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Additional Reports

The following reports, all created in January 2026, should be read in conjunction with the
submission and contain more detailed analyses on specific topics:

Report A - The Funding Gap

Securing the Future Conservation of the Heritage Asset: The Funding Gap, Unreliability of
assumptions, and hon-compliance with HE GPA4

Report B — Landscape Appraisal
Stephen Laws BA(Hons) Dip LA CMLI Chartered landscape architect

Report C - Heritage and Architectural Appraisal
Kim Sankey BA(Hons) DipArch AADipCons Architect

Report D - Ecology and the Natural Environment Report

Report E - Impact of the Planned Housing Development at Parnham
on the River Brit with Specific Reference to Sewage Treatment

Report F — Purported Benefits: additional comments

Report G - Ridge Sustainability Statement Review

Rich Knight, Senior Associate — Sustainability, Ridge & Partners LLP
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Introduction

This response to the above Applications is submitted by Dorset Natural Heritage Initiative (DNHI).

DNHI wishes to register its objection to the Enabling Development (ED) Application and urges
Dorset Council (DC) to refuse grant of planning permission for the ED Application.

This submission aims to consider the ED Application, and also the Listed Building Consent (LBC)
Application, in the context of para 221 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPC) that, in
order to approve any application for enabling development that conflicts with policy, a local
planning authority should be satisfied that such proposals should secure the future conservation
of a heritage asset and the associated benefits should outweigh the disadvantages.

The submission also considers the tests in Historic England’s (HE) Good Practice Advice in
Planning Note 4 (HE GPA 4).
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Summary Statement
of Key Issues

1. The Council is being asked to approve a major development in the Dorset National
Landscape (DNL) that will give rise to major adverse impacts on the character and setting
of the National Landscape (NL), the Registered Park and Garden (RPG), Parnham House
itself, and the Beaminster Conservation Area (BCA).

2. These impacts result directly from the development and cannot be mitigated — the
Applicant acknowledges this. The responses from DNL and the Council’'s Landscape Officer
are unequivocal as to the scale of these disbenefits and that any benefits from the
development will not outweigh those disbenefits.

3. The Council has statutory duties under s245 of the Levelling Up and Regeneration Act 2023,
which require it to further the statutory purpose of the Dorset National Landscape to
conserve, protect and enhance it. These duties take precedence over planning policy.
Granting planning permission in this case would be contrary to those duties and would be
susceptible to legal challenge.

4. Para 189 NPPF also accords National Landscapes “the highest status of protection” in
relation to the issues of conserving and enhancing landscape and scenic beauty. Scale
and extent of development in a National Landscape should be sensitively located and
designed to avoid or minimise adverse impacts. This development does not meet that test
and cannot possibly do so. It does not meet the tests in para 190 NPPF of exceptional
circumstances.

5.  The development also involves the destruction of ecological habitat including Priority
Habitats. The construction and future operation of the development will destroy and
introduce ongoing disturbance to the habitat and species, including those with high levels
of protection.

6. The Applicant does not deny the scale of these impacts. The Applicant tends to downplay
them and DNHI disagrees with the assessments submitted by the Applicant and has
significant concerns about the approach to assessment.

7. The Applicant acknowledges (Planning Supporting Statement) that the proposed works to
Parnham House (in the LBC Application) are not of themselves sufficient to outweigh the
disbenefits (para 221 NPPF). The Applicant relies on other claimed but strongly disputed
benefits — such as construction activity, ecological improvements and biodiversity net
gain, provision of new homes and future spending - to tip the balance in favour of the
development.
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It is doubtful whether such purported benefits can ever outweigh the disbenefits having
regard to the statutory and policy framework outlined above. In any case, they are
generally overstated, or are not benefits at all: for example, construction activity is only a
temporary benefit and not a reason to grant planning permission; new luxury and high
value homes in a gated development with nil affordable or lower cost housing provision do
not meet any identified housing need; sustainability credentials cited that are predicated
on environmentally unsustainable development; ecological enhancements that do not
require development in order to be carried out; estimates of future spending and trickle
down effects which are notoriously hard to evaluate and not capable of being secured by
planning conditions; future benefits arising from a “hospitality offering” that is not
explained or defined and whose viability is not established.

In fact, several of these give rise to actual disbenefits, such as nil affordable housing,
destruction of ecology, and the Applicant’s aspiration not to pay Community Infrastructure
Levy (CIL).

As to the proposed conservation works to Parnham House, it is a material consideration
that the primary purpose of the enabling development is to create a private home, with an
undefined “hospitality offering”. There should be doubt whether enabling development is
appropriate for those purposes; or that it represents the “optimum viable use’. Moreover,
the Applicant has not satisfied key tests of Historic England’s Guidance Note 4. It has not
established that the enabling development is the minimum amount necessary, nor that it
has exhausted all other reasonable efforts, nor evidenced that enabling development is
the last resort.

The proposals are simply the Applicant’s preferred scheme, which it has then endeavoured
to shoe horn into relevant planning policy.

It is also highly doubtful that the proposals will “secure the future conservation of a
heritage asset” (para 221 NPPF). There is a substantial funding gap of £14.9m between the
cost of the works included in the LBC Application (£32.7m) and estimated proceeds from
the ED (£17.8m). This means that the Applicant must find that £14.9m, and a further £15m for
the additional hospitality units that are apparently necessary to provide revenue for future
maintenance. All of these estimates are susceptible to reasonably foreseeable adverse
sensitivity impacts which could reduce actual proceeds available to carry out works to
Parnham House.

Why does this matter? Put simply, the future conservation of Parnham House via the
scheme proposed by the Applicant is not by any stretch of the imagination “secured” by
enabling development. If the Applicant (or future owner) cannot find the additional funds
required, it cannot complete the conservation scheme and there will never have been a
justification for enabling development.

It is also material that the Applicant has proposed it completes the enabling development
before carrying out any works to Parnham House. If it fails to find the necessary funds, the
disbenefits would arise without any of the purported benefits.

This is a material and real risk but it is a wholly unnecessary risk. It flows directly from the
scale and ambition of the Applicant’s proposails. It is not the only solution. Itis the
Applicant’s preferred one and it represents speculative redevelopment.
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This is not what enabling development policies are intended to facilitate. The protected
landscape is too important; the disbenefits too grave. The enabling development
application should be refused.

At the heart of the proposed development is a fundamental contradiction: that to deliver
certain purported benefits, huge disbenefits must occur. That is not sustainable. It is hot
sensible. It is not supported by statute or policy.

Whilst the financial position of an applicant is not normally a planning matter, it is
fundamental in the case of enabling development.

The risk that the scheme in the LBC Application is hot delivered is not theoretical; neither is
the risk that the future operation of the House as a hospitality business is not viable. It is
plainly apparent. The Business Plan is vague and lacks material detail necessary to
interpret whether it is realistic.

The Application’s assessment of the disbenefits is disputed. In many cases, the obvious
disbenefits are not considered at all, or are glossed over.

The location of the ED is among the most publicly visible parts of Parnham Park, both from
footpaths crossing the Park and those in the wider area. The Applicant’s own assessment
accepts that long term residual landscape effects would be substantial and that
mitigation cannot remove the fundamental change in character. This includes the impacts
on the footpaths through the Miliground.

The ecological value of Parnham Park lies in its continuity and connectivity over centuries.
Development of this scale would fragment established habitats, disrupt ecological
corridors, and affect protected and priority species.

Granting permission for this scheme will set a harmful and unsupportable precedent for
inappropriate major development within the most sensitive and significant landscapes in
the DNL area.

HE GPA 4 is clear: the fact that proposals for the conservation of a heritage asset may be
considered favourably does not mean by itself that associated enabling development
should be approved, where disbenefits cannot be outweighed. If the Council is not satisfied
now that the future conservation of the heritage asset is secured and that benefits
outweigh harm, permission must be refused.

Relionce on conditions or planning obligations is unsafe in this case, where the availability
of funds to deliver the heritage benefits is in doubt, meaning that whatever conditions or
planning obligations are imposed, a lack of funds will mean that the “benefits” may well
never materialise.

DNHI submits that the Council should conclude that the statutory and policy tests for
enabling development are not met, that the future conservation of Parnham House is not
secured, that the harm to landscape, ecology and heritage is certain and irreversible, and
that the asserted benefits are uncertain and unsecured.

DNHI | A Response to the Parnham Planning Applications 4



Dorset Natural Heritage Initiative
Submission

This submission is divided into the following sections:

1.

DNHI | A Response to the Parnham Planning Applications

The Fundamental Contradiction

Examines the fundamental contradiction in these proposals, which seek to conserve while
also destroying what is of value.

Securing the future of the heritage asset

Reviews the inherent risks to delivery of the proposals as a result of a significant funding
gap, and material deficiencies in other supporting financial information.

Disbenefits

Examines the disbenefits resulting from the proposals:

3.1Landscape and visual effects: the Applicant’s assessment is deficient in several
material respects. Report B is a Landscape Appraisal by Stephen Laws commissioned by
DNHLI.

3.2 Heritage and Architectural Matters: examines the assessment of heritage impacts and
architectural issues. Report C is a Heritage and Architectural Appraisal by Angel
Architecture for DNHI.

3.3 Ecology: considers impacts on ecology as disbenefits, reviews the approach to
assessment of ecological impacts by the Applicant and highlights deficiencies in that
approach.

3.4 sewage and flooding: presents concerns about the current declined state of the River
Brit and potential impacts on this feature, and the village of Netherbury, from sewage spills.

The Purported Benefits

Examines the benefits asserted by the Applicant, how these are not genuine benefits, and
how these benefits (such as they are) do not outweigh the disbenefits.

Section 106 Agreement

Provides commentary on the draft section 106 heads of terms and the associated issues
with certainty of delivery.
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The Fundamental Contradiction

The Applicants have made much of the fact that their “creative reimagination” of Parnham
House guarantees its future preservation and delivers economic, ecological and other
benefits. This scheme is based, primarily, on the creation of a private house, with some
form of “hospitality offering”. The house will not be open to the public. Access to the park will
be only on paid entry. There are serious questions as to whether this scheme meets any
public benefit test.

At its heart, this scheme relies on a fundamental and irreconcilable contradiction: in order
to attempt to “reimagine” what remains of the destroyed Parnham House for its own
private purposes, the Applicant will sacrifice the landscape and wildlife and history of the
place of which it is only a part. As a result, all those elements which contribute
immeasurably to the building’s heritage and cultural value, must be harmed, permanently
and irreversibly.

The value and importance of the landscape and its ecology persist notwithstanding the
condition of Parnham House, and the cultural and heritage value of Parnham House relies
on and is inextricably linked to the Park and wider landscape within which it sits.

It is an extraordinary proposition to damage one for the sake of the other; in doing so, both
are permanently and irreversibly damaged.

Put simply, to grant this scheme planning permission would place the asserted (but
unproven) needs of one destroyed building and its owner above the needs of the wider
protected landscape, its cultural heritage, ecology, amenity and the interests of the
community.

We note the comments made by the Council in its pre-application response of 24
December 2024 that, “Given the fundamental concerns with the extent of the enabling
development, we encourage you to also explore alternative options and funding sources
which would still deliver significant heritage benefits, but with reduced harm”.

The Applicant has apparently not done so. It has also not demonstrated that ED is justified
because “other reasonable efforts have failed” (HE's Advice Note in Planning Note 4 (HE
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GPA4) para 14). The Application does not contain any details of what other efforts the
Applicant has attempted.

In so doing, the Applicant has not demonstrated that the ED is “the minimum amount
necessary” (HE GPA4 para 14) or that it is the “last resort” (HE GPA 4 para 13).

DNHI also questions whether this scheme is necessary at all. It is only the Applicant’s
preferred scheme, based on a commercial proposition. It is no more necessary to
‘creatively reimagine’ the ruins of Parnham House than it would be to “reimagine’ Tintern
Abbey or Corfe Castle in order to secure their future conservation.

Accordingly, the ED Application seeks to construct a justification for a hugely ambitious
and complex scheme (but not fully fund the related works to the House) around a narrative
that it will be of benefit to the whole community. As a private home primarily, with limited if
any public access, it will only benefit the Applicant.

Significantly, this emphasis on remote and ill-defined benefits ignores or underplays the
harms and disbenefits and ignores that the benefits are primarily private, not public.

It is a material consideration that the ED will not fully fund the Parnham House works. The
Council should have regard to the possibility that, in the scheme as proposed, the
disbenefits of the ED may arise without any of the benefits materialising.

Ultimately, the ED Application and related LBC Application are only the latest in a series of
schemes promoted by the Applicant. There is little reason to think that the ED Application
will be the final one. The Applicant has not delivered the apparently essential hospitality
units under extant planning permissions.

It is material that other planning policy and statutory requirements apply to the
consideration of the ED Application, including those relating to the preservation and
conservation of the National Landscape.

Securing the future conservation of the heritage asset and the
Funding Gap

Detailed comments on the financial matters relating to the ED are set out in Report C.

In considering whether the ED will “secure the future conservation of the heritage asset’,
the Council should have considerable regard to the fact that there is a significant funding
gap between the assumed proceeds of the ED and the total cost of the works the Applicant
proposes for Parnham House in the LBC Application (the Parnham House works).

The Parnham House works dre estimated at £32.7m. The ED is assumed to contribute
£17.8m. This means that the Applicant must source £14.9m above and beyond the assumed
ED proceeds. How this funding gap is to be closed is not explained.
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In addition, the Applicant must source a further £15m for various hospitality units it
proposes for a business to provide revenue to fund future maintenance of the heritage
asset. The ED cannot, of course, be used for this purpose.

In total, on the Applicant’s own figures, the Applicant must source £29.9m above the ED
proceeds. This presents a clear risk to delivery of the Parnham House works and the
Applicant’s hospitality business.

In addition, the ED proceeds are susceptible to reasonably foreseeable adverse impacts
that would reduce the funds available, including higher construction and, higher funding
costs, and lower sales prices.

Further, under the provisions of the draft s106 Heads of Terms (S106 HoTs), the Applicant
proposes in the S106 HoTs that it can draw down accrued prior costs for conservation from
the sums deposited in the escrow. This would further reduce the available funds for
completion of the Parnham House works and would, of course, be a matter for negotiation
with the Council if only a part of the Parnham House works could be completed.

The Business Plan for the hospitality offering is vague and has a number of material
omissions and deficiencies: it is not coherent. It may therefore be assumed that if this ill-
defined plan does not come to fruition, the future maintenance of the heritage asset will be
at risk.

All this raises the question whether the ED can be said to secure the future conservation of
the House.

Overall, this is a hugely ambitious and costly scheme, one which has few if any parallels in
the UK, certainly not one undertaken by a private individual. The scale of the ambition for
Parnham House is the scheme’s Achilles Heel.

Disbenefits

There are a number of disbenefits associated with the ED. Primarily, these relate to landscape
and visual impacts, impacts on the registered park and garden and the setting of Parnham
House, and ecology.

Other potential disbenefits relate to flooding and foul water treatment and transport. These are
dealt with in Ecology section d. Sewage and Flooding

3.1

DNHI | A Response to the Parnham Planning Applications

Landscape and Visual Impact

311  The ED Application proposes major development in a landscape which enjoys the
highest level of protection for its landscape and scenic beauty and which will
impact on its “special qualities” (as defined in the National Parks and Access to the
Countryside Act 1949 and the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000).
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The Council will be aware of the policy and legal protections and considerations that
apply to landscape issues. They are also set out comprehensively in the response of
Natural England (NE) of 24 December 2025.

It is also noted that Dorset National Landscape has recommended refusal of the ED
Application (27 January 2026) on the basis that: “this application would be deemed
to fail to comply with the primary purpose of the NL designation, this being the
conservation and enhancement of natural beauty’.

It is also worth emphasising again the high value and importance of the protected
landscape and its environment to local people and visitors, and the significant
amenity and economic value of this asset.

The Application includes a landscape and visual impact assessment with the
environmental statement (ES). DNHI identified several areas of concern in that
assessment and commissioned an independent Landscape Appraisal — provided at
Report D with this submission.

In summary, the Appraisal concludes (inter alia) that:

31861 The high sensitivity of the NL and the RPG, reflecting their designations and
the value of the local landscape for its contribution to the setting of the
heritage asset, the BCA and the inherent beauty of the Brit Valley landscape.

316.2 The high amenity value of footpaths and long distance paths, and cultural
connections including to Thomas Hardy.

31.6.3 The ED site forms part of the landscape character of the BCAand fulfils this
function regardless of intervisibility between the designated areas and the
BCA Appraisal's emphasis on perpetuating recommends the landscape
setting and trees to the conservation area.

316.4 The ES, whilst it concludes that the long term residual landscape effects on
the RPG would be substantial, does not assess the effects of the ED on the
wider local setting of the River Brit valley or the setting of the heritage asset.
However, it recognises that there would be changes in land use,
landscape/settlement pattern and loss of existing landscape features and a
change in views, which would significantly alter the visual character of the
landscape.

31.6.5 Effects on setting will occur due to a change in the local context as
perceived in the local landscape relating to changes in key features
including the landscape of Parnham Park, the landscape character of the
River Brit valley between Beaminster and Parnham House, the setting of
Parnham House, Park and the RPG and the setting of Parnham Park and the
RPG and; the setting of BCA.

316.6 Almost every local public footpath with potential views of the ED will be
significantly adversely affected due to the change in view and the length of

DNHI | A Response to the Parnham Planning Applications 9



316.7

316.8

3169

3.16.10

3161

path affected. Significant adverse visual effects from public footpaths will
result.

Potential changes in the local landscape are highly visible, especially for six
months of the year. These changed views will alter the perceived visual
character of the local landscape to the detriment of local amenity and the
appreciation of the natural beauty of the National Landscape.

The Park is the most visible part of Parnham and clearly visible from long
distance footpaths and others for most of the year. Even minor views from
these footpaths create significant adverse impacts when development in
open countryside takes place and has the effect of creating a notable
perceived shift in the settlement edge of Beaminster. This in turn alters the
landscape context (setting) of the BCA and the heritage assets at Parnham.

All the above elevate the value sensitivity and adverse effects on this local
landscape above that which would occur in other parts of the NL area.

The ED conflicts with local policies ENV1, EVN3, ENV4, ENVI0, EVNI2 and ENV15
and paras 189,190, 208 and 221 of the NPPF.

The benefits of the ED proposals do not outweigh the disbenefits insofar as
they relate to landscape and visual effects. These disbenefits occur despite
the mitigation measures incorporated into the design proposails.

3.2 Heritage and Architectural Matters

The LBC Application includes a Heritage Statement. DNHI identified several areas of concern in
that assessment and commissioned an independent appraisal by Angel Architecture, provided
with this submission — provided at Report C.

In summary, the Appraisal:

321

322

323

Examines the heritage and architectural aspects of the ED Application and LBC
Application, setting out the policies which apply to the Applicant’s proposals against
which these must be tested and assessed.

It describes the significance and context of the BCA and its setting; the RPG and its
setting and the context of Parnham House and other heritage assets on the site.

In sections 2.0, 3.0 and 4.0 it carries out an analysis of context, which is vital to
considering potential impacts (NPPF Para 214) and weighing in the balance public
benefits against harm. This recognises that the partial and potential conservation of
Parnham House must not only be assessed in relation to other non heritage harms
(failure to deliver for local housing need; ecological impact; burden to over-stressed
existing infrastructure and amenities) but also in terms of the failure to preserve and
enhance BCA and the substantial harm to the Grade II* RP&G which forms part of its

setting.

DNHI | A Response to the Parnham Planning Applications 10
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3.210

321

3.212

It quantifies the impacts on the proposed 82 houses and 2 visitor accommodation
lodges on BCA and deals with elements relating to the “creative reimagining” of
Parnham House itself.

A review of the drawings and documents is provided, and finds them to be lacking in
detail, inaccurate, inconsistent and devoid of any reference to local distinctiveness
as required by Local Plan (LP) policies, national Future Homes Standards and the
official Homes England design toolkit.

The considerable lack of adherence to, and cumulative negative impacts from
noncompliance with, Local Plan Policies ENV1, ENV2, ENV3, ENV4, ENV5, ENVI0, ENV12,
ENV15 and ENVI6 and Historic England’s Conservation Principles is also
demonstrated.

The proposed development fails to respect the existing landscape settings of
Parnham House, BCA and promotes an alien and suburban response to the context,
not only of the RP&G, but the Brit Valley. It would result in adversely impacting fine
views, the cherished local scene, and the tranquillity of the undeveloped character
of the green space.

The proposed ED (as required by NPPF Para 221) does not deliver any benefits, “which
would otherwise conflict with planning policies but which would secure the future
conservation of a heritage asset, [and] outweigh the disbenefits of departing those
policies’. The ‘restoration’ is unclear and of dubious merit and unlikely to serve the
purpose of saving the heritage asset while delivering any public benefit.

The proposed enabling development is not a sensitive response to the area, the
RP&G or Parnham House; it is not sustainable; it does not attempt to appreciate
locally distinctive references and materials and promotes an incongruous typology.

The proposals lack any sensitivity to the context, especially the proximity to
Millground Cottages and meadow through which a public footpath has existed
since at least 1809. The introduction of new development on both sides of the river
Brit would be hugely disruptive of the riparian habitat. DC has specific planning
policies to protect the natural environment, clearly stating that: “Development
should protect and enhance the natural environment - its landscape, seascapes
and geological conservation interests, its wildlife and habitats and important local
green spaces - by directing development away from sensitive areas that cannot
accommodate change”.

The Ecological Impact Appraisal (EclA) accepts that the ED will be ecologically
harmful but is silent on the scale and nature of this disbenefit. The potential for
negative impacts on ecology are also set out in the responses from Natural England,
Dorset Wildlife Trust (DWT) and Dorset Council Natural Environment Team (DC NET).

The Applicant’s approach seems to be that there is no disbenefit because it will
carry out ecological improvements elsewhere. This is not the correct approach to
assessing impacts on ecology. NE (response 24 December 2025) raises doubts as to
whether the improvements proposed will adequately mitigate impacts on ecology

DNHI | A Response to the Parnham Planning Applications 1



or are even deliverable. DWT and DC NET have also raised concerns with the Council
in their objections.

3.3 Ecology

331 The ED Application includes an Ecological Impact Assessment (EclA). DNHI has
identified several areas of concern both in the scope of the assessment and its
approach to assessing impacts and a separate report on Ecology (Report D) is
provided with this submission.

3.32 DC has specific planning policies to protect the natural environment, clearly stating
that: “Development should protect and enhance the natural environment - its
landscape, seascapes and geological conservation interests, its wildlife and
habitats and important local green spaces - by directing development away from
sensitive areas that cannot accommodate change™

3321 The Ecological Impact Appraisal (EclA) accepts that the ED will be
ecologically harmful but is silent on the scale and nature of this disbenefit.
The potential for negative impacts on ecology are also set out in the
responses from NE, DW.

3.322 The Applicant’s approach seems to be that there is no disbenefit because it
will carry out ecological improvements elsewhere. This is not the correct
approach to assessing impacts on ecology. NE (response 24 December
2025) raises doubts as to whether the improvements proposed will
adequately mitigate impacts on ecology or are even deliverable. DWT has
also raised concerns with the Council [ref].

3.3.3 Detailed commentary is included at Report D.
In summary, DNHI's observations are as follows:

3.3.31 The Applicant chose to scope out impacts on ecology from the EIA and no
scoping request was submitted to the Council, nor did the Applicant consult
with DCNET) or presumably NE. NE, DWT and DC NET have all expressed
substantial concerns about the ED Application and approach to assessment.

3.3.3.2 The ED will result in the permanent and irreversible destruction and loss of
ecological habitats (including protected priority habitat). Their high
ecological value comes in part from longevity and are highly sensitive to
change. This is not compliant with local and national planning policy.
Fragmentation within and outside of the Park will certainly cause a
corresponding loss of biodiversity.

3.3.3.3 The ED will put notable and protected species and habitats at risk, and will
introduce noise and light pollution to an area currently tranquil, quiet, and
dark at night, as well as increased human activity (including more pets),
increasing risks of disturbance.

DNHI | A Response to the Parnham Planning Applications 12



33.3.4 The baseline relies on out of date surveys, including a 2003 report (not
provided), and species surveys from 2022/23 only verified on 3 separate one-
day site visits in 2025. Key species absent include otters, kingfishers, barn
owls, watervoles and watershrew, and hedgehogs, all seen regularly in this
area. The baseline does not include assessment of established ecological
networks, or any assessment of lichen species within the ED redline.

3.3.3.5 The approach to assessment of impacts is unsound:

3.3.36.1 Key elements of design are not referenced e.g. the 30m bridge over
the River Brit. There is no engineering detail to inform adequate
assessment of ) impacts from its construction (eg disturbance) or
b) operation. The only reference to impacts from this bridge are to
shading, although the extent and nature of this is not specified, or
the significance of the impact.

3.3.3.6.2 Thereis no description of construction activities such as excavation,
earth moving, piling, material stockpiling, phasing; periods of likely
disturbance; plant and machinery use (noise, vibration, air quality
impacts) and the presence of operatives in sensitive habitats.

3.3.3.5.3 The reliance on a construction environment management plan
(CEMP) can only be established as appropriate if it reflects actual
assessed activities by reference to identified receptors. As above
this information is omitted.

3.3.3.64 Thereis no information or description of the nature of the future
operation of development and the potential impacts on ecological
receptors from factors such as noise and lighting from residential
units, increased human activity in the area, and pets and the
realignment of the Millground footpath closer to the River Brit.

3.3.3.6.5 Photographic material on the Applicant’s own website suggests
extensive tree clearance along the Millground section of the River
Brit. This is not assessed.

3.3.35.6 The reliance on Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) as mitigation presents
significant issues. It is doubtful that BNG/other improvements will
compensate for the irreversible and permanent harm resulting in
loss of habitat (including priority habitat) to the ED. See NE's
response. It cannot be considered by itself to mitigate all potential
impacts from the ED and its operation, and the irreversible harm
that will be caused by the ED far outweighs any gains from BNG;

3.3.35.7 Environmental stewardship / improvements do not depend on
planning applications for delivery.

DNHI | A Response to the Parnham Planning Applications 13



3.3.3.6.8 Overall these are substantial and significant disbenefits that are not
compliant with relevant policy and law and are not outweighed by
the purported benefits.

334 Detailed comments on ecology matters are provided in Report D on Ecology.

3.4 Sewage and flooding

341 The ED Application includes a Flood Risk Assessment and drainage information. DNHI,
based on long experience of local residents, has concerns about the potential
impacts of the ED on water quality in the River Brit, flood risk, and the potential of a
future connection to the constrained local sewage network. These are set out in
detail in the Flooding and Sewage Report provided with this submission.

3.4.2 Detailed commentary is included at Report E.
In summary:

3.421 The current state of the upper River Brit is that it is in decline, suffers from
regular sewage discharges, and regularly floods into Netherbury, bringing
sewage into the streets.

3.422 The potential adverse impacts on neighbouring residents from sewage
overflow/discharge is of particular concern given regular incidences of
sewage discharge in the River Brit, exacerbated by regular flooding of the
river.

3.42.3 The plans for sewage treatment are incomplete and muddled, as different
plans show different layouts. If the expectation is that detailed design is left
to pre-commencement conditions, there need to be explicit parameters.
However, given the potential environmental risks, these details should be
specified now, even if these facilities require an environmental permit.

3.42.4 Thereis no justification presented for the use of Packaged Treatment Plants
(PTPs) in the ED Application when the site is close to a main sewer and, under
the Council's own guidance, the use of PTPs should not be permitted in this
location. The location of sewage treatment tanks with a combined capacity
of 157,000 litres, semi-submerged by groundwater for most of the year, within
a few metres of a river which even the applicant's own modelling recognises
is subject to a risk of flooding, seems to present clear and major risks of a
pollution incident occurring.

3.4.25 The siting of the PTPs close to the river and below ground makes them more
likely to be impacted by floods and high ground water levels, leading to a
greater risk of failure and of raw sewage being run into the river, and is
contrary to guidance.
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34.26

3427

34.28

34.29

3.4.210

3.5 Transport

The ED Application does not include details of any back up facility to address
breakdowns, blockages, or even planned preventative maintenance and
how those costs would be met. It does not specify any replacement strategy
for the PTPs although inevitably they will have a shorter lifespan than the
development itself.

If the Council or Environment Agency (EA) rejects the PTPs as proposed and
the ED is required to connect to the main sewer, this will raise significant
issues unless capacity and upgrades to the pipework are implemented. The
main sewer (in the words of Wessex Water) already suffers from “hydraulic
incapacity” and “ongoing vulnerability [to bursts], despite previous
interventions”.

The ED Application does not include details of how sewage from Parnham
House and events run there will be managed, if not within existing facilities
(unspecified). The creation of a hospitality business in Parnham House and
the ancillary hospitality accommodation can reasonably be expected to
generate additional volumes of foul water.

The consequences of any unforeseen or accidental discharge of the sewage
from more than 80 houses and the ancillary hospitality accommodation in
this location would be catastrophic and it could affect the whole of the River
Brit running from Beaminster south to the sea at West Bay.

It is curious that the consultants who compiled the report on groundwater
had no further input after it was submitted - not even regarding further,
automated, groundwater level measurements that were due to continue for
several months after the report was submitted. The report also noted the
existence of made ground underlying the site representing a potential
source of contamination that could affect groundwater quality and the
proposed development which they had found in the cores excavated for
their boreholes. Their recommendation that this required further
investigation was not adopted. Instead a three year old report from another
company was revised with barely any mention of the made ground which
their own excavations with mechanical diggers had failed to reveal.

DNHI has reviewed the Transport assessment provided with the Application documents. DNHI has
not commissioned expert analysis of this material but several important issues with the
assessment are clear:

3,51 Traffic counts were undertaken in March 2021, over three and a half years before the
Application was submitted. Even if this is justifiable (typically surveys of this age
would be considered out of date), the survey period was during COVID and there
should be reasonable doubts as to whether the data accurately reflects normal
traffic volumes.

DNHI | A Response to the Parnham Planning Applications 15



41

4.2

4.3

4.4

3.5.2 The Transport assessment does not appear to address cumulative impacts with
large events of the type the Applicant has publicised.

3.5.3 The arrangement of the access and visibility splays appears to be deficient and
designed in a way that risks accidents.

354 The comments of the Council’s highway officer are also noted.

The Purported Benefits

By the Applicant’s own admission (Planning Supporting Statement 6.99):

“the public benefit of restoring Parnham House does not by itself
decisively outweigh the adverse impacts of enabling development of
the listed building, historic park and the surrounding landscape”.

This means that the Council must consider that the other benefits asserted by the
Applicant are of sufficient clarity and certainty that they tip the balance in favour of
granting planning permission, having regard to para 221 NPPF.

In any case, the other benefits asserted by the Applicant as flowing from the proposals are
not convincing and should be given limited weight, if any. To the extent any such benefits
exist, they do not tip the balance to outweigh the disbenefits.

Comments on the purported benefits are set out below. Of particular note:

441 The claims of the “restored” House being a cultural and educational resource, with
public access, is not supported by any detail in the Application. For example, the S106
HoTs refer to a public access scheme but there is no draft scheme provided within
the Application Documents. These benefits are intangible and should be given no
weight.

442 Any potential economic benefits related to construction works will be temporary
and should be given limited weight. Construction work also gives rise to disbenefits.
Furthermore a potential benefit from construction work is not a reason to carry out
development.

443 The environmental sustainability credentials of the ED are overstated:

4431 Keyinformation is missing including on PV arrangements and other factors
which would influence the layout, orientation and massing of development.

4432 The preferred use of sub ground sewage treatment and storage tanks does
not appear to have considered the ecological and environmental risks
related to spills and leakage resulting fromm mechanical or other operational
failure, or poor maintenance.
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5.2

444

445

446

Section 106 Agreement

4433 The destruction and loss of ecological habitats (including priority habitat) -
permanent and irreversible — through development is a clear disbenefit that
cannot be outweighed; it is certainly not environmentally sustainable.

4434 BNG is not a benefit; it is a statutory framework to ensure that the irreparable
loss of habitat from development is off-set, with improvements. Provision of
BNG off site (which is considered) will not directly benefit the development
site or its surroundings.

4435 Delivery of the enhancements that the Applicants are keen to provide for the
whole of Parnham Park and the Millground do not require an application for
planning permission. In fact, the Applicant has allowed the appearance and
environment of the Millground to deteriorate. Damaged fences and gates
have not been replaced. There has been no sustainable land management.

The residential units in the ED do not meet an identified housing need. Simply
providing houses does not meet a need; certainly not an exclusive gated
community of only expensive houses (£600,000-£2 million per unit) well in excess of
average house prices for the area. There is no affordable housing provision. There is
no viability appraisal in the Application Documents to justify this.

There is a significant amount of uncertainty as to what exactly the future
‘hospitality” offering will be. It is il-defined other than being a “private house with
hospitality offering”, and will be gradually introduced (without reference to any
timeframe). The Business Plan is deficient. There is no detail on the nature of
operation, occupancy, or revenues. There is no detail on future cash flows, risks or
contingencies. It is highly conjectural. This undermines the credibility of the claims
that the hospitality offering will deliver economic benefits; and also makes it
impossible to quantify what those benefits might be. It is not possible to establish
that any of the assumed jobs will directly benefit Beaminster and its environs.

In any case, the economic benefits appraisal lumps in benefits from the additionall
hospitality units, which are not related to the ED Application / Conservation Works
Scheme, and which are not dependent on their delivery. This is a misleading
assessment.

Para 68 of HE GPA4, that “in order to avoid enabling development being carried out without
the heritage benefits (including long-term maintenance arrangements) being achieved,
the decision maker should put in place a legally enforceable mechanism under which the
relevant funding and works will be carried out”.

There is limited value in commenting in detail on the draft S106 heads of terms (S106 HoTs):
a local planning authority, acting reasonably, would not be expected to grant planning
permission on the basis of such heads of terms.
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53 However, some key weaknesses are evident (set out below and not exhqustive), which
suggest a lack of concern by the Applicant about how delivery of the scheme will be
secured. Seen together with the Funding Gap, this should raise concerns about the
commitment to deliver the whole scheme:

5.31

5.3.2

53.3

534

5.3.5

5.3.6

53.7

538

Although para 67 HE GPA 4 acknowledges that works to the heritage asset may be
dependent on funds only available at a late stage of the development, the S106 HoTs
as drafted would allow completion of the residential units in the ED and sale of a
proportion thereof before any sums are deposited in an escrow and/or any of the
Parnham House works are even started.

Para 67 HE GPA 4 is explicit that there should be a delivery plan for works: “Benefits
should preferably be secured as early as possible within the time period of the
development prior to completion or occupation (para 67) — not at the end. There is
no delivery plan included in the Applications.

Allowing determination of the “Restoration Sum” to be made only prior to deposit
funds in the escrow creates the risk of dispute at that stage over what sum must be
deposited into the escrow.

The ability of the Owner to withdraw unspecified sums from the escrow prior to
carrying out any of the Restoration works, or unrelated to delivery of those works,
simply reduces the available sums for carrying them out. It opens the door to the
Owner simply being compensated for accrued costs, without any risk of completing
the whole scheme.

An inherent risk in using s106 agreements for delivery of projects that are dependent
on additional funding (such as here) is that if the necessary funds — beyond the ED
proceeds actually received — do not materialise, a Court is not likely to grant specific
performance. Phasing the ED works relative to progress on the Restoration works
may provide some control through the use of an injunction to stop works. It will not
provide any remedy to ensure the completion of any works.

Moreover, granting planning permission for the ED in such a way is inherently and
materially risky unless there are clear references to a) a scope of works and b) a
sum.

There is no phasing [ obligation relating to the delivery of the associated hospitality
units, which are apparently essential to provide future income for maintenance.
Given that the Applicant relies heavily on these units to justify its economic benefits
appraisal, non-delivery would undermine those claims. Significant funds need to be
found to deliver this element.

Given the importance attached by the Applicant to delivery of the other hospitality
units in the Park vis future revenue and therefore maintenance of the heritage asset,
a section 106 obligation should include obligations for delivery of these units via
negative obligations preventing occupation of the ED until at the very least binding
contracts for construction of these units are completed. The ED should not be
allowed to proceed at risk.
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5.5

6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5

539 If the Council is satisfied that the provisions of the HMMP are satisfactory (or as
amended), a delivery plan and funding commitments should be set out in a section
106 agreement, and adequate controls placed on progress of the ED relative to
those obligations.

5.310 While such controls would be absolutely necessary to ensure delivery of the
(purported) benefits in full, a developer would typically resist such controls on
viability grounds, which highlights the challenges facing the Council in satisfactorily
controlling the development through a planning obligation or conditions.

DNHI's view, on the basis of legal advice from experienced planning lawyers, is that the
Council will face significant challenges to draft a s106 agreement that is sufficiently robust
to address the risk of non-completion of any aspect of the proposals due to lack of
finance/developer default. This is a function of the overall scale and cost of the Parnham
House works.

It is also relevant and important to consider that a planning permission binds the land, not
an applicant. Any s106 agreement must be drafted with this in mind, not on the basis of
assertions from an applicant.

Conclusions

DNHI does not oppose the principle of works to Parnham House. It objects to the scale of
the proposals, the impacts that result from them on a cherished and protected landscape,
for private gain.

However, the ED appears to have been designed to maximise development revenues to
generate funding for the Applicant’s preferred scheme of works. Para 14 HE GPA4 is clear:

“The sums of money generated through enabling development are
provided solely to directly solve the conservation needs of the place,
not to solve the financial needs of the present owner, [or] to support /
finance a business”.

It is not the case that establishing a conservation deficit is enough by itself to justify
enabling development; neither is it the case that asserting benefits — such as they are —is
enough to gloss over the disbenefits.

The conservation deficit arises because of the ambition to rebuild Parnham House. A less
ambitious scheme would not result in such a large conservation deficit, a claimed need for
such an intrusive and damaging enabling development, and the concomitant adverse
substantial disbenefits.

The ED Application and LBC Application are the latest iterations in a series of speculative
schemes promoted by the Applicant. Previously, in relation to the licensing application, the
Applicant informed the Council and local residents that it needed to build out a hospitality
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6.6

6.7

6.8

6.9

6.10

6.1

6.12

6.13

6.14

offering (as per the extant consents for hospitality units and the licensing consent) to
support the day-to-day running of Parnham Park whilst restoration took place. This was set
out in several versions of a business plan produced during April-September 2022. Those
plans never came to fruition. The hospitality units were never built. No further restoration
works took place. Instead the Applicant submitted the ED Application.

The Applicant has not demonstrated that ED is the last resort, is the minimum amount
necessary, or that its proposed “private home and hospitality use” is the optimum viable
use. Delivery of the “vision” for Parnham House requires finding a huge sum of additional
money, beyond the proceeds of the ED.

Furthermore, the Applicant has not demonstrated that the disbenefits are outweighed by
the benefits it claims. Indeed, the Applicant acknowledges that the Parnham House works
alone are not sufficient to outweigh the disbenefits. And yet it seeks consent to proceed
with a hugely ambitious and financially risky scheme with optimism as its saving grace.

It is still not clear what the conservation needs of the place are; it cannot be that those
needs are only met by rebuilding it. There are alternatives. And appropriate and
acceptable alternatives may be cheaper and more deliverable. They might not even
require enabling development, or indeed justify it because the conservation deficit would
be less.

Whatever the ambition or vision of the current proposails, the obstacles to its delivery are
inherent. This is not conjecture: it is a fundamental feature of the proposals because of the
enormous funding gap. So much is dependent not only on the ED, but on finding money
that does not exist today and may never materialise.

These obstacles are why the ED Application does not meet the tests of para 221 NPPF: the
proposals cannot be said to secure the future conservation of the heritage asset. The ED
secures nothing by itself and therefore there is a risk that the disbenefits arise without any
of the purported benefits.

In addition, the ED leads to direct permanent and irreversible harm to the NL and its
ecology and environment, and to the amenity of those lucky enough to live in or visit this
special area.

In any case, the Applicant cannot deny the clear disbenefits and has not done so (to some
degree); it hopes that the mere prospect of some potential benefit might be enough.
However, in many cases, those asserted benefits are not real benefits.

The benefits of the proposals, such as they are, cannot be said to outweigh the disbenefits.
They are unlikely directly to benefit Beaminster and the surrounding area. In many cases
they amount only to financial benefits for the ED developer and the Applicant.

Whilst immersed in the detail of a planning application such as this it is easy to lose sight of
what is at stake here as a result of the ED Application. It is about the future of a finite and
valuable resource that is sensitive to change and vulnerable to development pressure;
and a landscape and environment that is treasured by both local people and visitors.
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6.15

6.16

6.17

6.18

6.19

6.20

This environment does not have to be damaged and destroyed for the purposes of one
building — certainly not one person’s vision. There is no policy or legal basis for concluding
otherwise. Indeed, the legal and policy framework is clear and does not support the grant
of planning permission.

If this Application is granted planning permission, the destruction and damage will be
permanent and irreversible, the special qualities of this area will be lost to future
generations. Responsibility for that would lie with our elected representatives.

We value what we have, and we want to cherish and preserve it, its “special qualities”, for
now and future generations and to retain its cultural, heritage, landscape, ecological and
emotional significance.

As Williom Barnes wrote:

Sweet Be’mi’ster, that bist a-bound

By green an’ woody hills all round,

Wi’ hedges, reachén up between

A thousan’ vields o’ zummer green,
Where elems’ lofty heads do drow

Their shiades vor hély-meakers below,
An’ wild hedge-flow'rs do charm the souls
O’ maidens in their evenén strolls.

Even though the elms and the haymakers have gone, and rural life in West Dorset has
changed, it takes no imagination to see and experience the local landscape of Beaminster,
and its beauty and charm, in the same way that must have inspired Barnes to celebrate it
as he did.

We urge the Council to refuse planning permission for the ED Application and thereby
respect, conserve and enhance what is special about this unique place.
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Report A -
The Funding Gap

Securing the Future Conservation of the Heritage Asset:
The Funding Gap, Unreliability of assumptions and non-
compliance with HE GPA4

This Report analyses the financial information included within the Application by reference
to the NPPF and HE GPAA4. It has been prepared by members of Dorset Natural Heritage
Initiative (DNHI) with extensive experience in finance and law.

The purpose of the Report is to demonstrate to the Council a number of material
weaknesses in the financial information provided in the Application, which materially
undermine the case that the proposals “secure the future of the heritage asset” (para 221
NPPF).

Introduction — the policy and guidance requirements

3.

The principal consideration regarding the financial aspects of a scheme comprising ED is
that — per para 221 of the NPPF — they would “secure the future conservation of a heritage
asset”. The proposals included in the ED Application would not do so. The Council should
have significant doubt as to whether the Applicant’s assumptions are reliable and whether
a substantial funding gap can be closed. As it stands, the tests of para 221 NPPF are not
met.

It is important to have regard to some of the key principles of enabling development, set
out in HE GPA4:

para 15: “The defining characteristic of enabling development is that it
would secure the future conservation of a heritage asset”, and
therefore that “the future conservation of the asset is secured and the
disbenefits of departing from conflicting planning policies are
outweighed by the benefits™: and
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para 16: “In practice this means a decision-maker being satisfied that
a scheme of enabling development would securely provide for the
future of the heritage asset”.

It is the responsibility of the Applicant to provide sufficient information to demonstrate that
the tests of para 221 NPPF and the requirements of HE GPA4 are met. The Application does
not contain all of the information required by HE GPA4 in support of an application for ED;
and the information that has been provided does not fulfil the requirements of GPA4.

Therefore, it cannot be said that the Applicant has demonstrated that its proposals would
secure the future conservation of the heritage asset. As a result, it cannot be found that the
purported benefits outweigh the disbenefits.

Detailed comments on the material contained in the Application — with reference to HE
GPA4’s requirements — are set out in the paragraphs below. These address:

a. The conservation deficit and the lack of evidence of consideration and assessment
of alternatives.

b.  The funding gap.
C. The unreliability of the ED appraisals (including the lack of any sensitivity analysis).
d.  The impact of commercial arrangements with the ED contractor.

e. The lack of a coherent and specific Business Plan for future operations.

The Conservation Deficit

8.

The Savills Enabling Development Report (ED Report) identifies the gross conservation
deficit as £17,859,726; the contribution from the ED as £17,800,000; and the net conservation
deficit as £59,726.

As the Council will be aware, the conservation deficit is (per HE GPA 4 para 9):

“the amount by which the cost of repair (and conversion to optimum
viable use if appropriate) of a heritage asset exceeds its market value
on completion of repair and conversion, allowing for all appropriate
development costs.”

It may be simply coincidental that the gross conservation deficit and the ED contribution
are broadly the same number.

In any case, the existence of a conservation deficit is only the method by which to identify
ab initio if there is a case for ED.

However, it is a material consideration that the conservation deficit of £17.8m is the direct
result of the scale and costs of the Applicant’s preferred scheme for Parnham House. This
scheme is the development of a “private house with hospitality offering” at a total cost of
£32.7m.
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20.

As the Council noted in its pre-application response of 13 December 2024, there may be
other schemes that might secure the future preservation of the heritage asset: ‘we
encourage you to also explore alternative options and funding sources which would still
deliver significant heritage benefits, but with reduced harm.” The point being that less
expensive and expansive proposals may be sufficient to secure the future conservation of
the heritage asset; and that such proposals would result in a lower conservation deficit.

It is not possible to distinguish from the figures presented in the ED Report which costs are
directly related to solving the conservation needs of the place, and which relate to other
works, facilities and installations related to the creation of a private house. A private house
with an uncertain hospitality offering cannot be claimed to be the “optimum viable use’.

In this respect, para 14 of HE GPA4 is relevant and important:

“The sums of money generated through enabling development are
provided to directly solve the conservation needs of the place, not to
solve the financial needs of the present owner, to support/finance a
business or to compensate for the purchase price paid for the site. The
amount of enabling development that can be justified will be the
minimum amount necessary in order to address the conservation
deficit and to secure the long-term future of the assets.”

DNHI has significant concerns that the scheme as put forward by the Applicant is an
attempt to use ED to create a private home and to support/finance a potential business.
The significant cost of the proposed works to Parnham House (the Parnham House
Scheme), and therefore the size of the alleged conservation deficit, is only the result of the
scope and scale of the Parnham House Scheme to create a private home with guest
bedrooms.

Serious consideration must be given to whether those works can properly be seen to
“directly solve the conservation needs of the place”, are necessary in totality to achieve
that goal, and whether a less ambitious and grandiose scheme would be sufficient and
appropriate.

Further comments on the Applicant’s approach to alternatives are set out below at point
58.

In any case:

a. The contribution from the ED only part-funds the Parnham House Scheme. This
means that there is a significant funding gap to close to complete the Parnham
House Scheme.

b. The costs of the Parnham House Scheme, and the stated contribution from the ED,
are both highly susceptible to minor but reasonably foreseeable adverse sensitivity
factors (such as increased construction and higher funding costs (although funding
cost sensitivities are not addressed), lower sales values for the residential units),
resulting in a lower contribution from the ED and an increase in the funding gap.

These are addressed in the following paragraphs.
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The Funding Gap

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.
28.

20.

As stated above, the ED will only — on the Applicant’s own assessment — provide a portion of
the total funding required to complete the identified scheme for Parnham House: £17.8m of
a total cost of £32.7m.

In addition, the Applicant (ref the ED Report and Business Plan) will need to construct
additional hospitality units under extant permissions, and the additional Dower House, in
order to provide the facilities, which are apparently required to generate income for future
maintenance. The Applicant states without supporting evidence from Savills that the costs
of these elements is £15.0m.

In summary:

Item £fm
Cost of works to Parnham House 327
Less Proceeds from ED -17.8
Parnham House Scheme Funding shortfall 14.9
Plus cost of building hospitality units 15.0
Minimum Funding Gap 29.9

This is described here as a “Minimum Funding Gap” because both the cost of works to
Parnham House and the proceeds from the ED are vulnerable to adverse impacts arising
from reasonably foreseeable sensitivity scenarios.

It is noted that the Applicant did not provide any detailed sensitivity analysis in the
Application version of the ED Report. An updated report including sensitivity testing was
published on 8 January 2026. This is addressed at point 35 below.

The Applicant assumes that it will not be required to pay any community infrastructure
levy (CIL): £2.75m. As there is no exception in place — and DNHI contends there should not
be - this is an unsafe and unreasonable assumption. Whilst it may be argued by the
Applicant that CIL payment would further deteriorate viability, it is not of itself the main
issue over the viability and securing the future conservation of the asset. This is a function
of the Minimum Funding Gap, and (as further explained below) the vulnerability of the
Applicant’s appraisals to minor but reasonably foreseeable adverse sensitivity factors.

Moreover, the Applicant has not set out how they will address this Minimum Funding Gap.

Whilst HE GPA 4 (para 17) acknowledges that ED proposals may only be part of a solution to
an asset’s continued conservation, it is explicit that “the solution as a whole will need to be
identified and shown to be deliverable and complete”. The Applicant will not be able to rely
on proceeds from the ED to fund the whole solution. It must, therefore, explain how it will
obtain the additional funds necessary to complete its scheme. Otherwise, the Council
cannot be satisfied that the future conservation of the asset is secured and there is a
material risk that the conservation scheme on which ED is predicated does not occur. This
in turn undermines the justification for the ED ab initio.

In such a case as this, the decision maker must refuse planning permission — see para 21 HE
GPA4 (our emphasis):
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30.

3L

32.

33.

“Para 21: “A decision-maker can only properly decide if the
development is justified if they can assess the full scale of the enabling
development needed to deliver the necessary benefits to secure the
future of the heritage asset ... Where an enabling development project
forms only part of a scheme to fully fund the restoration, repair and
maintenance for the foreseeable future, the applicant must provide
information relating to the complete scheme and how it will be
secured through the development. If the comprehensive scheme
proposed is not sufficient to deliver all the required funding, then the
applicant will not be able to show that the objective of paragraph 202
is met, because the future conservation of the asset is not secured”.

Therefore, the need for an applicant to explain how the whole of a scheme is to be funded
(and therefore deliverable) is explicit. The fact that there is a Minimum Funding Gap is
obvious. It is not clear why the Applicant has chosen not to provide the necessary
information. It is clear that such funding would either need to come from the Applicant’s
own resources, or through external private or bank financing. Either way, it cannot be
ignored.

The absence of this information in the face of an explicit requirement is significant.
Whatever the reasons, ED is not a tool or opportunity for undertaking speculative
redevelopment. It will be noted that the Savills Report (page 10) states that of ten potential
bidders for Parnham Park in 2019 “virtually all parties presented uncertainties connected
with planning outcomes or availability of sufficient finance”. Little is likely to have changed
for the better.

On the basis of the view of experienced banking professionals involved in DNHI, limited if
any weight should be given to any assertion or assumption that the Minimum Funding Gap
will be covered by bank financing. The Applicant’s own reports give a value of the asset
post works (we assume including both the House itself and all hospitality units) of between
£14.8-19m. This is £10-15m below the total minimum funding shortfall i.e. a loan to value ratio
of over 150%. This is unheard of.

Despite not identifying how it would fund/finance the scheme, it is notable that the
Applicant has given consideration to how it would obtain reimbursement for funds spent
on Parnham House to date. The draft S106 HoTs submitted by the Applicant provide a
mechanism (clause 6.2.1) for the Owner (as defined in that document) to immediately
withdraw from sums deposited in the escrow account an amount in respect of works it has
already carried out to Parnham House. The effect of this would be to further reduce the
sums available for the Parnham House Scheme. Further comments on the S106 HoTs are
provided below.
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34.

Overall, the significant risks to the availability of sufficient funds for the whole of the
proposals should raise concerns for the local planning authority that it can (per HE GPA4
para 25):

“.. ensure that long-term conservation of the heritage asset is secured
.. thereby avoiding the need to revisit consents with a view to
approving further development”

Unreliability of ED Appraisals - sensitivity

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

Whilst it is noted that HE GPA4 requires the use of current figures in compiling development
appraisals, it advises that it is good practice for an applicant to carry out sensitivity
analysis (para 54).

The relevant sensitivities to be applied are standard in development appraisals. They
include:

a. Construction price inflation (labour, materials)

b. Unforeseen construction risks — typically those that a contractor will not bear the risk
of such as ground conditions, weather, etc.

c.  Financing costs on debt over construction period; and increases in financing costs
d. Lower sales prices for completed units

e. CIL liability (the Applicant assumes there would be an exception)

f. Tax due on capital gains on sale of land

g.  Affordable housing provision
h.  Any deductions the Applicant will make for works already carried out

The Applicant did not originally provide any such analysis, although an updated version of
the ED Report submitted on 8 January 2025 (some considerable time after the validation of
the ED application) attempted to correct this omission.

Our own analysis is that the assumed receipts of £17.8m from the ED are not robust and on
a reasonably cautious assessment are likely to be much less. Small adverse changes in the
underlying inputs give rise to significant reductions in expected receipts from the ED, and
therefore funds available for the Parnham House Scheme. This in turn increases the
funding shortfall and increases the risk of non- or incomplete delivery.

This analysis is supported by Savills’ own assessment in the updated ED Report although it
is not clear what assumptions Savills used to arrive at its particular figures. The material
issue is that applying different assumptions will produce different outcomes. or the
assumptions it used.

It is not clear what assumptions Savills used to produce such small sensitivities. To a large
extent that is not material to the issue at hand: that small adverse changes in the
underlying inputs give rise to significant reductions in expected receipts from the ED,
thereby reducing the available funds for the Parnham House Works.

DNHI | A Response to the Parnham Planning Applications 27



40.

41.

42.
43.

44,

There is no sensitivity analysis of funding costs in the Savill's ED Report (financing costs on
debt over construction period; and increases in financing costs). This is a material
omission. Adverse increases in funding costs will diminish proceeds from the enabling
development. It cannot be ignored.

What is clear on any of these analyses is that a development of this scale and nature will
be vulnerable to sensitivity changes (and depending on the assumptions used), which
have the potential to impact on the actual proceeds from the ED. We urge the Council to
obtain its own independent financial advice on sensitivities.

We refer to our remarks above in relation to CIL.
In addition:

a.  The Applicant has assumed nil provision of affordable housing. The Applicant has
not presented any justification as to why the Council’s affordable housing policy
requirements should not apply. This absence from the development appraisal is
conspicuous and at odds with planning policy and standard practice. It is taken as a
given;

b.  The assumed residential units’ sales values are not adequately justified, bearing in
mind the units are in small plots with small gardens within a modern housing estate.
Current data on house sales prices for the area does not support these valuations.
References to comparable property sales are focussed on sales more than two years
ago and cannot be a basis for prospective current or future sales values in view of
the significant slump in the housing market over the last two years, particularly in
West Dorset and East Devon; and

C. The Applicant has not disclosed whether there would be any liability for tax on
capital gains on sale of the land, if applicable. If there is such a liability, it would
further reduce the value of receipts from the ED.

Taken together, the vulnerability of the assumptions in the appraisals to reasonably
foreseeable minor adverse sensitivity factors casts significant doubt on the overall
viability and deliverability of the proposals as a whole. The Council should have significant
concerns about the realism of the Applicant’s assertions and — overall — the probability
that the Parnham House Scheme as a whole is capable of being delivered. In such a case
as this, HE GPA4 is clear at para 21 that planning permission should be refused.

Commercial Arrangements with the ED contractor

45.

46.

A major factor that will determine the actual contribution of the ED to the Parnham House
Scheme will be the provisions of the contract agreed with any ED developer. No information
is provided on this component.

The Applicant’s agents have suggested that the residential units in the ED will be long-
leasehold, implying that the Applicant would retain the freehold. This may be a means to
secure service and other charges. Significant legislation is currently before Parliament in
this regard.
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47.

48.

49.

50.

Even without knowing the actual details of the arrangements, the reasonably foreseeable
adverse sensitivity factors (such as increased construction and funding costs, lower sales
values for the residential units) are likely to present material commercial risks to a
developer’s overheads and profit.

This is relevant because it should be expected that a developer will need to ensure, having
regard to the various sensitivity scenarios, that it receives sufficient (and a minimum)
overhead and profit to make carrying out the development a commercially sensible
endeavour, and not at a loss. It is unlikely that a developer would make a lump sum
payment up front.

This is important because any adverse impact on the assumed proceeds for the ED related
to the relevant sensitivity factors is not likely to result in an equivalent reduction in
developers’ overheads and profits. In tandem with the impact of adverse sensitivities, this
will further reduce the proceeds from the ED below the estimated £17.8m.

This fact is acknowledged in the S106 HoTs: no specific sum is provided for payment into
the escrow. It will be a matter for later determination.

Business Plan

51.

52.

53.

54.

The Council’'s pre-application advice of 13 December 2024 made clear - reflecting HE GPA4
- that the Applicant would need to demonstrate that their proposals represented the
optimum viable use of the heritage asset. This reflects the clear requirements of HE GPA4
(para 14). This was by reference to the proposed hospitality operation.

Generally, it is difficult to identify the details or nature of the business the Applicant asserts
will exist in future. It is described as a private house with a hospitality offering. No detail is
provided as to how much surplus cash flow would be derived from the hospitality business
and lettings or the cash required to fund the maintenance costs of the heritage asset, let
alone to service and repay any construction finance.

However, at paragraph 5.1 of the Business Plan, Savills state that “.. it is critical that the
expenditure is partially offset by the creation of income streams from the nascent
hospitality offer, as it has been described in this Business Plan.” No details are given about
the timing or delivery of the facilities that are apparently critical to future expenditure; and
by extension that non-delivery would undermine future viability.

In general, the Business Plan is weak and profoundly unreliable. Clear deficiencies are as
follows:

a. There are no projected cash flows and balance sheets backed by detailed
assumptions, including inflation: the standard would be for a period of five years or a
period corresponding to completion of the various construction phases of the
hospitality business and the establishment of a steady state trading performance
once construction has finished.

b.  Thereis no risk analysis and mitigation plan of all the hazards which may impact on
the success of a start-up business. Savills state in the Business Plan that trading will
not commence until construction is complete - likely to be three to six years away
from determination of the application, if granted consent. Given the Minimum
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55.

56.

57.

Funding Gap and the potential — for example — of any immediate repair requirements
for Parnham House, together with day-to-day running costs of the whole park, such
drains on cash flow could adversely impact the ability to launch a business when the
time comes. It should be assumed that a significant contingency is required to cover
interim costs.

C. There is no provision for regulatory and other compliance costs associated with
running a hospitality business, such as fire risk, health and safety, wage inflation;

d. There are no figures to support cash flow assumptions for the maintenance and
operation of the heritage asset. The Business Plan does not therefore demonstrate
how any future hospitality business would cover future maintenance [ conservation
costs for the heritage asset.

As this is a fundamental element of establishing the “benefit” of the proposal vis-a-vis “the
future conservation of a heritage asset”, the Business Plan is incomplete and does not
meet the requirements of HE GPA4.

Moreover, there is no information on the expected annual maintenance costs for the
heritage asset — [ref GPA 4]. The Savills Business Plan (page 16) states that annual operating
costs of Parnham Park are £420,000 per annum. This does not include heritage
maintenance costs.

Overall, the Business Plan does not demonstrate how any future business operation would
cover heritage asset maintenance costs but, in any case, the lack of a guaranteed and
defined cash flow is unlikely to be sufficient as a basis for lending against future
operational revenue.

Alternatives [ marketing and optimum viable use

58.

59.

60.

Although we understand that the Applicant has presented alternative designs for the ED to
the Council, the Application Documents do not present or consider a range of possible
options or alternatives such that the ED Application can be seen as an unavoidable
solution to the future conservation needs of the heritage asset. As advised by para 32 HE
GPA4:

“In order to establish if enabling development can be justified and
therefore unavoidable, the owner or developer will need to fully
explore a range of possible options. This may include public or
charitable ownership, grant funding, alternative uses or ownership
and enforcemen remedies. It is important that a wide range of realistic
possibilities is considered, not just the original or most recent uses
although the original use may still be the most appropriate one.”

The Application Documents do not analyse a range of alternative solutions, including
alternative schemes for the future conservation of the heritage asset.

The Savills ED Report relies on conversations with Knight Frank about the marketing of the
Parnham Estate carried out by them in 2018 and 2019. This is the limit of its consideration of
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6l.

62.

63.

64.

65.

alternatives to the ED. This does not satisfy the requirements of HE GPA4. In this way, the
Council cannot be satisfied that ED is unavoidable. There is no explanation of what
alternatives have been considered.

Instead, the ED Application is framed on the basis that the ED and related Parnham House
Scheme are the only scheme. In fact, they are the scheme that the Applicant wishes to
promote. That does not make it the right or most appropriate scheme, certainly given the
apparent undeliverability of the scheme as a whole; and thereby the risk that the
disbenefits of the ED are delivered without any of the purported benefits.

It cannot be the case that the current proposals are the only solution or option. Indeed the
Council’'s pre-application advice of 13 December 2024 refers to Option A Masterplan and
Option B Masterplan. Significantly, that pre-application response also stated: ‘we
encourage you to also explore alternative options and funding sources which would still
deliver significant heritage benefits, but with reduced harm.” The Applicant’s representative
suggested “a romantic ruin’. No proposals were tabled but, the response states, “whilst it
would deliver lesser heritage benefits [to Options A and B] it would restore parts of the
building and retain elements of the existing facade: significant benefits in their own right.”
[Our emphases].

In this respect, the Applicant has not demonstrated, as required by HE GPA4 para 32, that it
has fully explored a range of options, not just variations of the ED scheme, or a wide range
of realistic possibilities. The Applicant cannot therefore show that enabling is justified.

Moreover, if the Minimum Funding Gap is not closed and the Applicant can only complete
part of the Parnham House Works, it would not deliver the conservation scheme on which
the ED Application is predicated. In such a scenario, the justifications for the ED would not
exist at the point of delivery of the Parnham House Works, meaning the purported benefits
woul