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Roundhill Solar Farm, Inkberrow: Built Heritage Review

Executive Summary

This Built Heritage Review has been prepared by Smith Jenkins Planning & Heritage in respect of the
Proposed Development which comprises:

‘Construction of a Solar Farm and battery energy storage system (BESS) facility
together with all associated works, equipment and necessary infrastructure’

The application (reference W/23/00270/FUL) was validated by Wychavon District Council on 23™
February 2023. A description of the proposed development is set out in section 1.9 of Chapter 1 of
the submitted Environmental Statement and includes the solar arrays but also supporting
infrastructure such as a 2m boundary fencing, 3m acoustic fencing around the inverters, 3m CCTV
poles, internal access roads (of 4m in width), visitor car parking and landscaping. The proposed Solar
Farm is intended to be in place for 40 years, after which time the infrastructure, with the exception
of the proposed DNO substation' compound and associated access and ancillary equipment, will be
removed.

This Built Heritage Review has been prepared by Paul Crisp. | am a Senior Director at Smith Jenkins
Planning & Heritage have 24 years experience of working within the planning field with a specialism
in considering heritage effects arising from development which includes listed buildings, conservation
areas and World Heritage Sites. | have a BSc in City and Regional Planning, a Diploma in Town Planning
and a Masters in Architectural History, Theory and Interpretation. | am a Chartered Town Planner
(MRTPI) and a full Member of the Institute of Historic Building Conservation.

| set out a glossary of the main terms used in this Review at paragraph 1.6.
The Baseline

The Scoping Opinion provided by WDC in January 2023 included commentary from the Council’s
Conservation Officer which identified a number of heritage assets — both designated and non-
designated — which were considered to be affected by the Proposed Development. | note that the
CHC does not include any response to the Conservation Officer’s comments, but rather appears to
largely ignore the comments made.

Of the multiple heritage assets identified by the Conservation Officer (11 listed buildings and 18 non-
designated heritage assets), the CHC and the HS only consider the potential effects on 6 non-
designated heritage assets, without any justification for the exclusion of the remaining 12).

The baseline is solely informed by the data sourced from the Historic Environment Record (HER).
Whilst consultation of the HER is supported, this does need to be validated using other sources of
information such as the National Heritage List of England. This would help to make the CHC and the
HS much clearer in identifying which assets are statutorily listed and comprise non-designated
heritage assets.

The CHC and the HS identify that the assessment of setting has been undertaken in accordance with
Historic England’s Good Practice Advice Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets. The approach taken
in the CHC and HS does not reflect that suggested by GPA3. Instead, the CHC and the HS use the step
one approach to identify the assets which could be affected, and therefore should be scoped out.

! paragraph 2.9 of the Pegasus Decommissioning Statement
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

GPA3 identifies a five step process to understanding the degree to which setting contributes to
significance.

Cultural Heritage Chapter

The CHC does not include any assessment of the construction effects arising from the Proposed
Development. There is a singular statement which addresses the potential effects on all heritage
assets. However, it should be expected to include an asset by asset assessment which takes into
account the full range of construction effects which includes elements such as construction effects.

The CHC lacks any supporting methodology for establishing the significance of assets and the
magnitude of change. For instance, Table 3.4 identifies that the proposals would have a ‘minor
adverse’ effect on the Grade Il listed Leasowes, but there is no supporting justification which
identifies how such an assessment is derived. Table 3.4 does not also report any summaries of effect
on the full set of heritage assets considered in the CHC.

| consider that the CHC is severely lacking in a clear methodology to ensure that it is a robust
assessment of the potential effects of the Proposed Development. Further, | consider that there are
a number of matters where additional information should be requested from the Applicants under
‘Regulation 25’ of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations
2017.

Heritage Statement

| consider that the submitted Heritage Statement is over reliant on visual matters as part of the
assessment of the contribution made by setting to the significance of the heritage assets. Instead, a
fuller assessment should include an assessment of all aspects of setting as identified in GPA3. The
significance of effect may well be higher if that applicant had undertaken an assessment of
significance in line with GPA3.

The HS introduces a hierarchy of the levels of significance, with paragraph 194 of the 2023 NPPF (since
replaced with paragraph 207 of the 2024 NPPF) purported by the applicants to allow a differentiation
of significance which includes designated heritage assets of the highest significance, designated
heritage assets of less than the highest significance and non-designated heritage assets. There is no
such differentiation supported by the NPPF.

| note that the HS only concludes a potential effect on the Grade Il ‘The Leasowes’. The order of harm
would be ‘less than substantial’ and is considered to be at the lower end of the spectrum. Whilst |
agree with the ‘less than substantial’ harm, | consider that the scale of harm would be higher —at the
middle end of the spectrum — given the change that would take place in the character of the land.

The HS concludes that the significance of Bag End Farm/Dormston Manor (Grade Il listed with 4 other
grade Il listings within the same group) would be preserved by the Proposed Development. | disagree
with this conclusion given that the change in the character of the open surroundings would be
changed by the proposed development. In this regard, | consider that the proposed development
would harm the significance of the heritage asset, which for the purposes of the NPPF, would be ‘less
than substantial’ harm, and at the lower to middle end of the scale.

| note that the HS has scoped out many assets from assessment, which includes the Stockwood Lodge
Farmhouse, which is directly adjacent to the site. | consider that the Farmhouse should be scoped in
to the assessment, and the proposed development would harm the significance of the asset. | also
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17.

18.

19.

consider that the proposed development would harm the setting of Berrowsfield Farm, a non-
designated heritage asset.

| also note that several listed buildings have been identified in the HER but no consideration has been
given to whether they should be scoped in or out.

Concluding harm

In concluding harm, special regard should be given to the statutory duty which includes whether the
harm could be reduced or mitigated in any way. Such an analysis is absent from the CHC and the HS.

The Planning Balance

Having concluded harm on several statutorily listed buildings and non-designated heritage asset,
paragraphs 215 (listed buildings) and 216 (non-designated heritage assets) of the NPPF would be
engaged and requires a balance of harm against the scheme benefits. There are no heritage
benefits to be weighed into this equation.
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1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

1.7

Introduction

This Built Heritage Review has been prepared by Paul Crisp MA, BSc(Hons), DipTP, MRTPI, IHBC,
Senior Director (Heritage & Townscape) at Smith Jenkins Planning & Heritage. | have 24 years
experience of advising on planning and heritage matters. My CV can be provided on request. | am
used to advising on similar cases to this which involve change to the setting of heritage assets.

| was approached by Farrer & Co (the representatives of the Roundhill Solar Farm Opposition Group)
to review the submitted application material with a view to advising on the built heritage impacts of
the proposals and the submitted information. This report provides my professional review of the
proposals.

Scope of Report

| note that landscape matters are being advised separately albeit that | use the submitted viewpoint
analysis to understand the effects on heritage assets where relevant. | only consider built heritage
assets as they are covered by a statutory duty and a legal framework for consideration. This carries
significant weight in the decision making process.

| have also only focussed on the impact of the solar array on built heritage assets. | have not been
instructed on advising on whether the underground cabling will affect the significance of built
heritage assets. | also do not consider archaeological matters.

| have reviewed Wychavon District Council’s (WDC) online planning records which includes the
submitted material as well as the revised material subsequently submitted in response to comments
received by WDC during the course of the consideration of the application. | visited the site on 14"
May 2025 where | was able to view the site of the Proposed Development and understand the
relationship between the site and the surrounding heritage assets.

References
In this report, | use the following references:
i) CHC - Cultural Heritage Chapter, prepared by Pegasus Group;
ii) HS - Heritage Statement, prepared by Pegasus Group;
iii) WDC — Wychavon District Council;
iv) NDHA — Non-designated heritage asset;

v) HER - Historic Environment Record;

vi) GLVIA - Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment.

Structure of this Report

This Report is structured as follows:
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vi)

vii)

Section 2 — Experience — sets out my experience of advising on effects arising from
development on heritage assets;

Section 3 — The likely effects — | set out my understanding of the Proposed Development
and the likely effects arising from the proposed solar farm;

Section 4 — The Baseline — | set out my review of how Pegasus Group has established the
baseline for assessment of the potential effects on heritage assets;

Section 5 — Cultural Heritage Chapter — sets out my review of the Cultural Heritage Chapter
and the conclusions reached therein;

Section 6 — Heritage Statement — sets out my review of the Heritage Statement and the
conclusions reached therein;

Section 7 — Summary Table — provides a summary of the heritage assets considered in the
CHC and the HS and their conclusions;

Section 8 — The Planning Balance — for the purposes of the NPPF, confirms the heritage
affects arising and the paragraphs of the NPPF which are engaged as a result;

viii) Section 9 — Summary — sets out my summary of the Review and the conclusions of the CHC

and the HS.
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2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

Experience

| am a Senior Director at Smith Jenkins Planning & Heritage where | lead a team that offers a
nationwide service advising on development directly and indirectly affecting heritage assets — which
includes but is not limited to listed buildings, conservation areas and World Heritage Sites. Prior to
joining Smith Jenkins in November 2021, | worked at a number of leading private planning
consultancies including Jones Lang La Salle (JLL), Turley, Montagu Evans and RPS. | have 24 years’
experience of working within planning and the heritage sector.

| have a BSc in City and Regional Planning and a Diploma in Town Planning. | also have an MA in
Architectural History, Theory and Interpretation. | am a Chartered Town Planner (being a full member
of the Royal Town Planning Institute) and also a full member of the Institute of Historic Building
Conservation.

My work involves providing advice on development that has the potential to affect the significance
of heritage assets. This is often informed by the preparation of Accurate Visual Representations.
These view locations are agreed with the local planning authority to ensure that there is an accepted
methodology and approach to their preparation. These form one element in the assessment of how
the significance (and the contribution made by setting) could be affected by the proposals.

| have advised a wide range of clients, both public and private, on development affecting a variety of
heritage assets which includes development within the ‘countryside’ and within the setting of
heritage assets which includes both residential development as well as advising on tall buildings
which have the potential to affect a wide range of heritage assets.
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3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

The Likely Effects

The application for the proposed solar farm was validated by WDC on 23™ February 2023, and
described as follows:

‘Construction of a Solar Farm and battery energy storage system (BESS) facility
together with all associated works, equipment and necessary infrastructure’.

The site of the Proposed Development is currently open fields within a countryside setting. | note that
the site sits outside of any development boundaries as defined by the South Worcestershire
Development Plan adopted in 2016 (and which is currently under review). The South Worcestershire
Development Plan Review is at an advanced stage with hearing sessions now concluded and the
Inspectors Report is awaited. The Development Plan Review maintains the site as outside of any
development boundaries.

The Proposed Development is set out in section 1.9 of Chapter 1: Introduction of the submitted
Environmental Statement and lists the full extent of the proposals which includes (amongst others)
the solar arrays but also a number of inverters, a 2m boundary fencing, 3m acoustic fencing around
the inverters, 3m CCTV poles, internal access roads (being 4m in width, visitor car parking, and soft
landscaping).

Paragraph 1.9.4 of Chapter 1: Introduction of the submitted Environmental Statement identifies that
the solar farm, with the exception of the proposed DNO substation? compound and associated access
and ancillary equipment, would be removed after their 40 year lifespan and the land would be
reverted back to full agricultural use.

In considering the effects of the proposals on the surrounding heritage assets, | have concluded that
the proposals would involve change to the landscape through the replacement of the rural open fields
with a development of a large solar array which would change the character of the landscape to a
form of ‘developed land’. | note that the intention is for the solar array (and the accompanying
infrastructure) to be removed after 40 years.

This significant new infrastructure includes:
i) the creation of an internal road system through the solar array;
ii) Inverter housings, surrounded by 3m acoustic fencing;
iii) Boundary fencing around the site which includes regular CCTV poles;
iv) The creation of a community orchard;
v) The use of hedging and/or trees as a means of screening the solar array;
vi) A visitor car park.

These elements, whilst they might be considered to be ‘temporary’ would still involve potential
impacts for the medium term and would involve the change of the site from that is agricultural and
forming an ‘open countryside’.

2 Paragraph 2.9 of the Pegasus Decommissioning Statement
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4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7

4.8

The Baseline

| note that the applicant submitted a request for a ‘Screening Opinion’ to WDC in May 2022
(W/22/01154/SCR), with WDC confirming that the proposed development constituted EIA
Development. A Scoping Request was submitted to WDC in October 2022 setting out the scope of the
EIA, with a Scoping Opinion provided by WDC in January 2023 which confirm the scope of the
assessment.

Part of that response includes comments from WDC’s Conservation Officer (date 22" June 2022)
which identified that the proposals would have an impact on a number of heritage assets which
require assessment, being:

i) Grade |l listed church in Dormston;

ii) Two other listed buildings — which includes the Grade Il listed Leasowes;
iii) 8 other Grade Il listed buildings;

iv) 18 NDHA's.

| have also been provided with an email dated 4™ June (1228pm) between the Council’s Conservation
Officer (Ms Rosie Burton) and Mr Matt McConville regarding the revised submitted information which
provided a review of the local planning authority’s view on the revised information. Notably, this
addressed the potential affects of the development on the Grade | listed Church of St Nicholas, the
Grade Il listed Leasowes and that the application does not place sufficient weight on the potential
effects on the Grade Il listed buildings associated with Dormston Manor. The comments raise
concerns over the impacts of the development on the surrounding heritage assets.

WDC'’s Conservation Officer advised that the proposals would affect the setting of these heritage
assets, the setting of which would be ‘damaged significantly’ if the proposed development went
ahead.

In preparing the Cultural Heritage Chapter (by Pegasus Group), we would normally expect a response
to the Scoping Opinion to respond to the matters raised by WDC. We note that there is no such
response to the Scoping Opinion and instead, the Conservation Officers comments largely seem to
be ignored.

We note that the CHC and the HS do only assess the potential effect on the Grade Il listed ‘Leasowes’,
and the group of five Grade Il listed buildings at Bag End Farm/Dormston Manor. The other eight
Grade Il listed buildings (which are not named by the Conservation Officer) have all been scoped out
(which | will address later in this review).

In addition, of the 18 NDHAs identified by the Conservation Officer, the CHC and the HS only considers
the potential effects on six, omitting reference to the remaining 12. There is no justification provided
in the CHC or the HS for their omission.

Paragraph 2.5 of the HS identifies that the baseline data for the CHC and the HS is sourced from the
Worcestershire HER (Historic Environment Record) with a selection of the record provided at
Appendix 2 of the HS. As part of this, section 4.17 of the HS identifies a number of timber framed
farmhouses (clearly being identified by the HER) but there is no reference to whether any of these
assets are statutorily listed or constituting a NDHA. Of particular note is a reference to ‘Bag End Farm’
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4.9

4.10

4.11

4.12

4.13

which has since been renamed Dormston Manor. This demonstrates an over reliance on the HER.
Further there has been no qualification of the outcome of the HER search through consultation with
the National Heritage List for England (even if it is listed at paragraph 2.3 of the HS). The illustrates
the lack of thoroughness in establishing the baseline.

The scope of the CHC is determined by the applicant through the three-step process as advocated by
Historic England’s Good Practice Advice Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Asset (GPA3). The first step is
to identify the heritage assets. It is the later steps — steps 2 and 3 — where potential impacts are
considered. In this respect, the approach to the establishment of the baseline does not comply with
the setting guidance identified in GPA3. The step one assessment, undertaken in paragraphs 5.4
onwards is extremely limited and is subject to sweeping statements such as that at paragraph 5.4
which summarises the significance of all listed buildings within the study area — all 21 of them — as
being predominantly derived from their architectural and historic interest. This demonstrates a
failure to understand each heritage asset in their own right as well as the misapplication of guidance
within GPA3.

The CHC and the HS also fail to demonstrate why a number of listed buildings that fall within the
study area have been scoped out of the assessment. The Pool House (Grade Il) and The Sheiling
(Grade II) are within the study area but have not been subject to the scoping process. These are
neither scoped in or out. There has been no consideration whatsoever of the impact of the proposals.
There is no step 1, 2 or 3 process as advocated by the GPA3. In this regard, the CHC and the HS are
flawed as there has been no consistent process undertaken to establish the baseline and any
potential affects arising.

Summary

The scope of the CHC and the HS has been subject to consultation with WDC, but neither the CHC or
the HS respond to the matters raised by the Conservation Officer in their response, and furthermore,
there are a number of heritage assets for which the applicant has not provided a justification for why
they have been scoped out.

| therefore consider that the baseline of the CHC and the HS does not appropriately identify the
heritage assets that have the potential to be affected by the proposed development and, notably, the
omission of two statutorily listed buildings is illustrative of the lack of thoroughness of the CHC and
the HS.

| consider the conclusions of the CHC and the HS in the following sections.
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5.1

5.2

53

5.4

5.5

5.6

5.7

Cultural Heritage Chapter

In this section, | consider the HS with particular reference to the methodology and the conclusions
therein.

Methodology

Levels of significance

In the same way that the CHC set out the levels of heritage significance in Table 3.1, paragraph 2.24
of the HS identifies ‘levels of significance’ and suggests the NPPF articulates three levels of
significance and references paragraph 194 of the 2023 version of the NPPF as allowing a
differentiation of significance, being:

i) Designated heritage assets of the highest significance;
ii) Designated heritage assets of less than the highest significance;
iii) Non-designated heritage assets.

Paragraph 194 of the 2023 NPPF, which was replaced by paragraph 207 of the 2024 NPPF, does not
make any differentiation between heritage assets, and the approach adopted in the HS is therefore
one that is not supported or compliant with the NPPF.

The Construction Effects

Paragraph 3.3.22 sets out an assessment of the construction effects of the Proposed Development in
a single paragraph, and acknowledges that:

‘The construction of the Proposed Development will, through increase in traffic and
noise etc result in temporary change within the setting of certain built heritage assets
and this could cause some level of harm to their significance by affecting the
experience of the assets’.

This singular statement, which accepts that there may be some harm to heritage assets is not
sufficient to properly assess the construction effects. This should include an assessment of the
potential construction effects on each asset, on an asset by asset basis.

| consider that the absence of such a supporting assessment has the potential to constitute the need
for a request under ‘Regulation 25’ of The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact
Assessment) Regulations 2017 (Further information and evidence respecting environmental
statements).

Determining the magnitude and direction of effect

Table 3.4 of the CHC provides a summary of Effects, Mitigation and Residual Effects, with the impact
on the Grade Il listed ‘The Leasowes’ (the only built heritage asset considered in the table) as minor
adverse. However, there is no supporting methodology set out in the main body of the text of the
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5.8

5.9

5.10

CHC which shows how such an assessment has been reached. There are no tables which illustrate
how the magnitude or significance of effect has been concluded. Paragraph 3.3.29 repeats the
conclusion of the HS in that the Proposed Development would cause an element of harm, which
would be at the lower end of the ‘less than substantial’ spectrum, but there is no assessment of how
the residual effect has been arrived at. | consider that the omission of such supporting assessment
has the potential to constitute a request under ‘Regulation 25’ of The Town and Country Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017.

Whilst paragraphs 3.3.30 to 3.3.32 of the main text of the CHC sets out an assessment of the potential
effects on the group of Grade Il listed buildings at Bag End Farm/Dormston Manor, there is no
summary of effect presented in Table 3.4. This is despite other ‘negligible’ or ‘none’ effects on
archaeological assets being reported in the table.

Summary

| consider that the CHC is significantly lacking in the required detail to ensure that it is a robust
assessment of the potential effects arising from the Proposed Development. There is no methodology
set out as to how the residual effect has been determined and there is no assessment of the
construction effects (despite the CHC accepting that there are likely to be adverse impacts arising
from the Proposed Development).

| consider that there are a number of matters where additional information should be requested of
the Applicants under ‘Regulation 25’ of The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact
Assessment) Regulations 2017.
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6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

6.7

Heritage Statement

In this section, | consider the HS with particular reference to the methodology set out at section 2
and the setting assessment set out at section 5.

Methodology

Paragraphs 2.9 to 2.25 of the HS set out the methodology used in the assessment of significance and
the impact of the Proposed Development.

The role of visual effects

Paragraph 2.23 identifies the role that visibility might have to significance. The paragraph references
the Catesby Estates Ltd v Steer High Court judgment which confirms that visibility does not necessarily
confer a contribution to significance and that other factors apart from visibility should also be
considered. As | set out later in this section, the assessment of setting and the contribution made by
setting is over reliant on visual effects, and | will set these out on a heritage asset by asset assessment
within this section.

Levels of significance

In the same way that the CHC set out the levels of heritage significance in Table 3.1, paragraph 2.24
of the HS identifies ‘levels of significance’ and suggests the NPPF articulates three levels of
significance and references paragraph 194 of the 2023 version of the NPPF as allowing a
differentiation of significance, being:

i) Designated heritage assets of the highest significance;
ii) Designated heritage assets of less than the highest significance;
iii) Non-designated heritage assets.

Paragraph 194 of the 2023 NPPF, which was replaced by paragraph 207 of the 2024 NPPF, does not
make any differentiation between heritage assets, and the approach adopted in the HS is therefore
one that is not supported or compliant with the NPPF.

The GPAS3 ‘stepped’ process

The approach adopted in the HS to understand the contribution made by setting to the significance
of a heritage asset is that set out in Historic England’s Good Practice Advice Note 3: The Setting of
Heritage Assets. However, the HS misapplies the guidance.

Step 1 of GPA3 is intended to ‘Identify which heritage assets and their settings are affected’. This is a
purely identification phase only whereas the Step 1 process used in the HS goes much further than
this and assesses significance and the degree to which this could be affected by the Proposed
Development.
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6.8

6.9

6.10

6.11

6.12

6.13

The correct GPA3 guidance is:
e Step 1: Identify which heritage assets and their settings are affected

e Step 2: Assess the degree to which these settings make a contribution to the significance of the
heritage asset(s) or allow significance to be appreciated

e Step 3: Assess the effects of the proposed development, whether beneficial or harmful, on that
significance or on the ability to appreciate it

e Step 4: Explore ways to maximise enhancement and avoid or minimise harm
e Step 5: Make and document the decision and monitor outcomes

This process is not followed and the HS applies the guidance incorrectly. | also consider that the
approach to the assessment of setting is extremely limited, being largely focussed on visual matters
and historic associations whereas there are many different elements that can or cannot contribute
to setting. There is a general limited assessment of the physical surroundings of the heritage assets.

The effects of the Proposed Development

The table in section 7 sets out a summary of the heritage assets that have been considered within the
HS (whether they have been scoped in or out) with my assessment of the effects of the Proposed
Development. | agree with the scoping out of many of the assets, but following my assessment (which
includes on site analysis), conclude that there are some assets that, in contrast to the HS, should be
scoped in to the assessment. | also identify where | disagree with the conclusions of the HS on
particular assets. | set these out on an asset by asset basis.

Approach to understanding significance and the contribution made by setting

The assessment of significance and the contribution made by setting to each heritage asset, as set
out in the HS, is limited, often restricted to several paragraphs. Whilst paragraph 2.23 of the HS
identifies that there should not be an over reliance on visual matters, the HS then goes on to assess
the degree to which the Proposed Development can be seen from or in association with the heritage
asset.

This approach to significance and contribution made by setting is at odds with that advocated by
GPA3 and specifically in the Assessment Step 2 Checklist (page 11 of GPA3) which identifies that both
the assets’ physical surroundings and the experience of the asset are elements that can contribute to
setting. | therefore consider that that assessment undertaken within the HS of the contribution made
by setting to significance is over reliant on visual matters and scant appreciation has been given to
topography or the surrounding landscape character for instance.

The Leasowes (Grade Il listed)

The significance of the listed building is considered at paragraphs 5.25 to 5.39 of the HS. Paragraph
5.36 identifies those elements that contribute to the setting of the listed building which includes the
agricultural land with which the listed building is historically associated, which includes the north
eastern corner of the site. In identifying that there is a historic association between the listed building
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and some of the site, there is an over reliance on functional associations only and there is no
appreciation or assessment of the degree to which the physical surroundings — being an open
agricultural setting — contribute to significance.

6.14 The submitted HS concludes that the proposals would harm the significance of the listed building and
for the purposes of the NPPF, that this would be at the lower end of the spectrum of less than
substantial harm.

6.15 As photograph 6.1 shows, the Leasowes has a very open setting being set away from mature trees
and sitting within an open green setting.

Photograph 6.1. (above) view from the public footpath close to the Leasowes. This shows the
relationship of the listed building to the surrounding agricultural landscape. The location of the site
is shown and there would be clear visibility of the proposed solar farm. This would change the
physical surroundings of the listed building.

6.16 Photograph 6.2 below is again taken from a public footpath close to the Leasowes and shows the
open character of the setting of the listed building, with an appreciation that the building sits within
an open agricultural landscape. The location of the proposed solar farm is also indicated.
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6.17

6.18

6.19

6.20

6.21

Photograph 6.2. The Grade Il listed Leasowes is on the right hand side of the photograph and shown
in an open agricultural setting. This view is taken from a public footpath and the extent of the
proposed development is indicated by the red arrow. There would be change within the ‘green’
setting of the listed building.

The proposed solar farm would be seen to the left hand side of the image. There would be a clear
change to the setting of the listed building through the addition of the proposed solar farm.

Whilst | would agree with the HS, that the proposed development would cause an element of harm
to the listed building, and furthermore, agree that this would be ‘less than substantial’, | consider that
this would be at the middle end of the spectrum. The site of the proposed development has a clear
functional relationship with the listed building and would also change the physical surroundings of
the listed building from one of an agricultural setting, to one that involves ‘built elements’.

In conclusion, | agree with the conclusions of the HS in that the proposed development would have
an element of harm to the listed building, which would be ‘less than substantial harm’. However, |
consider that the level of harm would be higher (at the middle end of the scale) than that concluded
in the HS (at the lower end of the scale). In line with the statutory duty, special regard must be given
to the statutory duty, which | will address later in this section.

| note that in the most recent correspondence between Council’s Conservation Officer (an email
between Ms Rosie Burton and Mr Matt McConville dated 4™ June at 1228pm) that Ms Burton
maintains an objection to the proposal on the basis of the harm to this listed building.

Bag End Farm/Dormston Manor (Grade Il listed) and the four associated outbuildings (all
listed at Grade Il)

The significance of Bag End Farm/Dormston Manor is set out in the HS at paragraphs 5.40 to 5.55
with a summary of those elements of setting contributing to setting being set out at paragraph 5.54.
This concludes that the site does not contribute through setting to the significance of the Manor
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6.22

6.23

6.24

6.25

6.26

House or the ancillary buildings. Further, the HS concludes that the significance of the listed building
is principally derived from the architectural and historic interest of their built fabric and form.

The HS concludes that the proposed development would result in harm to the significance of the
assets. | have already set out that this conclusion does not reflect the statutory duty in that proposals
should preserve or enhance.

| disagree with the conclusion of the HS that the significance of the heritage asset would be preserved.
As indicated in photograph 6.3, the proposed solar array would be visible from the heritage asset,
albeit a mid distance away.

Photograph 6.3. View from the public footpath close to Bag End Farm/Dormston Manor where there
are open views towards the site of the proposed development.

This would introduce ‘built’ elements into the wider setting of the listed building which would involve
change to the current agricultural green setting of the listed building. This would be a noticeable
change to the setting and would, constitute an element of harm to the listed building which would
fall into the backet of ‘less than substantial’ and at the lower to middle end of the spectrum.

| note that in the most recent response from the Council’s Conservation Officer (an email between
Ms Rosie Burton and Mr Matt McConville dated 4™ June at 1228pm) that the applicant has not placed
sufficient weight on the potential effects on these heritage assets.

Pool House (Grade Il listed)

This heritage asset is within the study area, but the HS does not identify the reasons why it has been
scoped out. The HS and the CHC should be updated to provide the reason why it has been excluded
from assessment.

The Sheiling (Grade Il listed)
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6.27

6.28

6.29

6.30

This heritage asset is within the study area, but the HS does not identify the reasons why it has been
scoped out. The HS and the CHC should be updated to provide the reason why it has been excluded
from assessment.

Stockwood Lodge Farmhouse (NDHA)

Stockwood Lodge Farmhouse is adjacent to the eastern boundary of the Application site, and shares
a boundary with the Proposed Development. The HS considers the significance of the NDHA at
paragraphs 5.18 to 5.20. This concludes that there may be some visibility between trees and over the
roof of the adjacent dwelling of the southern part of the site from the first floor windows of the
farmhouse, but is considered to be very small component of the mid ground of the panorama and as
a result, this visibility is considered incidental to the asset’s significance given the apparent absence
of any historic association. For these reasons, the asset is scoped out of the assessment.

The applicant’s assessment accepts that there is likely to some visibility of the Proposed
Development, but the lack of any historic association between the heritage asset and the site, would
therefore mean that there would be no impact. | disagree with this assessment. The assessment of
setting is extremely limited and does not appreciate that the listed building was originally a
farmhouse which would have had an open setting. Indeed, that open setting — effectively over fields
— still exists today. The Proposed Development would change this to one of a large solar array which
includes not just the solar panels themselves, but boundary fencing and large CCTV posts.

Whilst | note that the Proposed Development includes a community orchard closest to Stockwood
Lodge Farmhouse, this in itself is considered to be harmful as it changes the character of the land
away from an agricultural one to one of a more formally laid out space. Photograph 6.4 shows the
relationship of the site to the farmhouse, illustrating the shared boundary between non-designated
heritage asset and the proposed development.

Photograph 6.4. Photograph from a public footpath in close proximity to Stockwood Lodge
Farmhouse showing the open views from the building, with the site in the foreground.
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6.31

6.32

6.33

6.34

6.35

Paragraph 1.19 of Appendix 3.6: Supplementary Heritage Information, prepared by Pegasus Group,
updated January 2025, confirms that there would be some visibility from the asset, but that as it does
not contain any solar arrays or other built infrastructure, that there would be no heritage harm.
However, in this area, the change in the green landscape setting is to a community orchard which has
a very different character to open fields. This would involve a change in the character and appearance
of the land which in itself would be harmful to the setting of the farmhouse.

For these reasons, | consider that the Proposed Development would cause an element of harm to the
significance of Stockwood Lodge Farmhouse and therefore engages paragraph 216 of the NPPF where
a balanced judgement is required having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance
of the heritage asset.

Berrowsfield Farm (NDHA)

Berrowsfield Farm is identified at paragraph 5.7 of the HS as a non-designated heritage asset, but it
is concluded that there is not historic association or intentional intervisibility and can therefore be
excluded from assessment.

| disagree with this assessment, from a public footpath traversing the site, there are views over open
fields towards the non-designated heritage asset. Photograph 6.5 shows this view.

Photograph 6.5. A view from the public footpath traversing the site, with a view towards the
buildings associated with Bag End Farm/Dormston Manor.

The non-designated heritage asset can be viewed from the site, and the visibility would be increased
during winter months when trees are without leaf and perform less of a screening function. The
application site forms part of the wider setting and the physical surroundings of the non-designated
heritage asset. The proposed development would involve a change in the open landscaped setting to
the Farm and | consider that there would be an element of harm arising on the heritage asset and
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6.36

6.37

6.38

6.39

6.40

6.41

therefore engages paragraph 216 of the NPPF where a balanced judgement is required having regard
to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the heritage asset.

Concluding harm

| note that the submitted HS concludes harm to the Grade Il listed ‘Leasowes’. Paragraph 2.37 of the
HS references high court judgements and confirm that Palmer and others require special regard to
be had to the desirability of preserving the building or it setting. However, in concluding harm, the
HS does not give any consideration to the statutory duty.

The HS concludes that the significance of a number of heritage assets will not be harmed (my
emphasis). This is not the statutory duty. Section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states:

In considering whether to grant planning permission [or permission in principle] for
development which affects a listed building or its setting, the local planning authority
or, as the case may be, the Secretary of State shall have special regard to the
desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special
architectural or historic interest which it possesses.

The conclusions of the HS are therefore not consistent with the statutory duty. This is also repeated
at 2.37 where the statutory duty is incorrectly referenced — stating that special regard should be paid
to the desirability of not harming the setting of a heritage asset.

Summary

The methodology set out in the submitted HS does not follow the guidance set outin GPA3 and is not
consistent with the NPPF. The approach to the analysis of setting is extremely limited, relying on
visual matters and historic associations whereas the guidance in GPA3 which includes the Assessment
Step 2 Checklist (page 11) identifies that there are many different elements which can contribute to
the setting of a heritage asset. Instead, the HS applies an extremely narrow view to the assessment
of setting. The misapplication of the stepped process advocated in GPA3 establishes an inappropriate
baseline as heritage assets have been scoped out which will clearly be affected by the application
proposals.

In respect of the heritage assets within the assessment, | note that a number of assets are within the
study area, but there is no reason given for their scoping out of assessment. This includes Pool House
and The Sheiling (Grade Il listed). Further, there are other assets, which are scoped out when the
proposals are adjacent to the heritage asset in the case of Stockwood Lodge Farmhouse.

| consider that the application proposals would have the following effects on heritage assets:
i) The Leasowes — Grade Il listed — less than substantial harm, at the mid end of the spectrum;

ii) Bag End Farm/Dormston Manor — a group of Grade Il listed buildings — less than substantial
harm, at the lower to mid end of the spectrum;

iii) Stockwood Lodge Farm — non-designated heritage asset;
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iv) Berrowsfield Farm — non-designated heritage asset.

6.42 Following on the from the conclusion of harm, the applicant must demonstrate that, in respect of
listed buildings, special regard has been had to the statutory duty and that the harm has been reduced
as far as possible. Such an assessment has not been undertaken and whilst the Environmental
Statement does include a section on site selection, there is no evidence provided to show that the

heritage harm has been reduced as far as possible.
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7 Summary Table

7.1 Table 7.1 on the following page provides a summary of the conclusions of the HS and the CHC with
my comments on the conclusions.

Page 18



Roundhill Solar Farm, Inkberrow: Built Heritage Review

Table 7.1. Summary of heritage assets considered in the CHC and the HS with my assessment of potential effect

Heritage Asset Grade | Scoped HS Paragraph  CHC Paragraph Smith Jenkins Commentary
In/Out References References
Castle Farmhouse Il Stage 1: Out 5.12 n/a Very limited analysis of significance and
Moat Farmhouse Il Stage 1: Out 5.12 n/a setting to understand potential effect.
Oakhouse Farmhouse 1] Stage 1: Out 5.12 n/a Generally, just dismissed out of hand without
Rush Farmhouse Il Stage 1: Out 5.12 n/a any assessment carried out.
Barn about 25 metres south of Rush I Stage 1: Out | 5.12 n/a A more detailed assessment should be
Farmhouse carried out by the applicant to assess heritage
effects.
The Leasowes Il In 5.25-5.39 3.3.26-3.3.29 Conclusion reached of less than substantial

harm (lower end). | would suggest that this is
actually at the mid range of the scale given
the views from Earls Common Road to the
building which has a green setting behind.

Very restricted assessment of significance
and contribution made by setting. Deemed
that setting makes a limited contribution to

significance
Hindle Wakes Il Stage 1: Out 5.15-5.16 n/a Very limited analysis of significance and
Stockwood Thatch 1] Stage 1: Out 5.15-5.16 n/a setting to understand potential effect.
Yonda 1] Stage 1: Out 5.12 n/a Generally, just dismissed out of hand without

any assessment carried out.
A more detailed assessment should be
carried out by the applicant to assess heritage

effects.
Bag End Farm/Dormston Manor 1] In 5.40-5.55 3.3.30 t0 3.3.32 Conclusion reached in the HS and CHC of no
Outbuilding next to Dovecote South Il harm.
East of Dormston Manor Would disagree that there is no harm.
Dovecote to South East of Dormston ]
Manor
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Table 7.1. Summary of heritage assets considered in the CHC and the HS with my assessment of potential effect

Heritage Asset Grade | Scoped HS Paragraph  CHC Paragraph Smith Jenkins Commentary

In/Out References References
Barns in Farmyard at Dormston ] There appears to quite an open setting to the
Manor to East of the House north so the solar farm would potentially be
Dovecote to South West of Dormston Il visible. ZTV suggests visibility.
Manor Would be visible on the approach to the

buildings and across fields, changing the rural
setting to one that has more built elements
within it.

Less than substantial harm, at the low to
middle end of the spectrum

Gannow Farm SAM | Stage 1: Out 5.21t05.24 n/a Limited assessment of significance and
contribution made by setting.

A more detailed assessment should be
carried out by the applicant to assess heritage
effects.

Church of St Nicholas I Stage 1: Out 59t05.11 n/a Limited assessment of significance and
contribution made by setting.

A more detailed assessment should be
carried out by the applicant to assess heritage
effects.

Church Farm Il Stage 1: Out 5.13 n/a Limited assessment of significance and
contribution made by setting.

A more detailed assessment should be
carried out by the applicant to assess heritage

effects.
Old Moat Barn Il Stage 1: Out 5.12to0 5.14 n/a Limited assessment of significance and
Moat Farmhouse [* contribution made by setting.
Dovecote at Moat Farm Il A more detailed assessment should be
Moated site at Moat Farm SAM | Stage 1: Out 5.21-5.24 carried out by the applicant to assess heritage
effects.
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Table 7.1. Summary of heritage assets considered in the CHC and the HS with my assessment of potential effect

Heritage Asset Grade | Scoped HS Paragraph  CHC Paragraph Smith Jenkins Commentary
In/Out References References
Pool House Il n/a No assessment carried out despite being
within the study area.
The Sheiling Il n/a No assessment carried out despite being
within the study area.
Stockwood Lodge Farmhouse NDHA | Out - but | 5.18t05.20 n/a HS accepts that there is some visibility of the
there is some site, but then determines the building should
intervisibility be scoped out of the assessment.

The proposed solar farm borders the site and
the proposals would be highly visible. The
mitigation proposed of a community orchard
would further change the rural setting of the
asset.

There would be harm to the asset which
should be considered in the HS and the CHC.
This should be scoped in.

Berrowsfield Farm NDHA | Out 5.7 and 5.19 - | n/a Very limited analysis of the setting and
5.20 significance.

There would be harm to the asset which
should be considered in the HS and the CHC.
This should be scoped in.

Perrymill Farm NDHA | Out 5.7 and 5.17 n/a Limited assessment of significance and
contribution made by setting.

A more detailed assessment should be
carried out by the applicant to assess heritage

effects.
Woodground Farm NDHA | Appears to be | 5.7 and 5.17 n/a Limited assessment of significance and
a new build contribution made by setting.
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Table 7.1. Summary of heritage assets considered in the CHC and the HS with my assessment of potential effect

Heritage Asset Grade | Scoped HS Paragraph  CHC Paragraph Smith Jenkins Commentary
In/Out References References

A more detailed assessment should be
carried out by the applicant to assess heritage
effects.

Bird in Hand Inn NDHA | Out 5.7 and 5.17 n/a Limited assessment of significance and
contribution made by setting.

A more detailed assessment should be
carried out by the applicant to assess heritage

effects.
Cottages and Farmsteads at Stock | NDHA | Out 5.7 and 5.17 n/a Limited assessment of significance and
Green contribution made by setting.

A more detailed assessment should be
carried out by the applicant to assess heritage
effects.
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8

8.1

8.2

8.3

8.4

The Planning Balance

| have concluded that the proposals would cause an element of harm on a number of heritage assets:
i) The Leasowes — Grade Il listed — less than substantial harm, at the mid end of the spectrum;

ii) Dormston Manor — a group of Grade Il listed buildings — less than substantial harm, at the
lower to mid end of the spectrum;

iii) Stockwood Lodge Farm — non-designated heritage asset;
iv) Berrowsfield Farm — non-designated heritage asset.

The conclusion of harm on the grade Il listed Leasowes and (in my opinion) the grade Il listed buildings
associated with Dormston Manor engages paragraph 215 of the NPPF requiring the ‘less than
substantial harm’ to be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal.

The conclusion of harm (in my opinion) on the non-designated heritage assets — Stockwood Lodge
Farmhouse, Berrowsfield Farm, Perry Mill Farm and Woodground Farm — engages paragraph 216 of
the NPPF requiring a balanced judgement to be made having regard to the scale of any harm or loss
and the significance of the heritage asset.

These balancing exercises should be undertaken by a planning advisor.
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9 Conclusions

9.1 | therefore consider that the proposals would have the following heritage effects:
i) The Leasowes — Grade Il listed — less than substantial harm, at the mid end of the spectrum;

ii) Dormston Manor — a group of Grade Il listed buildings — less than substantial harm, at the
lower to mid end of the spectrum;

iii) Stockwood Lodge Farm — non-designated heritage asset;
iv) Berrowsfield Farm — non-designated heritage asset.
9.2 | also have the following conclusions on the HS and the CHC:

i) The submitted CHC and HS do not follow best practice guidance for the assessment of
setting. They do not include a robust assessment of significance and do not adequately
assess the contribution made by setting to the significance of each asset;

ii) Thereis an over reliance on date obtained from the HER with the CHC and the HS not being
clear whether a building is statutorily listed or a non-designated heritage asset;

iii) The scoping process carried out for the CHC and HS is flawed. Assets which are potentially
affected by the proposals should be scoped in;

iv) When concluding harm to the ‘Leasowes’, the mis-representation of the degree of less than
substantial harm when | consider that the effect would, as a minimum, be at the moderate
level of less than substantial harm. The most recent correspondence with the Council’s
Conservation Officer (email dated 4™ June between Ms Rosie Burton and Mr Matt
McConville) that the revisions have not addressed the objection in respect of the harm
caused to this heritage asset;

v) After concluding harm, there has been no special regard given to the statutory duty which
requires due regard to be given the preservation of heritage assets. Further, the mis
representation of the statutory test with an emphasis on concluding no harm when the
statutory test is preserve

vi) The lack of any methodology for determining the significance of effects in the CHC;
vii) The lack of consideration for any construction effects in the CHC;
viii) The omission of the effect on the Dormston Manor group in Table 3.4 of the CHC;

ix) The reliance of planting as a means of screening which in itself is likely to be harmful. The
suggestion of a community orchard would also in itself be harmful as it changes the rural
setting of Stockwood Lodge Farm particularly.

9.3 The harm that | have concluded should be balanced against paragraph 215 (designated heritage
assets) and 216 (non-designated heritage assets) of the NPPF. There are no heritage benefits to be
weighed into the equation.
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