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Historic England is the principal Government adviser on the historic environment, advising it on 
planning and listed building consent applications, appeals and other matters generally affecting the 
historic environment.  Historic England is consulted on Local Development Plans under the provisions 
of the duty to co-operate and provides advice to ensure that legislation and national policy in the 
National Planning Policy Framework are thereby reflected in local planning policy and practice. 
 
The tests of soundness require that Local Development Plans should be positively prepared, justified, 
effective and consistent with national policy. Historic England’s representations on the Publication 
Draft Local Plan are made in the context of the requirements of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (“the Framework”) in relation to the historic environment as a component of sustainable 
development. 
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Historic England   Hearing Statement 

 
Introduction 
 
1.1 This statement addresses the Inspector’s questions with regards Matter 6, 

Conserving and Enhancing the Historic Environment.  
 
1.2 This hearing statement should be read alongside Historic England’s 

comments submitted at previous consultation stages of the Local Plan and 
our Hearing Statements.  Our comments on the Regulation 19 comments in 
December 2017 are included at Appendix A for ease of reference.  
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Matters and Issues for East Cambridgeshire Local Plan  

 

 

Issues 

 

6: Conserving and enhancing the historic environment  
Relevant Policies- LP8, LP11, LP12, LP14, LP15, LP22, LP27, LP28 and other 
site specific policies  
 
Issue 1: Whether the Plan provides a positive framework relating to the 
historic environment consistent with Paragraph 126 of the Framework and 
whether the policies of the Plan are effective, justified, and consistent with its 
objectives?  
 
9. I will consider site specific matters in relation to individual sites later. 
However, as a broader issue, has the Council appropriately considered the 
historic environment in its allocation of sites and its policies?  

2.1 Not always.  See our representations on the Reg 19 Plan for further comment 
(Appendix A). 

In particular, is Policy LP28 justified, effective and consistent with national 
policy with reference to the impact of development on views of Ely Cathedral 
and the ‘general visual distinctiveness of Ely.’  

2.2 Historic England broadly welcomes policy LP28 although it may be helpful to 
update the Ely Environmental Capacity Study to provide a more up-to-date 
assessment and evidence base.  

10. Is the correct nomenclature relating to various elements of the historic 
environment used throughout the Plan, and does its wording accurately reflect 
the statutory duties vis a vis the historic environment?  

2.3 Not always. See our representations on the Reg 19 Plan for further comment 
(Appendix A).  

11. Is the Plan, and are the generic and site specific policies within the Plan 
justified by up-to-date evidence relating to the historic environment, including 
heritage assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other threats? Should 
there be a specific policy relating to heritage assets most at risk? If so, how 
should it be phrased?  

2.4 We have advised that there should be a specific policy in relation to heritage 
at risk. See our representations on the Reg 19 Plan for further comment 
(Appendix A). 

12. Do the policies of the plan, with reference to the historic environment give 
a clear indication of how a decision maker should react to a development 
proposal?  
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2.5 Some policies do, others don’t or could be clearer.  See our representations 
on the Reg 19 Plan for further comment (Appendix A).  

13. Should all criteria based policies make reference to ‘heritage assets’?  

2.6 Where there are heritage assets on or near the site, that may be affected by 
the proposed development, Historic England considers that it is important for 
these to be referenced in the policy in line with paragraph 16d of the NPPF, 
Planning Practice Guidance (PPG Reference ID: 12-010-20140306 (last 
revised 06/03/2014) and the advice in our Advice Note 3 - site allocations in 
local plans: <https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-
environment-and-site-allocations-in-local-plans/>.   

14. Is the level of detail set out within the individual site allocations relating to 
designated and non-designated heritage assets justified and based on 
evidence, and has this evidence adequately informed the allocation of sites, 
and any site specific policies?  
 
2.7 There are varying levels of detail relating to designated and non-designated 

heritage assets for site allocations in the Plan.  It is not always clear what 
evidence this is based upon. In our previous representations, Historic England 
has consistently advised upon the methodology for site selection and 
allocation,  and about the policy wording for site allocations.    See our 
representations on the Reg 19 Plan for further comment (Appendix A).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

5 
 

Appendix A: Historic England Representations on Regulation 19 Local Plan, 
December 2017 
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 19 December 2017   

 

 

Dear Mr Kay 

 

East Cambridge Local Plan Proposed Submission Draft  November 2017 

Thank you for your e-mail dated 8th November 2017 regarding the above consultation.  As the 

Government’s adviser on the historic environment Historic England is keen to ensure that the 

protection of the historic environment is fully taken into account at all stages and levels of the local 

planning process.  Therefore we welcome the opportunity to comment on the draft Plan.  

We have previously commented on the Preliminary Draft Consultation on 24th March 2016 and the 

Call for Sites Assessment on 15th July 2016 as well as the Further Draft Local Plan on 22nd February 

2017 and Additional Site Suggestions on 15th May 2017.  These representations should be read 

alongside our earlier comments.  

We note that the latest draft of the Plan incorporates some of our suggestions on the earlier drafts 

and welcome these changes. We have now had the opportunity to review the latest documents and 

can provide the following substantive comments.  

 

General comments 

 

Historic England has published a number of Good Practice Advice and Advice Notes which you may 

find useful in developing your local plan.  Please refer to our previous responses for details of these.   

 

For the avoidance of doubt, we have not considered archaeological issues in detail. We refer you to 

the HER held by Cambridgeshire County Council who should be able to provide further detail of 

archaeological potential. East Cambridgeshire has a rich archaeological heritage in part by virtue of 

the ground conditions. We have also not identified non-designated assets.  

 

 

 

A Positive Strategy for the Historic Environment  (Para 126 of the NPPF) 

 

Paragraph 126 of the NPPF requires Local Plans to set out a positive and clear strategy for the 

conservation, enjoyment and enhancement of the historic environment.  

 

The Plan as currently drafted goes some way towards establishing a positive strategy for the historic 

environment.  It refers to the historic environment in its vision, it includes a policy for the historic 
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environment and character of the landscape and built environment and there are various other 

references to the historic environment through the plan including some relating to the unique 

characteristics of the area.  

 

However, in a number of areas, the strategy for the historic environment could be strengthened. We 

set out in detail our comments below.  

 

Section 2 Introducing East Cambridgeshire 

 

Para 2.1.7  

 

Please clarify the number of conservation areas in the District.  We have seen several different 

numbers for the district.  Please amend the final bullet point accordingly. In addition, please delete 

the word Ancient as the correct term is scheduled monuments (this applies throughout the Plan.) 

 

It would be helpful to refer to the number of assets on the Heritage at Risk Register. There are 

currently 15 archaeological entries on the 2017 Heritage at Risk Register. Further advice in respect of 

Heritage at Risk is given below.  

 

Section 4 Delivering Homes and Jobs 

 

Policy LP8 Delivering Prosperity and Jobs 

 

In the section relating to new employment development in the countryside, we would suggest the 

addition of ‘heritage assets’ to criterion e.  

 

Policy LP11 Tourist Facilities and Visitor Attractions 

 

As above, we suggest the addition of the word ‘heritage’ before assets to criterion c.  

 

Policy LP12 Tourist Accommodation 

 

We again suggest the addition of the word ‘heritage’ before assets’ to criterion c.  

 

Policy LP14 

 

We welcome policy LP14 and the reference to historic centres and historic shop fronts.  

 

Section 6 A Fantastic Place to Live 

 

6.7 Conserving and Enhancing Heritage Assets 

 

We very much welcome the change in the title to ‘Conserving and enhancing…’  However, we 

continue to recommend that the title is renamed ‘the Historic Environment’ rather than heritage 

assets.  The Historic Environment is the preferred term because it encompasses all aspects of 
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heritage, for example the tangible heritage assets and less tangible cultural heritage. 

 

Paragraph 6.7.1 We welcome the change to ‘the historic environment rather than heritage assets.  

 

Heritage Asset Table 

 

It would be useful if the terms Scheduled Monument and Registered Parks and Gardens were 

specifically included in the left hand column. 

 

Paragraph 6.7.4  We would suggest that you change the wording from ‘preserving and enhancing’ to 

‘preserving or enhancing’ in the first sentence.  

 

Policy LP27  

 

We broadly welcome this policy and consider that if offers a quite thorough basis for the protection 

of the historic environment. 

 

We would recommend the replacement of the words ‘Heritage Assets’ in the title and the first line of 

the policy with ‘the Historic Environment’ for the reasons set out above. 

 

In criterion b we suggest a change in wording from ‘preservation and where possible enhancement’ 

to ‘preservation or where possible enhancement’ to reflect the wording in the legislation.  

 

We welcome the greater reflection of the tests of the NPPF in your policy. 

 

In the fifth paragraph we suggest the insertion of the word ‘to’ after ‘substantial harm’.  

 

We note the deletion of the last paragraph relating to demolition.  However, presumably this is 

because you consider it is adequately covered by both the NPPF and the new paragraphs relating to 

the NPPF tests in the Plan.  

 

6.8  Safeguarding Landscape and Built Environment character 

 

We welcome the change in title of this section to match the policy 

 

We suggest that the Plan should include a policy to address heritage assets on the Heritage at Risk 

Register. We welcome positive solutions for addressing all heritage at risk, whether nationally or 

locally identified. At the current time, there are 15 sites on the Heritage at Risk register.  

 

We would also welcome a policy basis for the creation and management of a Heritage at Risk 

register for Grade II listed structures.  

 

Section 7 Policies for Places 

 

We make the following general comments on the site allocation process and also drafting of site 
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specific policies before making a number of site specific comments. 

 

In assessing sites, we would advise that you refer to the advice in our Advice Note 3 - site allocations 

in local plans: <https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-

site-allocations-in-local-plans/>.   This provides a helpful methodology for site selection.   

 

In essence, it is important that you 

 

a) Identify any heritage assets that may be affected by the potential site allocation.  

 

b) Understand what contribution the site makes to the significance of the asset 

 

c) Identify what impact the allocation might have on that significance 

 

d) Consider maximising enhancements and avoiding harm 

 

e) Determine whether the proposed allocation is appropriate in light of the NPPF’s tests of 

soundness 

 

In assessing sites it is important to identify those sites which are inappropriate for development and 

also to assess the potential capacity of the site in the light of the historic environment (and other) 

factors.  

 

If a site is allocated, we would expect to see reference in the policy and supporting text to the need 

to conserve and seek opportunities to enhance the on-site or nearby heritage assets and their 

setting, the need for high quality design and any other factors relevant to the historic environment 

and the site in question. 

  

Paragraph 157 of the National Planning Policy Framework requires Local Plans to provide  detail with 

site allocations where appropriate (fifth bullet point), with the Planning Practice Guidance stating 

“where sites are proposed for allocation, sufficient detail should be given to provide clarity to 

developers, local communities and other interests about the nature and scale of development 

(addressing the ‘what, where, when and how’ questions)” (PPG Reference ID: 12-010-20140306 (last 

revised 06/03/2014).  Paragraph 154 of the NPPF also states that only policies that provide a clear 

indication of how a decision maker should react to a development proposal should be included in 

the plan.  Conservation of the historic environment is a core planning principle (Paragraph 17) and 

Local Plans should set out a positive strategy in this respect (Paragraph 126). 

 

Local Character and Facilities policies for each settlement 

 

We welcome the Local Character and Facilities Policies for each settlement. We particularly welcome 

reference to local distinctiveness e.g. clunch and pebble in Isleham. We would again suggest that 

these policies should refer to the presence of a conservation area where these exist and reference 

the need to conserve and, where opportunities arise, enhance the conservation area. The supporting 

text could reference the conservation area appraisal and or management plan where these exist. 
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Where there is no conservation area appraisal, we would suggest that the Plan makes a commitment 

to the preparation of such an appraisal.  

 

Site Allocation Policy wording 

 

In our comments on the previous version of the plan, we highlighted where changes needed to be 

made to individual site allocation policies to ensure that proper consideration is given to the historic 

environment.  We welcome the fact that some of these suggested changes have now been 

incorporated into the Plan. However, we are disappointed to see that many of these suggestions 

have not been included in the pre-submission version of the Plan.  In order to ensure that the Plan is 

sound we make a number of comments with respect to site allocation policy wording and the 

historic environment.  

 

It is important that policies include sufficient information regarding criteria for development. 

Paragraph 154 of the NPPF states that policies should provide a clear indication of how a decision 

maker should react to a development proposal.  

Therefore, please revisit the site allocations and ensure that policy wording is consistent.  In 

particular please review, BOT.H1, BUR.H1, ELY.M2, ELY.M3, ELY.M4, ELY.M6, FRD.H2, FRD.E1, 

HAD.H1, HAD.H2, HAD.H3, ISL.H1, ISL.H4, KEN.M1, LIT5, LIT.H7, SOH.H1, SOH.M3, STR.H1, SUT.H2, 

SWB.H1, SWB.H2, SWB.H3, SWP.H1, WIL.H1 and WIL.H2.  Where a site has the potential to affect a 

heritage asset, we would expect the following typical wording within the policy:   

 

listed building ‘Development should preserve the listed building and its setting’.  

This is based on the wording in Part 1, Chapter 1, paragraph 1 (3) (b) of the Planning (Listed Buildings 

and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. 

 

conservation area ‘Development should preserve or where opportunities arise enhance the 

Conservation Area and its setting’. 

This is based on the wording in Part 2, paragraph 69 (a) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and 

Conservation Areas) Act 1990. 

 

registered park and garden -  ‘Development should protect the registered park and garden and its 

setting.’ 

 

scheduled monument  ‘Development should protect the scheduled monument and its setting.’ 

 

combination of heritage assets  - ‘Development should conserve and where appropriate enhance 

heritage assets and their settings.’    

This is based on the wording in the Planning Practice Guidance  Paragraph: 003 Reference ID: 18a-

003-20140306  Revision date: 06 03 2014 

 

There may be occasions where particular mitigation measures proposed should also be mentioned in 

policy eg landscaping, open space to allow breathing space around heritage asset etc.  

 



 

11 
 

Site allocation policy wording for consented schemes 

 

We note that some of the allocations already have consented schemes for the sites. We note that in 

these instances, a cross reference has been made to the relevant consent. (For example sites 

BUR.H1 and BUR.M3).  Nevertheless, we still consider that it is important that the policy criteria are 

written into the policy as it is possible that an alternative scheme may come forward for 

development and the parameters for development should be clearly set out within the Plan. Again 

we draw your attention to paragraph 154 of the NPPF which states that policies should provide a 

clear indication of how a decision maker should react to a development proposal.  

To that end we suggest that you review each site allocation (BUR.H1, CHV.H1, CHV.H2, ELY.H1, 

ELY.H2, ELY.H3, ELY.M1, ISL.H3, SOH.H3, SOH.H7, SOH.H12, SOH.H13 and SOH.H14) and insert 

relevant policy criteria in the tables, reflecting the principles that have been established in the 

consented schemes.  Where there are potential impacts upon the historic environment we would 

expect that appropriate development parameters are set in the policy as outlined above. 

 

We now offer comments with respect of each of the individual sites. As you will see we are most 

concerned about sites KEN.M1 and SWP.H1, although we make comments on the wording of a 

number of other policies. 

 

Bottisham 

 

BOT.H1 

 

This site is allocated for 50 dwellings. The site is located in close proximity to Bottisham Conservation 

Area and a scheduled monument (a moated site south of Bendyshe Farm). Historically, the setting of 

this monument would have been an agrarian landscape.  Expansion of the village has changed the 

setting to the northwest, north and northeast, but currently it remains essentially open and rural to 

the west, south and southeast.  There are also a number of listed buildings in the conservation area 

including the grade I listed Holy Trinity Church. Any development of this site will need to preserve 

the listed building and scheduled monument and their settings and preserve or enhance the 

conservation area and its setting. The development should be of high quality design.  These 

requirements should be included in the policy and supporting text of the Plan. 

 

We therefore welcome criterion b and c of Policy Bottisham 4 which references views of the Church 

and the scheduled monument and proposed buffer zone. However, please amend reference from 

‘scheduled ancient monument’ to ‘scheduled monument’ (This amendment needs to be made to all 

references to scheduled monuments throughout the Plan to accord with the current terminology in 

the NPPF).  We also request that reference is made to the need for proposals to preserve or where 

opportunities arise, enhance the conservation area.  

 

The buffer zone between the housing and the scheduled monument should only contain soft 

landscaping and footpaths.  It would be inappropriate for it to incorporate any hard landscaping such 

as formal play areas, parking or roads, since such facilities would introduce urban elements into 

what should be an informal green space. The built development also should not be allowed to 

extend too far to the south so that it forms a visual ‘blinker’ to the west when looking out to the 
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open countryside from the scheduled monument. In addition, Historic England would object to the 

siting of allotments between the scheduled monument and the open countryside.  Such a siting 

would introduce visual clutter (including sheds, fencing, car parking et cetera), adversely impacting 

on the setting of the scheduled monument and resulting in harm to its significance, as set out in 

paragraph 132 of the Framework. 

 

BOT.H2 and BOT.E1 

 

Historic England has no comment on these sites. 

 

Burrough Green 

 

BRG.H1 

 

Historic England has no comment on this site. 

 

Burwell 

 

We particularly welcome the final sentence of policy Burwell 1 which highlights the need to ensure 

that there is no adverse impact upon the Devils Dyke earthworks or the Burwell castle remains.  

 

BUR.H1 and Policy Burwell 4 

 

This large site is allocated for 350 dwellings.  Whilst there are no designated heritage assets within 

the site boundary, there is a grade II listed Mill to the west of the site. Development of this site has 

the potential to impact upon the setting this listed building.  Any development of this site will need 

to preserve the listed building and its setting. The development should be of high quality design.  As 

previously advised, these requirements should be included in Policy Burwell 4 and supporting text of 

the Plan. 

 

BUR.M1 

 

Historic England has no comment on this site. 

 

BUR.E1 

 

This site is allocated for employment development. Whilst there are no designated heritage assets 

within the site boundary, there are two scheduled monuments (Devils Ditch and a Roman Villa) to 

the south west of the site and a scheduled monument, Burwell Castle, and Burwell Conservation 

Area and the grade I listed church to the north east. Development of this site has the potential to 

impact upon the setting these heritage assets. Any development of this site will need to protect the 

scheduled monuments and their settings, preserve the listed building and its setting and preserve or 

enhance and conservation area and its setting.  These requirements should be included in Policy 

Burwell 3 and the supporting text of the Plan. 
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Historic England have recently responded to planning applications 17/01071/FUL; 17/1072/FUL and 

17/01094/OUM and raised concerns regarding heritage impacts in this location.  You may find it 

useful to consider our responses to these applications in taking this site forward.  

 

BUR.PH1 Land at Stanford Park, Weirs Drove 

 

This new site for park homes is already a caravan and camping site and is well surrounded by 

vegetation. Historic England has no comment on this site. 

 

 

Chettisham 

 

Although the Plan states that there are no housing allocations proposed for Chettisham, the Plan is 

somewhat misleading given the very large allocations immediately adjacent to the village envelope.  

For greater transparency, reference should be made to these allocations in the Plan.  

 

Cheveley 

 

CHV.H1 

 

We note that planning permission has been granted for residential development on this site. The site 

is located to the south of the Cheveley Conservation Area and is near to a number of grade II listed 

buildings. To that end any development of this site will need to preserve or enhance the 

conservation area and preserve the listed buildings and their settings. These requirements should be 

included in Policy Cheveley 3 and the supporting text of the Plan. 

 

CHV.H2 

This is a new site located to the rear of site CHV.H2. The site is located to the south of the Cheveley 

Conservation Area and is near to a number of grade II listed buildings. To that end any development 

of this site will need to preserve or enhance the conservation area and preserve the listed buildings 

and their settings. These requirements should be included in Policy Cheveley 3 and the supporting 

text of the Plan. 

 

Chippenham 

 

We welcome the changes made to refer to Chippenham Park as a Registered Park and Garden.  

 

Dullingham 

 

We welcome reference to Dullingham House in the introductory paragraph.  However, this is again a 

Registered Park and Garden and should be referred to as such in para 7.13.1. The RPG designation is 

currently missing from the Inset Map. The map should be amended to show this designated heritage 

asset.  

 

DUL.H1 
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This is a new housing allocation. Historic England has no comment on this site. 

 

Ely 

 

We note that policy Ely 1 has been considerably expanded to include reference to indicative 

Landscape Character Zones and Quintessential views. Historic England broadly welcomes the 

inclusion of this detail in the policy, supporting text and Table after paragraph 7.14. 1 (a reference 

number for this table would be useful) as well as the diagram Ely Indicative Landscape Character 

Zones and Quinessential views on page 99 (again a figure reference for this would be useful).  

 

Ely.H1 

 

This is a new allocation. It is surrounded by site M1. Views from the north into the city will need to 

be respected. This requirement should be included in Policy Ely 3 and supporting text of the Plan. 

 

Ely.H2 

 

This is another new allocation. The site lies within the Ely Conservation Area.  Any development of 

this site will need to preserve or enhance the conservation area and its setting. This requirement 

should be included in Policy Ely 3 and supporting text of the Plan. 

 

Ely.H3 

 

This new site allocation lies in the Ely Conservation Area. Any development of this site will need to 

preserve or enhance the conservation area and its setting. This requirement should be included in 

Policy Ely 3 and supporting text of the Plan. 

 

ELY.M1  

 

This very large site is allocated for 3000 dwellings. We note that there is a consent and SPD for the 

site. Whilst there are no designated heritage assets within the site boundary, there is a grade II listed 

church, St Michael’s, to the north of the site. Development of this site has the potential to impact 

upon the setting of this listed building.  Any development of this site will need to preserve the listed 

building and its setting. Views from the north into the city will need to be respected. These 

requirements should be included in Policy Ely 3 and supporting text of the Plan. 

 

ELY.M2 

 

This mixed use allocation lies within the Ely Conservation Area. It also includes a grade II listed 

building, 4 Lynn Road, and is immediately adjacent to the grade II* Sessions House, grade II listed 60-

68 Market Street and opposite grade II listed Old King William IV House. There are a number of other 

listed buildings in close proximity.  Historic England is pleased to note reference to the need for 

development to take account of the sensitive historic local environment and the new reference to 

the Conservation Area. However, we suggest that specific mention is made of the need to preserve 

the listed buildings and their settings in table Ely 3. In view its location within Ely Conservation Area, 
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we would expect design to be of particularly high quality and to respond to the character and 

distinctiveness of the Conservation Area in terms of design and materials etc. This requirement 

should also be included in table Ely 3.  

 

ELY.M3 

 

This mixed use site lies within the Ely Conservation Area. We therefore suggest that reference is 

made to the conservation area and the need to preserve or where opportunities arise, enhance, the 

conservation area in table Ely 3. In view its location within Ely Conservation Area, we would expect 

design to be of particularly high quality and to respond to the character and distinctiveness of the 

Conservation Area in terms of design and materials etc.. This requirement should also be included in 

table Ely 3.   

 

Ely.M4 and Policy Ely 4 

 

Historic England has no objection to the re-development of the station area. However, this requires 

positive masterplanning to ensure that development relates well in built form and character to the 

conservation area, and provides an improved entrance to the historic city. We therefore welcome 

criterion c which refers to the conservation area.  However, we would highlight the fact that part of 

this site lies within the Ely Conservation Area. We therefore suggest that the reference is amended 

as the policy currently implies the Conservation Area is nearby rather than forming part of the site.  

Historic England commissioned a masterplanning report by Alan Baxters for this area which has been 

shared with East Cambs.  We would refer you to this report as many of the principles established are 

still applicable.  

 

Ely.M5  

 

As stated during the previous Local Plan preparation process, Historic England consider that the 

development proposals for the Octagon Business Park would have a negative impact on the setting 

of the Cathedral and City, but more importantly we are concerned with the impact that those 

proposals might have on the economic well-being of the city centre.   This, in turn, is necessary to 

secure the long term use and care of many of the historic buildings within the city centre.  As such, 

we do not consider these sites to be justified and consistent with national policy or truly sustainable 

in the meaning set out in the Framework.  However we recognise that there is a consented scheme 

for this site.   

 

Ely.M6 

 

This is a new site allocation. There are no designated heritage assets on or near the site.  Views from 

the north into the city will need to be respected. This requirement should be included in Policy Ely 6 

and supporting text of the Plan. 

 

Ely.E1, Ely.E2,  

 

Historic England has no comment on these sites. 
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Ely.L1 

 

As stated during the previous Local Plan preparation process, Historic England consider that the 

development proposals for the Downham Road sports and leisure hub would have a negative impact 

on the setting of the Cathedral and City, but more importantly we are concerned with the impact 

that those proposals might have on the economic well-being of the city centre. This, in turn, is 

necessary to secure the long term use and care of many of the historic buildings within the city 

centre.  As such, we do not consider these sites to be justified and consistent with national policy or 

truly sustainable. However we recognise that the scheme has been part implemented with the 

cinema and food retail unit having been built.  

 

Fordham 

 

FRD.H1  

 

This site is allocated for 20 dwellings.  Whilst there are no designated heritage assets within the site 

boundary, the site immediately abuts the conservation area and is opposite the grade I listed St 

Peters Church. There are also a couple of grade II listed properties nearby. We very much welcome 

the amendment to the policy to reference the conservation area and listed buildings. 

 

FRD.H2 

 

This site is allocated for residential dwellings with an indicative capacity of 15 dwellings.  Whilst 

there are no designated heritage assets within the site boundary, there is a grade II listed building, 

Cromwell House, to the north of the site. Development of the site has the potential to impact upon 

the setting of the listed building.  Any development of this site will need to preserve the listed 

building and its setting.  This requirement should be included in the table in Policy Fordham 3 and 

supporting text of the Plan. 

 

FRD.H3 

 

This is a new site allocation. Historic England has no comment on this site. 

 

FRD.H4 

 

This is a new site allocation. Historic England has no comment on this site. 

 

FRD.M1 and FRD.M2 

 

Historic England has no comment on these sites. 

 

FRD.E1 and Policy Fordham 6 

 

This site is allocated for employment development.  Whilst there are no designated heritage assets 
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within the site, there is a scheduled monument immediately adjacent to the site to the south.  There 

is also a grade II listed building, Biggin Studd Farmhouse, immediately to the north of the site and a 

further two grade II listed buildings (Fordham House and Barn) further north. Any development of 

this site has the potential to impact upon these heritage assets and their settings. We welcome the 

fourth and fifth bullet points which relate to archaeological potential and heritage. We continue to 

suggest however that specific mention should be made in the policy to the scheduled monument 

and listed buildings to provide sufficient clarity.  

 

Haddenham 

 

HAD.H1 

 

This is a new allocation. The site is located close to the Haddenham Conservation Area.  Any 

development has the potential to impact upon the conservation area and its setting.  To that end, 

we suggest that policy Haddenham 4 should include a criteria requirement for development 

proposals to preserve or enhance the Conservation Area and its setting.  

 

HAD.H2 

 

Although there are no designated heritage assets within the site, the Haddenham Conservation Area 

immediately adjoins the site. Any development of this site has the potential to impact upon the 

conservation area and its setting.  Therefore we very much welcome the reference to the 

Conservation area in policy Haddenham 3 although the wording could be tightened.  

 

HAD.H3 

 

Although there are no designated heritage assets within the site, the Haddenham Conservation Area 

lies in close proximity. Any development of this site has the potential to impact upon the 

conservation area and its setting.  Development of this site will need to preserve or where 

opportunities arise enhance the conservation area and its setting. We broadly welcome the site 

specific requirements in the table for this policy.  However, it would be helpful if the wording were 

amended to more closely reflect the statutory requirements as expressed in the underlined text 

above. 

   

HAD.E1 

 

Historic England has no comment on this site 

 

Isleham 

 

ISL.H1 

 

Whilst there are no designated heritage assets within the site boundary, the site is adjacent to the 

Isleham conservation area. Any development of this site has the potential to impact upon the 

conservation area and its setting. Development of this site will need to preserve or enhance the 
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conservation area and its setting. These requirements should be included in Policy Isleham 3 and the 

supporting text of the Plan. 

 

ISL.H2 

 

Historic England has no comment on this site 

 

ISL.H3 

 

Whilst there are no designated heritage assets within the site boundary, there are two grade II listed 

buildings, Isleham Hall and Barn and warehouse, to the north east of the site. Any development of 

this site has the potential to impact upon these heritage assets and their settings.  Any development 

of this site will need to preserve the listed buildings and their settings.  This requirement should be 

included in the table in Policy Isleham 3 and supporting text of the Plan. 

 

ISL.H4 

 

Whilst there are no designated heritage assets within the site boundary, the site is adjacent to the 

Isleham conservation area. Any development of this site has the potential to impact upon the 

conservation area and its setting.  Development of this site will need to preserve or enhance the 

conservation area and its setting. These requirements should be included in Policy Isleham 3, Policy 

Isleham 4 and the supporting text of the Plan. 

 

ISL.E1 

 

Historic England has no comment on this site 

 

Kennett 

 

KEN.M1 and Policy Kennett 4 

 

This is a large mixed use allocation for approximately 500 dwellings.  The site contains a scheduled 

monument, Howe Hill bowl barrow.  There is also a grade II listed building to the east of the site. 

Historic England continues to have concerns regarding the allocation of all of the land within this 

site.  We note bullet point l of Policy Kennett 4 seeks to address the matter of the scheduled 

monument.   

 

However, we are concerned that this does not provide sufficient protection to the heritage asset.  

The buffer zone shown on the policies map is very small.  We also have concerns about impact of the 

development on the setting of the listed building. We consider that this allocation is unsound.  

Paragraph 158 and 169 of the NPPF refer to the need for a proportionate evidence base. We 

consider that the allocation is not justified and there is insufficient evidence to properly assess the 

impact on the historic environment.  That evidence which does exist points to the unsuitability of the 

site as an allocation. The allocation is not consistent with national policy and is contrary to the 

policies in the Framework, in particular paragraphs 132 and 134. Paragraph 132 states that great 
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weight should be given to the asset’s conservation.  The more important the asset, the greater the 

weight should be. Significance can be harmed by development within the setting of a heritage asset. 

We consider that development of this allocation would result in harm to the setting of the scheduled 

monument and this should be avoided in the first instance. We therefore object to the principle of 

the allocation.  

 

However, should you decide to maintain this allocation in order to make the Plan sound, we suggest 

that either the allocation site is reduced in size, removing the monument and its setting from the 

allocation, or the buffer zone is increased in size to provide greater protection to the heritage asset. 

A heritage impact assessment will be required to ensure sufficient protection of this heritage asset 

at masterplanning and application stage.  This requirement should be included in the Plan as 

paragraph 154 of the NPPF states that policies should provide a clear indication of how a decision 

maker should react to a development proposal.  

 

Little Downham 

 

LTD.H1 

 

Whilst there are no designated heritage assets within the site boundary, the site is adjacent to the 

Little Downham Conservation Area.  Any development of this site has the potential to impact upon 

the conservation area and its setting and views of Ely Cathedral. We therefore welcome the 

reference to the Conservation Area and views of the Cathedral in the policy. 

 

Little Downham  

 

LTD.H1 

 

Whilst there are no designated heritage assets within the site boundary, the site is adjacent to the 

Little Downham Conservation Area. Any development of this site has the potential to impact upon 

the conservation area and its setting.  Development of this site will need to preserve or where 

opportunities arise, enhance the conservation area and its setting. These requirements should be 

included in Policy Little Downham 3, and the supporting text of the Plan. 

There is a quintessential view of Ely Cathedral just to the south of this site (see Ely Environmental 

Capacity Study).  It is not clear whether this site would greatly impact on this view, but it would need 

to be considered.  We therefore welcome reference to the Conservation Area and views of Ely 

Cathedral in the policy although the wording could be tightened as outlined above to ensure 

consistency between policies, accurate policy wording reflecting legislation/NPPF and to reference 

the issue of setting.  

 

Little Thetford 

 

LTT.H1 and LTT.H2 

 

Historic England has no comment on these sites. 
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Littleport 

 

LIT.H1, LIT.H2, LIT.H3, LIT.H4, LIT.H5, LIT.H6, LIT.H7, LIT.M1, LIT.M2, LIT.E1 and LIT.E2 

 

There is a longer distant view of Ely Cathedral just to the south of Littleport (see Ely Environmental 

Capacity Study).  It is not clear whether any of these sites would greatly impact on this view, but it 

would need to be considered.  If sites were to be allocated for development, the Council would have 

to demonstrate that any historic environment impacts would be acceptable.  We welcome reference 

to distant views in policy Littleport 4 and Littleport 6.  Should reference also be made to views in 

policy Littleport 5 and Littleport 7? 

 

Lode and Long Meadow 

 

LOD.H1 

 

This site is located within the Lode Conservation Area. There are two grade II listed buildings, 2 Mill 

Road and 31 Mill Road nearby Any development of this site has the potential to impact upon these 

heritage assets and their settings.  To that end any development of this site will need to preserve or 

where opportunities arise enhance the conservation area and listed buildings and their settings. We 

very much welcome the inclusion of these requirements in the Policy.  

 

We also welcome the amended the reference on the key of the Inset Map from Historic Parks and 

Gardens to Registered Park and Garden. 

 

Mepal 

 

MEP.H1 

 

Historic England has no comment on this site. 

 

Newmarket Fringe 

 

NFR.H1 

 

Historic England has no comment on this site. 

 

WOO.H1 

 

Historic England has no comment on this site. 

 

Pymoor 

 

PYM.H1 

 

Historic England has no comment on this site. 
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Soham 

 

SOH.H1 

 

Whilst there are no designated heritage assets within the site boundary, there is a grade II listed 

building (Causeway Cottage, Causeway House) to the south west of the site and Soham Conservation 

Area lies to the west of the site. Any development of this site has the potential to impact these 

heritage assets and their settings.  To that end any development of this site will need to preserve or 

where opportunities arise enhance the conservation area and listed building and their settings. As 

previously advised, these requirements should be included in Policy Soham 4 and the supporting text 

of the Plan. We welcome the requirement in the policy to ensure that appropriate views of St 

Andrew’s Church are provided.  

 

SOH.H2 

 

Historic England has no comments on this new site.  

 

SOH.H3 

 

The site straddles the conservation area boundary. Any development of this site has the potential to 

impact upon the conservation area and it setting. To that end any development of this site will need 

to conserve and, where opportunities arise, enhance the conservation area and its setting. Given its 

location within the conservation area, development should be of high quality design. These 

requirements should be included in Policy Soham 3 and the supporting text of the Plan. 

 

SOH.H4, SOH.H5, SOH.H6, SOH.H8, SOH.H9, SOH.H10, SOH.H11 

 

Historic England has no comment on these sites. 

 

SOH.H7 

 

Whilst there are no designated heritage assets within the site boundary, the site is located to the 

south of the Soham Conservation Area. Any development of this site has the potential to impact 

upon the conservation area and its setting.  Development of this site will need to preserve or where 

opportunities arise enhance the conservation area and its setting. These requirements should be 

included in Policy Soham 3, and the supporting text of the Plan. We also note the presence of an 

Anglo-Saxon Burial site to the north and therefore there is potential of archaeological interest on the 

site. An archaeological assessment of the site should therefore be undertaken prior to development. 

This requirement should be included in the Plan.  

 

SOH.H12 

 

Whilst there are no designated heritage assets within the site boundary, there are two grade II listed 

buildings (3 and 5 Townsend and 9 and 11 Townsend) to the east of the site and Soham 
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Conservation Area lies to the south east of the site. Any development of this site has the potential to 

impact these heritage assets and their settings.  To that end any development of this site will need 

to preserve or where opportunities arise enhance the conservation area and its setting and preserve 

listed buildings and their settings. These requirements should be included in Policy Soham 4 and the 

supporting text of the Plan. 

 

SOH.H13 

 

Part of this allocation lies within the Soham Conservation Area and there are several grade II listed 

buildings (Copperfield, and 11 and 13 Pratt Street) in close proximity to the site. Any development of 

this site has the potential to impact these heritage assets and their settings.  To that end any 

development of this site will need to preserve or where opportunities arise enhance the 

conservation area and its setting and preserve listed buildings and their settings. Given its location 

within the conservation area, development should be of high quality design. These requirements 

should be included in Policy Soham 4 and the supporting text of the Plan. 

 

SOH.H14 

 

This allocation lies within the Soham Conservation Area.  Any development of this site has the 

potential to impact the conservation area.  To that end any development of this site will need to 

preserve or where opportunities arise enhance the conservation area. Given its location within the 

conservation area, development should be of high quality design. These requirements should be 

included in Policy Soham 4 and the supporting text of the Plan. 

 

SOH.H15  

 

This new site allocation relates to a consented scheme.  Historic England has no comments to make 

on this site.  

 

SOH.M1, SOH.M2 

 

Historic England has no comment on these sites. 

 

SOH.M3 

 

Part of this allocation lies within the Soham Conservation Area. To that end any development of this 

site will need to preserve or where opportunities arise enhance the conservation area and its 

setting. Given its location within the conservation area, development should be of high quality 

design. We re-iterate our previous comments that these requirements should be included in Policy 

Soham 4, Soham 10 and the supporting text of the Plan. 

 

SOH.E1 

 

Historic England has no comment on this site.  
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Stretham 

 

STR.H1 

 

Whilst there are no designated heritage assets within the site boundary, the site is located to the 

east of the Stretham Conservation Area. There are potential views into and out of the conservation 

area across the northern portion of the site. Any development of this site has the potential to impact 

upon the conservation area and its setting.  Development of this site will need to preserve or where 

opportunities arise enhance the conservation area and its setting. We re-iterate our previous 

comment s that these requirements should be included in Policy Stretham 3 and Policy Stretham 4, 

and the supporting text of the Plan. 

 

Sutton 

 

SUT.H1 

 

Historic England has no comment on this site. 

 

SUT.H2 

 

Whilst there are no designated heritage assets within the site boundary, the site is located to the 

south of the Sutton Conservation Area.  There are potential views into and out of the conservation 

area across the northern portion of the site. .Any development of this site has the potential to 

impact upon the conservation area and its setting.  Development of this site will need to preserve or 

where opportunities arise enhance the conservation area and its setting. We therefore welcome the 

references in policy Sutton 5 to the Conservation Area and St Andrews Church although the wording 

could be tightened.  

 

SUT.E1 

 

Historic England has no comment on this site. 

 

Swaffham Bulbeck 

 

SWB.H1 

 

Whilst there are no designated heritage assets within the site boundary, there are a number of 

grade II listed buildings (Bolebac Cottage, a War Memorial, 48 High Street, two barns, a cattle shed, 

Hillside Cottage and Hillside House) in close proximity to the site and Swaffham Bulbeck 

Conservation Area lies adjacent to the site. Any development of this site has the potential to impact 

these heritage assets and their settings.  To that end any development of this site will need to 

preserve or where opportunities arise enhance the conservation area and its setting and preserve 

listed buildings and their settings. We welcome reference to the Conservation Area and listed 

buildings in the policy.  However, the wording could be tightened to read ‘The development will 

need preserve or enhance the conservation area and its setting and preserve the listed buildings and 
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their settings’.  

 

SWB.H2 

 

Whilst there are no designated heritage assets within the site boundary, there are two grade II listed 

buildings (Hillside Cottage and Hillside House) to the south of the site.  Any development of this site 

has the potential to impact these heritage assets and their settings.  To that end any development of 

this site will need to preserve the listed buildings and their settings. We therefore welcome the 

reference in policy Swaffham Bulbeck 5 criterion d to listed buildings although again the wording 

could be tightened.  

 

SWB.H3 

 

Whilst there are no designated heritage assets within the site boundary, there are two grade II listed 

buildings (Hillside Cottage and Hillside House) to the north and east of the site.  Any development of 

this site has the potential to impact these heritage assets and their settings.  To that end any 

development of this site will need to preserve the listed buildings and their settings.  We welcome 

reference to the listed building on the northern boundary but reference should also be made to the 

listed building to the east and the need for development to preserve the listed buildings and their 

settings.  

 

Swaffham Prior 

 

SWP.H1 

 

Swaffham Prior is a Fen edge village on a ridge of land which sits proud of the surrounding fenland.  

This site is immediately abutting the conservation area and adjacent to the grade II Priory Close 

(early C16. Timber-framed plaster rendered with left hand gable end cased in gault brick in C19).  To 

the west of the site is Swaffham Prior House - a grade II registered park and garden, two grade II 

listed buildings (82 and 84 High Street) and to the north grade II* Church of St Cyriac and St Julitta 

and neighbouring grade I St Mary’s.  We previously advised that further assessment of potential 

impacts is necessary and any site allocation will need to be justified in terms of its heritage impacts 

and that it may not be possible to allocate based on these impacts.  We have reviewed the evidence 

base for this allocation in the Site Assessment Evidence Report.  However, we do not consider that 

this provides sufficient evidence to merit the allocation of this land.  Indeed, East Cambs own 

assessment of the site in respect of heritage states ‘I would have serious concerns regarding the 

potential impact of any development on the wider setting of the listed buildings and conservation 

area’.   

 

We have particular concerns regarding the allocation of this site in terms of the potential impact on 

the setting of a number of heritages assets including the grade I and grade II* churches, the 

conservation area and the registered park and garden.  We consider that this allocation is unsound.  

Paragraph 158 and 169 of the Framework refer to the need for a proportionate evidence base. We 

consider that the allocation is not justified and there is insufficient evidence to properly assess the 

impact on the historic environment.  That evidence which does exist points to the unsuitability of the 
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site as an allocation. At the least, a more detailed heritage impact assessment of the allocation is 

required.   At present, the allocation is not consistent with national policy and is contrary to the 

policies in the Framework, in particular paragraphs 132 and 134. Paragraph 132 states that great 

weight should be given to the assets’ conservation.  The more important the asset, the greater the 

weight should be. Significance can be harmed by development within the setting of a heritage asset. 

We consider that development of this allocation would result in harm to the setting of highly grade 

heritage assets and this should be avoided in the first instance. We therefore object to the principle 

of the allocation.  

 

Notwithstanding our objection in principle to development in this location we offer the following 

comments on the policy wording if the allocation is maintained. Whilst we welcome reference in the 

policy to the conservation area and listed buildings, reference should also be made to the registered 

park and garden and the wording tightened as outlined above.  You may also wish to consider 

providing a buffer of open space in the northern portion of the site around the church to help 

protect its setting and maintain the views and links across to the open countryside. In order to meet 

the requirements of paragraph 128 and 129 of the Framework, a heritage impact assessment would 

be required to ensure sufficient protection of these heritage assets at masterplanning and 

application stage.  These requirements should be included in the Plan owing to the fact that 

paragraph 154 of the Framework states that policies should provide a clear indication of how a 

decision maker should react to a development proposal.  

 

The boundary of the registered park and garden as shown on the Local Plan Inset Map differs from 

the boundary of the RPG in our records.  Please ensure that the correct boundary is shown in the 

Plan.  

 

Land adjacent to 38 Mill Hill 

 

We note that this site, which was considered in the Additional Site Suggestions Report March 2017, 

has not been included in the Local Plan.  You will have seen our comments on the current planning 

application for the site and the concerns we raised regarding the impact of development in this 

location upon the windmill following submission of further information from the Mill owner. We 

therefore welcome the fact that this allocation has not been brought forward in the Plan.  

 

SWP.E1 

 

Historic England has no comment on this site. 

 

Wilburton 

 

WIL.H1 

 

This allocation lies within the Wilburton Conservation Area.  There are also several listed buildings to 

the south of the site including the Burystead, grade II* and two grade II listed barns. Any 

development of this site has the potential to impact conservation area, listed buildings and their 

settings. To that end any development of this site will need to preserve or where opportunities arise 
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enhance the conservation area and listed buildings.  We therefore very much welcome reference in 

Policy Wilburton 3 to the conservation area and listed buildings. However, we would suggest that 

the wording should be stronger and go further than ‘have particular regard to ….and consider 

impacts upon…’. The policy should state that ‘Proposals should preserve, or where opportunities 

arise, enhance the Wilburton Conservation Area and its setting and preserve the listed buildings 

including Burystead, grade II* and two grade II listed barns and their settings.’ 

 

WIL.H2 

 

Part of this new site lies within the Wilburton Conservation Area.  There are also a number of listed 

buildings to the south of the site including a pair of grade II listed cottages, immediately adjacent to 

the southern access point and the grade I listed Church of St Peter to the south west of the site.  Any 

development of the site will have the potential to impact upon the conservation area and the listed 

buildings.  Reference should therefore be made in the policy to the need to preserve or enhance the 

conservation area and its setting and preserve the listed buildings and their settings.  Whilst the 

policy mentions that pedestrian and cycle  access to Church Lane/High Street should be provided 

and that vehicular access will not be permitted onto Hinton Way, the policy is silent on where the 

vehicular access should be (presumably onto Clarke’s lane)  and this should be made explicit in the 

policy.  The policy should also state that there should be no vehicular access through onto Church 

Lane/High Street (close to the listed building).  

 

Witcham 

 

WTH.H1 

 

Whilst there are no designated heritage assets within the site boundary, the site is located to the 

south of the Witcham Conservation Area. There are potential views into and out of the conservation 

area. Any development of this site has the potential to impact upon the conservation area and its 

setting. Development of this site will need to preserve or where opportunities arise enhance the 

conservation area and its setting. These requirements should ideally be  included in Policy Witcham 

3 and the supporting text of the Plan although we note that the site has a consented scheme. 

 

Witchford 

 

WFD.H1, WFD.H2, WFD.E1 

 

There is a longer distant view of Ely Cathedral to the north of Witchford. (see Ely Environmental 

Capacity Study).  It is not clear whether any of these sites would greatly impact on this view, but it 

would need to be considered.   If sites were to be allocated for development, the Council would have 

to demonstrate that any historic environment impacts would be acceptable. 

 

WFD.H3, WFD.H4 and WFD.E1 

 

Historic England has no comment on these sites. 
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Glossary 

 

Registered Parks and Gardens and locally listed buildings are still missing from the glossary. However 

we note that there is a comprehensive table of heritage assets on page 58 of the Plan. 

 

Sustainability Appraisal 

 

We have not had the capacity to review the Sustainability Appraisal in detail.  However, we note that 

policy LP27 scores positively with respect to the historic environment.  We note that the site KEN.M1 

scores double negative with respect to the historic environment whilst SWP.H1 score negatively.  No 

mention is made of the RPG with respect to the Swaffham Prior site which is an omission.  This 

should be amended in the next version of the Sustainability Appraisal. 

 

We hope that the above comments are of assistance.  Please let me know if you have any queries.  

We look forward to further engagement on the Local Plan Review.    

 

Please note that absence of a comment on an allocation or document in this letter does not mean 

that Historic England is content that the allocation or document forms part of a positive strategy for 

the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment or is devoid of historic environment 

issues.  

 

Finally, we should like to stress that this opinion is based on the information provided by the Council 

in its consultation. To avoid any doubt, this does not affect our obligation to provide further advice 

and, potentially, object to specific proposals, which may subsequently arise where we consider that 

these would have an adverse effect upon the historic environment.  

 

 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Debbie Mack 

Historic Environment Planning Adviser, Planning Group 

 

 

 

 

 


