
   
 
 

 
        

         
      

        

        
 

       
      
     

 

     
          

           

      
      
      

      

 

        
     

        
      

       
  

 
       

            
       

         
              

       

     

     
           

      
     

       

      
       

 

NEW EVIDENCE 
relating to 
HERITAGE 

I am a resident of Maids Moreton living in a Grade II listed cottage on Main Street in the heart of the 
Conservation Area of Maid Moreton. I attach an email correspondence I had with the Council last 
year about the impacts of this development on the Conservation Area and the fragile listed 
properties in Maids Moreton (see Attachment 1). The email exchange highlights the concerns which 
the Council now claims to the Inspector to have resolved (in their Responses 17 and 24). 

Needless to say, I never received any further reply or clarification from the planning officer or from 
Laura Levitt. I would like to draw to the Inspector’s attention all the evidence submitted for planning 
application 16/00151/AOP in relation to the Heritage Assets and the Conservation Area which, as far 
as I can see, does not reasonably conclude there would be no significant impact on heritage assets. 
The only reasonable conclusion that can be drawn is that no studies or proper assessments have 
been carried out. 

For the Inspector’s ease of reference, I have included the Council’s responses in italic with shading. 
My evidence refuting their claims is given in blue type. 

Council’s Response 17: Impact on heritage re para’s 129 and 132 of the NPPF 

In relation to paragraph 129 of the NPPF the significance of heritage assets in relation to 
the site have been assessed through the HELAA and through the planning application for 
the site. The conclusion of the assessments was that there would be no significant impacts 
on heritage assets as a result of development on the site. 

HELAA 

There has been no assessment of the significance of heritage assets impacted by MMO006 through 
the HELAA process. In answers to numerous FOI Requests the council has confirmed that no 
meetings were held, no reports written and no formal assessments done. There is now a 
spreadsheet circulating which has been provided by the Council as ‘evidence’ that the site was 
assessed by the Council at the time the HELAA was amended, but this spreadsheet says nothing at all 
about heritage assets or their significance. 

It was specifically concluded in relation to the planning application that the highway 
impacts would cause a minor negative impact on the significance of the heritage asset 
which would amount to less than substantial harm to heritage assets in terms of the 
National Planning Policy Framework (utilising paragraph 196 NPPF 2019 which is the 
appropriate NPPF for a planning application). It is concluded that this harm is outweighed 
by the public benefits of the proposal including the provision of housing. There is no reason 
why a different approach should be taken under paragraph 134 of the 2012 NPPF. 
Therefore there are no reasons on heritage grounds to justify deletion of the site. 

The Planning Application – First determination (Feb 2019) 

For the first determination of the planning application in February 2019, there was no assessment of 
the significance of the designated heritage assets or the harm that would be done to them by the 
proposed mini roundabout at Walnut Drive, the traffic calming measures outside the Grade I listed 
church or the impact of increased traffic in the Conservation Area. 

The Archaeological Report (September 2015) submitted by the applicant simply said: -

“4.2.3 The Listed Buildings are separated and screened from the study site by intervening built 
development and screening belts of trees. They are not considered in further detail within this 
report. 

http:application).It
http:theHELAAprocess.In


          
       

        
 

     

     
       

         
    

 
        

    
 

         
 

       
 

     
    

        
 

     
   

       
      

 
      

     
  

    
       

              
  

          
 

    
       

      
         

   
        

        
     

   

            
 

    

4.2.4 A Conservation Area has been defined which covers the historic core of Maids Moreton. The 
Conservation Area is approximately 50m south of the study site and is separated and screened from 
the site by the intervening built development and screening belts of trees. It is not considered 
further in this report in any detail.” (Emphasis added by me) 

The Planning Application – Second determination (Nov 2020) 

The Council’s Heritage Team submitted a report for the second determination in November 2020. 
There are three issues which should be assessed in accordance with para 129, NPPF (2012): 

i. The impact of the mini roundabout on the setting of the Conservation Area and surrounding 
Designated Heritage Assets (NPPF, para 132). 

In relation to the mini roundabout, which is within the village Conservation Area and 
immediately abuts a Grade II listed cottage and two cottage buildings of local note, the Heritage 
Team Report (2020) acknowledges that “the proposed mini-roundabout would be a rather 
utilitarian feature within this historic environment context and would impact upon identified 
views within the adopted Conservation Area appraisal.” Notably, there is no mention of the 
impact on the grade II listed cottage and two buildings of local note which are clustered tightly 
around the site of the proposed roundabout on a narrow section of the street without any 
footway. 

Despite acknowledging the impact, the report concludes “the proposed highway works 
including the mini roundabout and associated signage would result in low level impact to the 
setting of the heritage assets.” With absolutely no explanation at all, it then goes on to conclude 
“These highway works will have a minor negative effect on the significance of the heritage 
assets although this is at the lowest end of the less than substantial harm spectrum in terms of 
the NPPF”. 

A ‘utilitarian feature’ of a mini roundabout with the associated illuminated signage placed 
directly in front of a Heritage Asset without even a footway between the two undoubtedly 
impacts the setting of that building. On what possible basis does the Council conclude it is the 
‘lowest end of the less than substantial harm spectrum’? 

ii. The vibration, noise and dust impact caused by development and construction traffic using 
Main Street 

Planning Practice Guidance Paragraph: 013 Reference ID: 18a-013-20140306 (Mar 2014) says 
“… the way in which we experience an asset in its setting is also influenced by other 
environmental factors such as noise, dust, smell and vibration from other land uses in the 
vicinity”. 

The Heritage Team Report (2020) agrees “Given the narrow and enclosed nature of the historic 
street pattern, there is an increased likelihood of movement, vibration and damp penetration to 
historic fabric” but then states “however, there is limited evidence accompanying the 
submission”. There was, in fact, no evidence assessing the vibration, dust or noise along Main 
Street or for the Grade I listed church, only concerns raised by residents and the Church 
wardens requesting these issues be properly addressed. Remarkably, in view of the lack of 
evidence the report concludes “it would be unreasonable to apportion any accurate level of 
harm given the road is already in heavy use as a principal thoroughfare”. 

In a case where Heritage Assets are already impacted to an extent by existing road users, it 
makes it all the more important to gather further evidence to facilitate a full assessment and 
accurately determine the impact of increased vibration, noise and dust. Any other conclusion 
breaches the requirements of NPPF (2012). 

Furthermore, there is no mention at all in the Heritage Team Report (2020) of the vibration 
impact on the Grade I listed church. An objection was submitted by the Church for both the 
February 2019 determination, and the November 2020 redetermination on this point, and it has 



   
      

     
    

   

           
  

           
  

      
     

  
    

      
     
     

  
      

    

        
    

         
        

       
      

 
     

  
        

 
  

     
       

 
   

                
               

     
      

         
         

         
     

        
         

   
         

    

never been addressed by the Council. Neither has any account been taken of objections from 
residents like myself who have raised concerns about the impact of vibration on our vulnerable 
homes. Similar concerns raised by Akeley Parish Council about impact on its vulnerable 
buildings hard against the roadway at narrow pinch points have also been disregarded (see 
Attachment 9). 

iii. The impact of the proposed traffic calming measures on the setting of the Grade I listed church 
(NPPF para 132) 

The Heritage Team’s Report (2020) concludes “this work will not harm the setting of the listed 
building or the wider conservation area”. However, their conclusion is based on the belief that 
the proposed traffic calming measures outside the church will include “an extension of the grass 
verges and integration of the current grassed island”. This is incorrect. The current plan actually 
converts a carriageway to a large area of pedestrianised tarmac reaching over to and, in fact, 
reducing the current grassed island. 

The Officer’s Report (2020) para 5.40 acknowledges there were objections that “the excessive 
area of additional footway surfacing would have an urbanising effect” but simply says “The 
council as the Highways Authority is satisfied that these are matters of detailed design that do 
not affect the principle of the traffic calming in this location”. It therefore remains the case that 
the impact of the proposed highways works on the setting of the Grade I listed church has not 
been assessed, so the allocation remains in breach of NPPF 2012. 

In relation to paragraph 132 of the 2012 NPPF there will be no alteration or destruction of 
the heritage asset or development within its setting. 

This is not correct. Both the mini roundabout outside Corner Cottage (Grade II listed) and the traffic 
calming measures proposed for Mill Lane (outside the Grade I listed church) are ‘development within 
the setting of a heritage asset’ so NPPF 132 is applicable and great weight should be given to those 
assets’ conservation. Both the mini roundabout and the traffic calming measures have potential to 
inflict serious damage on the fabric of those buildings, and possibly on the other fragile buildings in 
the area so it requires ‘clear and convincing justification’. The public benefit of the provision of 
housing supply is not sufficient justification because the development is not required for the 5-year 
housing supply or for the VALP housing supply (see below). 

In relation to paragraph 134 of the 2012 NPPF there will also be less than substantial harm 
to any of the heritage assets listed in the paragraph as a result of development on the site. 
This has been balanced against the benefit of providing more housing. Harm is expected to 
be minimal as existing development lies between the site and any nearby heritage assets. 
This position is supported by the opinion of the council’s Heritage officer in relation to 
planning application 16/00151/AOP published 27 June 2016. 

As set out above, it has not been established that ‘less than substantial harm to the significance of 
the heritage asset’ will be caused by the development. The assessment of the proposed traffic 
calming measures outside the Grade I listed church is based on incorrect information that the grass 
area will be extended. In relation to the vibration/noise impact, no assessment has ever been 
undertaken due the lack of information available. The only ‘assessment’ made is that the mini-
roundabout at the end of Walnut Drive will have ‘the lowest end of the less than substantial harm’ 
which begs the question ‘what more does it take for a Heritage Team to consider something ‘a 
substantial harm’ to the setting of a heritage asset? 

The opinion of the Council’s Heritage Officer expressed in June 2016 was a short email limited to the 
visual impact of the development itself on the Conservation Area. It did not assess the mini 
roundabout at the end of Walnut Drive, nor did it assess the proposed traffic calming measures 
outside the Grade I listed church, and there was no mention of vibration, dust and noise impact of 
the additional development and construction traffic. 

http:willbeextended.In


 
       
     

       
       

 
 

     

             
       

   

    
           

        
       

        
      

     
          

   

  

In any event, NPPF (2012) para 134 states “where a development proposal will lead to less than 
substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed 
against the public benefits of the proposal”. As this development is not required for the 5-year 
housing land supply (there is an excess of over 700 houses) and neither is it required to meet the 
required VALP housing of 28,600 houses (removing the site would simply reduce the buffer to 5.1%), 
it is not clear what ‘public benefit’ the Council is weighing the harm against, even if that harm is 
found to be less than substantial harm. On this basis, the allocation breaches NPPF para 134. 

Council’s Response 24: Conflicts with PPG 3-019 and NPPF para 141 

NPPF para 141 relates to publication and recording of information on the historic 
environment and planning practice guidance 3-019 (2014) relates to factors that should be 
considered when assessing the suitability of sites in land availability assessments. 

The effect on the historic environment in relation to MMO006 is dealt with elsewhere in a 
specific response to that matter. The factors set out in the guidance have been taken into 
account in assessing the suitability of sites in the HELAA as set out in the HELAA 
Methodology (CD/HOU/006) in paragraphs 2.12 – 2.20. 

Para 141 states “Local planning authorities should make information about the significance of the 
historic environment gathered as part of plan-making….publicly accessible”. The Council hasn’t 
answered the objection. No information has been made publicly available on the historic 
environment because no information was gathered at the time that the amendment was made to 
the HELAA or, indeed, since that time. 

http:theobjection.No
http:Methodology(CD/HOU/006)inparagraphs2.12
http:proposal�.As


  

      
     
      
   
   
        
      
     
       

 

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS 

1. Email exchange with Council (Aug. 2020) 
2. The Archaeological Report (Sept. 2015) 
3. The Heritage Team Report (Nov. 2020) 
4. Church Objection (Feb. 2019) 
5. Church Objection (Nov. 2020) 
6. Map of proposed works outside the Church 
7. Officer’s Report (2020), para 5.40 
8. Heritage Officer Opinion (Jun. 2020) 
9. Objection from Akeley Parish Council (Nov. 2019) 

http:Officer�sReport(2020),para5.40

