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	Application Number 

	DC/23/05656 - Land At Grove Farm And Land East Of The Railway Line, Bentley

	2
	Date of Response 

	9th August 2024

	3
	Responding Officer 

	Name:
	Lucy Birch

	
	
	Job Title: 
	Heritage Officer

	
	
	Responding on behalf of... 
	Heritage Team

	4
	Summary and Recommendation

	1. I consider that the proposal would cause a medium level of less than substantial harm to the significance and setting of designated and non-designated heritage assets due to the change of character of the site from rural to industrial.
2. I recommend that details of the intervisibility of sites during winter/autumn (times of lessened greenery)


	5
	Discussion 

	Following my previous comments, a site visit was carried out and additional information was provided by the applicants.

As was previously commented, the proposed development has the potential to affect a number of designated and non-designated heritage assets. This includes the Grade II* Listed Church of St Mary, the Grade II* Listed Bentley Hall and associated stables, the Grade I Listed Bentley Hall Barn, and the Grade II Listed Maltings House to the north. For non-designated assets there is “Red Cottages and Potash Cottages”, Grove Farm, and Falstaff Manor to the south of the site, and Uplands, Little House, Glebe Cottage, Bentley House, and Church Farm to the north. Engry Wood, an ancient woodland, neighbours the site to the north-west.

Overall, I consider that my previous comments stand, despite the additional information submitted by the applicants: the undeveloped nature of the existing field, and its rural character, provide a key positive contribution to the historic significance of the surrounding assets, and the development of the site (from rural to industrial) through the addition of the proposed infrastructure would fundamentally alter this character, removing its contribution to the detriment of the heritage assets’ significance.

The Supplementary Heritage Assessment (SHA) provided by the applicant focuses on the intervisibility between the site and the nearby heritage assets, asserting that for most building’s the direct visibility of the field from them, and of them from the field, will be low or non-existent. As an initial response to this assertion, the provided information only covers views during Spring and Summer, when greenery (which makes up the majority of the screening between sites) is at its peak. No details of the intervisibility during Autumn and Winter, when this greenery will be greatly reduced and therefore visibility will be increased, has been provided; this is a significant omission, and I do not agree that the judgements taken can be considered to be representative of the whole year (or a greater part of it).

Additionally, the focus of the SHA on direct visibility erroneously suggests that this is the only relevant aspect of determining the harm of the proposal on the significance of the heritage assets. As the NPPF states, setting is “the surroundings in which a heritage asset is experienced”; no mention of visibility is made here. Furthermore, the Historic England guidance on setting (The Setting of Heritage Assets (historicengland.org.uk)) advises that “buildings that are in close proximity but are not visible from each other may have a historic or aesthetic connection that amplifies the experience of the significance of each”, and that “it does not necessarily follow that the contribution is nullified if the asset is obscured or not readily visible”.

The site in question has both historic and aesthetic connection to the affected heritage assets. Historically, as evidenced in the submitted SHA, the field was owned by and associated with the Bentley Hall group: “whilst the Site can be understood as land historically associated with the Bentley Hall group of assets, it was likely never intended to be seen from those assets”. Again, although it is acknowledged that there is no immediate visibility from the site to the Bentley Hall group, the heritage assets are still experienced within their surroundings, as setting, which the site makes up part of – the substantial change in character of the site from rural manorial land as traditionally associated with the group to a modern industrial development, as this application proposes, would therefore be to the detriment of the setting and the significance of Bentley Hall and Bentley Hall Barn.

The Church of St Mary, which sits between Bentley Hall and the site, is also contributed to positively by the rural character of the land. The Church and the Bentley Hall group are separated by a redundant section of rail, with a public footpath partially following this route and connected to a larger public right of way network which moves through the Bentley Hall group, across to Maltings House, Maltings Farm, and Maltings Cottage to the east – the former of these buildings visible from the site. It is therefore almost certain that the site would be highly present in the context of the historic landscape settings of the listed assets whilst using the public right of way network.

The SHA also states that the site was, by the late 19th century, owned and farmed in association with Falstaff Manor – itself historically owned by the Tollemache family (historic owners of Bentley Hall), although apparently in operation as a separate entity by the 1830s. The site therefore also possesses a historic connection to non-designated asset Falstaff Manor, positively contributing to its setting through its presence as historically rural and farmed land. Its loss through development would therefore also be to the detriment of Falstaff Manor.

Overall, and as a whole (including the heritage assets not specifically covered in this comment), I am concerned that the proposal would have a negative impact on the setting of the surrounding designated and non-designated heritage assets. While there is not current intervisibility between the site and the majority of the assets, no information on the winter/autumn visibility (when greenery screening will be reduced) has been provided. Additionally, the proposed development would be unavoidably visible on approach to any of the surrounding assets, and would make up a key element of the context in which they are experienced when moving through the landscape.

The proposed change in character of this large parcel of land through the proposed development and addition of associated infrastructure would unavoidably cause the loss of the site’s current positive contribution (through its rural and undeveloped character) to the setting of the nearby heritage assets. As such, I am not convinced that there is any scope for the proposed development in this location.

In conclusion, I consider that the application in its present form would cause medium level of less than substantial harm to the significance and setting of designated and non-designated heritage assets. It therefore does not meet the requirements of the NPPF and does not accord with Joint Local Plan policy LP19.

The less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal including, where appropriate, securing its optimum viable use, as per para. 202 of the NPPF.

The effect of an application on the significance of a non-designated heritage asset should be taken into account in determining the application, as per para. 203 of the NPPF, as well as the policies in the Local Plan.


Decision-takers should be mindful of the specific legal duties of the local planning authority with respect to the special regard to the desirability of preserving the listed building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses, as set out in section 16 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

Decision-takers should be mindful of the specific legal duties of the local planning authority with respect to the special regard to the desirability of preserving the listed building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses, as set out in section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.  

Decision-takers should be mindful of the specific legal duties of the local planning authority with respect to the special attention which shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character and appearance of the Conservation Area, as set out in section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.  

Joint Local Plan Policy LP19:
When considering applications where a level of harm is identified to heritage assets (including historic landscapes) the Councils will consider the extent of harm and significance of the asset in accordance with the relevant national policies. Harm to designated heritage assets (regardless of the level of harm) will require clear and convincing justification in line with the tests in the National Planning Policy Framework

As a footnote, I should add that I am aware of a Conservation Area Appraisal that has been prepared on behalf of Bentley Parish Council and which proposes the designation of a new conservation area in the parish. Consistent with the Council’s duties, it is proper that this document be considered, and this will be dealt with separately. It would be inappropriate to second-guess whether a conservation area will be made or not, and I have assessed the current application under the existing policy framework. Nevertheless, I have noted the contents of that appraisal document, and it does not alter my current opinions (if anything, it supports my assessment in respect of some of the omissions made in the application documentation)
.

	6
	Amendments, Clarification or Additional Information Required 

	· Details of the intervisibility of sites during winter/autumn (times of lessened greenery)

	7
	Recommended conditions

	Subject to the above.



Please note that this form can be submitted electronically on the Councils website. Comments submitted on the website will not be acknowledged but you can check whether they have been received by reviewing comments on the website under the application reference number. Please note that the completed form will be posted on the Councils website and available to view by the public.  

image1.png
¥\ A Mid ) Suffolk
[sovisurro P 2 1 S TRICT
—




