning of the proposed outdoor area (ie. Away from the 
other residential users activities) is likely to conclude in the 
developers primary consideration being asset-protection, 
bypassing the important impact for non-asset damaging anti-social 
behaviours that would have a negative impact on the local 
community, whilst being of little concern when considering asset 
protection. I therefore object to there being insufficient detail 
regarding security arrangements in the variation request and 
request that CBC place conditions on a security scheme being 
approved that demonstrates due consideration to the prevention of 
misuse of the facilities for the open areas, outside opening hours. 
During heavy rain there is flooding at the slip road which would 
become worse with increased construction. Path and bridleways 
would become unsafe and unusable with additional activities. 
Wildlife would be in danger as would horse riders. Time scale for 
comments is too short particularly in holiday season.

6.10.24 19 Cheetham Avenue - it is an exciting and innovative project. 
However, concerns regarding noise, light pollution and parking. 
Concerns regarding the potential level of noise pollution with the 
proposed activities under the open sided activity canopy, in 
particular, the E-Karts. ?How powerful are the proposed E-Karts 
and what will be their maximum speed? Although the E-Karts 



themselves generate less noise than traditional two-stroke, the 
speed that they travel influences the noise generated when braking 
at speed and on cornering. You tube videos are referred to. Will 
the E- Karts cater for a specific age range, or will there be different 
models to encompass adult usage?  Will there be E-Karting 
competitions/special events in the canopy? Would any such events 
be accompanied by tannoy announcements, commentaries and 
music? I note that coaches have been allocated parking spaces so 
large parties of attendees must be anticipated. Depending on the 
age group, will the site be catering for birthday/hen/stag parties? 
My concern for the larger events is, not just the additional noise  
that they may attract with the announcements, but the extra 
volume generated by the audiences and participants themselves. 
Cheering, shouting, applauding and frenzied excitement are a 
natural accompaniment to such events, especially where children 
are involved. The stated maximum day noise is 61.3dBA and 
41dBA night noise. How and when is this measured. Not just by 
the distance from Sheffield Road? Is it going to take into account 
the E-cart noise as previously mentioned (surface noise and 
breaking) and the attendee enthusiasm - shouting, screaming, 
etc.? Will the times when measurements are taken vary so as to 
provide realistic exposure?  What methods will be incorporated to 
monitor the noise levels generated and to ensure that the local 
population will be protected from higher levels of noise as stated. 
Will effective channels of complaint be implemented to ensure that 
these are enforced? • What is the size of the E-cart plot v the mini 
golf proposed? As the stated canopy area is 6000sqm, this would 
be of interest as it will indicate the acceleration potential of the 
carts.
Noise is a major concern as the facilities will be utilised up to 10pm 
"all year round, regardless of the weather". Some reassurance that 
this is will be controlled and monitored effectively and the methods 
utilised would be appreciated.
As the buildings offer "spectacular views" it is assumed it will 
project above the trees so lighting will be visible from the canopy to 
residents. Concerns regarding the site illuminating the area at 
unsociable hours. During darkness, suspended LED's will 
illuminate the whole surface of the 26m structure. As the site is 
going to be open until 10pm year round, is it intended to switch 
them off or for them to be visible all night? At what time is it 
anticipated that the canopy lighting will be switched off for the 
evening?



Currently the siting of the DLAW is on the site previously allocated 
for phase one of the Peak Resort. It is noted that "the exact 
configuration of the car parking" has not been finalised. It would be 
reasonable to request that the exact configuration will be subject to 
further planning approval. If the DLAW is to be completed first and 
will utilise access from the A61 roundabout, isn't this also the 
access route for the earthmovers, lorries, etc., for construction of 
the Peak Resort? Will there be safety considerations for traffic 
accessing the DLAW at the same time? Will the large plant be 
using a different access with this application? Current planning 
approval is conditional on two changes of visitors or residents per 
week. The DLAW appears to be a day visitor attraction which 
would be a different usage requiring a change in planning 
application. Also, this is a change of use and attract a significant 
change in road usage, access and car park requirement from 
original planning.
In addition, there are concerns expressed by Derbyshire 
Constabulary regarding the security of the site and Kier Property 
have expressed concerns regarding an adequate flood risk 
assessment and drainage proposals. It would be reasonable for 
these concerns to be alleviated before planning permission is 
granted.

The intention in the S73 submission is to "launch Peak Phase One 
as a Regional Day visitor attraction ahead of Phase Two overnight 
accommodation". This highlights a change from the agreed 
planning application which was for a change of visitors twice a 
week with no allowance for day visitors. Day visitors will, obviously, 
increase the volumes of traffic and noise which will intrude upon 
residents. What measures will take place to ensure that both these 
factors are kept within acceptable and tolerable levels?
Question if the scheme would include evening music concerts and 
other exceptional noise generating events? It's disruptive enough 
when the Horse and Jockey public house has a band evening on 
Bank Holidays. To think that we could have such events on a 
larger scale and year round basis is genuinely alarming and 
upsetting. Audience participation from the amphitheatre will also 
exacerbate the issue with applause, cheers and whistles. Some 
further clarification on what is proposed is required and what 
measures to monitor frequency and noise controls will be 
implemented? Page 11 4.1 White Water Course, Activities Lake 
and Amphitheatre Vibrant street scope of activity Everyday 
accessible activities. "A canopy structure covering the stage and 



amphitheatre is being explored to create an all-weather events 
area" This further emphasises the worrying potential for music 
concerts on a year round basis. The David Lloyd development will 
be open until 10pm every night, when will musical entertainment 
finish? When will day visitors be evacuating the premises, 
particularly after such events? It can take some hours for car parks 
to be evacuated and this can further be delayed if the restaurants/ 
bars will be open later, also. Page 12 lists all the 16 water-based 
activities which will be available at the lake. 
1. Beach
2. Swimming
3. Diving
4. Water polo
5. Flumes
6. Olympic and Children's Pool
7. Boating
8. The Port
9. Canals
10. Wave Machines
11. Underwater Diving
12. Lock
13. Floating Restaurant
14. The Lake
15. A Galleon
16. An Aquarium
Apart from underwater diving and the aquarium, all of these are 
noise generating. I have been in a pool when the wave machine is 
activated and it is usually heralded with tannoy announcements or 
alarms to warn bathers to evacuate or brace themselves. Screams 
from flumes is well documented.
Waste disposal lorries make regular early morning visits and are 
not quiet. I have stayed in hotels and been woken up on numerous 
occasions by the noise from bin lorries. I anticipate that waste 
disposal will be a major feature as there will be so many visitors 
being catered for with outside catering and restaurants and
the hotels and accommodation also.
The car parking plan now incorporates the car park which has was 
supposed to be open for the footpath users. Can we now assume 
that this is destined to be it's permanent assignment and that there 
is no future chance that this will be accessible for footpath users? 
That would result in a the continued and increased incidence of 
people parking on Cheetham Avenue which is congested enough 
with residents. The introduction of day visitors will immediately 



impact on the level of traffic accessing the site which cannot be 
guaranteed to arrive via the A61 bypass. Sat Navs don't read 
signs. We already have problems with traffic flow/speeding through 
Unstone, to be further exacerbated by the installation of the 
proposed cycle path. This can only further add to congestion and 
potential accident risk. The car parking gets closer to residents with 
every application and this is only phase one. Now that we have day 
visitors coming, significant more places will be planned, particularly 
as the configuration is not yet decided. At Page 14 Phase One A 
shows 250 spaces at the Dome, Phase One B 833 spaces 
consented. It would be requested and appreciated if no further 
plans to park cars near the residents borders were implemented. 
We have always requested that parking should be over the far side 
of the plan away from residents and every application they are 
closer.
As the number of attractions, activities and visitors increases, with 
all their associated lighting needs, how will local residents be 
protected from light intruding on their lives and sleep. At Page 19 
8.1 Lighting is to be designed to limit ecological disturbance."Light 
sources will be kept at preferable low level". Preferable is nice but 
offers no guarantees to residents. The key area for lighting in car 
parks and entertainment areas is to maintain security and CCTV. 

6.10.25 15 Sylvia Road – I support for the overall Peak Resort enterprise 
and its well documented goals to attract holidaymakers and boost 
the local economy in a way that is considerate to the local 
community. Whilst I recognise the need to provide suitable facilities 
for the holiday makers seeking leisure activities as part of their 
stay, there are several areas of this recent change/variation 
request that are cause for concern to me. 
1. Previous planning decisions have granted approval for the resort 
development that is conditional on users of the development being 
residential, with up to two changes of residents per week. This 
application seeks to overturn this condition, and instead accept a 
continual changing of the sites users, to which I object. 
2. Considering typical hotel and holiday accommodation check-in 
and out times are approx. before 10am and after 3pm respectively, 
it is a reasonable assumption with the current planning conditions 
that the majority of these “changes of residents” will generally 
happen during late morning/early afternoon. The proposed 
variations request a leisure facility with a 7 days-per-week closing 
time of 10pm, and a substantial increase in traffic related light 
pollution, noise pollution and air pollution late at night every day, 



exacerbated by the close proximity and line-of-sight from the 
adjoining car park and the residents of Cheetham Avenue, Sylvia 
Road, Mallory Drive and Sheffield Road, to which I object. 
3. Concerns regarding the car park being used by almost entirely 
petrol and diesel vehicles producing harmful noise and air pollution 
emissions. My objection is to the increased noise, light and air 
pollution caused by increased traffic movements on the site directly 
arising from the variation request. 
4. Pleased that the variation request maintains that it will respect 
the noise limits of 61.3dB (day) and 41dB (night) as measured at 
the nearest point on Sheffield Road. Considering that the proposed 
outdoor leisure events now include e-karting until 10pm (well into 
the 41dB noise requirement) I object to the fact that it will be 
incumbent on the local residents to police ongoing compliance on 
behalf of the Peak Resort and CBC by having to report breaches. 
As any breaches occurring from 6pm on Friday will not be looked 
at by CBC until 9am Monday morning there remains a substantial 
gap between the developers claims for noise compliance, the 
likelihood that breaches will occur in an open air late night karting 
venue and the ability of CBC to pro-actively monitor compliance 
and take immediate action to address breaches as soon as they 
occur. Many racing circuits that are adjacent to residential areas 
have mandatory 24hour noise monitoring systems that 
automatically report noise breaches to the council, who are ready 
to intervene in the event of such breaches. Any consent must 
consider a similar method of pro-actively enforcing the noise limits. 
Consideration must also be given to substantial bunding to protect 
residents and assist the developers in honouring their 
commitments to maintaining acceptable noise levels. 
5. The proposed outdoor area has a substantial 26m high cover. It 
has been described in the variation documents as allowing natural 
light to pass through to enable natural illumination during the day. 
The effect is to illuminate the entire outer surface of the canopy. It 
has not been made clear in the application whether this light 
pollution will continue until 10pm 7 days a week, or if the light 
pollution will occur during all hours of darkness (perhaps illustrating 
an advertising message). With modern lighting technology, it may 
even alternate many colours throughout the night. In any case, I 
object to the consistent late-night light pollution. 
6. Echo the comments of the Police in their evaluation of the sites 
security arrangements, which were found to lack sufficient detail to 
enable an assessment of security effectiveness to be established. 
The positioning of the proposed outdoor area (ie. Away from the 



other residential users activities) is likely to conclude in the 
developers primary consideration being asset-protection, 
bypassing the important impact for non-asset damaging anti-social 
behaviours that would have a negative impact on the local 
community, whilst being of little concern when considering asset 
protection. I therefore object to there being insufficient detail 
regarding security arrangements in the variation request and 
request that CBC place conditions on a security scheme being 
approved that demonstrates due consideration to the prevention of 
misuse of the facilities for the open areas, outside opening hours. 

6.10.26 27 Charnock View Road – Inadequate time provided for 
consultation on the reserved matters which is likely to lead to the 
wrong decision. The scheme is a material change from the initial 
proposal. Regularly walk in the vicinity using footpaths and bridle 
route and habitat and wildlife is abundant and has increased over a 
number of years. The proposed changes will destroy the habitat 
that we enjoy resulting in longer hours of outdoor activity, 
increased noise, air and light pollution.

6.10.27 16 Spring House Close, Ashgate  - Initial plans were for hotel 
rooms and chalets for short stay accommodation aiming to bring a 
largerv audience into the area which would use facilities around 
Chesterfield therefore enhancing business potential for the areas 
tourists and entertainment industries. The changes are far from the 
initial plan first announced by the Prime Minister. Its now a profit 
central business venture which will drag a lot of local people in and 
devastate other local tourism and leisure outlets with possible 
smaller businesses shutting down. In addition this initial tranquil 
and peaceful project looks to be changing to a noisy blot on the 
landscape without the required transport infrastructure. This will 
wreak the woodland, grassland and wildlife in the area.

6.10.28 741 Sheffield Road, Sheepbridge – lived in Sheepbridge for 35 
years and seen housing increase by 2/3 from 22 to 60+ homes. 
The traffic increase is very heavy especially mornings and early 
evenings. Shhepbridge has now been earmarked for 116 new 
homes opposite the resort (48 boat yard, 30 Ash Glen and 38 
Lister cars). This will mean 170+ opposite the resort and will make 
traffic horrendous. Object to the underhand way people have been 
hoodwinked all these years about what was really going to happen 
on this site. The taxpayer has paid for a roundabout, new paths 
and now a cycle and pedestrian area with widening footpaths from 



Whit Moor to outside my house where a controlled crossing will 
terminate at the entrance to the resort hence more congestion on 
Sheffield Road. People of Sheepbridge have been misled as it was 
originally planned as an eco friendly tranquil holiday resort. All the 
work done so far is by the taxpayer. We read every year that work 
will start next spring but nothing ever happens.

6.10.29 788 Newbold Road, Cutthorpe – Concerns that proposed scheme 
is an extensive revision and warrants a new application and 
consultation exercise. Ecology surveys are out of date. Industry 
standards limits the age of such reports to 2 years. The proposals 
are so different that a whole new range of impacts should be 
considered. This includes ecology, traffic and noise and more 
besides.

6.10.30 2 Alexandra Road, Dronfield – Concerns expressed regarding 
Noise, traffic and highways and visual. This would be an unsightly 
and unsympathetic development which reduces the value of the 
surrounding countryside.

6.10.31 North View, Crow Lane, Unstone - Recently moved to this area 
and cannot believe that such a development is even being 
contemplated.  Reference made to the situation we are in as a 
result of global warming resulting from pollution from traffic, our 
own impact on the environment, creation of waste, noise pollution. 
light pollution, impact on wildlife. These proposals will have a 
massive impact on the quality of lives of all the local residents in 
relation to each one of the areas mentioned.  The plans border on 
their homes. The traffic congestion in and around Chesterfield has 
astounded me.  This development will make it so much worse. I 
previously lived not far to a nature reserve which was a joy....until 
the nearby lake was used for water based leisure activities. The 
noise created was appalling, extremely annoying and intrusive.  
How can you even consider that this should be allowed in such 
close proximity to the residents of Unstone?
The quality of life of residents will be irredeemably degraded by 
these proposals as will be the surrounding natural areas and any 
wildlife which is currently managing to hold on in spite of all the 
pressures it is currently struggling against.  Any argument based 
on creation of jobs can only be made by ignoring and devaluing the 
interests and quality of the lives of your constituents.



6.10.32 10 Hilltop Way, Dronfield – Concerns regarding noise, policy, 
residential amenity and visual. Commenting that the proposal is 
completely different, will be noisy and not in keeping with the area 
and time too short for consultation.

6.10.33 8 East End, Long Clawson, Melton Mowbray – Concerns regarding 
noise, policy, residential amenity, traffic or highways and visual. 
Commenting that the proposal is a stark departure from the original 
development which received consent. 

6.10.34 20A Crow Lane, Unstone – previous planning permission 
envisaged visitors to the site indulging in fairly quiet and largely 
indoor activities. The new proposal is for a completely different 
range of activities which have a much more negative effect on the 
local environment.
Visitors will arrive daily withy more comings and goings of vehicles 
and people. E-karts may be less noisy than IC powered karts but 
they are still noisy. Motors whine and the tyres roar and scream 
along with some participants. A number of karts will make this 
noise all at the same time and bearing in mind the kart area is 
open sided this will be clearly heard by people living in the area.
The noise will be all day until 10pm seven days a week throughout 
the year. This can be damaging to health and is not in line with 
Council Environmental policy.
Two very large translucent roofs and site lighting will be bright and 
introduce significant illumination to one of the few dark areas in 
town – causing light pollution to detriment of residents and wildlife. 
Against government guidelines and negates the efforts by the 
council to reduce light pollution with new street lighting.
The previous scheme harmonised with the environment with a low 
visual nature. The new scheme shows semi industrial style large 
and ugly buildings unsuited to the green bet.
Significant increase in traffic in an area that is already very busy 
and congested particulary morning and evening.
The noisy and light polluting nature of the plans will have a 
negative impact on the diverse wildlife in the area not in line with 
Council Environmental policy.

6.10.35 IPJ, The Cottage, Swinehead Road, Boston - I write as a visitor to 
the area and would ask you to carefully consider many different 
things before hopefully rejecting these applications. I visit to enjoy 
the relaxation that the area provides and enjoy walking in the 
peace and quiet watching the wildlife. This new proposal will ruin 



all that - right from the traffic queuing to get to the area to the 
screams as people charge about. I like to climb the surrounding 
hills and look out but to now think of seeing this structure makes 
me shudder. This proposal surely is not inkeeping. This will now be 
no resort - and simply a day centre drop in type business. It will put 
me off from coming and stopping in the area in future and I believe 
many will have the same feelings. Indeed who would want to stop 
in a luxury hotel as promised with this racket next to them? The 
project appears to have become desperate for any business and 
appears to have lost all sense and identity of what it was intended 
to be. Could you imagine the lights shining away till gone 10 pm - 
its more like Skegness front than a rural break. I fear for the poor 
residents who will have to endure more traffic, noise and wonder 
what will come next ? A burger or chicken joint? This project had 
the chance to deliver something different and of value to the 
residents, local economy and visitors alike. It now adds nothing 
and will destroy the local community.

6.11 E Mail objections not identifying postal address 

6.11.1 Summary of comments and issues raised:
Access:

 Restriction on ability to be able to access the adjacent site as 
part of its management.

 access and egress onto an already congested road system.
Ecology/Biodiversity:

 Massive impact on woodlands and habitats which will be lost.
 I regularly walk in the vicinity of the proposed development, 

using the good number of public footpaths. The habitat and 
wildlife in the area has increased over the years. I have seen 
owls and falcons over the resort as well as many waders 
including a curlew, buzzard’s / peregrine falcons / kestrels 
and a barn owl. 

 Our Training company, A & J ARB Training Ltd, currently 
uses the surrounding woodland for educational purposes, 
assisting in the conservation of these woods and 
encouraging wildlife. We feel that the noise levels from the 
new proposals will hinder these activities and limit times and 
days we can use the area.

 Impact on habitat due to all the extra noise, light and air 
pollution. Stressing and forcing wildlife to move out of the 
area.



 Change the environment of Monk Wood and Blackpiece 
Wood for ever.

 I can't understand why ancient woodland will be cut down 
when there is plenty of brownfield land available in the area.

 Having already witnessed the significant felling of trees in the 
Unstone area I worry that this green belt of land on the edge 
of the Peak District National Park could be lost forever.

 studies were carried out a long time ago and their validity / 
accreditation was in relation to the old project

 The wider site consists of some remnant ancient semi-natural 
woodland, plantation on-ancient-woodland site and 
secondary scrub/heath habitat, which the council has 
recognised as having nature conservation value through the 
designation of local wildlife sites.

 farmers and landowners are paid subsidies to carry out 
environmental improvements and a lot of hard work, to think 
that a plan like this would get a second thought is 
unbelievable. 
Amenity issues:

 The volume of noise produced by this type of development 
will be very intrusive to local residents and walkers who use 
this site as well as horse riders.

 Such development to the land would spoil the future peace, 
tranquility and sport enjoyed by many in Monkswood and 
Blackpiece Wood.

 Vibration pollution.
 Litter increase.
 proposed music festivals is going to cause increased 

pollution for our local community.
 The drawings on the plan are misleading which has caused 

friction with walkers.
 set a precedent, which could lead to use of the site for motor 

racing and other intrusive activities.
 One of the main concerns is the motorsports that will be on 

the land as I can't believe that this could be added on to the 
original with an amendment.

 I regularly walk the area on foot paths and local tracks when 
in Chesterfield and believe that people could be at risk from 
horses and riders being spooked by sudden and loud noise 
from the proposed site. I am also sure that the thousands 
and thousands spent on bridle ways and local paths moved 
to accommodate better thing will fall into disrepair.



 Pollution comes in many forms and the council has been 
quick to point out electro karts - but these pollute with noise 
and the monstrosity of a building will pollute with light until 10 
pm at night - what about the car park lights - what about cars 
leaving after events finish. This would be nothing but hell for 
the local residents and the wildlife.

 Having used karting facilities myself I can only advise that the 
noise of excited competitors does not finish when the event 
does but carries out to the car park and then ends in a road 
race and its associated screeching tyres.

 create danger to the horse riders / horses and therefore other 
people using them. Horses and karts / loud high pitched 
noises/ squealing screeching tyres do not mix.

 Managemenet of invasive plants on site such as Japanese 
Knotweed, Himalayan Balsam and Ragwort
Procedural:

 The reserved matters appear to materially change the 
proposed development from the proposal that was initially 
approved. The original design was planned for residential 
type relaxation holidays but this new drop in type centre is 
the polar opposite. The resort appears to have been replaced 
by day trippers who will have no connection with the place 
and I would suggest less respect. In the original plan people 
would be on site for a week at a time not day or half day 
visitors. 

 If proposals have changed in any way a new outline or full 
planning permission may be required.  David Lloyd 
Adrenaline World is a day visitor ‘offer’ from the outset.  The 
implications of this for the outline consent therefore represent 
a change. 

 The original scheme had a relatively low carbon footprint. 
The guests arrived for a week and enjoyed the natural 
environment, however this new application will have a heavy 
carbon footprint, with coaches and cars arriving throughout 
the day every day for shorts periods.

 The time allowed for consideration of the reserved matters 
for such a large development is far too short and seems a 
half hearted back door affair. Many local landowners have 
not been consulted on the new project.

 I have downloaded all the information which took hours - to 
understand it all you need a degree, why not have a simple 
open and honest plan.



 I tried to sign the petition a couple of days ago and I was 
unsure as to whether it had accepted it, as it appears my 
name had not been added to the list of signatures.

 Much of the reporting on the councils website / facebook site 
shows members of the council in close proximity to the 
developer- I question the balance. Not impartial and 
promoted as a done deal.
Design: 

 The original scheme was designed to be symbiotic with the 
surrounding area and all its wildlife.

 Several Buildings of over 6 stories high on this rural site and 
a tower that is even higher. This is visually very intrusive.

 The design of the futuristic style would soon age and is not in 
keeping with the natural surroundings.

 The PVC construction material gives the impression of 
something from years ago. The visual impact of all this 
plastic must be investigated and the fact that it has been 
suggested that the domes could be lit up for advertising is 
very concerning.

 An essential part of Green Belt policy is the preservation of 
openness and permanence.  The introduction of built form 
into a landscape which historically has had no such built form 
should surely be a significant consideration in determining 
this application. I do not regard the design, form or mass of 
the proposed buildings with canopies to be appropriate for 
this area of Green Belt.  An 8-storey ‘building’ of some 26 
metres in height introduced here will be completely at odds 
with the landscape character of the area. As with the 
previous scheme, it is apparent that there will be 
inappropriate effects on the skyline, the detrimental 
introduction of built form into an area of rural character, a 
significant imposition into the tranquillity of the area, a 
detrimental impact of night time lighting on wildlife behaviour 
and habitat, a detrimental enclosing of an otherwise open 
area, resulting in the loss of openness and permanence, so 
much a part of Green Belt policy and a detrimental visual 
impact on local landscape character type on a significant 
scale.

 visible impact on the village of Unstone.
 When the previous planning application was submitted, 

Landscape Visual Impact Assessments were undertaken 
from a number of points.  There is no evidence of these 



documents in the latest scheme.  The design of the buildings 
is visually very different from the original concept of 
Ecodome.  It now appears within the DLAW that there will be 
two ‘buildings’ with dome effect canopies above or 
encompassing them which presumably is being proposed 
under the original application.  Because DLAW bears no 
resemblance to the image of the resort, circulated in the 
public domain for many years, which shows buildings with 
wavy roof structures in the background of a golf course 
facility, rather than a canopy with ‘peaks’, a LVIA is surely a 
planning requirement.
Planning Policy:

 Inappropriate in the rural green belt. 
 With the strengthening of Green Belt policies in the new 

NPPF 2018, which has come after the granting of the 
planning consent on this area of Green Belt, it is now 
questionable whether this development can be considered 
appropriate or whether ‘special circumstances’ in fact exist to 
warrant it twelve years on from the previous permissions. 

 Chesterfield Borough Council in their local plan state the 
openness and permanence of the greenbelt is of great 
importance and only under exceptional circumstances  
should it be removed.

 There are many brownfield sites around Chesterfield which 
need developing as they are an eyesore to our town, I feel 
using one of these sites would be less disruptive to the 
community and wildlife, but also enhance Chesterfield by   
derelict ground.

 Question a university campus in an area with very few local 
facilities and little local transport.

 Contrary to declared Climate Emergency by Council
Other:

 Concerns regarding the use of the 14 day permitted 
development regulations for motorsport / water sports and 
other inappropriate activities.

 Anyone who lives in or near Chesterfield would surely 
welcome the idea of a new, exciting David Lloyd Leisure 
Centre, built on one of the many unused Brown Field Sites 
within the town. Obviously any other site would be so 
inappropriate that it would not even be considered, that just 
would not make sense, especially to a financially astute 
company such as TDR Capital. I did recently hear of a 



completely ridiculous plan to allow such a development in the 
area of Unstone!

 With the news that the funding has fallen through for this 
original plan, we are concerned to hear that instead, now an 
Adrenaline World is being proposed consisting of go-karting 
tracks, water rapids and instead of a natural lake, a music 
concert venue.

 Chesterfield is the gateway to the peak not some circus or 
funfair designed by people on their fancy computers in their 
fancy offices - please do not sell us out to southern money - 
we must keep our identity and values. Please reject these 
applications and let’s stop wasting public money on one 
mans fantasy’s.

 Surely there's enough wasteland in the surrounding area of 
Sheffield which will accommodate such a place without 
taking more green zone land for greed.

 This development was meant to be classy with 5 star hotels 
but this latest offering appears desperate and crass.

 I believe this will impact tourism as the council fails to realise 
that many people come to the area to get away from such 
irritants and want green open space.

 Concerns regarding SCRIF funding conditions and need for 
payback.

 In the national press the DLAW at Blackpool was claimed to 
be the first however the one at Bedford was also claimed to 
be the first. There is misleading information on the website 
(Radius Data Exchange)

Comments – 
 It is clear that a number of the drawings which have been 

submitted do show the extent of bridleway running along 
the length of the track to the south boundary. This is not 
the case and only a part is definitive footpath No 38 (B to 
C). There was a request for this track to be upgraded into 
a bridle path in 2018 and which was considered by DCC 
at its Regulatory Licensing and Appeals Committee on 
29th October 2018 and where upgrade of the track to a 
bridlepath was not accepted. DCC made reference to the 
section A to B (owned by the current objector) accepting 
that there was clear evidence of a right of way however 
DCC stated that A to B was already recorded as part of 
the highway maintainable at public expense and which 



had a higher status than a bridleway and that it was not 
therefore possible to add this route as a public bridleway 
to the definitive map. As highway the public has the right 
to pass and in this context the argument against 
connectivity from the Peak Resort site does not arise.

 Many of the comments relate to the wider scheme rather 
than the subject of the current applications. The 
development the subject of the current applications is 
considered to fall within the parameters which were 
identified at the original outline stage and it is not 
considered appropriate or necessary to consider this 
scheme as a major change as described. The applicants 
intentions remain as original and still include the 
delivery of hotel accommodation on the site as part of 
the offer however this application proposes a different 
order in which elements of the whole scheme are 
provided. There were no requirements of the original 
permission which set a programme or order of delivery 
of the components to be provided on the site. 

 The development was never intended as one largely to 
be used by local residents. It was a facility open to all 
and initially was limited to visits on a twice weekly 
turnover basis with no day visits however this was 
changed in 2005 under CHE/0301/0164 with the 
introduction of a combination of off site highway works 
and a s106 agreement which requires a package of 
measures to assist in managing traffic impacts arising 
for the changes.  

 In so far as the Ancient Woodland reference to the map 
show at paragraph 2.1 above confirms that the 
development which is the subject of the current 
applications being considered is not physically affected. 
The plot is remote of any ancient woodland area and is 
situated wholly on a former tip site which had previously 
been opencast.

 The report above indicates that there is already control 
in place concerning impacts on ecology and whilst 
baseline survey work has been prepared, this is 
accepted as being dated and the applicant will need to 
provide additional survey/safeguards to ensure that 
ecological interests are safeguarded in any 
development. See paragraph 5.6 above 



 Appropriate noise mitigation measures can be required 
by condition and which will also need to safeguard 
impacts on nearby wildlife interests as well as local 
residents and those using the walking routes around the 
site. Conditions can be imposed which limit the facility 
and prevent use of lighting, tannoys, piped music or 
claxons. A condition can also be reinstated which 
prohibits the use of petrol or diesel engines for the 
karting. See paragraph 5. 4 above. The safety of horse 
riders on the bridleway is also dealt with by the BHS and 
the comments which are offered in response. The safety 
of the junction of the bridleway with the public highway 
for horse riders is not a material consideration in relation 
to the current application proposals.    

 Design and visual impacts are considered in paragraph 
5.3 of the report.

 Comments regarding highway safety and capacity are 
also referred to in the report at paragraph 5.5 above 
however it is clear the Highway Authority support the 
proposals on the basis of the highways information 
provided. The opportunity now arises to require electric 
vehicle charging points in the scheme. A condition can 
be imposed which limits the construction route and 
access to be from the new roundabout so that a short 
cut to the golf course entrance is not formed. The 
scheme to create a cycle route along Sheffield Road 
towards Dronfield and which narrows the carriageway is 
in NEDDC and is a matter for DCC and is also not a 
material planning consideration in this case.

 The highways impacts arising from site allocation in the 
vicinity is a matter which is to be considered separately 
in connection with the site allocations process and is not 
material to the current proposal.

 Reference is made to flooding at the site entrance and 
that the development will make matters worse. It is 
considered that the opposite is likely as development 
brings with it a SUDs system and drainage scheme 
which will deal with surface water run off in a managed 
way. See paragraph 5.7 above

 It six considered that the public car park should now be 
open and this is now a matter for CBC to enforce. See 



paragraphs 5.5.11 – 5.5.12 however this is not a matter 
for consideration as part of the current submissions.

 Details of the SCRIF funding and any terms and 
conditions of the agreement fall outside of the planning 
remit and are not considered as material to the 
determination of this application. It would not be 
appropriate to undo the new bridle paths and footpaths 
and reinstate those which previously existed.

 Invasive weeds such as Himalayan Balsam, Japanese 
Knotweed or Ragwort are required to be dealt with if 
directly affected by the development however these are 
not present on the current application site boundaries. 
Where they exist on the wider Peak Resort site this 
remains a private maintenance matter between the 
respective landowners.

 The reference to required protection to the waterpipes 
close to the golf course access is a private matter but 
should not arise on the basis that this access would not 
be used by any construction traffic associated with the 
proposal.

 The public consultation undertaken has been in line with 
the statutory requirements and additional time has been 
made available when requested (to allow the Unstone 
Parish Council to consider for example).

 Comments regarding security and designing out crime 
are dealt with in the report under paragraph 5.9 above. 

 The scheme has certainly not been decided and there 
has been no bias in the way in which it has been dealt 
with. The Economic Growth benefits arising from a 
scheme are relevant but are kept separate in so far as 
decision making is concerned.

6.12 Petition

6.12.1 The petition wording reads:

This petition is intended to help the council come to the correct 
decision and reject the planning applications as above.The 
applications are a total 180 degree turnaround from the previous 
planned project and will result in noise, disturbance and pollution to 
the local area. We were expecting tranquillity, peace and 
relaxation. The project will see the homes and feeding areas of 
many red listed birds destroyed or disturbed beyond use.



These species include: Peregrine Falcon, Barn Owl, Woodcock,
Mistle Thrush, Grey Partridge, Curlew, Lapwing. This is surely at 
odds with the council's climate emergency declaration.

The council did not give ample time or notify enough residents or 
interested parties as to the application. The council seems biased 
in promoting the scheme with little or no detail on their web or 
facebook site of how one can object. The scheme appears to have 
been tried to slip under the radar with the original dates for 
objection expiring before our local parish council could meet.

The drawings on the plans are misleading and these issues have 
been raised with planning officers. This has created friction within 
the community who have wrongly been misled that a track over my 
property is a bridle way. 

The proposed development is at odds with original permission that 
would have seen people holidaying in peace and tranquillity - 
staying for up to a week at a time. The new plan will bring in floods 
of people for a day or half a day putting strain on the road system.

As a local landowner my land value would soar if this project was 
to be approved but I have no interest in this and believe the whole 
scheme to be inappropriate for the area. 

We have places for concerts – CFC, We have gyms, We have 
Cinemas, We have shops and cafes. Stop ripping up the 
countryside and utilise some of the derelict areas that we hear so 
much about in the town. I urge you all to sign.

6.12.2 The petition contained 564 signatures as of 17:00 on 3rd October 
2019

7.0 HUMAN RIGHTS ACT 1998

7.1 Under the Human Rights Act 1998, which came into force on 2nd 
October 2000, an authority must be in a position to show:

 Its action is in accordance with clearly established law
 The objective is sufficiently important to justify the action taken
 The decisions taken are objective and not irrational or arbitrary
 The methods used are no more than are necessary to 

accomplish the legitimate objective



 The interference impairs as little as possible the right or 
freedom

7.2 The action in considering the application is in accordance with 
clearly established Planning law and the Council’s Delegation 
scheme. 

 
7.3 The objective of arriving at a decision is sufficiently important to 

justify the action taken over the period of the life of the application.  
The decision taken is objective, based on all planning 
considerations and is, therefore, not irrational or arbitrary.  
The methods used are no more than are necessary and required 
to accomplish the legitimate objective of determining an 
application.  

7.4 The interference caused by a refusal, approval or approval with 
conditions, based solely on planning merits, impairs as little as 
possible with the qualified rights or freedoms of the applicant, an 
objector or consideration of the wider Public Interest.  The 
applicant has a right of appeal against any conditions imposed on 
any permission which may be issued.

8.0 STATEMENT OF POSITIVE AND PROACTIVE WORKING WITH 
APPLICANT

8.1 The following is a statement on how the Local Planning Authority 
(LPA) has adhered to the requirements of the Town and Country 
Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) 
(Amendment No. 2) Order 2012 in respect of decision making in 
line with paragraphs 186 and 187 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF).  

8.2 The Local Planning Authority offers a free pre-application advice 
service which, in this instance, was utilised by the applicant.  Given 
that the proposed development does not conflict with the NPPF or 
with ‘up-to-date’ Development Plan policies, it is considered to be 
‘sustainable development’ and there is a presumption on the LPA 
to seek to approve the application.  The LPA has used conditions 
to deal with outstanding issues with the development and has been 
sufficiently proactive and positive in proportion to the nature and 
scale of the development applied for. 



8.3 The applicant/agent and any objectors will be provided with a copy 
of the officer report informing them of the application 
considerations and recommendation/conclusion.  

9.0 CONCLUSION

9.1 The development of the scheme is a priority for the Council and 
which has the benefit of permission in outline and detail for phase 
one. The current amendments reflect the evolution of the scheme 
and which have been considered in so far as the impacts on the 
local area.   

9.2 The proposed changes including the DLAW are considered to be 
acceptable and the impacts can be mitigated by conditions as part 
of any permission granted. The scheme remains in accord with the 
principles of the development already agreed on the site and which 
are acceptable from a residential amenity, highways safety and 
design and appearance basis. The proposals accord with the 
requirements of Policies CS2 (Location of Development), CS3 
(Presumption in favour of Sustainable Development), CS9 (Green 
Infrastructure and Biodiversity), CS13 (Economic Growth), CS18 
(Design) and CS20 (Demand for Travel) of the 2013 Local Plan: 
Core Strategy.

  
10.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

10.1 CHE/19/00394/REM

Approve subject to the conditions of the outline planning 
permission CHE/0389/0210 and CHE/0892/0496 as varied by 
CHE/16/00219/NMA; CHE/16/00317/REM1, CHE/16/00318/REM1, 
CHE/16/00319/REM1 and CHE/16/00320/REM1 and subject to the 
following additional conditions:

01.          Prior to commencement of development on the site a full ecological 
survey of the application site shall be undertaken by a suitably 
qualified ecologist and which shall be submitted to the local 
planning authority for consideration with the Derbyshire Wildlife 
Trust. The submission shall include any necessary mitigation 
measures and the use of an Ecological Clerk of Works to oversee 
the site works. The details subsequently agreed in writing shall be 
carried out as part of the development hereby agreed.
Reason:



In the interests of safeguarding any ecological interests which may 
exist on the site in accordance with policy CS9 and the wider 
requirements of the NPPF.

02. Only the proposed phase 1 car parking area shown on drawing 
2018-02-PL-100B is approved by this permission subject to the 
submission of the further following details being submitted to the 
local planning authority for consideration:

 Screen bunding; 
 Soft landscaping;
 Drainage;
 Hard surfacing and mitigation of potential gas migration;
 Lighting.

The car parking area shall thereafter be implemented on site in 
accord with the details, or any amendment to those details which 
may be required, which are agreed in writing by the local planning 
authority and which shall thereafter be retained.
Reason:
In order to ensure that there is no detrimental impact on landscape 
character of the site from the appearance and layout of the car 
park and to safeguard residential amenity, the stability of the 
ground and the water environment.

03. There shall be no vehicular or pedestrian access to the proposed 
car parking area from the golf course access from Sheffield Road 
to the north of the site. 

 Reason:
In the interests of highway safety and residential amenity.

04. The karting track facility shall not be used by petrol or diesel 
motorised vehicles.

 Reason:
In the interests of the amenity of the nearest residential neighbours 
having regard to potential for noise disturbance in accordance with 
policy CS2.

05. No payment shall be made to park in the proposed car park. A 
Management Plan setting out how the car park is to operate shall 
be submitted to the local planning authority for consideration. The 
agreed details shall be implemented as part of the development 
and the parking area shall be made available for use in accordance 



with the agreed Management Plan concurrent with the first 
occupation of the buildings on site. 
Reason:
In the interests of ensuring appropriate provision of parking for the 
facility and which provides a secure and safe facility.

06 Full details of security measures to be installed at the site shall be 
submitted to the local planning authority for consideration. The 
agreed details shall be implemented as part of the development 
and shall be installed and made available concurrent with the first 
occupation of the buildings on site. 
Reason:
In the interests of ensuring a secure and safe facility.

07. Within 2 months of commencement of development full details of 
hard landscape works for the approved development shall be 
submitted to the Local Planning Authority for consideration. 
Hard landscaping includes proposed finished land levels or 
contours, means of enclosure and minor structures such as 
furniture, refuse or other storage units, signs and lighting. The 
details agreed in writing by the local planning authority shall be 
carried out as approved prior to the occupation of the development.  

Reason - The condition is imposed in order to enhance the 
appearance of the development and in the interests of the area as 
a whole.

08. Within 2 months of commencement of development details of a full 
soft landscaping scheme for the approved development shall be 
submitted to the Local Planning Authority for consideration. 
The required soft landscape scheme shall include planting plans; 
written specifications (including cultivation and other operations 
associated with plant and grass establishment); schedules of 
plants, noting species, plant sizes and proposed numbers; 
densities where appropriate, an implementation programme and a 
schedule of landscape maintenance for a minimum period of five 
years. Those details, or any approved amendments to those 
details shall be carried out in accordance with the implementation 
programme

Reason - The condition is imposed in order to enhance the 
appearance of the development and in the interests of the area as 
a whole.



09. If, within a period of five years from the date of the planting of any 
tree or plant, that tree or plant, or any tree or plant planted as a 
replacement for it, is removed, uprooted or destroyed or dies, or 
becomes, in the opinion of the Local Planning Authority, seriously 
damaged or defective, another tree or plant of the same species 
and size as that originally planted shall be planted at the same 
place, unless the Local Planning Authority gives its written consent 
to any variation.

Reason - The condition is imposed in order to enhance the 
appearance of the development and in the interests of the area as 
a whole.

10 Prior to commencement of the development of the e-karting and 
adventure golf facility full details of the layout of the track shall be 
submitted to the local planning authority for consideration. The 
agreed details shall be implemented as part of the development 
and shall be installed and retained thereafter. 
Reason:
To ensure an appropriate layout for the building is proposed in the 
interests of the amenity of the area in accordance with policy 
CS18.

11 Prior to commencement of the development of the e-karting facility 
a background noise survey shall be undertaken, measured at the 
boundaries of the Peak Resort site to the east and north. The 
submission shall include a fully detailed scheme of noise mitigation 
measures to be installed and future monitoring for the 
consideration by the local planning authority. The agreed details 
shall be implemented as part of the development and which shall 
be installed and retained thereafter. 
Reason:
In the interests of the amenity of the area in accordance with policy 
CS2

12. There shall be no use of external tannoys, claxons or piped music 
at the site.
Reason:
In the interests of the amenity of the area in accordance with policy 
CS2



13. The external karting and adventure golf facility shall not operate 
beyond 22:00 hours on any day.
Reason:
In the interests of the amenity of the area in accordance with policy 
CS2

14. Full details of a lighting scheme for the site including design and 
hours of operation shall be submitted to the local planning authority 
for consideration. The scheme shall include lighting generally 
across the site and for each component.  The details agreed in 
writing shall be implemented as part of the development and shall 
be retained thereafter. 
Reason:
In the interests of the amenity of the area in accordance with policy 
CS2 and CS18

15. Full details of the cycle lockers to be installed on site shall be 
submitted to the local planning authority for consideration. The 
details agreed in writing shall be implemented as part of the 
development and shall be provided prior to first occupation of the 
site and retained thereafter.
Reasons:
In the interests of promoting alternative transport options to the 
private car in accordance with policy CS20 of the Chesterfield Core 
Strategy 2013-31

16. A scheme showing 12 additional Sheffield style cycle racks to be 
provided on the site shall be submitted to the local planning 
authority for consideration. The details agreed in writing shall be 
implemented as part of the development and shall be provided 
prior to first occupation of the site and retained thereafter.
Reasons:
In the interests of promoting alternative transport options to the 
private car in accordance with policy CS20 of the Chesterfield Core 
Strategy 2013-31

17. A scheme showing 10% of the parking spaces to be provided on 
site with Electric Vehicle charging points shall be submitted to the 
local planning authority for consideration. The details agreed in 
writing shall be implemented as part of the development and shall 
be provided prior to first occupation of the site and retained 
thereafter.
Reasons:



In the interests of promoting alternative transport options to the 
private car in accordance with policy CS20 of the Chesterfield Core 
Strategy 2013-31

10.2 CHE/19/00456/REM1

That the condition variation be GRANTED subject to the following 
replacement condition:

52. All external dimensions and elevational treatments shall be as 
shown on drawings 496_003P1; 007P1; 007aP1; 008P1; 008aP1; 
009P1; 012P1; 013P1; 014P1; 016P1; 021P1; 022P1; 023P1; 
024P1; 025P1; 026P1; 026aP1; 026bP1; 026cP12; 026dP1; 
027P1; 028P1; 029P1; 029aP1; 029bP1; 030P0 and 046P1 with 
the exception of any approved none material amendment.

Reason - In order to clarify the extent of the planning permission in 
the light of guidance set out in "Greater Flexibility for planning 
permissions" by CLG November 2009.


