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1.0.	Introduction and Purpose of this Statement

1.1. This Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) has been prepared in relation to the Ashfield Local Plan 2023 to 2040: Regulation 19 Pre-Submission Draft (subsequently referred to as the ‘Local Plan’ throughout the remainder of this statement). 
 
1.2. [bookmark: _Hlk151042447]The purpose of the SoCG is to inform the Inspectors of the Ashfield Local Plan and other interested parties, about the areas of agreement or otherwise between Ashfield District Council and Historic England with regard to Strategic Planning Matters.

1.3. Ashfield District Council is the Local Planning Authority (LPA) for Ashfield District. Historic England is a public body that “that helps people care for, enjoy and celebrate England's spectacular historic environment”. 

1.4. Local planning authorities, county councils and other prescribed bodies are under a duty to cooperate with each other on strategic matters that cross administrative boundaries. (Section 33A of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004). Specific Consultees and Duty to Cooperate Bodies are identified in the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012, as amended. This approach is also a requirement of the National Planning Policy Framework, 2021 (NPPF) in paragraphs 24 to 27 inclusive. Paragraph 35 of the NPPF seeks to ensure that the Local Plan is ‘Effective’ i.e. deliverable over the plan period and is based on effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced by the statement of common ground. 

1.5. [bookmark: _Hlk141690803]The NPPF set out the framework within which local plans can be prepared but emphasises that Framework must be read as a whole.  Part 16 of the NPPF - Conserving and enhancing the historic environment sets out the approach to the historic environment.  

1.6. [bookmark: _Hlk141689802]The Statement sets out the confirmed points of agreement between the parties with regards to:
· The removal of the two Strategic Housing Allocations (Reg. 18 - S6 & S7) at Wyburn Farm, Hucknall and Cauldwell Road, Sutton In Ashfield.

· Changes to the Local Plan Policies and supporting text, in particular Policy EV9: The Historic Environment (please see Appendix 1 of this statement).  

· The conclusions of the Ashfield Heritage Impact Assessment, 2023.



2.0.  Background

2.1. The Council has a duty to have special regard to the desirability to preserve or enhance the significance, character and appearance of the District’s historic environment when carrying out its statutory functions and through the planning system. It is recognised that the historic environment contributes to the enjoyment of life in the District and provides a unique sense of identity. 

2.2. The historic environment is all aspects of the environment which have resulted from the interaction between people and places through time, including all surviving physical remains of past human activity, whether visible, buried or submerged, and landscaped planted or managed flora.  Those elements of the historic environment that hold significance are called heritage assets.

2.3. Ashfield benefits from a variety of formally designated historic assets, including:

· 6 Conservation Areas
· 100 Listed Buildings (approximately)
· 9 Scheduled Ancient Monuments 
· 2 Registered Parks and Gardens of Special Historic Interest, namely Hardwick Hall Grounds (that part within Ashfield) and Annesley Hall 

2.4	Local Plan Strategic Policy S14 and Development Management Policy EV9 aim to conserve and enhance all heritage assets within the District in a manner appropriate to their significance.  This approach is in line with national planning guidance and legislation.   

2.5	Also raised was the requirement to undertake a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA).  The Council has engaged and worked with Historic England in preparing a HIA in order to provide an assessment of the potential effects of the Local Plan on designated and non-designated heritage assets and their setting.

[bookmark: _Hlk166576417]2.6	Matters of strategic importance raised by Historic England were in regard to the proposed two Strategic Employment Allocations (S8, now S6 in the Reg 19 Draft Local Plan) North-east and South-east of Junction 27 of the M1 Motorway, and also the Strategic Housing Allocations (S6 & S7) at Wyburn Farm, Hucknall and Cauldwell Road, Sutton In Ashfield. 

2.7	However, since the Regulation 18 Local Plan consultation, both housing allocations (S6 & S7) have been removed from allocation, as such these sites are no longer an issue. In respect of the two Strategic Employment sites at Junction 27 of the M1 Motorway, both sites now have been granted planning permission.   Historic England has removed its objection to the development of these sites but remains concerned that their development will cause harm to heritage assets and therefore has advised that the policy requirement in Policy S6 is adhered to, so that all possible opportunities for minimising and mitigating harm to heritage assets are secured at the reserved matters stages. 
2.8	The full justification for the allocations to be taken forward in the Local Plan is discussed in Background Paper 1: Spatial Strategy and Site Selection, Chapter 9, which can be viewed on the Council’s website at: 
https://www.ashfield.gov.uk/submission-documents-and-evidence-base/

[bookmark: _Hlk164096226]2.9	Representations were invited and submitted from Historic England during the consultation for the Regulation 18 Draft Local Plan (October 2021).  These representations have been considered, and the Council made a number of minor amendments to the policies and supporting text.  A summary is provided in Appendix 1.

2.10	Representations were also invited and submitted from Historic England during the consultation for the Regulation 19 Pre-Submission Draft Local Plan (November 2023).  These representations have been considered, and the Council is proposing to make a number of further minor amendments which will be included in the Proposed Modifications Schedule to be submitted to the Planning Inspectorate as part of the Local Plan Examination process.  (see Appendix 1).  

[bookmark: _Hlk141104844]3.0.	Areas of Common Ground
[bookmark: _Hlk156581810]Heritage Impact Assessment
3.1 The Council has engaged and worked with Historic England in preparing a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) in order to provide an assessment of the potential effects of the Local Plan on designated and non-designated heritage assets and their setting.

3.2 The HIA is an evidence base document, designed to assist with the justification for the inclusion or exclusion of sites from the Local Plan, through the assessment of the potential impact of proposed site allocations on the historic environment.  It can be used as a foundation for what additional assessments are required at planning application stage.  

3.3 The HIA enables relevant parties to assess the significance of built and buried heritage assets on and close to the study sites and considers the potential for hitherto undiscovered archaeological assets, thus enabling potential impacts on assets to be identified, along with the need for appropriate mitigation or enhancement through design, civil engineering, or archaeological solutions. 

3.4 It also provides an understanding of any constraints to development of the study sites due to the presence of heritage assets and provides an assessment of the potential impact development would have on the significance of these assets and also provides recommendations for design responses that would serve to reduce that impact in line with local and national policy. It further sets out the level of harm and whether the principle of allocating those sites for development is appropriate, in the context of the historic environment.  

3.5 The HIA identified twelve Local Plan allocation sites for detailed assessment based upon Historic England’s consultation comments and/or initial assessment.  The findings have highlighted that the two Strategic Employment Allocations (Policy S6a and S6b) north-east and south-east of Junction 27 of the M1 Motorway, would cumulatively cause substantial harm. 

3.6 The HIA also identified several other housing allocations and one employment site, for which development would result in less than substantial harm to the historic environment.  The assessment set out the required mitigation measures for each site.  These mitigation measures have been included in the supporting text of the Local Plan for the following sites:

· H1Sd: Adjacent Oakham Business Park, Sutton In Ashfield
· H1Si:  Rear of Kingsmill Hospital, Sutton In Ashfield
· H1Hd: Adjacent Stubbin Wood Farm, Hucknall
· H1Hb:  Linby Boarding Kennels, Hucknall
· EM2S3: Hamilton Road, Sutton In Ashfield
3.5	Historic England considers that the Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) provides valuable recommendations for enhancement and mitigation measures in relation to proposed site allocations in order to lessen harm to the significance of a heritage asset/s and thus ensure that the allocation is justified and deliverable.  

3.6	The Council is in agreement with Historic England in this respect, and for clarity has proposed modifications to the supporting text of Policy H1 and EM2 to reference the 2023 Heritage Impact Assessment (see Appendix 1).  In addition, paragraph 6.7 of the supporting text for Policy H1 sets out that, “Further details on the approach to allocating sites can be found in the Council’s Background Paper 1: Spatial Strategy and Site Selection 2023.”  The Paper references the HIA and how this has been utilised in the site selection process.  

3.7	The parties have agreed that:

	The Heritage Impact Assessment is a robust evidence base document to support the emerging Local Plan. 



Local Plan Policies and Supporting Text – Proposed Modifications
3.8	Appendix 1 of this statement provide full details of the re-worded policies and supporting text to be included in the Council’s proposed Modifications Schedule to be submitted for examination. 

3.9	The parties agree that:

	The proposed modifications to the policies and supporting text in respect of heritage issues, as listed in Appendix 1 of this Statement, are considered acceptable in seeking to protect the historic environment. 




[bookmark: _Hlk81204792]4.0.	Outstanding Areas of Disagreement
Policy H1Ss: Land East of Beck Lane, Skegby 
4.1	Historic England remain concerned about the inclusion of this site allocation.  Further details are provided in Appendix 2 of this statement.

4.2	Appendix 2 of this statement provide full details of the policy wording and supporting text which the parties do not agree and remain as outstanding issues. 

4.3	The outstanding areas of disagreement are:

	
The policy wording and supporting text as listed in Appendix 2 of this statement. 
 




5.0.	Governance 

5.1	Ashfield Council and Historic England will continue to work together on matters of joint interest in order to protect and enhance the historic environment.   
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AGREEMENT

[bookmark: _Hlk141709012]Both parties agree that this statement is an accurate representation of matters
discussed and issues agreed upon.

Signed on behalf of Ashfield District Council


Name: Christine Sarris

Position: Assistant Director - Planning

Dated: 5th November 2025

Signed on behalf of Historic England


Name: Elizabeth Boden

Position: Historic Environment Planning Adviser

Dated: 5th November 2025

[bookmark: _Hlk151478568]Appendix 1: Areas of Common Ground between Ashfield District Council and Historic England 
Where the Council have agreed in principle a change to the Reg.19 Pre-Submission Draft Local Plan, the Council will include this in the Council’s proposed Modifications Schedule to be submitted to the Planning Inspectorate.
Proposed new text is identified in blue font.  Proposed deleted text has a strikethrough. 
	[bookmark: _Hlk160524035]Policy / Para No. / Page No.
	Regulation 19
Historic England Comments
	Regulation 19
Ashfield District Council Response
	Historic England Support
(Yes/No)

	Para.1.17
	We would recommend that it states that the Plan has had engagement with statutory agencies such as Historic England but does not state that the Plan ‘reflects’ our engagement.  Please amend for accuracy.   
	Suggested change agreed.
Amend the last sentence of para. 1.17 to read: The Plan reflects engagement has engaged with local communities and relevant bodies including Historic England, Natural England and Nottinghamshire County Council.

	Yes – support proposed modification.

	Para.1.32
	This is a useful paragraph to set out some of the Borough’s historic environment. We recommend that ‘historic assets’ are amended to ‘heritage assets’ in line with the NPPF.  It might be more beneficial to include a general sentence at the beginning about the wealth of heritage assets in the Borough and then move on to some specifics. 

The references to Annesley Hall and RPG would benefit from the same references as Hardwick Hall, about how development will affect the setting of these exceptional assets.  

	Suggested change agreed.

Amend the first sentence of para. 1.32 to read: Across Ashfield lie a number wealth of important historic heritage assets and environmental assets….
It is not considered that any additional text is necessary in terms of Annesley Hall and RPG in this paragraph. Policy EV9: The Historic Environment, sets out the criteria against which development will be assessed.    
 
	Yes – support proposed modification.

	Page 25
	We consider the para relating to the historic environment could be developed and set out how the Plan will have a positive strategy for the historic environment.  

It would also be beneficial to reference the Historic Environment Assessment Report and have a link to this evidence base here.
	A change to page 25 is not considered necessary.  The supporting text to Policies S14 and EV9 sets out the importance of the historic environment and how the policies will positively conserve and enhance all heritage assets. 

Para.1.85 of the Local Plan sets the context for the text on page 25, and states that the ‘key issues facing the District is supported by an extensive evidence based’. The Local Plan evidence base can be viewed on the Councils website - https://www.ashfield.gov.uk/  As such, it is not considered necessary to include a specific reference to the Heritage Impact Assessment on page 25.

	Yes - would have welcomed a modification relating to our comments but are prepared to accept no modification. 

	Vision 
	We note the reference to heritage and the commitment to ‘protect and enhance’ heritage.
	Support welcomed.
	Yes - no modification required.

	Strategic Objectives 
	We welcome a reference to heritage within this objective. We would have welcomed a separate indicator for heritage but we do welcome a separate clause within the objective.  

	Support welcomed.
	Yes - no modification required. 

	Para.3.22
	States that development cannot occur in the North of the District due to the impact of Grade I Hardwick Hall.
	Comments noted.
	Yes - no modification required. 

	Strategic Policy S2: Meeting the Challenge of Climate Change.
	Clause 2) b should refer to the historic environment in this section.  Para 3.27 refers to the built environment, yet if the policy refers to the historic environment, then this will cover all heritage assets and not just the built environment
	Suggested change agreed.
Amend Policy S2, clause 2b) to read: It will not adversely affect, and should enhance, the character, quality, amenity and safety of the built, natural and historic environment.

Amend the first sentence of para. 3.27 to read: “A development must not adversely affect the character, quality, amenity or safety of the built, or natural or historic environment, wherever it occurs.”
	Yes – support proposed modification.

	Strategic Policy S5: High Quality Buildings and Places through Place Making and Design
	The policy would benefit from specific information on what high quality design looks like so prospective developers can consider this when preparing applications
	A change to Strategic Policy S5 is not considered necessary.  Specific design requirements are included in Policy SD2: Good Design Considerations for Development. Policy SD2 states that; “Proposals must have regards to the National Design Guide…….”  

The National Design Guide provides guidance on how a site may be developed and what high quality design looks like, including the history and heritage of a site, the significance and setting of heritage assets, and the local vernacular. 
	Yes – no modification required.

	Strategic Policy S6: New Settlement:  Whyburn Farm
	We support the removal of this site from the Plan.
	Support noted.
	Yes - support the removal of the allocation. 

	Strategic Policy S7: New Settlement: Cauldwell Road
	We support the removal of this site from the Plan.
	Support noted.
	Yes - support the removal of the allocation. 

	Strategic Policy S7 (formally S9): Meeting Future Housing Provision
	There is no reference to the Historic Environment Assessment Report that Ashfield Council undertook in 2023 to try and evidence the site selection process.  
	The Heritage Impact Assessment undertaken in 2023 is site specific and relevant to Development Management Policy H1: Housing Site Allocations and EM2: Employment Land Allocations.  

Para.6.7 of the supporting text for Policy H1 sets out that, “Further details on the approach to allocating sites can be found in the Council’s Background Paper 1: Spatial Strategy and Site Selection 2023.  The Paper references the HIA and how this has been utilised in the site selection process.

The mitigation measures for each of the sites identified in the HIA has been included in the Plan.  However, for clarity the Council proposes that the HIA is cited in the supporting text at paragraphs 6.12 (H1Hb), 6.22 (H1Hd), 6.33 (H1Kc), 6.43 (H1Sd), 6.48 (H1Sf), 6.55 (H1Si), 6.75 (H1Ss).  Full details of the proposed changes are listed below under the specific housing allocation (for site H1Ss please see Appendix 2).

The HIA will also be added to the list of evidence base documents for Policies S7, S8 (was S10), EV9, H1, EM2 and SD2.
	Yes – support suggested modification and the specific reference to the relevant document. 

	Para.3.100
	This para sets out that the Council will seek to ‘protect and enhance’ …’Annesley Hall’ we do not consider with the approach to allocate the two proposed employment allocations for logistics development on Junction 27 of the M1 that the Council is adhering to this statement within their Local Plan.
	Comments noted. 
Amend the second bullet point of para. 3.100 to read:
Protecting and enhancing the historic environment; the historic parks and gardens of Hardwick Hall (those areas within Ashfield), Annesley Hall (identified on Historic England’s Heritage at Risk Register), and Skegby Hall;”
	Yes – support proposed modification and the specific reference to Annesley Hall being identified on the Heritage at Risk Register. 


	Strategic Policy S10 (now S8): Delivering Economic Opportunities
	Clause 2) d) we do support this reference where it is appropriate heritage led regeneration and welcome the Council seeking opportunities for this.  
There is no reference to the Historic Environment Assessment Report that Ashfield Council undertook in 2023 to try and evidence the site selection process.  


	Support for clause 2b is welcomed.

The Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) undertaken in 2023 is site specific and relevant to Development Management Policies H1: Housing and Allocations, and EM2: Employment Land Allocations.  

The mitigation measures for employment site EM2 S3 – Hamilton Road has been included in the Plan.  

The HIA will also be added to the list of evidence base documents for Policies S7, S8 (was S10), EV9, H1, EM2 and SD2.

	Yes - HE welcomes the amendment to the content of the supporting text. 

	Figure 6: Sutton In Ashfield Town Centre Concept Plan 
	How was the Conservation Area been considered when proposing to allocate a development opportunity site, within the core?
	The Sutton in Ashfield Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan (2015) was a key document in the preparation of the Town Centre Spatial Masterplan.  
Historic England was consulted on The Sutton Town Centre Spatial Masterplan and raised no objections.

	Yes - no modification required.

	Figure 8: Hucknall Priority Area & Areas of Public Realm Improvements
	How was the Conservation Area been considered when proposing to allocate a development opportunity site, within the core?
	The Hucknall Town Centre Conservation Area (2018) was a key document in the preparation of the Town Centre Spatial Masterplan.  

Historic England was consulted on The Hucknall Town Centre Spatial Masterplan and raised no objections.

	Yes - no modification required. 

	Strategic Policy S16 (now S14): Conserving and Enhancing Our Historic Environment
	We welcome a strategic policy on the historic environment within the Plan.  How does this policy marry up with the proposed allocations in the Plan that are harmful to the historic environment, without appropriate avoidance/ mitigation measures including sites at Junction 27 of the M1?

We welcome the references in the justification paragraphs.  Amend ‘historic parks and gardens’ to ‘Registered Parks and Gardens’. 
 
	Support welcomed and suggested change agreed.

Amend the first sentence of para. 3.88 to read: Heritage assets including listed buildings, conservation areas, world heritage sites, historic registered parks and gardens, and scheduled monuments. 

	Yes – suggested modification supported.

	Para.4.12
	This para raises some interesting issues, and we consider that this issue should be incorporated into Policy CC1 to ensure that appropriate mitigation measures are incorporated to protect the environment, including the historic environment.  
	Para.1.9 of the Plan states that: “The Local Plan should be read as a whole rather than as a series of individual policies…..”.  

Policy EV9: The Historic Environment, is an additional policy against which any development, including renewable energies, would also be assessed. 

No change to para.4.12 is proposed.

	Yes - no modification required. 

	Policy CC2: Water Resource management
	This policy would benefit from a clause that seeks to ensure that any water management measures do not prejudice the historic environment but instead consider how the proposals may impact on the historic environment and protect and conserve the significance of heritage assets, including their setting.  For example, how changes to the watercourse may affect water-logged archaeology further downstream.  Some text in the justification paragraphs would be beneficial.

	Para.1.9 of the Plan states that: “The Local Plan should be read as a whole rather than as a series of individual policies…..”.  

Policy EV9: The Historic Environment, is an additional policy against which any development, including water management measures, would also be assessed.

No change to Policy CC2 is proposed.

	Yes - would have welcomed a modification to this policy but will not request further modifications.

	Policy CC3: Flood Risk and Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDs)
	This policy would benefit from a clause that seeks to ensure that any flood alleviation measures/ SUDs do not prejudice the historic environment but instead consider how the proposals may impact on the historic environment and protect and conserve the significance of heritage assets, including their setting.  

For example, how changes to the watercourse may affect water-logged archaeology further downstream.  Some text in the justification paragraphs would be beneficial.

	Para.1.9 of the Plan states that: “The Local Plan should be read as a whole rather than as a series of individual policies…..”.  

Policy EV9: The Historic Environment, is an additional policy against which any development, including flood alleviation measures / SUDs, would also be assessed.

No change to Policy CC3 is proposed.

	Yes - would have welcomed a modification to this policy but will not request further modifications.

	Policy EV2: Countryside
	This policy would benefit from a reference to historic farmsteads and how prospective developers should consider the approach to historic farmsteads in order to protect and conserve them and respect local character and identity.  
I attach some additional information for you to consider: https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/caring-for-heritage/rural-heritage/farm-buildings/

	Para.1.9 of the Plan states that: “The Local Plan should be read as a whole rather than as a series of individual policies…..”.  

Policy EV9: The Historic Environment, is an additional policy against which any development, including flood alleviation measures / SUDs, would also be assessed.
No change to Policy EV2 is proposed.

	Yes - would have welcomed a modification to this policy but will not request further modifications.

	Policy EV3: Re-use of Buildings in the Green Belt and Countryside
	We consider that the Policy needs additional detail relating to Clause 1)g.  Alterations may require listed building consent/ scheduled monument consent or may be inappropriate due to their harm to the significance of the historic environment, heritage assets and their setting.  

Any proposals should be appropriate in the historic context and should conserve ad where possible enhance heritage assets and their setting.  Our comment above on historic farmsteads may also be relevant here.  Further, para 5.66 would benefit from the inclusion of additional detail.

	Para.1.9 of the Plan states that: “The Local Plan should be read as a whole rather than as a series of individual policies…..”.  

Para. 5.66 refers to Policy EV9: The Historic Environment.  Policy EV9 is the policy against which any development, including the re-use of buildings within the countryside, would also be assessed.  This would include heritage assets and their setting.

No change to Policy EV3 or para.5.66 is proposed.

	Yes - would have welcomed a modification to this policy but will not request further modifications.

	Policy EV4: Green Infrastructure, Biodiversity and Geodiversity
	The policy could benefit from a reference to the historic environment as a component of Green Infrastructure, and for the policy to seek opportunities to enhance / better reveal the historic environment, through any provision of Green Infrastructure/ biodiversity provision. 

The policy should recognise the value of the historic environment in contributing to the multi-functionality of green-blue infrastructure via cultural heritage, recreation, and tourism through assets such as registered parks and gardens, local historic parks, canals, heritage/ historic landscapes etc.  This would help establish a holistic positive strategy for the historic environment throughout the Plan.  

It would be further beneficial to include a definition/ description of Green Infrastructure in para 5.73 which incorporates the historic environment.  
	The Council acknowledge that heritage assets have the potential to be included within Green Infrastructure networks. 

Paragraph 1.9 sets out that the Local Plan should be read as a whole rather than a series of individual policies, in order to understand all the policies and guidance that will apply to any proposal.  Policy EV9 - Historic Environment, seeks to protect the wider historic environment, including heritage assets and heritage landscape.  As such it is not considered necessary to amend Policy EV4 in respect of this issue.

Para. 5.75 of the supporting text refers to 'historic sites' in the context of Green Infrastructure networks. Additionally, the definition of Green Infrastructure in the Local Plan Glossary refers to: ‘parks (including historic parks and gardens)’ 

It is proposed to amend the definition in the Glossary to read: 

“This includes but is not limited to parks (including historic Registered Parks and Gardens, and Unregistered Parks and Gardens), heritage assets, open spaces,…..’
	Yes - Whilst it would be best practice to include reference to the historic environment within Policy EV4, we consider that the proposed modification to the definition of Green Infrastructure in the Local Plan Glossary to include heritage assets is a suitable compromise.

	Para. 5.147
	Amend ‘historic parks and gardens’ with ‘Registered Parks and Gardens’.  

We welcome the reference to non-designated heritage assets here.
 
Does the Council have a Local List? This would be beneficial to include here or a reference within this section and a link to the document.
	Suggested change agreed.
Amend the second sentence of para. 5.147 to read: “Heritage assets, including Listed Buildings, Conservation Areas, Scheduled Monuments, Historic Registered Parks and Gardens….”

Paras. 5.165 – 5.168 of the Plan provides information on local heritage assets (locally listed buildings).
	Yes – support proposed modification.

	Policy EV9: 
The Historic Environment
	Clause 4 – This statement would be better at the beginning of the policy and relate to proposals which harm the significance of heritage assets, including their setting, will be refused.  Then where appropriate the public benefit tests would apply but the policy should be clear, like the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), that heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource and harm should be wholly exceptional with clear and convincing justification and significant public benefits.  See Chapter 16 of the NPPF and ensure that the wording reflects this national policy.
	Suggested change agreed.

Move Clause 4 to the beginning of the policy.

(Please see amended Policy EV9 in full at the end of this appendix.)





	Yes – support proposed modification. 

	Policy EV9: 
The Historic Environment
	Clause 1 – the policy should ensure that any proposed development does more than ‘have regard to its impact’.  Any development proposal should seek to conserve the significance of heritage assets, including their setting and this specific wording should form somewhere in the opening clause.
	Clause 1 – Amend the 2nd sentence to read “A proposal will be considered acceptable where it will conserve, and where appropriate enhance, the significance of heritage assets, including their setting.’ the historic environment, including designated and non-designated heritage assets and their setting.”  
	Yes – support proposed modification.

	Policy EV9: 
The Historic Environment
	Clause 2 – It should be clear in the first or second clause that proposals which harm the significance of heritage assets, including their setting will be refused.  There may be possibilities where the public benefit tests apply, but these should be exceptional and relate to significant public benefits.  The clause should have wording to reflect this point. 
We support reference to a Heritage Statement/ Heritage Impact Assessment, and this should be undertaken by an appropriate, qualified professional.  
We would recommend additional detail in the justification paragraphs that sets out what a HS/ HIA should include to ensure it is a fit for purpose document and looks at issues such as how does the development parcel contribute to the significance of the heritage assets/ setting assessment/ views analysis/ relationship between other heritage assets in the landscape and how the proposed development interacts with that relationship, harm avoidance and mitigation measures, appropriate design considerations etc. 
If archaeological assessment is required, then this should be desk based to begin with but then may require field evaluation and a set of measures agreed with local archaeology officers. 

	Clause 2 – The issue of ‘harm’ is covered by clause 4 of Policy EV9.

Paras. 5.182 – 5.186 of the Plan sets out the parameters of what a HS /HIA should include, but it will be at the planning application stage where more detail is provided to the applicant as to what is necessary, as the scope and degree of detail will vary according to the circumstances of each application.

Amend clause 2 to read:
Proposals that affect designated and non-designated heritage assets should be accompanied by a Heritage Statement, and where appropriate an archaeological field evaluation (following a desk-based assessment), that provides a proportionate assessment of the significance of the heritage asset, and where appropriate its setting, and an assessment of the impact of the proposal on the significance.

(Please see amended Policy EV9 in full at the end of this appendix.)
	Yes – support proposed modification.

	Policy EV9: 
The Historic Environment
	Clause 3 – This would benefit from a catch all statement such as ‘respect local character and distinctiveness’ through measures such as ‘massing, height, density, scale, appropriate materials etc. This is also a judgement on a case-by-case basis as to what is appropriate in the context of a heritage asset so it should relate to the significance of heritage assets and the need to conserve their significance.
	Suggested change agreed.

Clause 3 – Amend to read: “Proposals that conserve or enhance the significance of designated and non-designated heritage assets and their setting, and respect local character and distinctiveness, through appropriate scale, siting, high quality design and materials will be supported.”

(Please see amended Policy EV9 in full at the end of this appendix.)

	Yes – support proposed modification. 

	Policy EV9:
The Historic Environment
	Clause 5 – would have a definition of heritage assets within the Glossary rather than the policy.
	Clause 5 - The inclusion of the list of designated heritage assets is to simply aid the reader.  It is not considered detrimental to the policy.

It is not considered necessary to amend clause 5 of Policy EV9.
	Yes - no modification required. 

	Policy EV9: 
The Historic Environment
	Clause 6/7/8/9 reflect wording from the NPPF.  
It would be useful to have the first clause setting out that harm to the significance of heritage assets will be refused and having a strong indication from the beginning of the policy. 
Clause 8 for example, is a copy of paragraph 207 in the NPPF but not in its entirety, we consider it is unnecessary to include text verbatim from national policy but that a local heritage policy should set out any local considerations.  
	Suggested change agreed.

Re-order clauses 5/6/7/8/9 as follows:
5. Proposals that will result in substantial harm to, or loss of the significance of a designated heritage asset and their setting will be refused unless it is demonstrated that the substantial harm or loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss.  (was criteria 8)

6. Designated Heritage Assets in Ashfield include:
1. Conservation Areas;
1. Listed Buildings (including attached and curtilage structures)1;
1. Scheduled Monuments;
1. Registered Parks and Gardens.

7. Proposals, including demolition, that are likely to result in substantial harm to or total loss of Grade I, Grade II* Listed Buildings, Grade I or Grade II* Registered Parks and Gardens or Scheduled Monuments and their setting, will only be permitted in wholly exceptional circumstances.

8. Proposals that will result in the substantial harm to or total loss of the significance of a Grade II Listed Building, Grade II Registered Park and Garden, Conservation Areas and their setting, will only be permitted in exceptional circumstances. 

8. Proposals that will result in substantial harm to or loss of the significance of a designated heritage asset and their setting will be refused unless it is demonstrated that the substantial harm or loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss, or all of the following apply:
1. the nature of the heritage asset prevents a reasonable use of the site and the site cannot be developed in a less harmful way; and
1. through marketing there is no viable use of the heritage asset, and grant funding is not available; and 
1. the benefit of bringing the site back into use outweighs the harm or loss.  
(now criteria 5 but without a, b & c which are repeated from the NPPF)

9. Proposals that result in less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset will only be permitted where it is demonstrated that the proposal shall deliver public benefits that outweigh the harm, including securing the heritage asset’s optimum viable use.

(Please see amended Policy EV9 in full at the end of this appendix.)

	Yes – support proposed modification.

	Policy EV9: 
The Historic Environment
	Clause 10 – could be reflected in a definition in the Glossary.
	Clause 10 - The inclusion of the list of non-designated heritage assets is to simply aid the reader.  It is not considered detrimental to the policy.

It is not considered necessary to amend clause 10 of Policy EV9.
	Yes - no modification required. 

	Policy EV9: 
The Historic Environment
	Clause 11/12 – are replicated from the NPPF.  We would recommend a paragraph that seeks to conserve and enhance non designated heritage assets in the Borough and having a policy that seeks to ensure that they are protected in a positive way rather than a policy that sets out when demolition is acceptable.  
Clause 12 a) only relates to two types of significance.  If there was minimal significance, then it is unlikely that the building would merit non designated heritage asset status – we are unclear what the policy intends by this statement.  
Clause 12) b would not be appropriate if the asset had been left to deteriorate and had not been appropriately managed etc. 
Where demolition is unavoidable, and meets the conditions set out in the NPPF, then the Council should have a clause to ensure that a development will proceed before the loss of a heritage asset is agreed. 

	The Council do not consider it necessary to amend clause 11 of Policy EV9. 

However, it is proposed to amend clause 12 of Policy EV9:
      12. The retention of non-designated heritage assets is encouraged.  Where a proposal affects directly or indirectly a non-designated heritage asset, a balanced judgement shall be taken with proposals that affect directly or indirectly non-designated heritage assets, having regard to the scale of the harm or loss and the significance of the heritage asset.
 
Demolition Substantial harm or the loss of the significance of non-designated heritage assets will not be supported, only be permitted where it is unless it can be demonstrated:
a. that the architectural or historical significance of the non-designated heritage asset is minimal; or
b. through an up-to-date structural report, that the non-designated heritage asset is not capable of viable repair; or
c. through appropriate marketing, that the non-designated heritage asset has no viable use. 

It is also proposed to add a new clause applicable to All Heritage Assets.  Add new clause 5:
“Proposals where there is evidence of deliberate neglect of, or damage to, a heritage asset, the deteriorated state of the heritage asset will not be taken into account in any decision.’

(Please see amended Policy EV9 in full at the end of this appendix.)

	Yes – support proposed modification.

	Policy EV9: 
The Historic Environment
	Does the Council require any local policy pertaining to any specific local issues that have arisen? For example, any policy required relating to development within Conservation Areas?

We recommend that the policy includes a section on archaeology and when archaeological assessment may be required and how to consider the conservation of archaeological assets.  
The policy should also set out what happens when there is unavoidable loss to heritage and the need to record heritage information on the Historic Environment Record, as a minimum.    


Regarding enabling development, Historic England, recommends that you refer to our up to date guidance:
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/gpa4-enabling-development-heritage-assets/


We welcome reference to heritage at risk within the justification text.  What assets are at risk in the Borough, and can the Plan set out any positive strategies to bring them back into use? 

	Local Policy: It is not considered necessary to amend Policy EV2 in this respect.

Agreed to add section on archaeology:

Archaeology
Proposals should take account of their effect on sites and their settings with the potential for archaeological interest. 

Where there is early indication through consultation and/or assessment that proposals are likely to affect known important sites, sites of significant archaeological potential, or those that become known through the development process; the applicant will be required to submit an appropriate assessment of archaeological potential including a desk-based assessment and a field evaluation where necessary. 

This will then be used to inform a range of archaeological mitigation measures, if required, for preservation in situ or preservation by record. Planning permission will be resisted for development proposals which affect the significance of Scheduled Monuments. 

(Please see amended Policy EV9 in full at the end of this appendix.)

Amend Paragraph 5.163 to read:
“Proposals for enabling development to provide for the repair of listed building will be considered against criteria in Historic England’s Policy Document: Enabling Development and Heritage Assets 2020 Statement: Enabling Development and the Conservation of Significant Places 2008, or any subsequent guidance, and all other material considerations.”

Support for Heritage at Risk is noted.  

	Yes – support proposed modifications.


	Policy EV9: 
The Historic Environment
	It is really beneficial to include text on heritage features such as historic hedgerows and we welcome the inclusion of this text in the Plan.  Again, it may be beneficial to have a clause in the policy and then the paragraphs in the justification relating to the policy text.  
	It is not considered necessary to amend Policy EV9 in this respect.  

Criteria 2b of Policy EV6: Trees, Woodland and Hedgerows – already refers to trees or hedgerows of visual, historic or nature conservation value. 

No change proposed.

	Yes - no modification required.

	Policy EV9: 
The Historic Environment
	A clause relating to shopfronts would be beneficial to be included within the policy. 
	Para. 5.182 of the supporting text for Policy EV9 sets out that proposals should accord with Policy SH3: Shopfronts. 

Para.8.25 of the supporting text for Policy SH3 sets out that where shopfronts are part of, or affect, a heritage asset, Policy EV9 is applicable.

The Council are currently developing a Design Code for Shopfronts, which will compliment both Policy EV9 and SH3.  The Design Code will include details for heritage shopfronts and features.

No change proposed.

	Yes - Happy for a clause to be included within Policy SH3: Shop Front Policy in the Plan, and for the additional detail to be produced through an upcoming Design Code.  We are content for Policy EV9 therefore, not to reference a clause for Shop Fronts and the historic environment.

	Policy EV9: 
The Historic Environment
	Would consider re-ordering the justification paragraphs to reflect a re-ordered policy and so it is clear for prospective developers about which elements may be necessary to consider in their development.

	The Council is happy to re-order the supporting text to align with the order of Policy EV9.


	Yes – support proposed modifications.


	Policy EV10: Protection and Enhancement of Landscape Character
	We welcome the reference to the historic environment within Clause 2) g.  This would be further enhanced by reference to other historic environment considerations such as heritage as a component of landscape through heritage features for example.
	Support welcomed.
 
Amend criteria d) of Policy EV10 to read:
‘The pattern of distinctive landscape and heritage features……’

Amend criteria g of Policy EV10 to read:
‘…..and Registered Parks and Gardens.’

	Yes – support proposed modifications.

	Policy H1: Housing Allocations
	This section of the Plan should reference the Historic Environment Assessment (HIA) Report, that was undertaken by consultants on behalf of the Council, in 2023 and of which Historic England has engaged in.  

The site-specific paragraphs for the different sites should refer to this document and incorporate the relevant avoidance/ mitigation measures that were set out to inform prospective development.  
	Para.6.7 of the supporting text for Policy H1 sets out that, “Further details on the approach to allocating sites can be found in the Council’s Background Paper 1: Spatial Strategy and Site Selection 2023.  The Paper references the HIA and how this has been utilised in the site selection process.

The avoidance / mitigation measures for each of the sites identified in the HIA has been included in the Plan.  For clarity the Council proposes that the HIA is cited in the supporting text at paragraphs 6.12 (H1Hb), 6.22 (H1Hd), 6.33 (H1Kc), 6.43 (H1Sd), 6.48 (H1Sf), 6.55 (H1Si), 6.75 (H1Ss) – the proposed amendments can be seen below in relation to each individual site allocation (for site H1Ss please see Appendix 2).

The Council also agrees to add the HIA to the list of evidence base documents for Policy H1.

	Yes – support proposed modifications. 



	H1Hb: Linby Boarding Kennels
	This section of the Plan should reference the Historic Environment Assessment (HIA) Report, that was undertaken by consultants on behalf of the Council, in 2023 and of which Historic England has engaged in.  The site-specific paragraphs for the different sites should refer to this document and incorporate the relevant avoidance/ mitigation measures that were set out to inform prospective development.  
	In respect of the additional reference to the 2023 HIA, the Council proposes the following change to Para. 6.12:

“The site adjoins Linby Conservation Area in Gedling Borough to the North and forms part of the visual influence area of the conservation area, which is the setting for the Grade II* Listed Church of St Michael.  Consideration will need to be given to this aspect, the recommendations identified in the 2023 Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA), and the layout of the site prior to submitting a planning application. 
In addition, given the site’s location on the periphery of a medieval village and the existence of medieval terracing to the north, the presence of medieval remains cannot be completely ruled out.  Further archaeological evaluation work will be required. beginning with a An archaeological Desk Based Assessment (DBA) should be submitted with any planning application to ascertain the extent and level of survival of archaeological remains within the site.  Depending on the results of the DBA further archaeological investigations may be warranted, including a geophysical survey and targeted trial trenching, where necessary to This work will inform any required the need for mitigation.

A masterplan for this site has now been prepared - see the Council’s documents page on the Examination web site – ADC.19 (also see SD.03 in the submission documents and evidence base page).

As such para. 6.10 will be updated to read: 
“A concise masterplan for the site is provided in Appendix 11.  The masterplan will be available to identifiesy essential requirements expected by the Council and provides more detailed advice and guidance specific to the site.”

	Yes – support proposed modifications. 



	H1Hd: Stubbing Wood Farm
	We welcome references within the policy text in para 6.22/6.23 to mitigation measures for this site.  The housing site should reference the Historic Environment Assessment Report and the specific mitigation measures that are set out within the Report for all the heritage assets assessed.  

We consider para 6.22 should require a ‘management plan’ for the heritage asset and how it will be managed moving forward, as a result of the development.  

It should also ensure that an access to the heritage asset is maintained, as well as the physical conservation of the asset and there could be further potential for heritage tourism for this asset to give it a viable use.  It is essential that the heritage asset is not preserved in isolation with no access or future maintenance opportunities otherwise the proposed development will prejudice the future opportunity of this important heritage asset.  

Mitigation measures will also need to relate to the archaeological evaluation and any measures be incorporated into the ‘management plan’.  

Any masterplan will need to consider how best to incorporate development and landscaping and how to conserve and enhance the heritage asset with a future use and interpretation to better reveal its significance.
	In respect of the additional reference to the 2023 HIA, the Council proposes the following change to Para. 6.22/6.23:
“The Grade II Listed ‘Hucknall Battle Headquarters’ to Hucknall aerodrome is located to the northeast of the site, which comprises a below-ground command post and tunnel with a three-storey above ground observation tower. The asset sits on high ground, surrounded by residential development and farmland. The open fields to the southwest and the tower’s prominent position provide an understanding of its purpose as a lookout point. Development of the site should be informed by the recommendations identified in the 2023 Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) and should be sensitively designed. 
The Battle Headquarters must be preserved in situ with an agreed appropriate buffer around the tower. Investigations will also be required to understand the extent of subterranean chambers beneath the tower.
Within the north of the site, there is a high potential for buried archaeological remains associated with the Battle Headquarters. The southern portion of the site has a low to moderate potential for buried archaeology. 
Further archaeological evaluation work will be required. beginning with a An archaeological Desk Based Assessment (DBA) should be submitted with any planning application to ascertain the extent and level of survival of archaeological remains within the site.  
Depending on the results of the DBA further archaeological investigations may be warranted, including a geophysical survey and targeted trial trenching, where necessary.  In particular, ground-penetrating radar is recommended, along with a metal detecting survey, in the vicinity of the military infrastructure. This work will inform any required the need for mitigation.”

Matters of future management of a site/asset will be addressed at the planning application stage. However, to address the concerns raised, it is proposed to amend paragraph 6.24 of the Plan. 

The amended paragraph will also reference that a masterplan for the site has now been prepared. (see the Council’s documents page on the Examination web site – ADC.19 (also see SD.03 in the submission documents and evidence base page)

“It is proposed that development is sited away from the Listed Heritage asset (Hucknall Battle Headquarters) which will be enhanced with greater visibility and interpretation, and a new buffer planting will complement the existing green infrastructure at Starth Wood and create a green corridor.  

A concise masterplan for the site is provided in Appendix 11.  The masterplan will be available to identifiesy essential requirements expected by the Council and will provides more detailed advice and guidance specific to the site. 
As part of any future planning application the Council will require a management plan for the heritage asset to be submitted.”

	Yes – support suggested modification.





















	H1Kc: Doles Lane, Kirkby In Ashfield
	As we raised before we consider that more specific mitigation measures are required and whilst we support the references in para 6.33 we consider that more detail is required to make the policy effective and ensure that harm is minimised when the planning applications are received.  See our comments from the Heritage Assessment in March 2023 for additional detail.
	In respect of the additional reference to the 2023 HIA, the Council proposes the following change to Para. 6.33:
“The site lies to the northwest of Kirkby Cross Conservation Area, Market Cross Scheduled Monument, and No 2 & 6 Church Street and adjoining stable Grade II Listed Building. Development of the site should be informed by the recommendations identified in the 2023 Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) and development should be sensitively designed. and/or. 
Suitable tree screening along the southern boundary of the site should be provided, in order to mitigate any potential harm the significance or setting of the assets.  It is also likely that buried archaeological remains could survive within the site and therefore further archaeological evaluation work will be required.  Beginning with a  
An archaeological  Desk Based Assessment (DBA) should be submitted with any planning application to ascertain the extent and level of survival of archaeological remains within the site.  
Depending on the results of the DBA further archaeological investigations may be warranted, including a geophysical survey and targeted trial trenching, where necessary, This work will to inform any required the need for mitigation.”   

	Yes - HE welcomes the amendments to the content of the policy text. 



	H1Sd: Oakham Business Park
	We welcome reference to heritage issues within this section and again refer the Council to their evidence document which sets out the specific mitigation measures required for the site.  
Where there is reference to views across to Kings Mill Reservoir, our initial comments related to the setting impacts of the development in respect of the setting of Hamilton Hill and views from the hilltop monument over the proposed allocation site and reservoir and the counterpoint view back across the water to the hill. We note that some consideration to these views is given in the heritage assessment and additional detail of what this means and how future development must consider this is required to be included within the Plan, to ensure the policy is justified and effective. 

We support the removal of Site S7 which is also in the setting of Hamilton Hill Scheduled Monument and cumulatively with this development could have resulted in substantial harm to the heritage asset.  
	In respect of the additional reference to the 2023 HIA, the Council proposes the following change to Para. 6.43:

“The site is located c.240m north of Hamilton Hill Scheduled Monument and contributes positively to the asset’s historical rural setting.  Due to the proximity of the site to the asset and the relatively flat topography of the area, site lines are direct and careful building design needs to be undertaken to reduce any potential harm. 

[bookmark: _Hlk205389126]The most sensitive area is the western end of the site, which allows direct views across to Kings Mill Reservoir from Hamilton Hill and the counterpoint view back across the water to the Hill (as shown in Figure 73 of the Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA). Any proposals in development the this area should be restricted in height so they do not obstruct these views, or the area should remain undeveloped.”  

Support for the removal of S7 is noted.

	Yes - HE welcomes the amendment to the content of the policy text. 

	H1Sf: Rear of 23 Beck Lane, Skegby
	We remain concerned about the development in the setting of Dalestorth House Grade II, and the cumulative impact of the developments H1Ss and H1Si.  We recommended additional detail within the Heritage Assessment and again we consider that further consideration is required of the cumulative impacts and what mitigation measures are possible and appropriate to bring forward to reduce the harm to this heritage asset. 

Please see our original comments in March 2023 and we consider that additional mitigation measures are essential. A masterplan for development in this vicinity could be useful to understand the cumulative effects and solutions.
	In respect of the additional reference to the 2023 HIA, the Council proposes the following change to Para. 6.48:
 
“Dalestorth House, a Grade II Listed Building is located c.26m to the south-east of the site.  Trees should be planted along the road boundary to help maintain a green approach to the asset and mitigate harm.  There is also a moderate potential for the survival of archaeological remains within the site.  Consequently, further archaeological evaluation work will be required. beginning with a 

An archaeological Desk Based Assessment (DBA) should be submitted with any planning application, to ascertain the extent and level of survival of archaeological remains within the site.  

Depending on the results of the DBA further archaeological investigations may be warranted, including a geophysical survey and targeted trial trenching, where necessary to This work will inform any required the need for mitigation.”

Masterplans are undertaken on a site-by-site basis.  This site is for 23 dwellings and does not require a masterplan.

	 Yes- HE welcomes the amendment to the content of the policy text, as this sets out specific requirements, rather than just reiterating the recommendations of the HIA. 

We consider it essential that mitigation measures are required through policy wording. 





	H1Si: North of Kingsmill Hospital 
	We remain concerned about the development in the setting of Dalestorth House Grade II, and the cumulative impact of the developments H1Ss and H1Sf.  We recommended additional detail within the Heritage Assessment and again we consider that further consideration is required of the cumulative impacts and what mitigation measures are possible and appropriate to bring forward to reduce the harm to this heritage asset. 

Please see our original comments in March 2023 and we consider that additional mitigation measures are essential. A masterplan for development in this vicinity could be useful to understand the cumulative effects and solutions.
	In respect of the additional reference to the 2023 HIA, the Council proposes the following change to Para. 6.55:

“The site is located across the road from the Grade II Listed Dalestorth House, c.55m to the south.  Development of the site should be informed by the recommendations identified in the 2023 Heritage Impact Assessment and development should be sensitively designed. 

The trees to the south of Skegby Lane should be retained and supplemented where necessary in order to provide an important green buffer between the site and the asset.  

In addition, depending on the scale of the proposed development within the northern and eastern fields, further archaeological evaluation work may be required. beginning with a An archaeological Desk Based Assessment (DBA) should be submitted with any planning application to ascertain the extent and level of survival of archaeological remains within the site.  

Depending on the results of the DBA further archaeological investigations may be warranted, including a geophysical survey and targeted trial trenching, where necessary to This work will inform any required the need for mitigation.

A masterplan for this site has now been prepared - see the Council’s documents page on the Examination web site – ADC.19 (also see SD.03 in the submission documents and evidence base page).

As such para. 6.56 will be updated to read: 
“A concise masterplan for the site is provided in Appendix 11.  The masterplan will be available to identifiesy essential requirements expected by the Council and provides more detailed advice and guidance specific to the site.”

	Yes – Whilst HE remains concerned about the inclusion of this site in the Plan and what mitigation measures are possible to overcome the harm.  We strongly support the master planning approach and recommend that specialist heritage advice be engaged thought the masterplanning process to ensure that the masterplan is heritage led.

HE welcomes the amendment to the content of the policy text, as this sets out specific requirements, rather than just reiterating the recommendations of the HIA. 


	Policy EM2, 
Site S3
	The policy should refer to the Historic Assessment undertaken in 2023 and set out appropriate mitigation measures to overcome the identified harm to Hamilton Hill SM as a result of the proposed development and cumulatively with housing development on the other side of the road.  Please see our comments on the Heritage Assessment in March 2023.
	Suggested change agreed.
Add new policy text after para. 7.7 to read: 
“Site EM2 S3 – Hamilton Road, Sutton In Ashfield, is located c.210m to the northeast of Hamilton Hill, a Scheduled Ancient Monument.  Development should be avoided on the north / northeast of the site (as shown in Figure 66 of the 2023 Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) and trees should be planted in this area to provide a green framework for the scheduled monument.  

In addition, the site has moderate potential for significant buried archaeological remains within the site. Further archaeological evaluation work may be required. 

An archaeological Desk Based Assessment (DBA) should be submitted with any planning application to ascertain the extent and level of survival of archaeological remains within the site.  

Depending on the results of the DBA further archaeological investigations may be warranted, including a geophysical survey, and targeted trial trenching where necessary to inform any required mitigation.

	Yes - HE welcomes the amendment to the content of the policy text. 



	Policy H2: Provision for Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople
	Clause 2) a should be specific to biodiversity or the historic environment and not cover both issues.  The policy should set out the need to conserve and enhance the significance of the historic environment, heritage assets and their setting and we recommend that the wording is amended.
	Para.1.9 of the Plan states that: “The Local Plan should be read as a whole rather than as a series of individual policies….”

Policy EV9: The Historic Environment is the policy against which any development, including new sites for Gypsy, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople, would also be assessed.  This would include heritage assets and their setting.

No change to Policy EV3 or para.5.66 is proposed.

	Yes - would have welcomed a separate clause but no modification required. 

	Policy H2a: Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Site Allocations
	Any proposed site allocations should be subject to appropriate heritage assessment and Historic England would welcome site of any relevant heritage assessments for these sites, where harm may occur to heritage assets, including their setting.
	Request noted, however there are no site allocations in the Plan for GTAA.
	Yes - no modification required. 

	Policy SH1: Retail, Leisure, Commercial and Town Centre Uses
	This policy would benefit from reference to Conservation Areas/ historic cores of high streets/ retail centres etc and how to enhance heritage assets in a retail setting to benefit the wider economy of the area.  Our High Street Heritage Action Zones have been successful cases of how to do this.  Could also benefit from reference to what type of design considerations are appropriate in the context of Conservation Areas and heritage assets such as shopfronts.
	Para.1.9 of the Plan states that: “The Local Plan should be read as a whole rather than as a series of individual policies…..”.  

Policy EV9: The Historic Environment, and Policy SH3: Shopfront, are additional policies against which any development within a town centre would also be assessed.

No change to Policy EV2 is proposed.
	Yes - would have welcomed a specific clause but no modification required. 

	Policy SH3: Shopfronts
	The policy should include a specific clause on how to deal with Shopfronts on heritage assets and in Conservation Areas. 
	The Council does not consider that Policy SH3 requires amending.

Para.1.9 of the Plan states that: “The Local Plan should be read as a whole rather than as a series of individual policies…..”.  

Policy EV9: The Historic Environment, and Policy SH3: Shopfront, are policies against which all development affecting a shopfronts on heritage assets and in Conservation Areas would also be assessed.

Para.8.25 of the supporting text for Policy SH3 sets out that where shopfronts are part of, or affect, a heritage asset, Policy EV9 is applicable.

The Council are currently developing a Design Code for Shopfronts, which will compliment both Policy EV9 and SH3.  The Design Code will include details for heritage shopfronts and features.

	Yes - no modification required.

	Policy SD2: Good Design Considerations for Development
	We support the references to the historic environment within this section and consider additional detail could be utilised relating to local character and distinctiveness, materials, scale and heights.  Links to evidence base such as Conservation Area Appraisals and Town Centre Character Assessments would be useful.  

	Support welcomed. 

Links to the evidence base documents can be accessed on the Councils website.

No change to Policy SD2 is proposed.
	Yes - no modification required.

	Policy SD7: Communications Infrastructure
	We support the reference in the policy to the historic environment.
	Support welcomed.
	Yes - no modification required.

	Policy SD9: Environmental Protection
	This policy would benefit from a reference to the historic environment.  For example, when considering lighting issues to ensure that there are no adverse effects on the significance of heritage assets.  This should be reflected throughout the different environmental considerations.
	Para.1.9 of the Plan states that: “The Local Plan should be read as a whole rather than as a series of individual policies…..”.  

Policy EV9: The Historic Environment, is the policy against which any development effecting the historic environment would be assessed.

No change to Policy SD9 is proposed.
	Yes - would have welcomed an additional clause but will accept no modification required. 

	Policy SD12: Advertisements
	Clause d) we welcome reference to the historic environment and would recommend that the wording is amended to ensure that there is no adverse effect to the significance of heritage assets including their setting.  
The advertisements should also consider issues such as lighting. 
Para 9.122 should be incorporated into a clause in the policy to ensure that developers are aware of this requirement.
	The Council agrees to the suggested change.

Amend Clause d) of Policy SD12 to read:

“Preserve or enhance the special character of conservation areas and do not have an no adverse effect on the significance of heritage assets including their setting. on listed buildings, Scheduled Ancient Monuments and other heritage assets or their setting.’
 

	Yes – support proposed modifications.




[bookmark: _Hlk143163587]Proposed Modifications to Policy EV9: The Historic Environment

(Note: Red text – does not form part of the policy)

	

Policy EV9: The Historic Environment


	Strategic Objectives SO1, SO3, SO7, SO8, SO11, SO13, SO14. 

	
All Heritage Assets

      1. Proposals that effect affect heritage assets will be supported where the proposals conserves or enhances the significance of the heritage asset. Proposal that harm the significance of a heritage asset will only be supported where it is demonstrated that the harm is justified and the public benefits clearly outweigh the harm. (was criteria 4) 

1. 2. A proposal must have regard to its impact on the historic environment and will be expected to be in line with advice and guidance contained within conservation area appraisals, characterisation studies and other relevant guidance.  A proposal will be considered acceptable where it will conserve and, where appropriate, enhance the significance of the heritage asset, including their setting. historic environment, including designated and non-designated heritage assets and their setting. 

2. 3. Proposals that affect designated and non-designated heritage assets should be accompanied by a Heritage Statement, and where necessary an archaeological evaluation (following a desk-based assessment), that provides a proportionate assessment of the significance of the heritage asset, and where appropriate its setting, and an assessment of the impact of the proposal on the significance. 

3. 4. Proposals that conserve or enhance the significance of designated and non-designated heritage assets and their settings, and respect local character and distinctiveness, through appropriate scale, siting, high quality design and materials will be supported.

5. ‘Proposals where there is evidence of deliberate neglect of, or damage to, a heritage asset, the deteriorated state of the heritage asset will not be taken into account in any decision.

4. Proposals that effect heritage assets will be supported where the proposals conserves or enhances the heritage asset. Proposal that harm the significance of a heritage asset will only be supported where it is demonstrated that the harm is justified and the public benefits clearly outweigh the harm.  (now criteria 1)

Designated Heritage Assets
    6. Proposals that will result in substantial harm to or loss of the significance of a designated heritage asset and their setting will be refused unless it is demonstrated that the substantial harm or loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss. (was criteria 8, but without a, b, & c which repeated the NPPF)

5. 7. Designated Heritage Assets in Ashfield include:

d. Conservation Areas;
e. Listed Buildings (including attached and curtilage structures)1;
f. Scheduled Monuments;
g. Registered Parks and Gardens.

6. 8. Proposals, including demolition, that are likely to result in substantial harm to or total loss of Grade I, Grade II* Listed Buildings, Grade I or Grade II* Registered Parks and Gardens or Scheduled Monuments and their setting, will only be permitted in wholly exceptional circumstances.

7. 9. Proposals that will result in the substantial harm to or total loss of the significance of a Grade II Listed Building, Grade II Registered Park and Garden, Conservation Areas and their setting, will only be permitted in exceptional circumstances. 

8. Proposals that will result in substantial harm to or loss of the significance of a designated heritage asset and their setting will be refused unless it is demonstrated that the substantial harm or loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss, or all of the following apply: (now criteria 6, but without a, b & c)
c. the nature of the heritage asset prevents a reasonable use of the site and the site cannot be developed in a less harmful way; and
d. through marketing there is no viable use of the heritage asset, and grant funding is not available; and 
e. the benefit of bringing the site back into use outweighs the harm or loss.

9. 10. Proposals that result in less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset will only be permitted where it is demonstrated that the proposal shall deliver public benefits that outweigh the harm, including securing the heritage asset’s optimum viable use.

Non-Designated Heritage Assets

10. 11. Non-Designated Heritage Assets in Ashfield include:

a. Local Heritage Assets2;
b. Sites or Areas of Archaeological Interest3;
c. Unregistered Parks and Gardens3;
d. Landscape features as defined in the Landscape Character Assessment (2009) including ancient woodlands and veteran trees, field patterns, watercourses, drainage ditches and hedgerows of visual and historic value.

11. 12. Non-designated heritage assets of archaeological interest, which are demonstrably of equivalent significance to scheduled monuments, will be considered subject to the policies for designated heritage assets.

12. 13. The retention of non-designated heritage assets is encouraged.  Where a proposal affects directly or indirectly a non-designated heritage asset, a balanced judgement shall be taken with proposals that affect directly or indirectly non-designated heritage assets, having regard to the scale of the harm or loss and the significance of the heritage asset.

Demolition 14. Substantial harm or the loss of the significance of non-designated heritage assets will not be supported, only be permitted where it is unless it can be demonstrated:

d. that the architectural or historical significance of the non-designated heritage asset is minimal; or
e. through an up-to-date structural report, that the non-designated heritage asset is not capable of viable repair; or
f. through appropriate marketing, that the non-designated heritage asset has no viable use. 

Archaeology

14. Proposals should take account of their effect on sites and their settings with the potential for archaeological interest. Where there is early indication through consultation and/or assessment that proposals are likely to affect known important sites, sites of significant archaeological potential, or those that become known through the development process; the applicant will be required to submit an appropriate assessment of archaeological potential including a desk-based assessment and a field evaluation where necessary. This will then be used to inform a range of archaeological mitigation measures, if required, for preservation in situ or preservation by record. Planning permission will be resisted for development proposals which affect the significance of Scheduled Monuments. 

Existing Conservation Areas are detailed in paragraph 5.153 and shown on the Policies Map. Listed Buildings, Scheduled Monuments and Registered Parks and Gardens are listed in the National Heritage List for England, Scheduled Monuments are also listed in Appendix 10 and shown on the Policies Map.  Registered and Unregistered Parks and Gardens are listed below in paragraph 5.175 and shown on the Policies Map.  Any new sites identified after the Local Plan is adopted will be protected under this Policy.

1 Any object or structure fixed to the principal listed building or any object or structure within its curtilage that has formed part of the land since before 1st July 1948 is also protected.
2 As identified in the Nottinghamshire Historic Environment Record (HER), or by the District Council using the guidance publication Local Heritage Assets in Ashfield: Criteria.
3 As identified in the Nottinghamshire Historic Environment Record (HER).



Appendix 2: Outstanding Areas of Disagreement between Ashfield District Council and Historic England

	Policy / Para No. / Page No.
	Regulation 19
Historic England Comments
	Regulation 19
Ashfield District Council Response
	Historic England Support
(Yes/No)

	H1Ss: Land east of A6075 Beck Lane, Skegby
	We remain concerned about the development in the setting of Dalestorth House Grade II, and the cumulative impact of the developments H1Sf and H1Si.  

We recommended additional detail within the Heritage Assessment and again we consider that further consideration is required of the cumulative impacts and what mitigation measures are possible and appropriate to bring forward to reduce the harm to this heritage asset. Please see our original comments in March 2023 and we consider that additional mitigation measures are essential. A masterplan for development in this vicinity could be useful to understand the cumulative effects and solutions.
	In respect of the additional reference to the 2023 Heritage Impact Assessment, please see the Council’s response to Policy H1 in Appendix 1 

The 2023 Heritage Impact Assessment states on page 103 that:
“Dalestorth House is surrounded by greenery provided by its garden and sylvan streets. It has a mixed setting, with open fields to the north and south as well as concentrated pockets of housing development to the east and west. Beyond this immediate setting, Kings Mill Road and Skegby Lane lead to highly concentrated commercial areas.
 The inn that was situated on this site was probably located here to take advantage of the road as well as a dramatic high point in the landscape, which offers views down to the development around the Maun River and Kings Mill Reservoir. A country house was then developed here with generous gardens and the front windows, especially on the top floors, probably benefited from this southern view. 
The proposed housing development will not affect the garden or sylvan setting of the house, nor will it affect any views to or from the property. The proposed development will therefore cause negligible harm to the significance of the designated asset.”  
  
The Council has now produced a Masterplan for the site. See the Council’s documents page on the Examination web site – ADC.19 (also see SD.03 in the submission documents and evidence base page). 

As such, Para. 6.76 of the Local Plan is proposed to be amended to read:

“A concise masterplan for the site is will be available in Appendix 11.  The Masterplan to identifies essential requirements expected by the Council and provide more detailed advice and guidance specific to the site.”

	No - We remain concerned about the inclusion of this site in the Plan and what mitigation measures are possible to overcome the harm.  

HE welcomes the master planning approach, and the chance to be consulted on this at an early stage as the masterplan should be heritage led.

However, as before HE reiterates that any mitigation suggested by the HIA should be encompassed within the requirements of the policy itself and since these have yet to be identified and further work yet to be carried out, HE remains concerned about the inclusion of this site in the Plan.
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