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Heritage response on representation ALP39 received with regards to the 

Proposed Main Modifications. 

 

ALP39 Church Farm, Baddesley (H15).  

 

Pegasus Group is promoting the site at Church Farm for residential development on 

behalf of Merevale and Blyth Estates.  

 

In terms of the Heritage matters raised then the following points are made: 

H15 requires that regard has to be given to setting and specifically ‘to maintain and 

emphasise the outlook and views through the site between the historic assets at St 

Nicholas Church and war memorial, Church House, New Street, former site of site of 

Baddesley Old Hall and the cottages off Watery Lane, reflecting the relationship and 

sensitivity with the historic setting of the wider landscape’. 

 

 

Wording of the Proposed Main Modification (MM93): 

 

Land at Church Farm New Street, Baddesley Ensor, comprising 2.2 hectares is 

allocated for a Heritage led residential development including conversion and 

regeneration of Church Farmhouse and ancillary/associated barn and outbuildings. A 

high level of design and care is required to address the setting of the nearby Church 

of St Nicolas and Grade 2 listed war memorial, the sensitive landscape edge and 

setting of the site as highlighted in the Council’s Landscape Character Assessment 

for the settlement. 

 

Pegasus have suggested policy wording to be revised as follows:  

 

Land at Church Farm New Street, Baddesley Ensor, comprising 2.2 hectares is 

allocated for a Heritage led residential development including the retention or 

reflection of the farm complex in the proposals. conversion and regeneration of 

Church Farmhouse and ancillary/associated barn and outbuildings. A high level of 

design and care is required to address the setting of the nearby Church of St 

Nicholas and Grade 2 Listed war memorial, the sensitive landscape edge and setting 

of the site as highlighted in the Council’s Landscape Character Assessment for the 

settlement. 

 

 

 



NWBC Heritage Response: 

In respect of the above suggested wording then it is considered that the policy 

should remain without changes as per MM93; given that the requirement at this site 

would retain the buildings where conversion is required in any case. It is considered 

that the revision to ‘the retention or reflection of the farm complex in the proposals’ 

implies change and perhaps a loss of the farm buildings with new development to 

reflect it. It is not therefore in the thrust of the policy - which seeks to ‘retain’ existing 

built form within the site. 

 

There is no objection to the correction of typo errors where indicated.  

   

 

Subsection 1)  

Requires an assessment of the significance of designated and non-designated 

heritage assets within and adjoining the site and the contribution of setting to that 

significance within a Heritage Assessment, and sets out assets of particular 

relevance. 

 

Pegasus have noted the following: 

 

This requirement is reasonable, and any future planning application would be 

accompanied by a robust Heritage Assessment. The following paragraphs are 

however considered to be very prescriptive, and is it therefore suggested that the 

wording is amended, as follows: 

 

Proposed Main Modification (1): 

 

The approach to development should be to maintain and emphasise the outlook and 

views through the site between these assets, reflecting the relationship and 

sensitivity with the historic setting of the wider landscape. Any harm, including taking 

account of any mitigation, should require clear and convincing justification. Views 

from the existing settlement through the site to the Church and war memorial shall 

be retained. 

 

Pegasus suggest the revised changes to the wording: 

 

The approach to development should be to minimise any harm that might occur to 

the significance of the assets identified above, through changes in setting, with 

appropriate consideration in the design given to views through maintain and 



emphasise the outlook and views through the site between these assets, and 

between assets and reflecting the relationship and sensitivity with the historic setting 

of the wider landscape. Any harm, including taking account of any mitigation, should 

require clear and convincing justification. Views from the existing settlement through 

the site to the Church and war memorial shall be retained. Opportunities for the 

enhancement of the significance of assets through the opening up of new views 

should be considered. 

 

NWBC Heritage response: 

In respect of the above suggested wording then it is considered that the wording of 

the policy should remain without revision because to ‘minimise harm that might occur 

to the significance of the assets…through changes in setting’ ; implies that harm 

would likely occur on the significance of assets where there might be changes in 

setting; this implies that potential development could well change the setting which 

would not be consistent with the thrust of the policy requirement which seeks to 

retain and preserve the site and the setting. It is regarded in this policy that the 

consideration to design should maintain views through the site.  

With regards to the suggested revision to the wording ‘Opportunities for the 

enhancement of the significance of assets through the opening up of new views 

should be considered’. 

It is considered that this revision implies that new views could well lead to the loss of 

existing structures or vegetation and so new views might well be harmful to the 

setting. Therefore, the wording of the policy is not required to be revised from a 

Heritage opinion.  

 

 

Potential Main Modification (2): 

 

Development should enable retention and re-use of the former Church Farm dwelling 

and related historic farm buildings, which is recognised as a fine historic agricultural 

complex, as part of any development proposal to reflect the character of the site and 

aid in integrating the site with the existing village. The new developments details, 

scale and massing should reflect the existing buildings and their rural (partial 

wooded) setting, retaining the outlook and open nature of views between the site, 

heritage assets listed above. 

 

Pegasus suggest the revised wording: 

 

Development proposals should seek to retain or reflect the farm complex enable 

retention and re-use of the former Church Farm dwelling and related historic farm 

buildings, which is recognised as a fine historic agricultural complex, as part of any 



development proposal to reflect the historic character of the site and aid in 

integrating the site with the existing village. The new developments details, scale and 

massing should reflect the existing buildings and their rural (partial wooded) setting, 

retaining the outlook and open nature of views between the site, heritage assets 

listed above. 

 

NWBC Heritage response: 

The wording ‘seek to retain or reflect the farm complex’; implies that the farm 

complex either be retained or reflected. The notion being this policy is to retain 

existing built form and not to allow a development that reflects that which potentially 

cannot be retained.  

 

No objection to the insertion of the word historic.  

 

 

Potential Main Modification (last sentence of 3): 

 

Given the sensitive nature of the site, proposals will require an agreed, appropriately 

staged programme of investigation, evaluation and recording before the 

development of the site. 

 

Pegasus suggest the revised wording: 

 

Given the sensitive nature of the site, proposals will require an agreed, appropriately 

staged programme of archaeological investigation, evaluation and recording before 

the development of the site and mitigation will be required. 

 

NWBC response: 

 

There is no objection to the word archaeological investigation, evaluation and 

recording; since archaeological recording can also imply ‘building recording’. 

However, where mitigation will be required; implies that there is loss of an asset, 

otherwise there would be no requirement to use the word mitigation.  

 

 

 



In summary, the heritage response makes it clear that any change to the wording 

may well be contrary to the response received from Historic England, which has no 

concerns with the wording of the policy except where they recommended to delete 

the second sentence after the bullet point list which refers to harm and clear and 

convincing justification on the basis that this would partly duplicate the requirements 

of the draft Plan's own Policy LP15 and also NPPF requirements.  

 

From a heritage perspective there is no concerns on the soundness of this policy for 

allocation H15 and so the wording should remain as per the proposed modifications, 

except where very minor changes have some acceptability as addressed by the 

Heritage comments above.  



NWBC Heritage response to the reply ALP42 on heritage matters relating to 

the Proposed Main Modifications for H2. 

Reply ALP42 has suggested some minor rephrasing of the policy wording for H2, as 

follows. 

 

Potential Main Modification: 

 

Any development should seek to retain the heritage assets within the site and 

address any assets beyond the site that contribute to the historic integrity.  

 

Pegasus suggest this is rephrased as follows: 

 

Any development should seek to retain the heritage assets within the site and 

address the setting of any assets beyond the site that contribute to their historic 

integrity significance. 

 

Also, it is considered that the text should not be phrased in terms of preserving 

assets and their setting (harm being an issue for the planning balance), but should 

seek to minimise harm, and provide clear justification where it cannot be avoided. It 

is therefore suggested that the last sentence of the main text under 1) could be 

rephrased, as follows: 

 

The Master Plan should address the preservation and enhancement of designated 

and non-designated heritage assets, through the siting and design of new 

development including: 

 

Pegasus suggest this is rephrased as follows: 

 

The Master Plan should address the preservation and enhancement of seek to 

minimise any harm to the heritage significance of designated and non-designated 

heritage assets, through the siting and design of new development including: 

 

Additionally, we would suggest that the designations or otherwise of the assets 

mentioned in the following bullet points be clarified as follows. 

 

Potential Main Modification wording: 

- ‘Merevale Hall and its historic Park and Garden and wider setting; 

- Listed buildings, including the farmstead at Whittington Farm and Whitley Farm 

and the canal locks;’ 

 



Pegasus suggest this is rephrased as follows: 

- Merevale Hall (Grade II* Listed) and its historic Park and Garden (Grade II* 

Registered) and wider setting; 

- Listed buildings, including the farmstead at Whittington Farmhouse (also known 

as Whittington Cottage) and attached Farm Buildings (Grade II Listed), and 

Whitley Farm (any non-designated heritage assets), and the canal locks (Grade II 

Listed); 

 

With regards to the archaeological works, the phrasing should accord with that within 

the NPPF, rather than being prescriptive about the necessity of archaeological field 

works. 
 

Potential Main Modification wording: 

Before the development of the site, an agreed, appropriately staged programme of 

archaeological recording and mitigation, informed by field evaluation will be required. 

 

Pegasus suggest this is rephrased as follows: 

Before the development of the site, an agreed, appropriately staged programme of 

archaeological recording and mitigation, informed by field evaluation investigation 

and mitigation will be required. 

 

In relation to subsection 2) of the Proposed Modifications for H2 (MM77), it should be 

clarified that there is only one listed entry related to the Whittington Farm complex, 

and no entries for Whitley Farm. This should be amended as per the bullet points 

under 1) as above. 

 

NWBC Response to the rephrasing of the Proposed Main Modification for H2 

as follows: 

 

There is no objection to the rephrasing of the following: 

Any development should seek to retain the heritage assets within the site and 

address the setting of any assets beyond the site that contribute to their historic 

integrity significance. 

 

In terms of the following:  

The Master Plan should address the preservation and enhancement of seek to 

minimise any harm to the heritage significance of designated and non-designated 

heritage assets, through the siting and design of new development including: 

 



There is no objection for seeking to minimise any harm to the significance of 

designate and non-designated Heritage Assets; though this implies there could be 

some harm and harm would be assessed at development stage under the 

requirements of the NPPF and the statutory provisions of sections 16(2) and 66(1) of 

the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 as amended. 

There is no objection to the rephrasing the Proposed Main Modification wording 

below; which includes the designation, unless this is too specific - in which case 

other site-specific policies would also have to be re-phrased to include the 

designation of the assets: 

 

- Merevale Hall (Grade II* Listed) and its historic Park and Garden (Grade II* 

Registered) and wider setting; 

- Listed buildings, including the farmstead at Whittington Farmhouse (also known 

as Whittington Cottage) and attached Farm Buildings (Grade II Listed), and 

Whitley Farm (any non-designated heritage assets), and the canal locks (Grade II 

Listed); 

 

With regards to the suggested re-phrasing of the following:  

Before the development of the site, an agreed, appropriately staged programme of 

archaeological recording and mitigation, informed by field evaluation investigation 

and mitigation will be required. 

 

Mitigation may imply harm could occur on below ground assets, or indeed above 

ground assets in terms of building recording. Mitigation should therefore be used 

cautiously in re-phrasing this because it indicates harm before field evaluation and 

investigation is carried out.  

 

In relation to subsection 2) of the Proposed Modifications for H2 (MM77), it should be 

clarified that there is only one listed entry related to the Whittington Farm complex, 

and no entries for Whitley Farm. This should be amended as per the bullet points 

under 1) as above. 

 

The above point made by Pegasus is satisfactory as it makes the policy succinct to 

avoid ambiguity.  

 

In summary, it is noted that Historic England did not express any concerns with 

regards to In respect of the Historic England response to the main modifications, then no 

concerns have been expressed in relation to the soundness of the proposed main 

modifications; NWBC24B Annex C MM75 and NWBC20E MM77 in respect of site at 

H2.  


