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Historic England Statement


1.0	Overview

1.1 Historic England (HE) has been involved with the Local Plan process throughout, including responding to consultations on the following:

· Sustainability Appraisal (SA) Scoping Report in February 2020
· Regulation 18 Draft Local Plan consultation in November 2021 and
· Regulation 19 / Pre-Submission Draft consultation in January 2024.

HE also commented informally on the Ashfield Local Plan Heritage Impact Assessments (HIAs) September 2023, and subsequent amendments, produced as part of the evidence base to inform the Local Plan. Additionally, HE has produced a Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) in conjunction with Ashfield District Council in October 2025, which suggests various modifications to the Plan, and we can confirm that we have no concerns in respect of Duty to Co-operate matters.

1.2 At the Regulation 19 stage HE submitted a representation to the Pre-Submission Plan, highlighting several issues:

· we suggested that the recommendations of the Heritage Impact Assessment with regard to avoidance/mitigation and enhancement measures should be incorporated into the Plan within site specific policy wording;
· we did not consider Policy EV9 Historic Environment to be a sound policy, as we did not consider it to be legally compliant or effective;
· we maintained our objection to two sites proposed as strategic employment allocations at Junction 27 of the M1, noting that the Council had not taken account of its own heritage assessment and its recommendations, which, in line with our view, considered that such development could result in substantial harm to the Grade II*heritage asset Annesley Hall Registered Park & Garden (RPG) and other associated heritage assets, with no mitigation measures included within the policy text; and
· we had some detailed comments on specific proposed allocations and policy wording, and we suggested amendments that would make policies effective and justified.

1.3 Therefore, we have welcomed certain modifications to the Plan suggested by the Council, which will address some of the above issues. Details of these proposed amendments and any matters on which HE and the Council are still in disagreement over, are set out in the SoCG. 
SCG.08: https://www.ashfield.gov.uk/media/gk2b32q5/statement-of-common-ground-historic-england-2025-redacted.docx


2.0		HE Current position in relation to the Inspectors Matters, Issues and Questions, October 2025

2.1	With regard to the Inspectors’ Matters, Issues and Questions Paper, Matter 10 raises a number of questions in relation to the historic environment, to which Historic England responds consecutively below:

Matter 10 – Site Allocations


Issue: Whether the proposed site allocations are justified and deliverable/developable at the point envisaged.

Relevant Policies H1, S6a and S6b

Please see our response to Questions 10.2 and 10.4 in our previous Hearing Statement – HS 10.19 
https://www.ashfield.gov.uk/media/okdlxlan/hs-1019-historic-england_new-statement.pdf


	Kirkby area Site Allocations 
2.2	H1Kc – Land at Doles Lane, Kirkby-in-Ashfield
Q10.30 What effect does the allocation have on the significance of nearby heritage assets? Is there a need for mitigation to avoid harm to designated heritage assets? 
[bookmark: _Hlk215483802]2.2.1	The site lies northwest of Kirkby Cross Conservation Area, Market Cross Scheduled Monument (Grade II listed), and Nos. 2 & 6 Church Street with Adjoining Stable (Grade II listed). It forms part of the agricultural setting of the Conservation Area, which contributes to its historic significance. The Council’s HIA identifies that development will cause less than substantial harm to this setting.
2.2.2	For the Market Cross and associated assets, the site makes a small positive contribution to their setting, but development would affect the rural, agricultural context. Mitigation such as sensitive design and tree screening would be required to avoid harm.
2.2.3	Similarly, Nos. 2 & 6 Church Street and the Adjoining Stable have architectural and historic interest. Without mitigation, development will cause less than substantial harm; sensitive design and/or screening are recommended.
2.2.4	Historic England previously requested more specific mitigation measures at Regulation 19. The Council has now proposed policy changes (Appendix 1: SoCG), which HE welcomes as they would help ensure harm is minimised.
	Sutton area Site Allocations 
2.3	H1Sd – Adj. Oakham Business Park, Off Hamilton Road 
[bookmark: _Hlk213862933]Q10.41 What effect does the presence of nearby heritage assets have on the site allocation? Is there a need for mitigation to avoid harm to designated heritage assets? 
[bookmark: _Hlk215483825]2.3.1	The site lies about 240m north of Hamilton Hill Scheduled Monument and contributes to its rural setting. Due to proximity and relatively flat topography, sight lines are direct, making the western end most sensitive as it provides views between the hill and Kings Mill Reservoir.
2.3.2	The Council’s HIA notes that housing northwest of the asset would erode its rural surroundings and affect prominent views, causing less than substantial harm. We agree, and at Regulation 19, we recommended clearer policy requirements to address these impacts and to ensure the policy could be justified and effective.
2.3.3	In response, the Council proposes restricting building heights or leaving the western end undeveloped to protect views. HE welcomes these amendments, as they would help avoid harm to the asset (see Appendix 1: SoCG).
2.4	H1Sf – Rear 23 Beck Lane, Skegby
Q10.45 What effect does the presence of nearby heritage assets have on the site allocation?
2.4.1	Dalestorth House (Grade II Listed) lies about 26m southeast of the site. Its significance is partly derived from its setting, in historic walled gardens and woodland, with boundary walls providing a strong sense of enclosure and continuity along Beck Lane.
2.4.2	The Council’s HIA found the site makes a small positive contribution to Dalestorth House’s setting. However, at Regulation 19, Historic England raised concerns about cumulative impacts with nearby sites (H1Ss and H1Si) and recommended more detail on mitigation and cumulative effects, suggesting a wider masterplanning approach for the sites.
2.4.3	In response, the Council proposes policy changes requiring tree planting along the road boundary to maintain a green approach, and an archaeological Desk-Based Assessment with any planning applications that may be submitted.  The Council considers that a masterplan would not be necessary for a scheme of 23 units. While we still see value in a masterplan for cumulative impacts, Historic England welcomes the proposed policy amendments as they would help minimise harm (see Appendix 1: SoCG).
2.5	H1Si – Rear Kingsmill Hospital
Q10.49 What effect does the presence of nearby heritage assets including Dalestorth House have on the site allocation? Is there a need for mitigation to avoid harm to designated heritage assets? 
2.5.1	 Dalestorth House (Grade II Listed) lies about 55m north of the site across Skegby Lane. Its significance is partly derived from its historic walled gardens, woodland, and the trees along the road. The Council’s HIA notes the site makes a small positive contribution and that development would cause less than substantial harm but recommends retention of trees south of Skegby Lane as a green buffer.
2.5.2	At Regulation 19, Historic England raised concerns about cumulative impacts with nearby sites and recommended more detail, mitigation, and a masterplan. In response, the Council has put forward changes to policy wording to require sensitive design, tree retention and planting to the south of Skegby Lane to provide an important green buffer between the site and the asset, and an archaeological Desk-Based Assessment with any applications that may come forward.  We are aware that the Council has produced a masterplan for the allocation site which incorporates these elements.  
2.5.3	Historic England welcomes the proposed amendments and supports measures such as retaining and supplementing trees south of Skegby Lane (see Appendix 1: SoCG). We also consider that tree planting/retention on the rural boundary west of the proposed development site would also soften the impact of the new development on the heritage asset.  In addition, a lower density and height of buildings towards the northern end of the site and moving the proposed vehicle access point further east away from the front of Dalesforth House would also help minimise harm and suggest that the masterplan be reviewed to incorporate this further mitigation.  
2.6	H1Ss – Land East of A6075 Beck Lane, Skegby
Q10.63 What effect does the presence of nearby heritage assets including the Grade II* Listed Registered Park and Garden Hardwick Hall and the Grade II Listed Dalestorth House have on the site allocation? Is there a need for mitigation to avoid harm to designated heritage assets? 
2.6.1	Historic England agrees with the Council’s HIA that the site is too far from Hardwick Hall (Grade I) and its Registered Park and Garden to cause harm.  Separately, Dalestorth House (Grade II), some 110m southwest of the site, partly derives its significance from its setting, historic walled gardens and woodland, with boundary walls providing strong historic character along Beck Lane. The Council’s HIA considers the site makes a neutral contribution, but Historic England disagrees and has concerns about cumulative impacts with nearby allocations (H1Sf and H1Si) and has recommended a masterplan and mitigation measures.  This remains an area of disagreement between the Council and Historic England (see Appendix 2: SoCG).

2.6.2	The Council has now produced a masterplan. Historic England welcomes this but would wish to stress that any new development should respect the asset’s rural setting. The frontage along Beck Lane should be sensitive in height, massing, and setback, using sympathetic materials and boundary treatments to integrate any new development without eroding the distinctiveness of the historic walls. Planting and public realm design should complement historic features and avoid clutter.  We suggest these requirements are included in policy and reflected in the masterplan.

2.7	Policy S6a – Land to the north-east of Junction 27 of the M1 Motorway
Q10.7 What effects would the proposed employment site allocation have on the significance of nearby designated heritage assets, including Annesley Hall and Felly Priory? Does the plan identify potential mitigation measures in respect of the heritage assets?  
2.7.1	Outline permission was granted (Oct 2024) for a logistics campus on land NE of M1 J27. Historic England provided advice on the application which set out concerns that the development would further separate the Scheduled Monument fishponds at Felly Priory from Annesley Hall and its Grade II* Registered Park and Garden, eroding their survival as part of the wider Annesley Estate as well as the rural setting contributing to heritage significance, resulting in less than substantial harm in NPPF terms. We also highlighted cumulative impacts with another application site (V.2022/0246) which is put forward as part of the Plan under site allocation Policy S6b, to which we objected.

2.7.2	Although objections have been withdrawn following permission, we remain concerned about cumulative effects. The policy requires development to respect heritage significance but does not identify specific mitigation or mention Annesley Hall RPG or Damstead Fishponds. The HIA notes mitigation is difficult due to topography, recommending removal of the northern part of the site and robust boundary planting.  Historic England agrees with that approach and recommend policy wording be strengthened to include mitigation measures. The approved outline scheme covers a smaller area than Policy S6a, which was considered less harmful than the proposed allocation site.




3.0	Summary


3.1	With regard to the overall approach to the historic environment, Historic England considers that the amendments suggested in our Statement of Common Ground should be implemented to ensure that the Plan will deliver a positive strategy for the historic environment as required by the NPPF.
3.2	With specific reference to proposed site allocation H1Ss, our concerns remain, and we suggest further policy amendments and an updated masterplan is developed taking into account the issues we have raised.
3.3	Similarly, in relation to Policy S6a, HE would support further amendments to the policy wording to identify potential mitigation measures.
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Elizabeth Boden MA MRTPI
Historic Environment Planning Adviser (Midlands) 

elizabeth.boden@historicengland.org.uk	27th November 2025
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