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Introduction
The Eastern Moors Partnership (RSPB/National Trust), acting on behalf of The Sheffield Moors
Partnership (SMP), commissioned Nature People to undertake a review of progress with the delivery
of the Sheffield Moors Master Plan 2013-2028 (http://www.sheffieldmoors.co.uk/downloadfile.html?fileID=rich123456), at the end of its first five years.
This review is in two parts:
1. A review of progress made implementing the actions contained in the master plan from 2013
up to 31st March 2018.
2. A look forward: including reflections on performance to date and suggested priorities for the
future, up to 2028.

Methodology
The client provided a list of 11 partner organisations and key stakeholders (see Appendix 1) to
engage with the review. All of the partners were asked to complete a pro-forma detailing the
progress made against the actions detailed in the master plan. This builds on the review undertaken
in November 2016 and provides a complete record of achievements up to 31st March 2018. They
were also asked to indicate whether they thought the actions were still relevant going forward.
They were also sent a structured interview questionnaire looking ahead to the period up to 2028 and
contacted for a follow-up interview, to explore their views in greater depth. They were asked to
reflect on the best achievements to date and the greatest lessons learnt; and then to look ahead to
key challenges, opportunities, priorities and suggestions for improving partnership working.
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Part 1: Review of progress implementing the master plan, 2013 to 2018
Summary of achievements
Overall there has been a lot of positive action undertaken by the partners individually on their own
sites, with some very good examples of joined up working across the landscape, making significant
progress on many of the master plan outcomes. The Sheffield Moors are now in a very healthy
condition, providing the full range of public goods or ecosystem services: contributing to clean air;
clean and plentiful water; thriving plants and wildlife; mitigation and adaptation to climate change
(such as through carbon sequestration); protection from environmental hazards; and enhanced
beauty, heritage and engagement with the environment.
These basic resources are now there and partners felt that still more could be done to build on this
by doing more together in a truly co-ordinated, joint working way, if resources can be identified.
Most felt that much has been achieved to enhance habitat conservation across virtually the whole 21
square miles of the landscape. In particular, funding from the Dark Peak Nature Improvement Area
helped to galvanise the partnership and enabled them to achieve a lot of habitat enhancements on
the ground. Almost all of the area is now in favourable or recovering condition according to Natural
England’s assessment.
A strategic view of access opportunities has been taken and the Sheffield Moors area now provides a
really good, joined up network of rights of way. In particular, a number of new concession
bridleways have been created on the Eastern Moors and specific mountain biking courses provided
at Lady Canning’s Plantation and proposed for Redmires.
Key stakeholder representatives have been engaged with the partnership and at an individual site
level on some estates (such as Stanage and Blacka Moor). The public were also engaged in the early
years in the production of the master plan. However, there is a general feeling that more could be
done to engage the wider public and to clarify how they can get involved, both in terms of decisionmaking and volunteering.
Less has been achieved collectively on issues such as interpretation, visitor-payback models, actively
promoting the area as an example of good practice and sharing the lessons learnt more widely.
There is also a need to re-engage cultural heritage / archaeology representatives.
So it could be said that the basic resources in terms of a healthy natural environment and access
routes and facilities have been well provided across this special landscape but there is more work
that could be done to jointly interpret, promote and engage people with it.
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Record of progress implementing the master plan actions
The progress made by the partnership, implementing the master plan’s actions during its first five years (2013 -2018), is presented below under the plan’s five themes. The
actions were designed to capture what was needed to help deliver the vision collectively at a landscape scale. A lot of activity is still ongoing and all of the organisations
within the SMP have policy documents & plans that help guide more detailed site management.

Theme 1: Being Involved
Outcome
1.1a)

Planned delivery actions by Lead
2018
Develop better co-ordination, SMP
and closer and more joined-up
working between those that
plan and deliver volunteering
and training opportunities
within the Sheffield Moors
and adjacent areas from 2013
onwards, driven through the
initiation of a cross-partner
liaison group.

Complete?

Progress by 31 March 2018

N

All partners continue to engage volunteers,
with some good examples of cross
boundary working, such as on access &
Ring Ouzel. Several volunteers help 2 or 3
partner organisations.
However, there hasn’t been a great deal of
co-ordination of volunteering or training
opportunities across the partnership.
The Sheffield Moors Operations Group
(SMOG) met occasionally but not in recent
years, although it is planned to be reestablished.

Still
relevant?
Y

Comments from partners
(and reviewer in italics)
This could be improved by pooling resources;
but at present I think every partner is happy
managing their own volunteer team and has
high ownership of them (as do the volunteers).
For me it is not clear enough why we would
want to do this IF we have good
communications amongst ourselves already and
have a similar volunteering “ethos”.
Needs to be more specific; perhaps not an
action but a commitment to a “way of
working”.
It is proposed to promote themed, as opposed
to land management unit focussed
volunteering, eg access, archaeology,
species/habitats, user group interests etc.
This seems to be have been viewed by some as
better co-ordination generally between the
partners but is specifically about volunteers and
training, perhaps it should be broadened or
have a separate outcome?
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1.1b)

Foster greater public and
representative group
consultation and involvement
in Burbage Moors through
planning and delivery of the
Dark Peak NIA within the
Sheffield Moors from 2013
onwards
Continue on-going
involvement of representative
groups elsewhere such as
Eastern Moors and Stanage

N
NT,
and
NIA
Partne
rship
SMP

Maintain and support the
existing site-based
stakeholder forums – Stanage
Forum, Blacka Moor and
Wyming Brook Reserve
Advisory Groups, and the
Eastern Moors Stakeholder
Forum

Y

Yes – through Stanage Forum, Eastern
Moors Forum (in early years), Blacka Moor
User Forum, Peak & Sheffield LAFs & other
meetings with groups (eg Kinder & High
Peak Advisory Group & BMC area
meetings)

PDNPA Y - partially
, SWT,
EMP

SMP group is running well and occasionally
one partner may call a “focus group”
together if there is a specific issue on a
site.
Focus groups engaging wider stakeholders
have not been organised but many
stakeholders felt they would be very
welcome and a good way forward.
Stanage meetings continued with its
steering group.
SRWT continued to support stakeholder
forums at Blacka and Wyming Brook.
Eastern Moors Stakeholder forum met up
to 2015.

Outcome needs to be modernized, relevant &
sustainable.
Perhaps we should revisit NIA visitor survey
work?
Suggest would benefit from greater coordination and clarity in terms of how a
stakeholder / member of the public can best get
involved and where decisions are made. Is also
repetitive of outcome 1.1c) below to some
degree.

SMP

Co-ordinate organisation of
‘focus groups’ in relation to
particular wildlife, heritage or
access issues, as appropriate
1.1c)

Yes – done & user survey report published
by Nature Improvement Area (NIA)

Y

Revision of the latest Stanage master plan to
include an annual action.plan.
Eastern Moors Stakeholder Forum has been
absorbed into SMP but is due to be relaunched
in line with the new management plan as the
Burbage and Eastern Moors Stakeholder Forum.
I think general feeling is that there is no point in
meeting the same people to discuss the same
things again in a slightly smaller area, However
this does need “putting to bed” as part of EMP
governance arrangements. But principle is
sound: that site specific detail should be dealt
with at this level, leaving SMP to look at
Landscape wide issues.
Hunter Archaeology Society were not aware of
any stakeholder forums taking place.
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1.1d)

1.2a)

1.2b)

From 2013 onwards deliver an
annual ‘partnerships’ day for
the Sheffield Moors, bringing
together site-based
stakeholder forums across the
landscape, together with
other user and interest group
representatives as necessary,
to encourage continuing input
into the delivery of the
masterplan
By 2015, develop and adopt
an interpretation plan for the
Sheffield Moors, with shared
principles, to steer the
priorities and co-ordination of
written, virtual (for example,
web-based, social media, and
pod casts) and other
interpretative materials for
the landscape, and that
identifies the key themes,
stories and locations that best
lend themselves to
interpretation (see also Action
3.2b)

SMP,
Local
Nature
Partne
rships

From 2013, prioritise the use
of existing visitor ‘hubs’ in and
around the Sheffield Moors as
‘touch points’ for visitor
information, engagement and
interpretation. For example
the Moorland Discovery
Centre at Longshaw, Ecclesall

SMP

N

Done in 2014 & 15 but not well attended

Y

Celebration & promotion are important!
Perhaps take in turns to organize.
Not sure needed? Better to have events
focused on particular messages such as Take
the Lead.
A good idea but nothing happens unless I lead
on it!
It is a pity that it appears to have been decided
these are not needed, as they sound very
useful, perhaps biennial.

Y

A good aspiration to assess current provision,
map current interpretation & offer across the
landscape and identify gaps & opportunities.
This could have value in a Landscape scale
external funding bid in the future.
Needs lighter touch perhaps? Joint set of
Principles?
EMP could possibly lead on this on behalf of
SMP if other partners were prepared to
resource.
PDNPA new plan could help here e.g. further
refresh of the “country code”.
Perhaps SMP website could be refreshed and
used as a “gateway” for everyone’s links?
Not sure how joined up we are with Sheffield
Outdoor City. This would be an ideal link for the
SMP and an achievable focus for the Outdoor
City rather than the whole National Park.
The aspiration is to provide information about
the wider Sheffield moors at the visitor hub.
Not much seems to have happened with these
proposals, but they would be valuable for
archaeological interpretation.
There are links here to the proposed
interpretation plan developments listed above.

Also had a celebration & plant a tree
together event at Burbage in 2017.
Local Nature Partnership not approached
to progress this. Local Nature Partnership
now on a break.

SMP in
conjun
ction
with
the
Peak
Distric
t
Interpr
etatio
n Plan

N

The land owning partners have been keen
to keep their own identity & no resource
has been identified to progress a common
approach.
Lots of good interpretation is provided by
separate organisations but not much has
been done in a joined up way.
The SMP has refreshed elements of the
country code and the Sheffield Outdoor
Strategy has been published.
3 new interpretation panels were installed
at Blacka Moor in 2017.

SMP

Y – partially

Awareness through SMP but no clear lead
or funding allocated.
Longshaw new Welcome Shelter and use of
Moorland Discovery Centre for events and
activities in holiday periods. Also planning
new café, following car park extension in
2015.

Y
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Woods Woodland Discovery
Centre, and Hathersage

1.3a)

From 2013, ensure that
through an integrated
approach to the visitor
journey, the right information
and engagement is provided
for visitors in key locations
across the Sheffield Moors
Ensure that education and
other engagement
programmes reach and appeal
to the diversity of
communities that surround
the Sheffield Moors, to help
encourage awareness,
understanding and enjoyment
of the landscape by all, for
example through the
Moorland Discovery Centre
(MDC).
Encourage a more integrated
approach to education and
lifelong learning, so that
providers across the Sheffield
Moors are working
strategically to make the most
of available resources.

Eastern Moors Partnership continue to be
involved as the gateway project develops,
representing the hub for the Sheffield
moors. The joining up cycleways project
has been well received & regarded as a
good model.

SMP

Y – partially

Sheffield City Council display information
about SMP.
There has been no core resource to coordinate this in a joined up way but there
have been some examples and good work
completed individually by the partners.

SMP
MDC continues to lead on education work,
providing a wide and varied programme
and works closely with all partners. New
guidance for self-led school groups has
been jointly produced. Nature Tots
‘outgrew’ Eastern Moors and moved to the
MDC. Some focused projects also
delivered, e.g. with ROSHNI
Examples of individual organisations’
provision include: Eastern Moors discovery
walks events; provision in Ecclesall Woods;
Community Science training sessions held
at Blacka Moor; and craft & wildlife events
held at the Cricket Inn and Totley Athletics
Club.

Y – but
needs
review

Eastern Moors Partnership is to joint fund a
visitor engagement ranger at Longshaw with
the role to help as an on the ground schools and
events liaison.
The Moorland Discovery Centre is growing its
programme to include secondary school work.
MDC joint working with PDNPA/NT is going
well.
This could be part of the SMOG agenda. Further
co-ordination to avoid date clashes would be
valuable.
More signposting may be possible.
A Sheffield schools offer through the idea of
ESCAPE is being considered/developed between
PDNPA and Thornbridge/Sheffield LEA. This
would concentrate on the Sheffield Moors area.
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Theme 2: Access and Recreation
Outcome
2.1a)

2.2a)

Planned delivery actions by
2018
By 2016, detailed proposals
developed to provide low-key
but better managed and
presented ‘key entrance
points’ into the Sheffield
Moors where needed, in
particular Redmires, with
implementation underway by
2018.

Facilitate the creation of an
integrated network of
footpaths and strategic multiuser routes especially where
these form part of the
Sheffield and Derbyshire
Public Rights of Way
Improvement Plans.
By 2018, to have developed
proposals for new strategic
bridleways routes, with
appropriate links and to have
commenced implementation.
Principal routes to be
considered include:
•

From North Lees to
Hathersage village (No. 2
on Figure 7)

Lead
SCC
with
Yorksh
ire
Water,
PDNPA
and
Local
Access
Forum
s

Complete?
N

Being progressed slowly as funding allows.
Redmires linked to Mountain Bike Trail
planning application. A number of issues
have been raised which partners are
seeking to address, including
improvements to infrastructure.

Still
relevant?
Y

Comments from partners
(and reviewer in italics)
Sheffield Lakeland Landscape Partnership
funding now secured for development of the
Redmires gateway area. This will involve
consultation with EMP, SCC, Yorkshire Water
and others.

Y

Key challenge is to create a more focused way
of working by partners perhaps – pooling
budgets and skills would have some benefit –
but no one wants to give up their bit of
resource!

SRWT sought to secure resources through
the Sheffield Lakeland Landscape
Partnership to look at the Redmires
‘gateway’ area
Y - partially

PDNPA
and
DCC
Rights
of Way
Team.
EMP
with
DCC
Rights
of Way
Team,
&

Progress by 31 March 2018

A lot of progress has been made with many
new routes created and just a few links to
be resolved to create a fully integrated
network. This is one of the most widely
recognized benefits of the SMP approach
and is well supported.
Significant early progress with the
development of a number of concession
bridleways and new routes created (Totley
Moor, Ramsley, Barbrook Froggatt Edge,
North Lees, Longshaw and Burbage)
This significant progress slowed, with no
recent improvements despite on-going
dialogue regarding proposals at
Houndkirk/Burbage (Cairn path) and across
Nell Croft (Fox House).
Miles without stiles book produced with 20
routes including Longshaw and Curbar Gap

However, definitive map route are not the same
as on the ground in some places (e.g. at Stanage
and Longshaw). Need to understand how
important & relevant dedication is?
A project to map these issues across the
landscape is needed. Similar to Interpretation
plan – need to find opportunity to create a
whole landscape plan for this.
Should we have a dedicated working group?
The impact on archaeological remains must be
considered in these proposals. Note concerns
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•

•

•

•

•

PDNPA
.
At Eastern Moors –
SCC &
Barbrook Valley, and
DCC
Curbar/Frogatt Edge (No.
Rights
14 on Figure 7)
of Way
Repair/improve Moss
Road bridleway surface as Team,
with
appropriate
NT &
Through Longshaw and
PDNPA
from Upper to Lower
.
Burbage Valley (No’s 5,8
As
and 9 on Figure 7)
above,
with
Between Totley
SWT.
Moor/Blacka Moor and
SCC
the Houndkirk Road
and
byway (No. 7 on Figure 7)
SCC
Within Lady Canning’s
Plantation (No. 4 on Figure Rights
of Way
7)
Team
and
Between existing
PDNPA
bridleway on White Edge
.
Moor, to the proposed
EMP
Curbar/Frogatt Edge
and NT
concessionary bridleway
with
(No. 10 on Figure 7)
DCC
Rights
of Way
Team
&
PDNPA

A new section of concession bridleway was
created on the North Lees Estate but the
proposed route through to Hathersage
(no.2) could not be completed due to
private landowner resistance.

about erosion around a stone circle on the
footpath above Swine Sty, and about potential
damage by cows grazing on Barbrook cairnfield.

At Eastern Moors, the sections across
Curbar and Froggatt Edges (No.14) were
completed. Resurfacing and repairs to
Moss Road are complete.

No7: Route has been proposed and walked
but not yet started. SRWT would like to see
this delivered / be involved in the link
between Totley/Blacka Moor and the
Houndkirk byway.
Improvement to access has been achieved
in Lady Canning’s Plantation (No.4).
No.10 also completed as part of the new
Curbar / Froggatt edge route.
In addition improvements were made to
Green Drive, Burbage Valley as a
concession bridleway but the
‘compensatory’ improvements to the
footpath along the brook have not yet
been completed. The Long Causeway at
Stanage has also been significantly
improved with repairs and the exclusion of
4x4s and trail bikes.
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2.2b)

Work with local Transport
Executives and others to
advocate the continuing need
for existing and better public
transport into and across the
landscape
In addition, the SMP will
contribute to Peak District
wide marketing of sustainable
travel within the National Park
such as Visit Peak District

2.3a)

Opportunities to develop a
low-key, low impact camping
offer at Lady Canning’s
Plantation are explored by
2015, and taken forward as
appropriate
Opportunities are taken by
2018 to improve the camping
offer at the Eric Byne site on
Eastern Moors, whilst keeping
its low-key character

2.3b)

Joint working between the
land managers will be
employed to help to identify
and resolve wherever possible
recreational pressures in the
landscape, linked closely to
site management plan
development and
implementation

PDNPA N
, SMP,
the
South
Yorksh
ire
Integr
ated
Transp
ort
Author
ity,
and
DCC
SCC
N
with
the
local
Planni
ng
author
ities

The public transport situation has
worsened as it is no longer a priority for
local or central government.

N

There was a proposal for the development of a
SMP plan of existing car parks, clear ways &
verge management issues together with
possible solutions to car parking, verge
management and access problems. This could
be used to lobby Highway and Local Authorities.

Lack of funding and officer time to
progress. No obvious driver pushing this at
present, despite D of E calls for more
campsites in the area for their groups.

Y

Y

Awaiting funding to carry out feasibility
work for Lady Canning’s Plantation.

There has been good progress in terms of
joint working on some key issues, such as
around raves, recreational use impacts on
the SSSI and rural crime.

Eric Byne Campsite improvements have now
been postponed until march 2021.
Overview needed from SMP with a plan
developed for camping provision across the
landscape, together with a thorough
understanding of market need and the
opportunity for managing this through cooperation rather than competition. The need
for variety in the provision and increased
weekend camping opportunities is clear.
Analysis needs to also look at SMP – wide
policy/provision for wild-camping.

EMP

SMP

Not clear how to progress this area?
Should discuss our role on how to influence if
we take this out.

Y

Going well at SMP level. SMOG should be given
more encouragement?
SMP set to work with the new National Park
Management Plan to support delivery including
a refresh of Countryside Code and a review of
arrangements for events management.
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Theme 3: Sustainable Land Management
Outcome
3.1a)

3.2a)

Planned delivery actions by Lead
2018
The planning, design and
SMP
implementation of
management actions,
particularly proposals that will
bring large-scale landscape, is
informed by the Peak District
National Park Authority
Landscape Strategy and
specifically that for the
‘Eastern Moors’, which
encompasses all of the
Sheffield Moors, as well as the
Natural England Dark Peak
Character Area profile

Complete?

Progress by 31 March 2018

Y - partial

Lack of clear leadership & funds to coordinate the whole but lots of action on
individual landholdings, so no “burning
platform” to progress.

The planning, design and
implementation of
management works helps to
protect and enhance the
distinctive landscape
character:

Y – partial

By 2013, all land managing
bodies within the Sheffield
Moors to have adopted an
approach to the management
of the Historic Environment
that is akin to the best
practice model employed by
the Eastern Moors
Partnership, and its full

Still
relevant?
Y

Comments from partners
(and reviewer in italics)
Perhaps remove as an action; more a principle?

Y

The bullet point actions are all about cultural
heritage in the landscape but the heading is
much broader so suggest re-wording to clarify?

Burbage passed from SCC to EMP for site
management, so more integrated
approach applying.
New EMP management plan has been
drafted but needs sign off by several
partners still.
Issue of enhanced conservation and access
offer on SCC tenanted land at Fulwood
Booth remains unresolved.

SMP,
with
PDNPA
Cultur
al
Y – partial
Herita
ge
Team
and
SYAS

Not clear if all partners have adopted this
approach but the heritage risk mitigation
process is now rolled out across Burbage as
well as Eastern Moors.

Also need to recognise the links to Cultural
Heritage projects at the fringes of the area
including Hill 60 WW1 links to POW camp, old
pub stone at Redmires etc

Repairs of packhorse bridge plus
restoration of adjacent footpath also
completed in Burbage Valley.

SCC
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integration into project
planning
By 2016, detailed field survey
undertaken across Redmires,
White Moss to Rud Hill, Lady
Canning’s Plantation, Nell
Croft, and Blacka Moor

3.2b)

A conservation plan has been
developed for Carl Wark hillfort to reduce visitor
pressures, such as erosion, to
acceptable levels by 2015, and
implementation is underway
by 2016
By 2018 management
recommendations are in place
at a landscape scale (for the
Sheffield Moors as a whole)
for monument protection,
visibility and interpretation
following detailed analysis of
all archaeological information
on the Sheffield Moors
(following completion of the
outstanding survey work listed
in 3.2a), and linked to Action
1.2a.

and
SWT
with
SYAS
and
N
PDNPA

SCC
with
Y - partial
EH,
SYAS
and
PDNPA
SMP,
N
with
SYAS
and
PDNPA
Cultur
al
Herita
ge
Team

Funding for surveys in these areas has yet
to be identified.
“Time Travellers” undertook minor
recording project at “stone circle” site to
east of pastures in 2017. Unfunded
proposal from ARS to undertake excavation
of stone circle & potential medieval
grange.
Carl Wark survey completed, Should now
be picked up by EMP as part of the wider
heritage protection work and rights of way
improvements on Burbage. The survey
suggested erosion had been addressed but
that is not apparent now.
No progress in terms of a joined up
approach for the whole SMP area and is
dependent on 1.2a) and 3.2a) which have
not yet been completed.

Carl Wark would also benefit from
interpretation.

Y

Has anyone been approached to lead /
champion this outcome?

A lead / champion for this outcome has not
been identified.

Opportunities to develop
partnerships with Universities
to further archaeological
research and study are readily
taken.
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3.3a)

Dry heath restoration work
continuing on Eastern Moors
and North Lees

EMP,
N/Y PDNPA ongoing
, with
NE

Diversification of molinia grass and heather
monocultures is well underway through
actions and associated grazing follow on
Eastern Moors and Burbage.

SCC
and
EMP,
with
NE

At North Lees, a new Countryside
Stewardship Higher Tier agreement was
put in place in 2018.

Blanket bog and mire
restoration work continuing
on Eastern Moors (such as
Leash Fen) and North Lees

EMP,
Y – ongoing
PDNPA
, with
NE
N

Y

Roll-out associated blanket
bog and mire restoration as
part of proposed HLS schemes
for Burbage and Totley
Moors, starting 2014

SCC
and
EMP,
with
NE

Leash fen cutting trials had started and
baseline sphagnum survey is now in place.
Totley Bog restoration actions including
ditch blocking completed under HLS.
New Countryside Stewardship Higher Tier
agreement in place for North Lees in 2018.

Leash Fen project now ready to scale up
including sphagnum planting.
North Lees work ongoing with grip blocking
across White Path Moss completed in the
winter 2018/19.
Burbage cutting to be started in the next 5
years.
Has the impact on archaeological sites been
taken into account?

Wildflower meadow
restoration completed around
Greenwood Farm, Longshaw
by 2015

NT
N/Y
PDNPA
EMP

NIA & HLS delivered on all these sites.

Y–

New sites to name for action?

Roll-out associated dry heath
restoration as part of
proposed HLS schemes for
Burbage and Totley Moors,
starting 2014

3.3b)

3.3c)

Hay meadow restoration work now in a
regular haymeadow routine in EMP.

Grassland restoration work
continuing around North Lees
Hall

Pollinating the Peak project by Bumble Bee
Conservation trust helping: training
volunteers, etc.

Grassland restoration on
Eastern Moors (Curbar, and
Stoke Flats)

New Countryside Stewardship Higher Tier
agreement in place 2018 on North Lees:
work on going.

Y

Work is ongoing with heather cutting and
spreading completed around the Popular End of
Stanage in the winter of 2018/19. Further
heathland habitat enhancement work planned
on Carr Head Moor for 2019/20 financial year.
Has the impact on archaeological sites been
taken into account?

Has the impact on archaeological sites been
taken into account?
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3.3d)

Take appropriate
opportunities to create new
native woodland and scrub,
targeted within cloughs and
valleys, and through the
restructuring of existing
conifer dominated
plantations:
Burbage Plantations felled by
2015 and replaced with mix of
new native woodland (Oak,
Birch, Rowan) and open
upland habitat
Wood-pasture restoration
nearing completion at
Sheffield Plantation, Longshaw
by 2017 through the phased
removal of coniferous
plantations

Y

SCC
with
FC,
and
NIA
Partne
rship

NIA & HLS delivered much on all of these
sites.

Y

Has the impact on archaeological sites been
taken into account?

Burbage work complete, however beat up
ongoing to get the oaks to grow on fairly
acidic land.

NT
with
NE

Scrub and dwarf heath
developing on slopes below
Stanage Edge by 2015
PDNPA
3.3e)

Take appropriate
opportunities to create small
woodland/treed clumps
between isolated woodland
blocks, to act as ‘stepping
stones’ for associated wildlife
to move across the landscape.
By 2015, scattered trees and
scrub have been created:
From Burbage Edge, and

Y

Y

SCC
with
FC &
NE
EMP

Burbage not yet completed.

Burbage woodland links and a possible
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3.3f)

Burbage Valley to Padley
Gorge
From Lady Canning’s
Plantation, Houndkirk Moor to
Blacka Moor
On Ramsley Moor, Eastern
Moors – new woodland
creation
Diversify existing conifer
dominated plantations:
Thinning and other woodland
management works to be
continued at Redmires
Reservoir Plantations, and
Lady Canning’s Plantation

Completed thinning works to Lady
Cannings Plantation.

Ramsley moor completed
Y
SCC
with
FC
PDNPA
with
FC

Bring all existing broadleaved
Y
and mixed woodlands within
the landscape into appropriate
active management regimes
PDNPA
by 2014, in particular:
(and
SCC)
The key remaining woodlands with
at the North Lees/Stanage
FC
Estate
The woodland above Surprise
View car park (Hathersage
Moors)

Has the impact on archaeological sites been
taken into account?

Houndkirk planting completed and will
need ongoing maintenance.

North Lees/Stanage Estate
conifer woodlands –
management reviewed and
implementation of woodland
management programme
commenced 2014
3.3g)

extension of Houndkirk planting will be picked
up in the next EMP management Plan.

Y

Longer term more radical approach to remove
conifers could be considered at North Lees.

Y

Longer term more radical approach to remove
conifers could be considered at Stanage.

At Remires and Lady Cannings, some
thinning has taken place, softening conifer
edges and allowing more broadleaf trees.
Scrub management along gas pipeline at
Lady Canning’s Plantation, creating
scalloped edges. However commercial
forestry blocks will be retained with
softened broadleaved edges in line with
Peak Design Plan.
At North Lees work has taken place as per
existing management plan.

Has the impact on archaeological sites been
taken into account?

Work has taken place at Stanage as per
existing management plan.
Surprise view woodland English Woodland
Grant Scheme now completed.
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3.3h)

Improve the interface
between woodland and other
habitats such as moorland and
grassland, by promoting
graded margins such as scrub:

Y

SMP

Lots of positive work completed across the
area. This is now showing benefit in terms
of a more naturalistic landscape &
ecological improvements (e.g. identified in
report on Longshaw).

Y

Freehold has not yet been secured.

Y

STW & PDNPA to complete lease.

Y

Should we include here mapping the impact of
Ash Die Back disease?

SCC
This approach is integrated
into woodland management
works as they happen, where
appropriate, across the
Sheffield Moors .
Continue existing coppicing
work on boundary between
Lady Canning’s Plantation and
adjoining wetland
3.3i)

Subject to securing the
freehold of the sites, to
develop and implement
appropriate conservation
management of the decommissioned reservoirs at
Barbrook and Ramsley

3.3j)

Control and where possible
eradicate invasive species
where they are not part of the
historic character of an area,
in particular, Himalayan
Balsam and Rhododendron:
Rhododendron control to
continue at Strawberry Lee
Plantation, Blacka Moor

EMP,
N
PDNPA

N

SWT
SMP

CS capital funding secured for 2018 & 2019 at
Strawberry Lea.

Rhododendron control ongoing at
Strawberry Lee Plantation.

Has the impact on archaeological sites been
taken into account?

17

3.3k)

3.4a)

3.4b)

Himalayan Balsam control to
be undertaken as required
across the landscape

Himalayan Balsam control completed at
Lady Canning’s.

Develop a Geo-diversity Action Peak
N
Plan for Peak District is by
Distric
2015
t Local
Nature
To allow natural and
Partne
spontaneous geological
rship
processes to continue at sites
in
of relevant interest.
liaison
with
the
South
Yorksh
ire
Geodiv
ersity
Partne
rship
Trust
&
Derbys
hire
Stone
Centre
Develop an overall deer
SMP
N
management policy for the
with
Sheffield Moors and adopt by expert
2015
input

Draft geodiversity action plan produced.
LNP having a break of one year so cannot
formally accept and take it forward.

Y

EMP only land manager doing this at
present.

Y?

To continue to provide
integrated advice and support
to the farming community

No joined up, co-ordinated approach but
on-going work by PDNPA farm advice team

Y?

PDNPA N

No one to progress or lead on this? No
champion?
Recognition that scrub encroachment to some
features needs consideration.

No clear resource or lead to do things at a SMP
level?
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3.5a)

To work together and with
national agencies involved in
environmental monitoring
such as the Environment
Agency to monitor signs of
climate change, the resultant
impacts, and develop
mitigation and adaptation
approaches where
appropriate.

SMP
and
nation
al
bodies
such
as EA
and
NE

N

No clear resource or lead?

N

Leave this to others and work off national
advice?
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Theme 4: Making the most of the wider benefits of the moors
Outcome
4.1a)

Planned delivery actions by Lead
2018
Develop mechanisms for local
businesses and others to
support the Sheffield Moors:
NIA
Develop and trial a visitor
Partne
payback scheme, 2012-2015
rship
with local businesses, and roll
out the most successful model
post 2015

Complete?

Progress by 31 March 2018

N

Little progress but plenty of talk about
“potential”!

4.2a)

Continue mire restoration on
the Eastern Moors (for
example Leash Fen)

Comments from partners
(and reviewer in italics)
Not clear who would lead on this sort of
initiative anyway? (Need something a bit like
Groundwork for the countryside perhaps?)

Y

This is repetitive of outcomes listed above in 3?

Ride Sheffield has done some good work
on crowd funded & sponsored bike tracks
at Lady Cannings & now Redmires and they
now carry out all maintenance. Much of
the funding was from individual mountain
bikers and local businesses have made a
major contribution. Important work that
could be rolled out but does not fill the
“hole” left by austerity measures, lack of
revenue from taxation and changes to
Lottery funding.

Explore the development of
commercial sponsorship from
corporate organisations from
2013, to help support the
objectives of Dark Peak NIA
By 2016, associated PhD at
Sheffield University – 'Cultural
and educational services from
green-space: does biodiversity
matter? – completed and
learning share.
Continue to undertake habitat
restoration and management,
especially of blanket bog, to
protect existing carbon stores
and increase the ability of the
landscape to store more:

Still
relevant?
Y

Stanage ‘Ours to care for’ sticker scheme
targeting individuals and adventure
businesses trialled but now withdrawn.

N

EMP
EMP
and
SCC
with
NE

Funding to complete Leash Fen to be identified.
Final ditch blocking on Leash fen was been
held up by legal challenge that has now
been resolved.
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Introduce appropriate blanket
bog restoration at Totley Moss
and Burbage Moors as part of
proposed HLS agreements,
from 2014 onwards

SMP
with
FC

Ditch blocking completed on Totley and
Burbage Moors as part of HLS Schemes.

(Do we need to manage all woodlands?)
By bringing all woodlands in
the Sheffield Moors into
appropriate management by
2014

4.3a)

4.4a)

Appropriate opportunities will
be taken to harvest natural
products from the landscape,
that arise from sustainable
management of Sheffield
Moors (through site
management plans).
Take opportunities to help
restore the natural
hydrological systems of
blanket bog, wetlands and
mire, and more generally
increase the area of the
landscape that supports
diverse, semi-natural habitats
that are better able to capture
and store water:
Continue mire restoration on
Eastern Moors (for example
Leash Fen)
Introduce appropriate blanket
bog restoration at Totley Moss
and Burbage Moors as part of
proposed HLS agreements,

Has the impact on archaeological sites been
taken into account?

Woodland management is happening at
most sites.

SMP

Y

Small scale hay, venison and timber
ongoing from Eastern Moors.
Minor timber harvesting and firewood
sales now happening at Longshaw. Venison
goes into local markets. Farm produce via
tenants.

Y

Y - partially

Y

EMP

Leash fen mostly completed bar one ditch.
Totley completed.
Burbage yet to be started.
Reservoirs’ freehold yet to be completed.
(See 3 and 4.3a) above for details)

EMP
and
SCC
with
NE

A map of woodland opportunity is
proposed for the Eastern and Burbage
moors building on the existing SMP plan
and providing more natural flood
management.

Largely repetitive of outcomes in 3 and 4.3a)
above?

EMP
PDNPA
and
SCC
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from 2014 onwards
Appropriate conservation
management introduced to
the developing wetlands at
the de-commissioned Ramsley
and Barbrook Reservoirs from
2014 onwards
Woodland management to
increase structural diversity
(for example at North Lees)
and proposals for new
scattered trees and scrub on
Burbage and Houndkirk Moors
will help reduce the rate of
run-off of water from the land
General promotion of land
management that reduces
flooding

SMP
with
EA
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Theme 5: Delivering the master plan
Outcome
5.2a)

5.2b)

5.2c)

Planned delivery actions by Lead
2018
Secure appropriate agrienvironment grant support for
all of the Sheffield Moors
landscape, to help enable the
delivery of environmental
benefits across the area:
SCC
and
Blacka Moor, Burbage Moors, EMP,
and Totley Moor entered into with
HLS by 2013
NE
North Lees and Stanage
woodlands entered into
England Woodland Grant
Scheme by 2014
Take appropriate
opportunities to secure other
funding and resources that
contribute to the delivery of
the masterplan:
Delivery and completion of
the current Dark Peak Nature
Improvement Programme by
2015
Invest and grow the capacity
for community led fundraising
to support delivery of the
Vision.
Through on-going support to
stakeholder groups, for
example a ‘Paths for
Communities Bid’ to NE in
2013

Complete?

Progress by 31 March 2018

Y

EMP HLS are funded until 2023.
Management aspirations are only partly
funded.

Still
relevant?
Y?

Comments from partners
(and reviewer in italics)

Y

What next here?

Stanage woodlands entered into EWGS.

PDNPA
with
FC
Y

Dark Peak Nature Improvement Area
resources obtained and delivery
completed.

HLF Youth Ranger?
NE Innovation Fund for Ring Ouzels?

SMP
Sheffield Lakeland Landscape Partnership
bid has brought some resource to the
north of the SMP area.

N

No clear resource to do this.

Y

Could perhaps be more important in the future?

SMP
and
NIA
Partne
rship
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5.2d)

Through a process of robust
stakeholder engagement and
consultation, management
plans to be prepared (and
existing ones reviewed as
appropriate) for the following
sites by 2015:

Y - partial

SWT
SCC
PDNPA

Reviewed Blacka Moor plan published
2015.

Burbage Moors
North Lees and Stanage

Encourage the sharing of
‘lessons learnt’ resulting from
management of the Sheffield
Moors, and relevant examples
from elsewhere, and in turn,
the application of best
practice on the ground,
through:
Proper review of site
management plans as they
come up for review and
renewal

Y - partial

SMP,
NIA
Partne
rship

North Lees & Stanage Estate MP is
currently under review, however further
progress has been postponed pending the
analysis and outcome of a full options
appraisal for the estate.
Not being done in a systematic way but
plenty of meetings and forward thinking
workshops have been held within the
landscape by various partners.

Better co-ordination & communication would
help here? Shared stakeholder engagement
days perhaps?
Not sure we can resource robust stakeholder
engagement anymore. Better use of social
media to do this should be explored.

EMP and Burbage Management plan
consulted at SMP level through pathfinder
meetings but not consulted at public level.

Blacka Moor

5.3a)

Y

Y?

Part of this review?
Don’t we do this anyway?

Some joint sharing of experience and
knowledge e.g. smoked heather seed,
articles in Journals and websites.

Periodic best practice events
and workshops, and SM
partnership meetings
Good communication with
other Nature Improvement
Areas, especially those that
encompass upland land
management.
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Part 2: Looking ahead to 2028
Recorded in this section are the views of representatives of the partner organisations and key
stakeholders to the Sheffield Moors Partnership, reflecting back on the first 5 years and looking
ahead to the next period up to 2028. They have not yet been discussed, so do not formally represent
the agreed views of the partnership.
Summary of key themes
There is clearly a lot to celebrate about the partnership’s achievements to date.
achievements commonly mentioned included:

The key

•

The very fact that the partnership exists and is still going

•

Engaging land managers and key recreational interest groups

•

It has produced a vision and master plan

•

It has achieved a lot on the ground, notably:
• access improvements which are co-ordinated in a strategic way at a landscape
scale and
• large scale habitat enhancements, especially through Dark Peak Nature
Improvement Area funding.

These achievements collectively have resulted in the area now providing the full range of public
goods / ecosystem services.
Those interviewed expressed a wide range of views with great diversity of opinion as to what the key
challenges, issues and priorities should be. However, reflecting on the responses to all of the
questions, the following key themes were commonly mentioned. It is suggested that these key
themes might present a useful way of dividing the issues to be taken forward:
•

The partnership itself: its structure, decision-making and ways of working

•

Vision and master plan: The need to promote an exciting but simple, understood and agreed
vision and points about the level of detail required (keeping to landscape scale, maybe
approaches/principles rather than actions but still delivering some key things on the ground)

•

Funding: how to fund the management of the partnership and delivery on the ground,
especially post Brexit with uncertainty over agri-environment schemes

•

Wider engagement: of key stakeholder groups and the wider public

•

Access: The need for further access improvements and strategic management of particular
access and parking / traffic management issues

•

‘Difficult issues’: might be useful to agree approaches to issues such as deer management
and predator control

All partners expressed a willingness to continue with the partnership and said that they hoped to be
able to continue contributing at least as much time and resource to it as they have to date.

25

In more detail, the views expressed by those interviewed were as follows:
1. The best things about the Partnership so far
The partnership approach itself:
• Partnership approach: it’s an informal and friendly partnership with different roles and
responsibilities for the parties involved, so keeping a balance is necessary. It is fluid and
everyone is free to express their views
• That SMP did exist and to an extent different land managers found common purpose
• There was some sense of partnership, though this varied. How much different land managers
were led by the master plan may be a moot point
• Sharing information
• Sustaining regular meetings and keeping people talking despite a lot of change, especially in
public sector partners
• Getting the various interests round the table to discuss
• Facilitating joint working between partners, including on-the-ground issues with the Sheffield
Moors Operational Group (SMOG) was really useful for rangers and other staff on the ground
• Coordinated working to solve issues such as anti-social behaviour, litter, linking in with the
Police concerning illegal activity, new dogs on leads signs, etc. Some improvement in
consistency of land management approach and landscape scale delivery e.g. tree planting in
cloughs but more we could do on this
• Support for new staff. I’ve been able to call on expertise and it’s given a wider raison d’etre,
a feeling of not being alone and resources to call upon
• Bringing all parties together, hopefully towards an overall approach to the area and issues
with less feeling that you’re leaving one ownership and crossing into another
• The fact the partnership is up and running, enabling close partnership working
• That the partnership is still going: meeting, discussing and still involved after all these years.
Ted at NT has been key in assuming the role of keeping it going. We have also achieved
tangible things on the ground
• If there’s a minor emergency, such as a moorland fire, we all muck in together. People on
the ground are more confident to pick up the phone, borrow resources and equipment, etc.
Bringing land managers and recreational users together:
• Bringing together land managers and recreational users. Engagement between users and
land managers will be crucial as resources come under pressure and more and more people
access the National Park. There is now increased understanding of what recreation user
groups can offer in terms of volunteer assistance and financial help. In my opinion, there’s
more to do on that front!
• Representative bodies of major recreational organisations have played their part and been
heard. The shining example was Danny driving forward the new mountain biking routes on
the Eastern Moors (although this was all on their own patch). Ride Sheffield have done a lot
of volunteer work repairing routes on Totley and developing and promoting good practice
and signage
• The Ring Ouzel survey work was also taken on by the Eastern Moors Partnership from Bill
Gordon. This has been brigaded under the SMP but really came up from the ground level,
led by volunteers and has worked really well
• The BMC have also provided written contributions to the management plans, organised
voluntary work on Curbar Edge as part of the English Woodland Grant Scheme, accessing
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•

•
•

difficult trees etc. This has improved access for climbers as well as enhancing the landscape
in terms of views of the edge and out from it
A sense of shared endeavour: pressures continue to increase and close partnership between
the various bodies involved increases mutual understanding of various problems and issues.
For example, an increased understanding of the real issues that bedevil land managers.
Bringing diverse user groups together re-configures the way they view each other. Suddenly
it becomes apparent that raves and out of control dogs are bigger problems than the
occasional out of control mountain biker!
Planting the memorial rowan by the restored Packhorse Bridge in Burbage Valley was a nice
celebration of joint working
Provided a way of working with recreational interests.

The Nature Improvement Area:
• Nature Improvement Area: organisation and delivery
• Securing NIA funding: including £70,000 to remove Burbage Plantation, which otherwise
wouldn’t have happened
• The Nature Improvement Area project and delivery of this: it really helped fund some of the
big items; like Burbage Plantation work etc. and pulled us all together well
• It has facilitated practical work, such as the tree removal on Burbage
• The NIA started it off in earnest and gave impetus. BMC had a seat on it, as it addressed
access as well as landscape. It was the only one in the country that had an access rep on it.
It is a welcoming area for recreation:
• Welcoming inclusive area for people
• Mountain bikers are very welcome: they get a raw deal in much of the Peak
• Providing recreational opportunities for city-dwellers
• Connectivity of access through the bridleways map. Individual site managers created the
new routes and the partnership did the mapping, which gave them the licence to create the
network. This wouldn’t have happened without landscape scale connectivity
• Access improvements and joining up routes across boundaries. Some still to finish / crack,
e.g. mountain biking across the top of Stanage Edge.
Wildlife and habitats are respected and protected:
• Wildlife and habitat is respected and conserved/improved
• Protecting the important “buffer zone” between Sheffield and the Peak District: a shining
example to other cities
• The co-ordinated approach has got to be advantageous for wildlife. Also, none of the
partners are burning heather any more, which shows that it can be done
• It has actioned a lot of ongoing habitat restoration work.
Production of the vision and master plan:
• Production of a vision and master plan
• Producing master plan
• Having a very clear master plan; produced through consensus and stakeholder engagement
at the start of the project (a good investment in time and energy)
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2. The biggest lessons learnt
The partnership approach is beneficial overall but isn’t always easy:
• You can do more with everyone working together than you can in isolation. A practical
example is Burbage Plantation where SCC’s Woodlands Team expertly managed the felling
contracts, the NIA and Forestry Commission paid for the conifer removal and NT found the
money to help with fencing
• Need to respect everyone’s roles in the partnership
• People are key to the process: time must be taken to build effective relationships and
common cause. All participants need to understand how to get the best out of a partnership
approach. We’ll need to think ahead how we transition from key people like Terry and
Henry, so we don’t lose that knowledge, experience and commitment to the area. There are
one or two gaps at present in representation, e.g. archaeology and horse-riding
• Managing the different voices in the partnership needs a good understanding of partnership
working models and strategies. I am not sure we are addressing issues of power and control
effectively at present between landowners / managers and site users. We need more clarity
of representation / roles. A ‘code of conduct’ could help
• The public sector has generally retreated but still expect a lot. It is a question for PDNPA
and SCC as to how they’re going to make the most of it. The partnership was reliant on
PDNPA to set it up and when their resources declined, there wasn’t really a ‘plan B’. Also,
the SMP isn’t mentioned in the new National Park Management Plan (NPMP), although it is
understood that they have only listed new actions that are required, so it may be because
the SMP is already achieving. There seems to be inconsistency of approach: The Upper
Derwent Valley is crying out for a partnership, there is a White Peak partnership but it has
little resource and the Local Nature Partnership has decided to ‘go into hibernation’, as there
was a lack of resource to operate it. We are all trying partnership working and we need
clarity of policy
• As Churchill said, “jaw-jaw” is better than “war-war”
• It is just as important to listen as well as to speak
• You need to carry on the conversations, even though people are busy and can’t get to all the
meetings
• It needs to remain balanced as a partnership. There is a risk of being dominated by particular
groups and there are others who need to be heard too
• There is a great benefit from an organisationally as well as ecologically diverse landscape
here. Where there is only one landowning organisation, the landscape can take on the
character of that organisation. The diversity of opinions which require balancing is a good
thing and is sometimes undervalued. It’s important to know and understand what others are
doing and their approach, as it gets you outside of your organisation’s standard approach
• Communications are critical: must keep talking and meeting. For example, SRWT led the
development of the Sheffield Lakeland Landscape Partnership (SLLP), so it was valuable to
have dialogue with them to understand how it overlaps with this area and what
opportunities that might provide
• The National Park has never felt truly part of it and don’t always come to meetings. At
Stanage now, I don’t know what the drive is or the reason for them managing it. A fantastic
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•

and ambitious Heritage Lottery Fund bid was prepared but the rug was pulled from under it
and it was never submitted
There have still been some differences of approach evident, e.g. on the edge of Blacka Moor,
EMP planted trees on one side of the fence and SRWT took trees off the other side.

Engaging the public:
• Need to keep public engaged, particularly key stakeholders
• It is difficult to create a brand new engagement body from scratch. There have been times
when I wondered whether my presence was achieving anything. The principle of the SMP as
an engagement body is really good. It’s just about making sure the right people are
consulted, on the right issues, in the right way
• Danger of raising expectations through large-scale public consultation when resources do not
allow the same on-going level of engagement
• Challenges of keeping in touch with everyone
• It’s important to consult and work with the public and user groups
• Sheffield’s “green belt” is vitally important to recreational users
• Nick Sellwood gave impetus with public meetings during the development of the master plan
and it began to have a profile. However, when he left there was no priority or resource to
continue it. It was therefore considered by some to be a waste of time. Some also argue
that nothing really happened that wasn’t going to happen anyway. Having said that, lots of
good stuff has been done, such as at Longshaw but this has largely been regarded and
managed as its own thing
• We have improved consistent messaging, for example re: dogs on leads signs, which is a
result of good collective thinking.
The need for dedicated staff and resources:
• RSPB funded a staff post to make the NIA work. SMP lacks that resource, to its cost
• NT has nobly taken a lead, but lacks resource and ultimately, authority. It is true to its own
purpose: for ever for everyone, though that purpose may not be shared amongst other
partners
• A paid officer is needed to undertake fundraising. Once Nick Sellwood’s job came to an end
there has been less dedicated resource available
• The administration and process of delivering effective partnership working needs to be
properly resourced and skilfully managed. This is something that NE recognized when the
NIA projects were reviewed for example
• Under estimated the timescale for delivery on the NIA which went to the wire
• Need for dedicated specialist management and continual monitoring of archaeology aspects
of the landscape. One potential problem that we can see is that the archaeology input seems
to rely heavily on the PDNPA and South Yorkshire Archaeological Society cultural heritage
teams, both of whom are rather stretched in that they are already working to full capacity
and very limited in what they can offer on the ground
• Need to secure funding for secretariat support. NT have helpfully taken this on
• It works when there’s a bag of cash, e.g. the NIA or SLLP. It feels a bit like a picnic at the
moment. With money and someone to lead action on it, it works. Otherwise, it has to be
done ‘off the side of the desk’, which is more difficult. It can work but needs clarity on roles
and commitment.
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Need for clear and shared holistic, landscape scale vision:
• Lack of a compelling, overt, holistic vision has complicated resolution of sometime fractious
differences of opinion. The master plan isn’t a document that leaps out and has resonance:
no-one reads it. It presents a vision but it is not a jointly developed, easily graspable, short,
understood one. There also seems to be a lack of political buy-in. I suspect that there is no
sense of ownership of it from PDNPA, SCC or SRWT, so they don’t feel it’s their achievement,
so they don’t invest in it. However, they have the opportunity for big gains at little cost by
engaging more. The a lack of a strong, shared vision meanss that the individual estates don’t
buy into it
• It’s important to create a sense that conservation on a larger scale is actually being achieved,
rather than simply providing an opportunity for different land managers to compare notes.
There seem sometimes to be different levels of understanding about the aims of SMP from
the different parties
• Need more development on landscape scale working with Brexit and the Environment Bill
and the Glover Review of national parks on the horizon. We’re also coming to a view as a
partnership on the re-wilding agenda but with so much change going on we might not be
able to do this just yet.
Further strategic consideration of designated and permissive paths needed:
• Different approaches to moorland management, such as more deer and cattle and fewer
sheep have led to consequences for the landscape that need considering. For example there
are fewer sheep tracks to follow across open country, which is not necessarily a bad thing. It
could be compensated for by better maintaining permissive paths and rides, such as on Big
Moor and Burbage Valley but this has not really happened yet. Several public rights of way
are also not on their proper alignment. This could all benefit from proper strategic
consideration on a landscape scale e.g. close/divert/maintain, etc.
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3. Key challenges ahead
Keeping the partnership going and resolving some issues with it:
• Continuing in the same vein and keeping up the momentum
• Coordination of work in an increasingly busy world
• Maintaining a sustainable and accountable governance structure for the partnership
• Continuing to facilitate the dialogue between owners and users
• Potential duplication of SMP and EMP. There is some overlap and the same people come to
both, so could merge? Also some practical issues result from this, e.g. Burbage
interpretation: which logo should be used, EMP or SMP?
• Respecting the different structures and accountability of each organisation
• To encourage the national park to take the SMP seriously. I’m still not convinced that they’re
paying any more than lip service
• Defining a clear vision
• Communication between diverse bodies and sharing information (the SMP website is very
out of date…)
• What do you do when your organisational policy doesn’t fit with the SMP policy: which takes
precedence? E.g. car parking and charging for it: we talked at one time about having an
agreed approach but the organisational policies, some of which are set nationally, did not
allow for sufficient compromise to apply to the local situation
• We are learning to work together on key issues here, such as promoting mountain biking
even though some staff in some ecologically based organisations might wonder why we’re
getting involved!
• How we might expand the partnership area e.g. west to the Derwent Moors, with key private
land managers, farmers, SLLP and SCC’s other farms
• Working together is good but more room to save ‘double-handling’ and not all chasing the
same things.
Managing access issues:
• Addressing the place being “loved to death” and “abused”. Managing the messages within
Sheffield Great Outdoors strategy, raves, night time use, etc. There are so many people
using the area and we want them to; it’s just about managing the way they use it. It takes
funding and there could be a virtuous circle there. PDNPA are revising the Countryside Code
and we need to understand and play our part in it
• Re: open country, people have a moral right to roam freely across it but we haven’t looked
yet at zoning or softer management, requesting visitors’ help to keep areas quiet during key
times in the bird breeding season for example
• Path creation and damage to habitat – e.g. path from Ox Stones to Burbage Edge is now 5
metres wide; 10 years ago it was hard to even find this route
• Greater pressure for access from various user groups
• Traffic / visitor management. Traffic management is very difficult to work on individually and
we could make more inroads with a co-ordinated approach. This is the biggest challenge but
there are also on-going challenges around dogs off leads, Ring Ouzel stuff, events occurring
without permission. The new National Park Management Plan has identified events as a key
issue and there is to be a workshop on effective partnership approaches to events shortly.
There is also going to be a relaunch of the Countryside Code later this summer
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•
•
•
•
•

•
•

I'm worried about the tendency to treat event and commercial providers on estates as a
problem to be dealt with. Actually these events and providers are key partners in promoting
access, inclusivity and good practice
In some places, ‘rogue’ mountain bikers can cause problems, such as inconsiderate passing of
walkers at speed but the cycling groups are trying to address this
Houndkirk Road: 4x4s going off track and boulders have been placed to stop them. This
increasingly looks less wild and is not a pleasant route any longer
In formalising a permissive bridleway along Green Drive through the Burbage Valley, the
Peak District LAF agreed as a trade-off that the footpath closer to the stream along the Valley
bottom would be improved for walkers. However, this has not yet happened
Access improvements have not yet been possible in the Whitestones / Rud Hill area of
Ringinglow Bog. There were suggestions of reinstating an old path to the south eastern end
of Redmires Reservoirs in this area, where there are interesting historical associations with
Fulwood Grange
There are still challenges around dogs off leads
Some concern that Redmires bike course may lead to other impacts on the surrounding area
in the future. For example, the volume of mountain bikers using the Long Causeway might
increase but it might provide opportunities to tackle some of the issues as well.

Funding:
• Adequate resource
• Availability of grant funding. The NIA allowed for delivery on the ground. It needs another
big shot in the arm to help deliver our aspirations. Without it, we could retreat into our own
silos, as there is a lack of resources and capacity to deliver more
• Reform of agri-environment funding. This is a challenge and an opportunity e.g. ecosystem
services
• How can we fund and co-ordinate it? Everyone seems to be busy
• Finding future funding mechanisms to deliver the long term plans, especially habitat and
access works. Managing change. What will replace agri-environment schemes?
• Declining local government budgets mean that groups like this become even more important
• Brexit and what’s likely to fall out of it regarding agri-environment schemes, as a way of
getting practical work done on the ground. There will be pressures on statutory
organisations to change. This is not necessarily bad but is likely to present challenges
• Agri-environment future post Brexit. Provided substantial funding for places like Burbage
and Houndkirk Moors. Farmers may struggle but there is still a pretty positive outlook in the
partnership.
Engaging the public:
• Co-ordination of forums and how best to engage with the public
• To ensure that the extraordinary engagement work that the EMP have done is mirrored by
the rest of the SMP
• Re-engaging with the public. Nick Sellwood organised workshops to engage the public when
the master plan was developed but there has been none since. The EMP plan was written in
a typical RSPB habitat style, with very little written under a small sub heading about access
and recreation
• The issue of predator control has not been put across to the public well. There is an
opportunity to develop an agreed approach and put it across better. The approach to deer
management has been ‘marketed’ well and is promoted and widely accepted as being all
about the health of the herd
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To encourage the obvious link between Sheffield and the SMP to be espoused by the
national park

Addressing ‘difficult’ issues:
• Reconciling polarised public views e.g. on predator control and deer management
• Reaching agreement on difficult areas that we’re avoiding at SMP, for example around the
differences in views held by rural and urban populations. Some organisations involved view
them as different audiences and tailor their approaches to them. SRWT have a lot of
experience dealing with urban audiences and we could learn from that and use that
experience to greater effect
• It is clear that some actions in the master plan were for individual organisations and not the
partnership, such as the deer management plan. Maybe we should have an agreed
approach, rather than an active management plan, as some partners like SRWT could not buy
into that. This has highlighted some differences between the organisations involved
• The biggest challenge is that the predator control issue does not result in irreparable damage
to the Eastern Moors Partnership. I worry that, if not handled well, this could be very bad in
terms of PR, especially for the RSPB as a charity. It has the potential to blow up to a
significant scale, with high public profile. It is an issue of engaging the public and gauging the
public view.

Other:
• Adapting to climate change & higher risk of moorland fires
• Protection of cultural heritage sites, especially ephemeral prehistoric archaeological remains,
from management initiatives involving volunteers (and perhaps their leaders) who may not
have the necessary knowledge of such landscape features. I have in mind some form of ongoing liaison process between the Partnership and the parties involved in the protection of
the cultural heritage. Where areas are identified for management initiatives, these could be
shared in advance with the cultural heritage advisors who could:
a) use knowledge and expertise to advise on which areas are particularly
archaeologically sensitive, in what way and what to avoid;
b) If necessary, give some sort of on-site monitoring and advice to volunteer groups so
that they are aware of the form of the archaeology, what its significance is and so on.
It would be useful to all those involved in the protection and enhancement of the
natural environment, to be aware of the past human landscape around them, so that
there is a holistic approach to moorland management.
c)
General promotion of the fragility of landscape archaeology to all interested parties.
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4. Key opportunities ahead
Gaining funding:
• Attracting further funding for the next phase. Re-wilding, biodiversity offsetting and ecotourism are three areas that could be really exciting. The planning system could also play a
role in securing funding from development mitigation, through the new metrics system. For
example, a big quarry application could lead to significant money becoming available. Agrienvironment maybe if there are appropriate schemes. We had thought of a Phase 2 NIA but
that is uncertain. We have more chance of gaining funding by pooling resources
• Changes in subsidies for farming and upland management
• Future HLF landscape partnership funding? Waiting to see what the new schemes are
• Reform of agri-environment funding
• Revenue creation. We are now operating on full cost recovery. Link improvements back to
getting across messages that peoples’ money contributed goes to a good cause / those
improvements. It would be good if organisations like the BMC and British Cycling could work
with us more to get across the message that not everything is free; on the need to generate
revenue to maintain it and look after it, not just love it to death. There are opportunities to
improve and we want to work with them more. This process could be instrumental to help
that relationship
• The BMC does communicate to its members that not everything is free. Mend Our
Mountains and the Stanage Sticker are clear demonstrations that our message to members is
that we need to contribute to landscape management; our concerns about parking fee
enforcement in certain areas are about the increase in roadside parking as a result, not about
the fees themselves.
• Post-Brexit changes to funding and ways of working: we are ready to try new things! If a new
fund came about, then the master plan is already there and ready to go. Different partners
could take the lead on bids. We’ve not done any funding opportunity mapping yet
• Strength of the existing partnership
• Declining local government budgets mean that groups like this become even more important
• Addressing new threats e.g. Brexit, bio-security and climate change
• New environmental land management schemes being proposed indicate that partnerships
with stakeholder engagement are likely to be prioritised for funding. It is being regarded as
an efficient way of using money for wider public benefit for a range of stakeholders
• The proposed new environmental land management scheme post-Brexit. There is likely to
be a national scheme which talks about public money for public good, ecosystem services,
access, cultural heritage but not food production and group applications will score higher
• Ecotourism: sustainable experiences.
Gaining greater support from the public:
• Public support and engagement: this is an incredibly well loved & supported place
• The areas around Longshaw, Burbage and Stanage are particularly heavily used and loved by
the public. This should give opportunities to maintain access and maintain/improve
habitat/environment through public support
• Increased recreational usage is an opportunity to gain more support
• Nurture supportive approach from land managers (both fiscal and pragmatic) and the
recreational community
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To expand the use of volunteer labour. If we can generate as much interest from other user
groups as we get from mountain bikers, it’ll be a boon to the outdoor sector
Widening opportunities for learning and recreation
We’ve not empowered the public enough yet. We have now engaged key stakeholder
groups in the partnership but I would like to see us move further on this. For example as far
as delegated management of certain features, such as mountain bike groups managing the
mountain bike network or the BMC becoming responsible for crag management. The Stanage
Forum empowered people more in that part of the landscape than the other areas. People
should have the chance to manage their own landscape, as it belongs to them. We shouldn’t
do it all through the landowning organisations. There’s a whole list of people out there
wanting to get involved. We need to move up that ladder of participation, as there are great
positives in volunteering and forum type work
Opportunities for more involvement from the PDNPA’s engagement and outreach teams,
which is now in different departments but we could work together more. There’s some
structural work to do to pull that together. All organisations are being constantly
restructured, so forging those relationships is key, especially in this area.

Joint working with others currently outside the partnership:
• Joint working with Sheffield Lakeland Landscape Partnership at Redmires
• Chance to link more bodies together
• Build still stronger links with the Outdoor City: there has to be an opportunity for combined
effort
• We have no tangible links yet with Sheffield Outdoor City. There are high level discussions
going on about how to regenerate the northern powerhouses and we could have an
important role in providing landscape and recreation opportunities
• There might also be opportunities to work with the Northern Forest initiative through the
Sheffield & Rotherham Local Nature Partnership.
Demonstrating good practice:
• It should be promoted more as a model of how organisations can work together for public
benefit and being an open and welcoming place. They can’t all have a Longshaw with its
café, etc but it is a central hub for the wider area
• Growing public interest on the complex issue of wilding / re-wilding and land use: an
opportunity to lead the debate
• Showcase the partnership as an alternative better version of the uplands that provide great
public benefit. The pace of change desired is a current debate: wanting a more natural
landscape but defining how farming fits into it. For example, we are generally promoting
longer, healthier, rougher and more diverse vegetation to alleviate flood risk, with more
wildlife. We have the bones of that vision but we need to crystallise and agree it: what it
means, what it looks like, etc; which we then need to showcase.
Access issues:
• Management of strategic access routes and infrastructure
• Traffic/visitor management
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SMP picks up on access and recreation issues that we don’t normally have time to get
involved with but is really helpful

Cultural heritage:
• Chance to survey, interpret and protect precious archaeological heritage
• Cultural archaeology initiatives, such as the North Lees Heritage Action Group which has
plans for a survey, developing an interpretation project, and holding Heritage Open Days at
North Lees Hall. It's a new group, which needs support and development.
Other:
• More interpretive provision for the Sheffield moors
•

Looking at the next phase in the development of the master plan into the future

•

A more co-ordinated approach to grazing across the landscape. We do this to some extent
already, e.g. at Burbage and Littlemoor and we shared a tender process for grazing Totley,
Burbage and Black Moor but we could extend this approach further.
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5. Suggested core priorities
Co-ordinate access provision and management:
• Management of strategic access routes and infrastructure. The proposed new mountain bike
routes at Redmires are proving difficult to get through planning. Outdoor City and the health
agenda are very important to the City of Sheffield. Ride Sheffield have the money to
contribute but work is being held up
• Continue joint working on issues such as access, dog walking, etc.
• Coordinating access agreements (between paths, parking etc)
• Ease of public access across all areas (without making major changes)
• Traffic/visitor management
• Addressing issues of new path creation and damage to habitat: e.g. path from Ox Stones to
Burbage edge is now 5 metres wide. 10 years ago it was hard to even find this route.
• Scope for improving access opportunities: are there examples on PDLAF’s “wish list” and
other opportunities?
• Achieving diversity in visits and overcoming barriers to access for particular groups (e.g. work
with Mosaic and Sheffield Environmental movement (both liaising with Sarah Wilks at the
Peak)
• Miles without Stiles opportunities – e.g. we looked at Longshaw with National Trust
colleagues, and I guess there are others, e.g. Yorkshire Water
• Review ideas we have had past presentations about for mountain biking routes and a course
close to Sheffield
• Similarly the scope for extra horse riding routes: concessionary opportunities included
• Clear commitment to public transport links to the key hubs and beginning of recreation
routes and circuits
• Is there scope to address Events management issues working through partnership as in the
past in the Upper Derwent, or at least share the workshop report with partners?
• Green Lanes Heritage work and sustainable use and management of routes
• To strike a careful balance between the opportunities represented by the closeness to a large
urban area with the environmental necessities
• Continue to promote sustainable public use of moors and being prepared to deal with
wildfire
• To come up with innovative ideas to satisfy the various user needs
Refreshing the vision and master plan:
• Refreshing the vision and management plan. The current plan with context at the front and
clear actions at the back is about the right level
• Develop a strong landscape vision, and the equal commitment of all land managers
• Confirming and recommitting to the master plan and a way of working in partnership that
will deliver it
• To act as a sounding board for landscape management policies
• Determine what it can do, and leave aside that which it can nor resource
• Clarifying what it is most useful to address as a Partnership and what is still best dealt with as
separate land owners/managers. It would be good to have some real tangible things that the
partnership could have a go at. We have our own plans for delivering on our own properties
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but we need to agree what are those core priorities for the partnership as a whole, perhaps
access routes further development; visitor engagement / country code / signage; or
monitoring area-wide. Is large-scale landscape change still needed here? Or have we
achieved a functioning ecological network here? We need to map where the key habitats
are to check this. If we have achieved, then we should produce a glossy with maps and stats
to celebrate and promote what has been achieved. Have we gone as far as we want to
regarding the re-wilding agenda? We could do more on the Eastern Moors but it would be
good to get consensus on an approach ‘working with natural processes’? We should also
monitor to show what are the losers as well as winners ecologically and lead the way on this,
comparing to climate change models and what to expect for heathland
Achieving the master plan existing actions, for example regarding woodland / moorland
fringes, which we now recognise as the richest habitats. This includes softening the edges of
Blacka Moor woodlands onto Houndkirk Moor
Think big and long term, such as reconnecting landscape blocks by quietening or closing
roads, e.g. Ramsley Moor, Leash Fen and Clod Hall Moor. Also having more naturalistic
grazing across the landscape but alongside cultural landscape aspects
Pulling environmental and visitor stuff together at the same speed
A new prioritised action plan

Engage the public:
• Re-engage with the wider public: make SMP visible, relevant and meaningful where currently
it is not
• The SMP needs a public presence and to be seen to do something
• It has been suggested that the partnership let BMC or Ride Sheffield take the lead on some
issues to see if they can get a ‘common view’ for example on access routes, deer
management, or other common themes to stimulate debate but these haven’t gone
anywhere yet
• Gaining the confidence of local communities
• Generate more public interest and ownership, through exploration and learning and
opportunities for enjoyment of peace and quiet, writing, painting, etc
• Visitor engagement.
Securing funding:
• Looking at the next source of funding e.g. re-wilding agenda, eco tourism
• Secure funding for future work. This is critical
• Revenue creation
• Getting across important messages, like everything isn’t free
• Creating a sustainable funding model that can deliver the wishes of the partnership and also
its individual members, if and when they are struggling
• Unless there is a project bid (like a HLF bid, which I think is a really good idea) I don't think
SMP-specific fundraising (like a visitor payback scheme) should be pursued. Better to work
with, support and bid into existing channels and funds (e.g. NT, PDNPA Foundation, BMC
Mend Our Mountains/Access & Conservation Trust, Sheffield Outdoor City, Sheffield LEP,
Access Fund).
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Habitats and wildlife:
• Wildlife and bird life compliments the visitor experience, all are equal priorities and should
be developed together
• Conservation of habitat and wildlife should always come first
• Addressing the challenges around the predator control issue
• We would benefit from a unified approach regarding predator control for the SMP area
• Protected sites: getting habitat management up front and central to move it more quickly
into favourable condition. A lot of the area is technically in ‘unfavourable, recovering’
condition but for example the bogs will take years to reach favourable condition, so there
could be more done such as sphagnum inoculation and more grip blocking.
Building on the partnership approach:
• Gain greater organisational buy-in. Promote within organisations as a best practice approach
to landscape scale working. There’s a feeling that we did the master plan, then that’s it,
didn’t hear of it again within some organisations
• Shout more externally about the benefits and what it’s achieved. This review will add to that
• Look beyond our borders to work with other partnerships e.g. SLLP and develop better
communication with private estates such as Chatsworth. More collaboration and
communication with adjoining sites.
Cultural heritage:
• Greater investigation of the cultural heritage of the area, including more recent history, such
as how the Ramblers obtained access to the moors. The NT “People’s Landscape” has done
some good work about the Kinder Mass Trespass but there were many other campaigns,
which haven’t really been recorded or celebrated.
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6. Suggestions for partnership working
Continue the partnership approach and build on it:
• Review the existing model and seek to build on it but also look at other similar landscape
scale partnership models to see if we can learn from them
• Continue as we are, working in partnership
• Significantly enhance partnership working: something which is conceptually difficult for
statutory organisations with different ‘P and p olitical’ masters
• Utilising key representatives of individual organisations. Make sure the right people are
involved, who are either empowered by their organisations to make decisions or know how
to get the decisions made
• Need to respect accountability and reporting lines. For example, there has been a reaction in
Sheffield to predator control and deer culling. It is politically difficult for SCC as landowners
and we can’t just agree to a management approach quickly at a meeting. We’d need to get it
approved by the organisation
• Respecting the roles of different organisations and the context in which they are accountable
• By continuing to involve all partners in decisions affecting the Sheffield Moors, giving all
partners ownership of the plans
• It has felt like treading water for a few years now. We get together around three times a
year. It’s a useful forum to discuss key issues and talk to key stakeholders but there’s been
no funding / resource to deliver
• We have officers on the core partnership group but there are many others at PDNPA
involved. Maybe there could be a ‘copy in’ group who the secretariat send all draft agendas
and minutes. However, they can’t cope with lots of emails, so we need fewer of them but
circulated more widely
• The SMOG group could consider more opportunities to work together on each other’s land,
across boundaries. This could build relationships and achieve something on the ground
• Broaden our conversations, e.g. with Sheffield Outdoor City. We could help make it
environmentally sustainable. We should talk to them about helping to deliver and maybe
invite them onto the SMP group. They are marketing the Peak District as part of their offer
to people. We need to get visitor payback initiatives into the discussion and build on things
like Go Outdoors funding the Lady Canning’s mountain bike course.
• Partnership needs a much clearer aim and purpose, and needs to be more focused in the
areas it thinks are worth addressing, where SMP-wide thinking, comms or action can achieve
more than organisations working individually. I like the idea of broadening membership to
include Sheff Outdoor City, other landowners and stakeholders. I also like the suggestion of
inviting other stakeholders like the BMC and Ride Sheffield to lead on some issues, actions or
tasks.
• Link to Sheffield Outdoor City is crucial.
• We need an SMP-wide approach to difficult issues (parking, wild camping, wild swimming,
predator control). For this to work the various organisations need to buy in to setting policy
and principles at landscape and not national or regional level.
For the master plan:
• Keep things simple: keep management plans transparent and comprehensible
• By coordinating survey outcomes with activities
• Ongoing engagement with and robust delivery of the management plan is key. It is
testament to the fact that the plan is going well because all the NE consenting is done
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through that and they have not needed to be as centrally involved. On the flip side this
means they have been more distant from it
Got to maintain a shared vision e.g. with elements of wild and cultural lanscapes. It
shouldn’t be polarised, we need to agree a shared approach and stay on the same page
Keep thinking landscape scale and ignore / work across boundaries, e.g. with regard to
grazing and access
Share resources in a non-competitive way, judging how best to use them across the
landscape
SMP isn’t for site level, detailed actions but should focus on approaches and principles
Agree approaches e.g. to wild swimming which occurs at Barbrook Reservoir and the Mill
Pond at North Lees
If we haven’t got a big bag of cash, we need a reality check and make sure it is achievable.
The master plan is now a big bag of actions and no-one is really in administrative control.
We should translate the actions into visions and principles and 3 big things we need to do as
a partnership, with detailed actions in site management plans. It needs simplifying, as
everyone is busy. Partners should be involved in the discussions about the individual site
management plans however, to look for opportunities to work together, with joint funding
packages and approaches
In general I'd like to see SMP be more about what happens on the ground than about what
happens in meetings. Facilitating things like the Ring Ouzel project.

Engage stakeholders and the public more:
• Grow public awareness and support and enhance voluntary contribution
• There has got to be public involvement and they need to be taken seriously, not just as
passengers. They are partners really and the more they are engaged, the more potential
benefits. There were Eastern Moors Partnership meetings with representatives but not for
more than a year
• Engagement must be balanced and well-managed however, not just a free for all or
dominated by single issue campaigns. Maybe representative bodies rather than being flung
open to everyone. The EMP meetings on different themes (Rights of Way / Heritage /
Nature) were well received. People had the opportunity to contribute their thoughts but I’m
not sure if everything was really taken on board. You can’t just have post-its, etc, they need
to be considered as part of a process. It does seem to take persistent raising at a lot of
meetings for a point to get through to action on the ground.
Make sure archaeological issues are adequately considered:
• By ensuring better access doesn’t put archaeology at risk
• By seeking specialist archaeological advice whenever management initiatives are put into
practice.
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7. Suggestions for the partnership structure and governance
Partnership structure:
• Do we need to have a core landowners group (to deal with landowner – tenant issues)?
Maybe SCC, NT, RSPB, PDNPA
• There has been talk about a land managers group across the area
• There is not currently a core landowners group. We now have landowner – tenant
relationships with some of the other partners but SCC are currently using SMP as both. SCC’s
role has changed to a landlord role and the lease of Burbage Valley was a big thing for the
Council
• Land managers should keep their political lords and masters, where they have them, actively
involved in and informed of progress and achievement
• We need clarity on governance within SMP and how it relates to the former Dark Peak NIA
and the wider Peak District (e.g. Longshaw is a gateway site for SMP and the Peak Park)
• Do we need both the EMP and the SMP?
• I’m not completely aware how the EMP and SMP inter-relate
• I’m not entirely clear what the structure is
• The SMP needs to understand how empowered they are as a group to make decisions and
form principles. We have skirted around a number of issues, discussing them but not
deciding / agreeing and individual organisations are retaining decision making power. We
need clearer terms of reference and greater authority but these must be agreed (and this
requires greater recognition as a valuable thing)
• SMP attendance has become optional but we need a stronger commitment that it is
important to attend as organisations
• The structure’s fine, it works well. It’s a good way of sharing
• The debate is really whether it is a forum for land managers or more than that and if so, then
who should be selected to join. There were issues with some engagement processes early on
for example at Blacka Moor and SMP shied away from engaging more widely
• The SMOG group needs reviving and considering how often it meets and its purpose. Also
times of year to meet, e.g. ahead of key visitor times or the bird breeding season
• Review the make up of the partnership group to ensure the right people and organisations
are on it. It feels quite recreation heavy and needs clarity as to which ‘hats’ people are
representing
• We need a better understanding of models and ways of working in partnership, to decide
which is best for us in terms of structure and governance and commit to it.
Engaging people:
• Active involvement of the public and recreational users is prerequisite, both for reasons of
principle, and because the way recreational use can impact on landholdings constantly
evolves. This may most easily be achieved where there are representational bodies for major
users e.g. BMC, Ramblers, Ride Sheffield. There is however a wider range of public /
recreational users in whose views there is legitimacy. Their views could be heard through an
annual public forum, through receipt of minutes of any meetings (as paper members) or
through representation at Partnership meetings, where there were specific issues relevant to
their sphere of interest on which they wished to comment
• That SMP should consider publishing minutes of partnership meetings as soon as those
minutes are agreed and that members of the public are invited to attend partnership
meetings and speak for a short time with prior notice to SMP Chair. In other words a similar
structure to Peak District LAF meetings, where members of the public can listen and by prior
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arrangement can speak for 3 minutes max. At the moment it appears SMP minutes are only
publicly available by freedom of information (FOI) request?
We have no knowledge of the structure and governance and no information is given on the
SMP website
The current basic structure of the partnership is ok. It’s great that both Peak District and
Sheffield LAFs are now represented. It needs care who’s involved and how it is best
represented but there has to be public representation. It’s good to have the LAFs’ strategic
views but do you need horse riders, archaeologists, mountain bikers, etc? Maybe these are
for advisory groups. Maybe there should be more advisory group meetings with greater
representation as well as discussion of issues at the LAFs
It is an interesting challenge around whether there should be more different groups on the
partnership. For example in the White Peak there was a wide range of stakeholders engaged
at workshops but a small core steering group to really drive it but they didn’t end up
delivering projects. Needs clarity on the purpose of the group: do the partners need
direction from them as a decision-making body or is it more about sharing information?
The SMP has a partnership group but no wider forum. Some individual sites have their own
engagement / consultation bodies, such as the Stanage Forum and Black Moor Regular Users
Group. Eastern Moors had a separate ‘forum’ which was an advisory group that met twice a
year. However, this needs review and has not met for a while, because the key people
involved now meet as part of the SMP group, so there was duplication. The wider public
have limited opportunity to get involved currently. Should we have a SMP forum? (although
each site has its own individual character that people identify with)
There are different levels of comfort around engaging the public amongst partner
organisations, so we need to get more buy-in for the benefits of engagement
We need clarity on how the partnership relates to public engagement through forums. Each
site is doing its own thing differently. This is not a problem as such but it does lead to
confusion as to how decisions are made and the structure and how people can best get
involved
SRWT have more to offer in terms of connecting with communities / audiences in Sheffield
and will hopefully have more opportunity to contribute going forward
An SMP-wide forum is needed, which could have the other forums feeding into it / more
formally a part of it
There’s a danger that the public and user groups are raising issues but we don’t have the
resource to tackle them. There is huge good will behind it but we could lose support if it
ends up as a talking shop but not fulfilling its purpose.
Engagement needs to be reconsidered, in particular the purpose of engagement and the
methods used. Meetings, minutes and forums are great but they only engage some people
some of the time. Think about task-and-finish engagement (to develop a plan), ongoing
engagement (monitoring or governance groups), and surveys (getting views of users). Make
sure the right people are involved in each. Pool input (e.g. from 'willingness to pay' surveys)
between organisations.

Resources needed:
• Resourcing the workings of the partnership is the biggest challenge. Perhaps we should
explore trying to raise between us an annual “partnership admin” levy (perhaps £4000?).
Made up of Landowners/Manager annual fee and volunteer/user fundraisers contribution?
There must be examples (AONBs perhaps?) that could be used to contract in a clear
partnership support function?
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Pool resource to administrate it better and use facilitators more regularly, etc. to keep it
going. EMP have kept the SMP website subscriptions going but the content needs updating
It needs a dedicated officer to take it all forward, even if they are part-time
To deliver effectively we need a development officer, a member of staff dedicated to the
partnership and engaging the public
The partnership card is useful to play to get buy-in and funding but we need to clearly
articulate what our vision is and what we can do

For the master plan:
• We need to strengthen how we monitor the plan into the future
• It must be prerequisite that all land managers endorse a unifying vision to landscape
enhancement and public enjoyment which must be reflected in individual management
plans, along with indicating particular habitat priorities within individual parcels of land
• SMP’s role should be on approaches and principles, e.g. welcoming for recreation (including
dog walkers), reducing management intervention and agreeing approaches to grazing and
public engagement. These principles should then steer the detailed actions for individual
sites in their own management plans. For example, concerning deer, we could easily agree in
principle that having large native herbivores grazing alongside farm livestock is a good thing
for the moors but we don’t need to actively ‘manage’ deer on every site. Actions could then
be a list of choices which are made appropriate to the circumstances, including the choice
not to act
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8. Roles and levels of commitment to the partnership
Ride Sheffield, the BMC, Hunter Archaeological Society, the Ramblers Association and the RSPB
would be prepared to contribute more to the partnership in future. SCC, SRWT, PDNPA, National
Trust, the Peak District LAF and Natural England are happy to fulfil the same role and level of support
as existing, going forward. Specifically:
•

Ride Sheffield: will continue to support those land managers who require our
help, particularly in maintenance of rights of way but also in other work such as tree planting
and blanket bog restoration. We will continue to use all our various channels to celebrate
the work of the SMP

•

BMC can help with enhancing the public profile of SMP: making it visible and meaningful,
through coverage in internal membership publications and meetings and giving feedback to
SMP of the views, concerns, aspirations of their membership. Also contribution to
formulation of the master plan (preferably written) and ongoing monitoring / fine tuning
through attendance at SMP meetings. Help in disseminating difficult issues to a wider
audience, e.g. protocols for control of deer populations and stimulating voluntary
commitment. Also unilateral discussion with individual land managers where issues
particularly relevant to the climbing / bouldering / hill walking community arise. It also
organises volunteer effort on the ground for conservation and other work and shares good
practice guidance on things like wild camping and group management through its
publications, training courses and guidebooks

•

Hunter Archaeological Society would be willing to be represented on committees; to provide
site-specific advice on cultural heritage, whenever management initiatives are put into
practice; they can offer expertise and advice; and may be able to brief volunteer groups, in
advance of a specific project, on the archaeological resource of the particular area

•

RSPB hope to be able to contribute more. Danny will continue his role as now but hopes to
pull in other RSPB staff to partnership meetings after their organisational review is
completed. The Eastern Moors Partnership will continue delivering as they have done and
will continue to contribute financially to the SMP, proportionately to the area managed

•

The Ramblers Association cannot commit financial resources to the core costs of the
partnership but projects could potentially be worked up. For example at Bradfield they are
working with SCC to improve stiles. They can continue to attend meetings, raise issues for
discussion at the LAFs and amongst Ramblers. Some members would be keen to help with
practical work but could the partnership manage all those who want to come forward?

•

SCC: officer support, some limited ranger and volunteer time, small amounts of funding,
possible match funding. We display information at Ecclesall Woods as a launching point into
the area. As the Council has transferred a lot of it’s land to the Wildlife Trust and National
Trust, our relationship has to change to one of monitoring and support and this needs to be
recognised

•

SRWT can support links to SLLP; promote joint work with SRWT members; continue
woodland work at Blacka Moor funded through Countryside Stewardship; and engage ranger
through SMOG group. It could not lead a new major HLF bid (as it already leads the SLLP) but
would be a supportive partner to any bid. If there are other funding opportunities that other
partners couldn’t tap into, they would be happy to lead if needed
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•

PDNPA can offer the same level of support, with potentially more partnership working at
Ranger level; managing the North Lees Estate (however, the manager only has 25-30% of his
time allocated to North Lees). They will also continue to influence at a regional and national
level for continued funding to support this land management type of approach. Their farm
advisers will also continue to work with the land managing organisations involved (and
private land managers) to access relevant grant schemes

•

NT: will try not to let it fail if we think it is worth the extra mile. Key land manager at
Longshaw and Eastern Moors Partnership with RSPB. NT fronted and co-funded the initial
drive to develop the master plan as a one-of task. NT and the EMP have seen the value of the
partnership and keep it going. They are happy to keep it going administratively but not as
ringmaster / driver

•

Peak District LAF can provide quick representative consultation (through wide range of
members) and expertise/knowledge

•

Natural England would like to have been able to provide more but will continue to provide at
least the same level of support. They can’t fund core partnership roles but will do whatever
they can to help obtain agri-environment grant support and attend meetings. They act as
statutory consultees on management plans and can attend site meetings as needed. The
longer-term plans are for NE to do more on stakeholder engagement.
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9. Other comments
•

We’ve achieved a lot and should be proud of where we are. There’s a lot to celebrate here
that other landscapes don’t have. In this landscape, as Henry Folkard rightly says, people are
part of the solution and we should be proud that we are seeing them that way

•

It is a powerful thing to be part of the partnership and it is worth carrying on with. You do
feel there is a bigger umbrella network of support and you can see the comparison where
there isn’t, such as the Upper Derwent Valley

•

It’s difficult to know where we will be in 2028!

•

As future funding paradigms unfold post Brexit review of what is realistically achievable will
need reappraisal and review

•

Enhanced commitment and shared sense of ownership from volunteers will become ever
more critical as fiscal pressures increase on estates

•

Better partnership working, shared resources (fiscal, material and of volunteers) will become
imperative, and hopefully achieve good effect through economies of scale.

•

The SMP was conceived as an inheritor of some of the positive partnership experience of the
Dark Peak Nature Improvement Area (the NIA); it was worthwhile preserving and continuing
that which had been mutually beneficial.
The NIA, in turn, was predicated on the Lawton mantra: more, bigger, better, joined up.
This implied a landscape scale approach, which transcended estate boundaries.
Those boundaries meant little, if anything, in terms of landscape, biodiversity, water
retention, carbon capture, peoples’ enjoyment of open access, cultural heritage, perceptions
of birthright to publically owned, open access land supported by public funds.
A characteristic of the moorland and upland landscape was the perception of it as a wild, or
wilderness area. The general view was that it should be retained as such, although it had
been managed in one way or another for centuries for different purposes.
Most of it is, however, embraced within the Eastern Edges SSSI.
A piecemeal approach to management of this area failed to address overarching issues like
cross boundary public and concessionary rights of way, the burgeoning populations of red
deer, isolated populations of eg adders lacking genetic biodiversity, overall grazing levels,
bird populations and migration routes, the way the whole landscape was cherished in the
public psyche, a common archaeological heritage, a unifying and compelling cultural
heritage.
Wildlife corridors could also be human corridors.
It has always seemed to me that the NIA and SMP should have been regarded as key
initiatives for , since they offered a very strong opportunity to achieve an authoritative
overview on how the twin statutory purposes could be taken forward over a major landscape
area against pressures on upland farming, myriad fiscal challenges, ever changing and
pressured recreational demands.
The opportunity was for PDNPA to mastermind a strong future landscape vision, which might
be delivered through different landowners, and reflect public aspirations.
Lamentable PDNPA have never seemed to me to want to take up this challenge: why did it
have to fall to RSPB to take up the NIA challenge in a National Park?

47

•

Camper vans: this national park is hugely unfriendly in general terms. Why not have
sanctioned places for it, such as Hollin Bank?

•

This is an extensive and important partnership plan review with key landowners as partners
close to Sheffield.
The existing Plan seems a good one to me, and the look back at what has been achieved up
to 31st March 2018 will be interesting. Reasons why things may not have happened can
hopefully be used to see how to achieve them in future.
The review should look at the National Park Management Plan and its Delivery Plan and show
how it can help with Delivery in Key areas as an example of good partnership practice.
A look ahead to consider the key opportunities, challenges and priorities over the coming
years up to 2028 and how they might be delivered is welcome and could include sharing of
resources

•

Keep up the good work! Overall, it’s been a big success and Danny has done really well as
the ‘public figure’ of the partnership. A lot of changes have been made and improvements to
recreational routes

•

Some concern that NT (and RSPB) are still looking to expand in the area and might be taking
on too much work. They need to be able to manage what they’ve already taken on, as they
always seem to be busy and haven’t completed some of the things they’ve promised. This is
not meant as a criticism however, they are always positive, approachable and welcoming

•

There has been quite a high turnover of staff involved with the partnership and voluntary
organisations like to have continuity. If staff do move on, then there needs to be continuity
in terms of organisational understanding of the issues, so you’re not revisiting them all over
again

•

Overall I can see that it is a good way forward. The communication between those managing
and those on the receiving end is a good thing. There are just one or two little short-comings
that can be sorted

•

What keeps me alive is the history and pre-history of these areas and I want to pass that on
and improve on it

•

There are going to be more pressures on the area, so the key decision seems to be do we
change to accommodate or fight against it?

•

The partnership needs to confirm / agree its direction and be robust in seeing things through

•

Don’t forget that the area and the fact that people have come together to deliver all this is
amazing

•

In 2012 the SMP was of major strategic importance to our organisation. From 2013-15 the
NIA was really good and delivered a lot. Since 2015 it has been less useful. It is still
strategically important but its effectiveness is currently limited. It is important in terms of
getting messages across to the public, with shared marketing and signing e.g. around
sustainable use, dog walking, wild fires, etc.
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Recommendations
The following are key recommendations suggested by the reviewer, based on the views expressed in
this report and his knowledge and experience of the area and the issues involved:
1. Review partnership and engagement structure: Research and consider options for the
partnership structure, ways of working and public engagement. It would be valuable if the
partners could first clarify and re-commit to the purpose of the partnership, i.e. is it a
decision-making body or is it just for the sharing of information or something in between?
There are also some specific points to address, such as: how to address the different roles
fulfilled in landlord – tenant relationships compared to wider partnership / engagement
issues; how the Eastern Moors and Sheffield Moors partnership inter-relate (to avoid
duplication); and how best to structure forums and other meetings to engage the public.
2. Dedicated partnership management / admin resource: Consider creating a shared funding
pot to resource the core management and administration of the partnership. This could be
an employed partnership officer post (maybe part-time) or consultant / facilitation support
or a combination.
3. Develop a major funding bid: Research current grant funding options and develop a bid. The
revised National Lottery Heritage Fund is now open to applications up to £5million. Their
new priorities for England seem to be a perfect fit for the partnership. Their new strategy for
2019-2024 is available here (see page 26 re: landscapes and nature in particular):
https://www.heritagefund.org.uk/sites/default/files/media/attachments/Heritage%20Fund
%20-%20Strategic%20Funding%20Framework%202019-2024.pdf . This could help the
partnership to engage further with the City of Sheffield, which many mentioned as an area
where more could be done. There may also be opportunities under the new agrienvironment schemes being developed. The partnership approach and focus on delivering a
wide range of benefits for the public good are also central to DEFRA’s new 25 year
‘Framework for the Environment’.
4. Master plan review: The plan would benefit from a refresh and gaining greater buy-in from
partners and if possible, the wider public. A refresh of the vision to ensure it is clear, easily
understandable and shared widely could be very beneficial. It could address key issues of
current debate, such as re-wilding / more natural processes, eco tourism and providing a
range of public goods / ecosystem services. This could link to the review of the partnership
and engagement structures in point 1 above and perhaps point 3, putting a funding bid
together. These would provide interest and clear reasons for people to get more involved.
Perhaps people could be asked for their ‘3 big ideas’ for the partnership to action at a
landscape scale over the next 10 years.
5. Promote good practice: Promote the good work that the partnership is achieving, both
internally within your organisations and externally, to gain greater support and interest. The
key achievement highlighted in this report could form the basis of information to be
presented attractively and circulated more widely.
6. Widening the partnership: Representatives of the cultural heritage / archaeology sector
should be re-engaged. There is a need to clarify and agree if you want to broaden the
partnership further and if so, who to and how. Other potential partners mentioned include
Sheffield Outdoor City, SLLP, Chatsworth Estate, other adjoining private landowners and
farmers.
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7. Tackling the ‘difficult issues’: Need to decide if you want to try to reach agreement as a
partnership and if you want to engage the public or not on approaches to deer management
(which you seem close to agreement on), predator control and parking and traffic
management.
8. Keep enhancing habitats and access opportunities: There are still some potential
improvements to be made and a few issues to be tackled on both fronts. For example,
although much of the area’s habitats are in ‘recovering’ condition, more could be done to
speed up the rate of recovery in some areas. Access issues still to be addressed fully include
events, professional dog walking and other commercial uses; parking and traffic
management; reviewing and clarifying the network of dedicated and concessionary and
other informal rights of way; and providing for camper vans. However, the partnership has
made significant progress enhancing habitats and taking a strategic view of access provision
on a landscape scale, so keep going as you have been on both fronts.
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APPENDIX 1
Partners and key stakeholders engaged with the review
National Trust
Ted Talbot, Jon Stewart, Rachel Bennett
RSPB / Eastern Moors Partnership
Danny Udall
Sheffield & Rotherham Wildlife Trust
Nabil Abbas
Peak District National Park Authority
Sue Fletcher, Chris Bray, Mark Anderson
Sheffield City Council
Dave Aspinall
Natural England
Felicite Dodd
Peak District Local Access Forum / Dark Peak Fellrunners
Bob Berzins (with additional comments from John Thompson and Roly Smith)
British Mountaineering Council
Henry Folkard (with additional comments from Louise Hawson)
Ramblers Association
Terry Howard
Ride Sheffield
John Horscroft
Hunter Archaeological Society
Ruth Morgan, Phil Sidebottom
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