
Consultation on NPA Governance: Response to DEFRA from Sheldon Parish 
Meeting, Sheldon, Bakewell, Derbyshire 

Direct Elections  

Q1. Do you agree that we should legislate to allow for the possibility of directly 
elected members to English National Park authorities and the Broads 
Authority?  

 
YES.  However we believe that such legislation should allow for the whole of a 
national park authority to be directly elected by the local community, in some form. 
We believe this should also include the currently nationally appointed secretary of 
state members.  There is no point in having several classes of board member; local 
democracy requires local accountability and this requires locally elected members, all 
living within the national park they serve and accountable to the local communities 
they serve. Local people should have a say in National Park affairs and in who are 
members of the National Park. 
 
Q2. Do you agree with the principle of accommodating directly elected members into 

an Authority by making a corresponding reduction across the local authority 
and/or parish seats, to maintain the overall size? 

 
NO . In principle the number presently agreed should be maintained overall. To make 
such a reduction would inevitably mean a reduction in parish membership, since 20% 
of the total, in the case of the PDNPA would be the six members currently parish 
members. If anything there should be more parish members, and to do this it would 
mean reducing either the SOS members and/or some multiple council seats. The 
category of ‘national’ members should be used as well as local authority and parish 
members to accommodate directly-elected members. However, the S of S’s failure to 
define the roles of the different category of member strengthens our argument for 
more directly elected members.  What is the purpose of local authority members 
where even 20% are elected? Why would the Secretary of State  be proposing only 
20% of the membership being directly elected, which simply leaves the control of the 
National Park Authority in the hands of the local authority members who, in the Peak 
District at least, will form the largest bloc.   
 
Q3. Do you agree with the general approach to these elections described in paragraph 
3.10?   
 
NO.  Disagree. The number appointed for four years from next year will then be out 
of step with the normal appointment procedure, which is due to next take place for 
parish members in 2015. If this also includes some council members it almost 
certainly will span a forthcoming council election after which those appointed by next 
years election might not be councillors any longer or not in the leading 
administration…how will this be sorted out/ how will this be regularised?  will those 
elected next year go beyond the next election period thus providing confusion?.  
Parish members have appointment letters until 2015…if they have to be re elected 
next year how does this current appointment be ended. It is also not fair to choose a 
percentage of the parish members already elected for re election next year. How will 
this be chosen? Who will be chosen? Why? 



 
Q4. Do you think that any direct elections to National Park authorities and the Broads 
Authority should be:  
b) held separately,   
 
YES. Otherwise it is too difficult to have the eleven constituent councils surrounding 
and including this NP all to do the elections at the same time. quite impractical. To 
have multiple elections would be confusing to the electorate.  
 
Q5. Do you agree that we should trial direct elections to evaluate their efficacy before 

taking a view as to whether they should be rolled out across other National 
Park Authorities and the Broads Authority? 

 
NO. The trial pilot is not necessary. It provides difficulties for succession…if it is 
agreed to do it, then it should just happen, but in 2015 when the present parish 
membership is up for election again by normal process. Or for those council members 
up for election in their local authorities next year, 2013.  No evaluation is done of 
members of local authorities or parish councils  and there is no reason for them to be 
done for National Park Authority members.  If evaluations are to be done, they should 
also encompass local authority and Secretary of State members.   If only 20% of the 
Authority membership is elected, they will be heavily outnumbered by the other 
categories of member   -   if they are constantly outvoted, What is their point other 
than to be a token expression of non power? 
 
Q6. Do you agree with these proposals on eligibility to vote and the electoral system? 
 
YES 
 
Q7. Do you agree that we should place no geographic limitations on where a 
candidate for election to a National Park Authority can live?  
 
NO 
If you disagree, is this because you believe:  
Candidates should live within the Park, Secretary of state appointed members can live 
anywhere at present, that is enough and should be changed anyway…; all should live 
within the Park. To do otherwise would be a severe disadvantage on what is now the 
case. It must be the law that all members ( and I would include appointed national 
members as well in this) should be residents in the NP. This provides the essential 
local democracy that is needed. The same eligibility criteria should be used as for a 
district or county council.  We can see no reason whatsoever for using any different 
criteria.  

 
Q8. Do you think that any particular restrictions should be placed on who can stand 

for directly elected seats (over and above the general restrictions applying to 
all members)?  

 
NO… there must be maximum choice for the  local electorate. That is local 
democracy at work. The present system works well and should be maintained. 
Councillors often represent County, District and Parish Councils and the consultation 
document does not explain why the rules should be different for the National Park 



Authorities.  Local authority members, with their numerous other commitments, are 
not always able to commit themselves fully to the National Park Authority.   This 
does not seem to be true of parish councillors.   Parish councillors are usually unpaid 
volunteers, working for their communities, who reflect the aims of the “Big Society”. 
To prevent them from being elected to the National Park Authority would exclude a 
wide selection of committed people from standing.  If the Secretary of State persists 
with this notion, membership of a Council should not prevent a councillors from 
standing for election;  it should simply mean that, if elected, the candidate 
automatically lose their place on the Council(s) they represent. 
 
Q9. Do you agree that any nomination for candidacy to become a National Park 

member must be subscribed by 10 people eligible to vote in such an election? 
 
NO. This is anti democratic…the present system for parishes works well and should 
continue. why make it more bureaucratic, a proposer and seconder is enough…the 
easier the better to allow maximum participation. We are in danger of an over blown 
bureaucracy when simplicity is best. 
 
Q10. Do you agree that, for the purposes of direct elections only, a Park should be 

arranged into wards, corresponding to the number of members to be directly 
elected?  

 
YES. However this means the whole appointed SOS principles should be looked at 
again…to provide complete coverage. SOS members should also be appointed and be 
split into wards as well. 
 

Secretary of State appointing parish members  

Q11. Do you agree that the Chair of NALC (the National Association of Local 
Councils) is best placed to replace the Secretary of State in the role of appointing 
parish members? 
 
NO. This  begs the question of why the appointed Secretary of State members should 
continue to be appointed by the Minister…they too should now be appointed by 
someone else, although we also believe they should also be eligible for election like 
all the others. We do not want two or more classes of member. We think one solution 
would be for all those elected to be appointed by the Returning Officer, in the same 
way as all other council elections, and that for the NP elections this be the individual 
monitoring officer for each NP, who would in effect be the returning officer for the 
elections. Extra funding must be found by central government for this.  
 
Q12. Do you agree that the rule disqualifying parish councillors from taking a parish 
seat if they are also members of an appointing district/county/unitary authority should 
be enshrined in legislation?  
 
YES 
Political balance  



Q13. Do you think that the requirement on local authorities to have regard to political 
balance when appointing three or more members to a National Park authority 
should be:  
b) removed only when it prevents a local authority from appointing a local 

member, as encouraged in the 1995 Act,  
 

 YES. Again here the matter of political balance and the appointed secretary of state 
members needs to be addressed…after all if they continue to be appointed by the 
Secretary of State, there could be a perception that they are favoured by the 
government of the day. Since NP Boards should be totally non political, this should 
also apply to appointed SOS members. The local authorities should appoint people 
who live in the National Park.  
 

Enabling non-parish councillor eligibility for parish seats  

Q14. Do you agree that we should amend the Environment Act 1995 to allow the 
Secretary of State to allow parishes in individual, subsequently named, NPAs the 
option of appointing non-councillors to NPA’s, where the NPA supports the idea?  

NO. There needs to be experience before being appointed and being a councillor or 
parish councillor or parish meeting chair is important. it also ensures balance.  
If you disagree, is this because you believe:  
a) Parish members should always be councillors/chairs of parish meetings,  
 
Q15. Do you agree that, where this extension of eligibility is applied, eligibility for 

the parish seats should be based on eligibility to stand as a parish councillor?  
 
YES 
Limit to the maximum term of appointment for members  

Q16. Do you agree that there should be an eight year limit on the period which local 
authority, parish, and directly elected members, as well as national members, can 
serve on a National Park authority? 

NO. To invoke such a limitation is anti democratic. Let the electorate decide when 
they want to get rid of their representative.  

a) there should be no limit to the length of service of local authority and/or parish 
and/or directly elected members.  If members  do not serve long enough, they do not 
know enough  to get control of things. There are no limitations placed upon the length 
of service of local councillors of any capacity. Elected members should therefore have 
no limitation on their length of service.   

 
Q17. Do you think local authority, parish, and directly elected members reaching the 

8 year membership limit for NPAs should be: c). There should be no limit 
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