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Matter 6: Conserving and enhancing the historic environment 
 

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 policies? 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.’ 

Yes, the Council believes that it has appropriately considered the historic environment in its 

allocation of sites and policies.  

The Site Assessment Evidence Report (PE13) sets out comments from the Council’s 

Conservation Officer, Cambridgeshire County Council’s Archaeologist and Historic England, 

and provides a judgement, based on the comments provided and the location of the proposed 

site in relation to the historic environment, of the possible impact of the proposed site. 

Paragraphs 2.63 and 2.64 set out the detail of how this has been undertaken.   

The policies of the plan, in particular LP27, apply to all development, and individual policies, 

and allocations, should not be read in isolation.  

The Council believe that Policy LP28 is justified, effective and consistent with national policy as 

it forms a part of a positive strategy for the enjoyment of the historic environment, in accordance 

with the NPPF.  

Ely Cathedral is a significant visual landmark within the surrounding fen land landscape, and the 

City of Ely itself has a distinctive character dominated by the cathedral, as reflected in Policy 

Ely1, where the character of Ely and the “quintessential views” form the basis for the spatial 

strategy for the city. The Ely Quintessential Views Study (PE24) sets out the history of the 

identification of the views, including the Ely Environmental Capacity Study (PE23), along with 

their importance and how they have been assessed for the purposes of the Local Plan.  

The phrase ‘general visual distinctiveness of Ely’ is entirely suitable. Whilst an ‘outsider’ 

unfamiliar with Ely and the fens might question, when simply reading the Local Plan alone, how 

a settlement can have such a unique ‘visual distinctiveness’, anyone familiar to the area is well 

aware that Ely has a very clear and distinctive visual appearance (setting) in the landscape. Not 

only is the cathedral so dominant, and from long distances across the landscape, but this 

historic city is perhaps unique in that competing tall buildings are virtually non-existent.  Indeed, 

even the low rise buildings are scarcely perceptible, due to the mature treescape setting. That 

visual distinctiveness could be undermined by even one ‘false’ development which fails to 

reflect and respect the unique visual distinctiveness of Ely. 
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As such, whether an applicant is familiar or not with the visual distinctiveness of Ely, it is 

absolutely essential such an applicant does not propose a scheme that could significantly 

impact on that visual distinctiveness. A policy requirement is necessary to reinforce this point. 

If the policy was to be ‘watered down’ in any way, and thus risk impacting on the visual 

distinctiveness of Ely, then one might similarly have to question whether the strategy of the plan 

as a whole (which directs growth to Ely) is the right one, due to the impact which could arise. 

The Council thinks it’s got the balance right: growth in Ely, yes, but protecting its uniqueness is 

also essential. Developers are more than capable of getting that balance right. 

 

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? 

Predominantly, the Council believes that the correct nomenclature in relation to the historic 

environment is used throughout the plan. However, a limited number of ‘tweaks’ would, as 

suggested by HE, provide absolute consistency with national policy, namely (and these will be 

suggested as modifications): 

(a) Amend the title of section 6.7 and Policy Lp27 to “Conserving and Enhancing Heritage 

Assets the Historic Environment” 

(b) LP27 criterion (b), amend to “…ensure the preservation and or where possible 

enhancement…” 

(c) LP27 fifth paragraph, amend to “…not lead to substantial harm to or loss of 

significance.” 

(d) Table on page 58, amend title in left hand column to “Archaeological sites and 

scheduled monuments”  

(e) Table on page 58, amend title in left hand column to “Historic Registered Pparks and 

Ggardens” 

(f) Para 6.7.4, amend to “In addition to preserving and or enhancing…” 

(g) Throughout the plan, amend wording as follows: “Scheduled Ancient Monument” 

 

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? 

The plan, and the generic and site specific policies within the plan are justified by up to date 

evidence. There are several evidence documents that have informed, or have been prepared to 

support the policies and site specific allocations. These include the Ely Environmental Study 

(PE23), Ely Quintessential Views Study (PE24) and also the Site Assessment Evidence Report 

(PE13) which includes specific assessment of each proposed site against heritage criteria and 

site specific comments, as appropriate, from the Council’s Conservation Officer, 

Cambridgeshire County Council’s Archaeologist and Historic England.  
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The evidence report PS.EVR 28 sets out the background to Policy LP28, and reasoning for not 

having included a specific policy in relation to heritage assets most at risk. As set out in the 

evidence report, the Council considers that the current policies of the plan, along with national 

legislation afford appropriate policy and guidance in this regard.  

 

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? 

Yes, policies LP27 and LP28 set out clearly, through a criteria based approach, what is 

expected from development proposals in order to be successful. Where additional site specific 

detail or consideration of a specific asset(s) is required for an allocated site, this is provided in 

the site specific policy.    

We welcome HE’s support of Policy LP27 (subject to minor tweaks covered in Q10): 

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

protection of the historic environment” 

 

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

It is not considered necessary for each of the individual criteria based policies within the Local 

Plan to make reference to heritage assets. The policies of the plan are not read in isolation from 

one another. Policy LP27 applies to all development proposals as clearly stated in the 2nd and 

3rd paragraphs of the policy itself.    

Following consultation, and as set out in PS.EVR11 and PS.EVR12, policies LP11 and LP12 

have been amended in a wider sense to make reference to “the area and its assets” which, by 

the nature of the wording includes all assets, be them leisure, cultural or heritage assets, 

without explicitly listing each and every asset type by area.  

 

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 specific policies? 

See Q11 response. 

Whilst it is noted that HE is seeking a large number of modifications, so that policies for 

individual allocations make reference to some form of historic environment matter, to do so is 

completely unnecessary because the plan as a whole must be read to determine decisions. 

Policy LP27, for example, would be in danger of being repeated for every site allocation. 

And, if the approach of HE was taken, then a similar approach would have to be taken for other 

policy matters i.e. each site allocation policy may have to set out matters such as: 

 Affordable housing requirement; 

 Higher Access Standards requirement 
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 The need for adequate infrastructure 

 The need for appropriate transport provision 

 Cycle provision 

 Parking provision 

 Community facilities 

 Open space 

 Trees 

 Amenity considerations 

 etc 

The list is endless. 

However, where there is a very specific historic environment issue, which is at risk of 

particularly harm by a proposal if not mitigated against, then a site specific policy in section 7 

makes reference to it. Where a site is simply, say, within or near a conservation area, there is 

no need to highlight that in a specific policy, because LP27 (and national policy and legislation) 

sufficiently addresses these matters.  


