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1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

Introduction

This Proof of Evidence has been prepared by Grace Connelly. | am a Senior
Conservation Officer at Ashford Borough Council, and hold a MA(Hons)
degree in Architectural History and History of Art from the University of
Edinburgh, and a MSc from the University of Kingston in Historic Building
Conservation. | joined Ashford Borough Council as a Senior Conservation
Officer in February 2022. Prior to this, | worked with one of the National
Amenity Societies, the Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings (SPAB),
in addition to the Society of Architectural Historians Great Britain (SAHGB).

| have a high degree of familiarity with the appeal site as | have lived nearby
for several years and often walk near or through the site.

| conducted a visit of the appeal site and surrounding environs on 24th
January 2025. The conditions were overcast with good visibility. | travelled via

car and via foot across Public Rights of Way (PROWS).

| am familiar with the planning application and the associated documentation
related to the appeal.

| was instructed to produce this document on Thursday 23" January 2025
with the purpose of providing a response to the Proof of Evidence prepared
by Sarah Dee on behalf of Ashford Borough Council, and the Proof of
Evidence provided by Rob Bourn on behalf of EDF Energy Renewables
Limited. Additionally, this document serves as a Proof of Evidence in its own
right.

| have reviewed the contents of both consultation letters sent by
representatives of Historic England and agree with their concerns about the

potential heritage impacts of the scheme.
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1.7

1.8

| have read the Reasons for Refusal prepared by Ashford Borough Council

and agree with the assessment made.

In the interests of avoiding repetition of information, the Proof of Evidence
prepared by Sarah Dee has been included as an Annex of this document.
Please refer to this document for the following chapters:

e Legislation, Policy and National Guidance

e The Proposed Scheme



2.1

2.2

3.1

3.2

Response to ‘Proof of Evidence’ by Sarah Dee

Having visited the site and walked along the PROWSs and roadways
surrounding both the application site and nearby Aldington Church
Conservation Area, | am in agreement with both Sarah Dee and
representatives of Historic England that the development would have a less
than substantial harm on the setting of both the grade | listed Church of St
Martin and the grade II* listed Court Lodge. | therefore adopt the contents of
Ms Dee’s Proof of Evidence chapter 4, excluding content which has been
struck through and withdrawn from the Council’s evidence.

| would emphasise my agreement to paragraph 4.4 of Ms Dee’s Proof of
Evidence, that owing to the scale of development and resultant impact on the
setting of both identified heritage assets, that the less than substantial harm

caused would be on the higher end of the scale.

Response to ‘Proof of Evidence’ by Rob Bourn

Paragraph 3.6 of the above-mentioned document produced by Mr Bourn
outlines a response to paragraph 131 of the refusal reasons given in the
Officer Report. | am of the opinion that the assessment produced did fail to
provide a comprehensive assessment of the historic relationship between the
built structures of the Church and Court Lodge, and their broader landscape.
Whilst previous ownership connections were described, there was limited
assessment of the historic travelling routes outlined in the mapping data in the
HEBDA, which is particularly of importance in relation to the Church and
Court Lodge’s prominent location. Historic maps show a historic footpath

through the application site that leads to ‘Aldington Forehead’ (now called



Church Lane) that connects the broader rural setting with the Church

complex, which was the centre of the village of Aldington (figure 1).
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Figure 1: Map showing footpath through Bested Hill to Church Lane (1891-
1912). Copyright: Ordnance Survey AC0000815025. Source:

https://abc.dynamicmaps.co.uk/mapthat/Default.aspx



https://abc.dynamicmaps.co.uk/mapthat/Default.aspx

3.3

3.4

3.5

Paragraph 4.5 of Mr Bourn’s evidence outlines that ‘the significance of the
assets primarily resides within their architectural and historic interest (i.e. their
form and fabric). [...] The listings for Church of St Martin and Court Lodge
Farmhouse do not refer to the setting of the building.” Historic England outline
that ‘List descriptions are not a comprehensive record of the special interest
of the building’. Therefore, whilst the rural setting of the buildings may not
have been included in the listing, the typology of the two listed buildings is
inherently tied to their setting and the wider landscape.

Historic England’s consultation letter set out the importance of the setting of
the assets in their section on ‘Assessment of Significance’, in addition to
specifying the designed elements of visual prominence from long distances of
the Church tower. Court Lodge’s history as a hunting lodge and later
farmhouse both also inherently connect the building and special historic
interest to the wider landscape, not just the immediate environs of the site.
Therefore, | would disagree with the statement that the two buildings derive
their significance primarily from the architectural and historic interest and
reiterate that their significance is a combination of factors, both tangible and
intangible, as set out in the Officer Report (paragraphs 129, 130, and 132).
Further to the above, | would highlight the statement that Mr Bourn makes in
paragraph 4.14. that ‘The wider Aldington — Church Area Conservation Area
with its historic buildings (both designated and non-designated) and its layout
form an important but secondary element of the setting of the church which
provides a strong contribution to the significance to the church.” Mr Bourn
follows the above with paragraphs 4.15 and 4.16 outlining the importance of

the wider setting to the significance of the church. Whilst | am in agreement



3.6

that the setting of the Conservation Area has a strong contribution to the
significance of the church, | also feel that the surrounding area likewise has a
strong contribution to the significance. | consequently disagree that the
asset’s wider setting is a secondary element to their significance.

Paragraph 4.25 states that ‘There are no views of the appeal site from the
church or Court Lodge Farm. The experience of the designated assets from
within the area where their significance is best appreciated and the
contribution to significance that their immediate setting has is strongest, will
be unaltered by the proposed development.” Whilst there are no views from
the churchyard nor house itself, there are views of the appeal site from the
adjacent PROWSs, which connect to the churchyard via timber gates and are
therefore important means of exploring the church and viewing Court Lodge
by foot (figure 2 & 3). Therefore, there will be an impact on the experience of
the heritage asset from its immediate environs as a result of the development
proposed. In particular, PROW numbers AE476, AE474 and AE475 all
demonstrate the intervisibility between the appeal site and the heritage

assets.



Figure 2: View of the Church of St Martin and Court Lodge from PROW after passing

through gate. Source: Grace Connelly, Location: PROW AE476

Figure 3: View from PROW showing Court Lodge and appeal site in same view.

Source: Grace Connelly, Location: PROW AE476



4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

Conclusion

The Officer Assessment prepared by Matthew Durling and the Main
Statement of Common Ground outline the harm to the grade | Church of St
Martin and grade 11I* Court Lodge. This is assessed as being less than
substantial harm.

| am in agreement with the reasons for refusal set out within the Decision
Notice and the assessment included in the Officer Assessment Report for
application 22/00668/AS prepared by Mr Durling.

| also would reiterate my agreement with paragraph 132 of the Officer
Assessment. Following traversal of the PROWSs and roadways, which cross
through the landscape between and adjacent to both the appeal site and the
Aldington Church Conservation Area, where both listed buildings are outlined
in this Proof, | was able to fully appreciate the impact that the proposal would
have on the experience of both the nationally important heritage assets.
Owing to the topography of the land of the appeal site and the Church
complex, there were several moments where both would be visible
simultaneously. The appeal site would be converted from agricultural land to
industrial, with highly visible and incongruent features that would be visually
prominent from long and close distance views, including footpaths to and from
the heritage assets.

The concluding paragraph 136 on the section of the Officer Report dealing
with the setting of designated heritage assets concludes that ‘the harm would
be at the higher end of the spectrum’. | am of the opinion that this is a correct
assessment and is in line with heritage guidance relating to development

within the setting of heritage assets. The landscape surrounding both the
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grade | Church of St Martin and grade II* Court Lodge contribute towards their
significance and the proposed development would encroach on this, having a
significant impact on their setting, and consequently diminishing part of their
special character. The appeal site has a historic relationship with the setting
of both heritage assets and the loss of the agricultural farmland and insertion
of modern structures will result in heritage harm at the higher end of less than

substantial harm.
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5.1

5.2

6.1

6.1.1

6.1.2

6.2

6.2.1

Introduction

This Proof of Evidence has been prepared by Sarah Dee, Senior
Conservation Officer at Ashford Borough Council. | have a BSc Honours
Degree in Heritage Conservation, a Post Graduate Diploma in Town Planning
and | am a full Member of the Institute of Historic Building Conservation. |
joined Ashford Borough Council as a Conservation Officer in May 2006 and |
have worked in Local Authority Development Control for over 30 years.

| am familiar with the appeal site and with the proposals.

Legislation, Policy and National Guidance

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990

Section 66(1) of the 1990 Act states that: in considering whether to grant
planning permission 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.

Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act
1990 requires that special attention shall be paid in the exercise of planning
functions to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or

appearance of a conservation area.

Planning Policy

NPPF
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6.2.2

6.2.3

6.2.4

6.2.5

Designated and non-designated heritage assets are given protection under
the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), the original version of which
was published by the then Department for Communities and Local
Government in 2012. The latest revised version of the NPPF was published in
December 2024 and which preserved the approach to conserving and
enhancing the historic environment presented in the previous iteration.
Provision for the historic environment is considered in Section 16 of the
NPPF, which directs Local Planning Authorities to set out ‘a positive strategy
for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, including
heritage assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other threats’ (NPPF
(2024), para. 203). The aim is to ensure that Local Planning Authorities,
developers and owners of heritage assets adopt a consistent approach to
their conservation and to reduce complexity in planning policy relating to
proposals that affect them.

Paragraph 207 of the NPPF states that ‘In determining applications, local
planning authorities should require an Applicant to describe the significance of
any heritage assets affected, including any contribution made by their setting.
The level of detail should be proportionate to the assets’ importance and no
more than is sufficient to understand the potential impact of the proposal on
their significance.’

Paragraph 208 of the NPPF instructs Local Planning Authorities to ‘identify
and assess the particular significance of any heritage asset that may be
affected by a proposal (including by development affecting the setting of a
heritage asset) taking account of the available evidence and any necessary

expertise’.
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6.2.6

6.2.7

Paragraph 212 of the NPPF states that ‘when considering the impact of a
proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset,
great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation (and the more
important the asset, the greater the weight should be). This is irrespective of
whether any potential harm amounts to substantial harm, total loss or less
than substantial harm to its significance’.

Paragraph 213 of the NPPF explains that ‘any harm to, or loss of, the
significance of a designated heritage asset (from its alteration or destruction,
or from development within its setting), should require clear and convincing
Justification’. As a corollary, paragraph 215 states that ‘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 including, where appropriate, securing its optimum

viable use’.

6.2.9

NPPF Annex 2: Glossary defines significance as: “The value of a heritage

asset to this and future generations because of its heritage interest. That
interest may be archaeological, architectural, artistic or historic. Significance

derives not only from a heritage asset’s physical presence, but also from its
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setting. For World Heritage Sites, the cultural value described within each
site’s Statement of Outstanding Universal Value forms part of its significance.”
6.2.10 The Glossary also defines the setting of a heritage asset as: The
surroundings in which a heritage asset is experienced. Its extent is not fixed
and may change as the asset and its surroundings evolve. Elements of a
setting may make a positive or negative contribution to the significance of an
asset, may affect the ability to appreciate that significance or may be neutral.

NPPF Annex 2

6.3 Ashford Local Plan

6.3.1 Policy SP1 — Strategic Objectives
6.3.2 Policy SP6 — Promoting High Quality Design

6.3.3 Policy ENV13 - Conservation and Enhancement of Heritage Assets

6.4 Aldington and Bonnington Neighbourhood Plan (ABNP)

6.4.1 Much of the appeal site falls within Aldington Parish and is therefore subject
to the newly adopted Aldington and Bonnington Neighbourhood Plan (ABNP).
Only the part of the site between the railway line and M20 motorway does not
fall within Aldington parish.

6.4.2 The central aim of the plan is to preserve the area’s rural characteristics. “This
plan came into being after a period in which Aldington grew rapidly and local
people felt that their views about this were ignored. The resulting population
expansion took several years to be assimilated into the community, and a
campaign group was formed to lobby Ashford Borough Council for planning

policy to preserve the neighbourhood area’s rural characteristics. Planning
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6.4.3

6.4.4

6.4.5

6.4.6

6.4.7

6.4.8

has remained a contentious topic in the joint parishes of Aldington &
Bonnington ever since.”

The plan includes 6 objectives, each with a number of policies beneath them.
The most significant from a heritage standpoint are Ob1 and Ob3:

Objective 1 is to conserve the rural landscape, character and views; and,
Objective 3 is to celebrate built heritage and achieve high-quality design.

The proposal is contrary to Policy AB11 of the neighbourhood plan as it will
detract from the setting of several designated and non-designated heritage
assets.

Policy AB11 section B states, Development proposals affecting designated
heritage assets (Figure 17) either directly or indirectly, should preserve or
enhance the significance of the asset, including those elements of the setting
that do not contribute to the significance. This could include, where
appropriate, the delivery of development that will make a positive contribution
to, or better reveal the significance of, the heritage asset, or reflect and
enhance local character and distinctiveness with particular regard given to the
prevailing styles of design and use of materials in the local area. Proposals
affecting non-designated heritage assets will be assessed having regard to
the scale of any harm or loss against the significance of the heritage asset.
Policy AB11 also identifies several non-designated heritage assets, which do
not relate to this Appeal proposal, however, para 6.36 refers to the Kent
HERS, which “...contains details of additional assets, some of which are not
nationally listed. The record should be consulted by prospective developers to

establish and, where necessary, protect and conserve the local significant
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historic environment. The Neighbourhood Plan area is notably rich in historic
assets due to its association with the Roman port of Lympne.”

6.4.9 The ABNP includes a map (Fig 1) which identifies designated heritage assets
in the neighbourhood area. The highlighted area has been added for the

benefit of this Proof of Evidence to roughly show the Appeal site

) Neighbourhood Plan Boundary ;- o

®  Listed Bulldings &N F ¥ w., =
v/ /A Conservation Areas " A o
(NN Scheduled Monuments g i~ {

B Archacology

Fig 1 From Aldington and Bonnington Neighbourhood Plan and which identifies designated

heritage assets in the neighbourhood area. Highlighted area roughly shows Appeal site.
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6.4.10 The ABNP also identifies Local Character areas, of which this one in Figure 2,

shows Church Lane Conservation Area, which is relevant to this appeal.

Local Character Area

CA2: Church Lane Conservation
Area: located along Church Lane to the
eastern side of Aldington parish, this was
designated as a conservation area in 1973
and it is one of the oldest hamlets in the
neighbourhood area. Key features in the
area include the Grade I listed church
of St Martin’s and its 16th-century
tower, the Grade IT* listed Court Lodge
Farmhouse and the remains of the
Archbishop’s Palace located behind the
church. In additon, there are Grade 11
listed cottages and barns, as well as a
lychgate and quadrant walls attached to
the churchyard. The use of ragstone is
quite prevalent in this Character Area
and can be found on boundary walls and
building facades. Lastly, Court Lodge
farm, located adjacent to the church, is
one of the two remaining working farms
in the neighbourhood area.

Fig 2 Local Character Area taken from Aldington and Bonnington Neighbourhood Plan.

6.5 Ashford Borough Council Heritage Strategy

6.5.1 The geographical position of Ashford has been a dominant factor in its history
and development. The rich historic environment has played a major role in
shaping the Borough’s development and identity. The Heritage Strategy
seeks to understand and clarify the significance of such a wealth and wide-
ranging nature of historic assets in the borough and to establish how this rich
heritage offer can positively contribute to the future of the borough and the

key sustainability objectives of the Local Plan. The documents sets out
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6.6

6.6.1

6.6.2

6.6.3

recommendations to ensure that future policies and approaches to the
borough’s heritage are based on a clear understanding of its significance and
its value in order to ensure that the heritage of the borough in shaping future
regeneration, development and management decisions.

National Planning Practice Guidelines

The NPPF is complemented by a series of National Planning Practice
Guidance documents, which include specific guidance on the application of
the NPPF to the historic environment, published in 2014 and updated in July
2019. Regarding how proposals can avoid or minimise harm to the
significance of a heritage asset, the guidance states that ‘analysis of relevant
information can generate a clear understanding of the affected asset, the
heritage interests represented in it, and their relative importance’ (Paragraph:
008 Reference ID: 18a-008-20190723).

The guidance goes on to state that ‘Applicants should include analysis of the
significance of the asset and its setting, and, where relevant, how this has
informed the development of the proposals. The level of detail should be
proportionate to the asset’s importance and no more than is sufficient to
understand the potential impact of the proposal on its significance’
(Paragraph: 009 Reference ID: 18a-009-20190723)

The extent and importance of setting is often expressed by reference to visual
considerations. Although views of or from an asset will play an important part,
the way in which we experience an asset in its setting is also influenced by
other environmental factors such as noise, dust and vibration from other land
uses in the vicinity, and by our understanding of the historic relationship

between places. For example, buildings that are in close proximity but are not
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6.6.4

6.6.5

6.7

6.7.1

6.7.2

visible from each other may have a historic or aesthetic connection that
amplifies the experience of the significance of each.

The contribution that setting makes to the significance of the heritage asset
does not depend on there being public rights or an ability to access or
experience that setting. This will vary over time and according to
circumstance.

When assessing any application for development which may affect the setting
of a heritage asset, local planning authorities may need to consider the
implications of cumulative change. They may also need to consider the fact
that developments which materially detract from the asset’s significance may
also damage its economic viability now, or in the future, thereby threatening

its on-going conservation.

Historic England Guidance

Historic England, who are the Government’s advisors on heritage matters
have produced several guidance notes relating to assessing and managing
heritage significance and setting of heritage assets. These documents are
valuable when considering the potential impact of developments on the
significance of heritage assets. Whilst not wishing to reproduce the whole
documents, certain paragraphs, which are considered to be most relevant to
this Appeal have been included and highlighted/underlined, as necessary.
Managing the Significance of the Historic Environment in Decision-
Taking (Historic England 2015). It is advised that significance should be
assessed as part of the application process. It also advocates understanding

the nature, extent, and level of significance of a heritage asset by considering
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6.7.3

6.7.4

6.7.5

6.7.6

6.7.7

the aesthetic, communal, historic and evidential values which a heritage asset
may hold.

Statements of Heritage Significance (Historic England 2019) advises using
the terminology of the NPPF and Planning Practice Guidance and indicates
that significance should be considered to be derived from a heritage asset's
archaeological, architectural, artistic and historic interest.

The Setting of Heritage Assets (Historic England 2017) provides information
on good practice to assist in implementing historic environment policy. It gives
detailed advice on understanding setting, and how it may contribute to the
significance of heritage assets and allow that significance to be appreciated,
as well as advice on how views contribute to setting.

Para 3 reminds decision-makers about the statutory duty to have special
regard to the desirability of preserving listed buildings and their settings and the
twin roles of setting; in its contribution to the significance of a heritage asset and
how it can allow that significance to be appreciated.

Part 1 The extent and importance of setting is often expressed by reference to
visual considerations. Although views of or from an asset will play an
important part, the way in which we experience an asset in its setting is also
influenced by other environmental factors...and by our understanding of the
historic relationship between places. For example, 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.

Para 7 To avoid uncertainty in discussion of setting, a landscape is ‘an area,
as perceived by people, the character of which is the result of the action and

interaction of natural and/ or human factors’ (Glossary, Guidelines for
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6.7.8

6.7.9

Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, 3rd edition, published by the
Landscape Institute and the Institute of Environmental Management and
Assessment, p 157, based on the definition in the European Landscape
Convention, European Treaty Series — No. 176, Florence, 20.x.2000, p 2).
Para 8 - The extent of setting — The NPPF makes it clear that the extent of
setting is not fixed and may change as the asset and its surroundings
evolve...Extensive heritage assets such as ...landscapes...can include many
heritage assets, historic associations between them and their nested and
overlapping settings, as well as having a setting of their own. A conservation
area is likely to include the settings of listed buildings and have its own setting,
as will the hamlet, village or urban area in which it is situated...

Para 9 Setting and economic viability. ...the economic viability of a heritage
asset can be reduced if the contribution made by its setting is diminished by

badly designed or insensitively located development...

6.7.10 Para 10 - Views and setting. The contribution of setting to the significance of

a heritage asset is often expressed by reference to views, a purely visual
impression of an asset or place which can be static or dynamic, long, short or
of lateral spread, and include a variety of views of, from, across, or including

that asset

6.7.11 Para 11 Views which contribute more to understanding the significance of a

heritage asset include...those where the composition within the view was a
fundamental aspect of the design or function of the heritage asset; those
where town- or village-scape reveals views with unplanned or unintended

beauty; those with historical associations, including viewing points...
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6.7.12 Para 19 Development proposals involving...more significant assets, multiple

7.1

assets, or changes considered likely to have a major effect on significance will
require a more detailed approach to analysis, often taking place within the
framework of Environmental Impact Assessment procedures. (Whilst)...detailed
assessmenttechniques and complex forms of analysis such as viewshed
analyses, sensitivity matrices and scoring systems...may assist analysis to some
degree, as setting and views are matters of qualitative and expert judgement,
they cannot provide a systematic answer. Historic England recommends that,
when submitted as part of a Design and Access Statement, Environmental
Statement or evidence to a public Inquiry, technical analyses of this type should
be seen primarily as material supporting a clearly expressed and non-technical
narrative argument that sets out ‘what matters and why’ in terms of the heritage
significance and setting of the assets affected, together with the effects of the

development upon them.

The proposed scheme

The proposal is for a solar farm with ground mounted solar panels and
ancillary development, such as access tracks; buildings, fencing and
landscaping. The details of these works have been covered in the Main
Statement of Common Ground, but generally it is the above ground
development — in particular the solar panels themselves and the boundary

treatments which are most applicable to the built heritage aspect.
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8.1

8.2

8.3

8.4

Heritage Impact

This Chapter identifies designated heritage assets which surround the
proposed development area and presents an assessment of the likely impact
which the scheme will have upon them.
The submitted application did not include a separate Heritage Statement, but
Chapter 12 — Archaeology and Cultural Heritage was included in the
submitted Environmental Statement Volume 2a - Written Statement - chapters
0 — 17 (referred to as ES in this document), with figures and viewpoints
located in different documents. Further information was provided in January of
this year to supplement the application, but there does not appear to have
been any additional points raised, relating to built heritage assets.
The Environmental Statement identified five Designated Heritage Assets, as
being relevant to the proposal. They are: -

e Aldington Church Conservation Area and Clap Hill Conservation

Area (mentioned as one)

e Grade | Listed Church of St Martin

e Grade II* Listed Court Lodge and

e Grade II* Listed Evegate Manor.
The Main Statement of Common Ground agrees harm to the Church of St
Martin and Court Lodge. In my professional opinion they have underestimated
the potential harm to these two Listed buildings. Whilst | agree that the level
of harm is less than substantial, in terms of the NPPF test, | disagree that the
harm is at the lower end of the scale. | consider the harm to be at the higher

end of the scale.
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8.5

8.6

8.7

8.7.1

St Martins Church and Court Lodge lie within Aldington Church Conservation
Area and have been correctly identified by the Appellant as high-status
buildings, but it does not fully acknowledge the contribution that their setting
makes to their significance.

As identified in Historic England’s comments of 5 September 2022 (CD2.1.9)
and 11 March 2024 (CD2.2.5) (referred to collectively as HE comments in this
Proof), the origins of these two buildings as a former chapel and hunting
lodge (now parish church and farmhouse) both buildings derive some
significance from their landscape settings which help explain their rural origins
and provide an attractive backdrop which enhances their aesthetic value in
key views...l agree with this point and consider that both of these buildings
derive a meaningful level of their significance from their historic relationship
with each other (and the wider group — more on that later) and their
relationship with the surrounding historic landscape.

Church of St Martin.

Rural churches of this date were landmarks: being visible within the rural
landscape and even possibly being visible to and from other parish churches.
The church and in particular the tower, is visible as you move through the
landscape not just from static viewpoints. This is more than visibility: it is its
wider setting. You catch glimpses of the tower and the conservation area
settlement; sometimes more distinctly than others. We know that the historic
lanes and field patterns have changed little over the centuries and so we can
be confident that these long views are to some extent historic. There have
been few, significant, manmade intrusions into this landscape. The church

tower is set at the highest point of the village which is key to understanding
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8.7.2

8.7.3

the historic significance of its setting. The tall flint and stone structure
commands presence in long views towards the small settlement, most
notably, views approaching the settlement from the north along Roman Road.
Here the falling land emphasises the tower’s height as the most prominent
building in the landscape (HE comments). There is a symbiotic relationship
between the contribution made by the church to the historic landscape and
the reciprocal value the open landscape gives to the church. The high status
of the church and the scale of the development — which is acknowledged to
be visually at odds with the surroundings - will negatively impact on the
setting of the church within certain views. These have either been
downplayed, or not included in the assessment. Fig 3, below, shows View
south from PROW AE459 south towards Aldington Church Conservation
Area. The church tower and conservation area are visible in the centre of the
picture and the field in the foreground is part of the Appeal site and is
identified to have solar panels across its width. Fig 4 shows the same view,
but zoomed in to show the church tower for clarity.

Although there needs to be some identification of views for illustration, it is
misleading not to consider the concept of movement through a space, as this
is generally how the historic environment is appreciated.

The ES concludes that whilst the church is of national significance it is
considered to be of low sensitivity to the proposed development: the
application site makes only a minor contribution to the setting of this
designated heritage asset. | agree that, in planning terms, the proposed
development will result in ‘less than substantial harm’ to the significance of

the church, but | disagree with the Appellant’s assessment of the degree of
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‘less than substantial harm’, concluding myself that this lies towards the
higher end of the scale.

8.7.4 The church is of the highest status and so the test under the framework is that
the more important the asset, the greater the weight given to its conservation.
The development will not prevent views of the church, but it will encroach into
them. Part of the site is on elevated land (Bested Hill), which will amplify its

visual impact.

Fig 3 View south from PROW AE459 south towards Aldington Church Conservation Area.

Source: Matthew Durling
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8.8

8.8.1

Fig 4 Same view as Fig 3 with close up of Church tower and Aldington Church Conservation

Area for clarity. Source: Matthew Durling

Court Lodge

Given the origins of Court Lodge as an Archiepiscopal Hunting Lodge for the
Archbishops of Canterbury, it is likely that the surrounding land at that time
was less cultivated than it later became and continues to be, today. Whilst the
original functions of Court Lodge and the associated chapel have evolved
over time, so has their relationship with the wider countryside: the special
interest of both buildings still derives much from the expansive rural location
surrounding it. In terms of Court Lodge, | consider that this is less wide-
spread than for the church, but part of its “exceptional heritage value” (HE
comments) is derived from its historic relationship with the adjacent church
and the proximity of the later agricultural buildings. Therefore, its setting
should be considered to reach wider than might normally be considered for a
farmhouse — even a farmhouse of this high status. This grouping of high
status Listed buildings can be seen from both the development site, across

the solar panels and from other vantage points. The Environmental Statement
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concludes that whilst the farmhouse if of national heritage significance it is
considered to have a negligible sensitivity to the proposed development (ES
para 12.98). | disagree with this conclusion. Given the collective high status of
the group of historic buildings, including Court Lodge, and the visibility of that
group from the development site, | consider that the level of harm to the

significance of Court Lodge to be higher than negligible and to be in the

middle of the scale.
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9.1

Church & CA l
 Middle Park

Response to Historic England’s Comments

Historic England are a statutory consultee and provide comments
independent of the Council’s Conservation Officer. In this instance they were
consulted due to the potential impact on the setting and therefore significance
of the Grade | and Grade II* Listed Buildings, conservation area and any
Scheduled Monuments. Generally, they do not comment on proposals

affecting the setting of Grade Il Listed buildings, unless there are exceptional
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https://www.zoopla.co.uk/property-history/lower-park-farm/church-lane/aldington/ashford/tn25-7ej/61293950/
https://www.zoopla.co.uk/property-history/lower-park-farm/church-lane/aldington/ashford/tn25-7ej/61293950/

9.2

10

10.1

10.2

10.3

circumstances drawn to their attention.--weuld-suggest-that-thisis-why-they

Bearing that in mind, | do not have any objections to the issues they have

raised in either of their responses, which overlap with some of my own views.

Conclusion

| consider that the Environmental Statement understates the likely impact of
the proposed development. The scale of the development and the topography
of the land within which it will be set, will dramatically alter from open farmland
to industrialised, with consequences to the character of the historic landscape
and the special character of the buildings that lie within it.

The Framework requires that the more important the asset, the greater the
weight given to its conservation and that where there is found to be less than
substantial harm, this should be weighed up against any public benefits.

In this instance there are several highly important heritage assets of
exceptional heritage value which derive part of their special interest from their
relationship to the wider historic landscape and which in turn adds to their

appreciation. The proposed development will encroach into the long range

views and which will diminish part of that special character. Fhere-are-also-a
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