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REPORT

PROFESSIONAL EXPERTISE
i.

My name is Jonathan Smith and I am the Deputy Operations Director - Heritage at RPS, having
been in post for eight years. The Heritage Team at RPS is the UK’s largest heritage consultancy.
Our head office is in Abingdon with a network of offices throughout the UK. We act for a wide range
of private and public sector organisations, providing advice and deliverables on historic environment
planning policy and practice.

ii.

I hold a first degree (Bachelor of Arts with Honours) in Archaeology and Geography from the
University of Lancaster, a postgraduate degree (Master of Arts) in Buildings Archaeology from the
University of York and a Postgraduate Diploma in Historic Conservation (with distinction) from
Oxford Brookes University. I am a full member of both the Chartered Institute for Archaeologists and
the Institute of Historic Building Conservation. I have over thirty years of professional experience in
the field of planning and heritage, gained in both the public and private sectors.

iii.

In my current post I have appeared as an expert heritage witness at inquiries, hearings and
examinations in public on over forty occasions, and am currently appointed on and preparing for a
further two.

iv.

Before joining RPS (then CgMs) I was Heritage Team leader at Waterman Energy, Environment and
Design Ltd for two years. Prior to this, I worked in local government as Heritage Service Manager at
Gloucester City Council; Principal Archaeological Officer for the London Borough of Southwark; and
County Archaeologist for Hertfordshire County Council. I am also currently a visiting lecturer for the
postgraduate historic conservation courses at Oxford Brookes University and University of Bath.

v.

The evidence which I have prepared and provide for this Appeal in this Built Heritage Proof of
Evidence is true and has been prepared and is given in accordance with the guidance of my
professional institution the Institute of Historic Building Conservation. I confirm that the opinions
expressed are my true and professional opinions.
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INTRODUCTION

1.1

This built heritage proof of evidence has been researched and prepared by Jonathan Smith of
RPS on behalf of Gleeson Strategic Land Ltd. It should be noted that I did not advise on the
refused scheme and was not involved in the production of the supporting built heritage
deliverables. I was invited, as a ‘fresh pair of eyes’, to review the refused application by Origin3. I
was able to conclude that I could professionally support an appeal of the refusal and was
instructed 13th October 2020 as the appellant’s built heritage expert.

1.2

The Planning Inspectorate’s case reference is APP/R3325/W/20/3265558. The Appeal Site,
known as Land at Manor Farm, Combe Hill, Templecombe, Somerset, was the subject of an
outline planning application 19/03416/OUT [CD2.01]. The application was refused by South
Somerset District Council 14th August 2020. There were two stated reasons for refusal. Reason for
refusal No.2 (RfR 2) [CD9.02] relates to built heritage issues.

1.3

This proof of evidence refers to the relevant legislation contained within the Planning (Listed
Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 [CD11.08] and both national and local planning
policy. In addition, relevant Historic England guidance, notably GPA3: The Setting of Heritage
Assets [CD11.11] and Conservation Principles [CD11.09], has been consulted to inform the
professional judgements made. Relevant information, including the listing citation for the heritage
asset has also been consulted [see 3.11, p.20 Built Heritage Statement; CD2.09]. The conclusions
reached in this proof are the result of historic research, walkover surveys of the Appeal Site and
publicly accessible locations in the surrounding area, historic map studies, and the application of
professional judgement.

1.4

RfR 2 states that:
‘This is an outline application which seeks to establish the principle of development and
access. All other matters of appearance, landscaping, layout and scale are reserved for future
submission, consideration and determination. Nevertheless, an illustrative Masterplan no.19025 406 Rev J [CD6.04] has been submitted indicating where and how the quantum of 60
dwellings could be accommodated on the application site. The Council is of the opinion that
part of the site identified for provision of residential development would extend too far north
into the strategic views that are the setting of the nearby Grade II* Listed Building (Manor
Farm) [Manor House] and the erosion of its rural historic character, resulting in ‘less than
substantial’ harm being caused to the designated heritage asset as described in paragraph
196 of the National Planning Policy Framework. It is considered that the illustrative Masterplan
has not demonstrated that the proposed quantum of residential development can be
accommodated on the site without causing unacceptable detriment to the character and
setting of the designated heritage asset.
As such the proposal conflicts with the Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 and, in the absence of any public benefits that would outweigh
such harm, is contrary to EQ2 of the South Somerset Local Plan 2006-2028 and Section 16 of
the National Planning Policy Framework (2019), in particular paragraphs 192, 193 and 196’.

1.5

This built heritage proof of evidence addresses the alleged impacts, as set out in RfR 2, to the
identified heritage asset’s significance and the legibility of that significance. The single heritage
asset noted in RfR 2 is the Grade II* listed building Manor House [NHLE: 1056356]. It is a matter
of common ground between the two main parties that the Manor House is the only heritage asset
whose significance is affected by the Appeal Scheme.

1.6

In preparation of this proof the potential for the Appeal Scheme to have an impact on the
significance of any other heritage assets (for example the Church of All Saints at Kington Magna
and the Church of St John at Buckhorn Weston – both statutorily designated at grade II*) was
considered. It was concluded that no heritage assets, beyond the Manor House at Templecombe,
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would have their significance affected by the development of the Appeal Scheme. Consequently,
only the Manor House is considered here.
1.7

RfR 1, relating to landscape considerations, also refers to paragraph 11 d) ii of the NPPF. This is a
planning matter relating to the presumption in favour of sustainable development. As such it is
dealt with in the planning proof of Mr Orton, as is the planning balance derived from paragraph
196, which is engaged in this case. This proof deals with the applicable built heritage policy for this
case as set out in the NPPF and in the South Somerset Local Plan.

1.8

RfR 2 asserts that the Appeal Scheme, as set out in the noted Masterplan [CD6.04], would cause
‘unacceptable detriment to the character and setting’ of the identified Grade II* listed building; the
built element of the Scheme ‘would extend too far north into the strategic views that are the setting’
of the Grade II* listed building.

1.9

Historic England guidance [GPA3, 9, p.4; CD11.11] reminds us that setting is not a designation,
neither is it a heritage asset. The decision maker should only be concerned with potential impacts
on the significance of a heritage asset and the potential impacts on the legibility of that
significance. Consequently, the decision maker should understand the level of contribution that
setting (or a portion of setting) has to the significance of the asset in question and how this may
compare with the level of other contributors to the asset’s significance.

1.10

The alleged level of harm is not noted in RfR 2, other than in terms of the broad graduation of ‘less
than substantial harm’; the relevant guidance in the PPG [18a-018; CD11.02] indicates that this is
not a sufficiently detailed alleged level of harm, stating that ‘within each category of harm [for
example, ‘less than substantial harm’] the extent of the harm may vary and should be clearly
articulated’.

1.11

Mr Garratt, the Council’s Specialist – Development Management (Conservation), does articulate a
level of alleged harm in his representation made in response to the 60-unit scheme [CD7.08].
Within this representation he states that ‘the proposed changes will cause: ‘less than substantial’
harm to the heritage asset [Manor House] as described in paragraph 196 [of the NPPF]. This is in
the medium range of the spectrum’. This is also reported in the Officer’s Delegated Report on the
Planning Application [p.22, para.2; CD9.01].

1.12

This built heritage proof of evidence concludes that the built historic environment affected by the
Appeal Scheme’s development solely comprises the Grade II* listed Manor House. The
significance of no other heritage asset will be affected by the Scheme. The Scheme will cause
indirect impacts to the identified asset’s significance; there will be no direct impact to the fabric of
the Manor House. The Appeal Site forms a small part of the asset’s wider setting [Appendix D]; the
southern part of the Site, indicated in the submitted Masterplan for 60 residential units, forms an
even smaller part of the asset’s wider setting.

1.13

I attended the case management conference for the Appeal 5th March 2021. I am aware of the
issues pertaining to the Appeal raised by the inspector at that conference. In summary, this proof:
•

Identifies the affected heritage asset;

•

Sets out the significance of the heritage asset, identifying the different contributors to that
significance and the differing levels of contribution of those contributors;

•

Identifies the setting of the heritage asset, including the different elements of the setting and
how each contribute to the significance of the heritage asset;

•

Clarifies the degree to which the Appeal Scheme would overlap with the asset’s setting;

•

Identifies the impact of the development of the Scheme on the significance of the asset;

•

Sets out the scale of the consequent harm to the significance of the heritage asset; and

•

Provides clear and convincing justification for the harm to the significance of the heritage
asset (dealt with in detail by Mr Orton in the planning proof of evidence).
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2

SUMMARY LEGISLATIVE CASE LAW PLANNING
POLICY AND GUIDANCE FRAMEWORK

2.1

The current national planning policy system identifies, through the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) [CD4/1], that applicants should consider the potential impact of development
upon ‘heritage assets’. This term includes:

2.2

•

Designated heritage assets which possess a statutory designation (for example listed
buildings and conservation areas); and

•

Non-designated heritage assets, formally identified by Local Planning Authorities (LPAs)
following publication of explicit criteria and typically incorporated into a Local List or recorded
on the Historic Environment Record.

Relevant Legislation, case law, planning policy and guidance is contained in Appendix A of this
Proof however, in summary, the following has been referred to and used to guide the preparation
of this Built Heritage Proof of Evidence:
•

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 [CD11.08];

•

Barnwell Manor Wind Energy Ltd v East Northamptonshire District Council [2014] EWCA Civ
137 [CD12.07];

•

City & Country Bramshill Ltd v Secretary of State HCLG & Hart DC & Historic England [2021]
EWCA Civ 320 [CD12.10];

•

National Planning Policy Framework (Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local
Government, February 2019) [CD11.01];

•

Planning Practice Guidance (DCLG) [CD11.02];

•

Conservation Principles, Policies and Guidance (English Heritage, April 2008) [CD11.09];

•

Good Practice Advice Notes 2 (GPA2): Managing Significance in Decision-Taking in the
Historic Environment (Historic England March 2015) [CD11.10];

•

Good Practice Advice Note 3 (GPA3): The Setting of Heritage Assets (Second Edition;
December 2017) [CD11.11]; and

•

South Somerset Local Plan 2006-2028 [CD11.03].
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3

HISTORIC BUILT ENVIRONMENT APPRAISAL
Introduction

3.1

There are no designated or non-designated built heritage assets within the Appeal Site.

3.2

Only one built heritage asset’s significance will face any degree of impact from the Appeal
Scheme’s development. This is the Grade II* Manor House [NHLE:1056356]. There will be no
direct impact to the fabric of the asset from the Scheme. The Manor House is not in the Appeal
Site. The degree of impact will occur due to the Site forming a part of the asset’s setting [Appendix
D], either through inter-visibility, and/or through a functional and/or an ownership association. An
association may be a current, on-going association and/or a residual, historical association. The
Manor House is given consideration in this proof in line with the requirements of the NPPF, local
plan policy and relevant guidance.

3.3

The significance of the Manor House is assessed in this proof of evidence; the differing
contributors to that significance (including setting) are identified, as are their differing level of
contribution to that significance. The proof assesses what portion or portions of the Appeal Site
form a part of the identified heritage asset’s setting and, from this, what level of contribution the
Site, or different parts of the Site, provide to the asset’s significance. It is also considered what
elements of the Manor House’s significance are legible, and the degree of legibility, from across
different parts of the Site. Following this analysis, the proof assesses the likely level of impact to
be caused by the Appeal Scheme on the heritage asset’s significance.

3.4

Any other heritage assets in the locale are discounted from consideration due to a lack of intervisibility with the Appeal Site and a lack of evidence that any such assets currently hold or
previously held functional or ownership association with the Site. The decision notice (RfR2)
[CD9.02] and the Officer’s Delegated Report [CD9.01] note only one affected built heritage asset,
the Grade II* listed Manor House. This is also the case in all representations from the Council’s
heritage officer [CD7.08] and consultation responses by Historic England [CDs 3.09; 5.03; & 7.04]
It is a matter of common ground between the two main parties that no other heritage assets are
affected by the Appeal Scheme.

The Appeal Site
3.5

The Appeal Site currently comprises undeveloped pasture with a large twentieth-century farm
complex set on raised terraces of concrete and gravel hardstanding, with embanked slurry pits and
ponds to the east. It is surrounded by residential development forming part of the village of
Templecombe to the north, west and southwest. There is open countryside to the northeast, east
and southeast. Templecombe holds a relatively elevated position with the Site largely sloping
down to the east towards the valley of the River Cale.

3.6

The Appeal Site comprises a roughly rectangular shaped parcel of land of c.4.31 hectares
comprising land associated with Manor Farm including four small, open pasture fields, part of a
larger pasture field to the east, several large farm buildings, areas of gravel and concrete
hardstanding, several slurry pits to the east with a gravel entrance driveway off Combe Hill (A357)
to the southwest.

3.7

To the north of the Appeal Site are houses off the south side of the High Street (Nos 21 to 35) and
houses served by Templars Barton (sixteen dwellings within the former grounds of No.37 High
Street), with the houses along East Street to the northeast of the Site. The latter extending the
limits of Templecombe eastwards beyond the Site.

3.8

To the west of the Appeal Site are a number of larger detached houses and bungalows off the
southern end of the High Street and Combe Hill including ‘The Dees’, ‘Pebble Orchard’, ‘Temple
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View’, ‘Templars Retreat’ (to the immediate north of the Manor House and served off a minor
private road) and No.39 High Street; with ‘Manor Barn’, ‘Knights Barn’ and ‘Grianaig House’ in the
former farmstead’s yards to the south of Manor House; and ‘Silverlands’, ‘Sunnyhurst’, ‘Wingfield’
and ‘Tally-Ho’ in the former orchard to the south of the former farmstead.
3.9

To the west of the High Street and Combe Hill is further residential development, predominantly a
relatively dense collection of semi-detached, terraced houses and bungalows extending along
Bowden Road. ‘Berryfield House’, ‘Langdale’ and ‘The Orchard’ are situated on the west side of
Combe Hill to the southwest of the Site, extending the current built envelope of Templecombe
south of the Site.

3.10

The Appeal Site and western parts of Templecombe lie on a minor ridge to the west of the River
Cale valley, at an elevation between c.85 m - 100 m aOD. The highest point within the Site is near
the entrance at the south-western corner with the land sloping northwards and eastwards to a low
point near the north-eastern corner of the Site, to the rear of No.12 East Street. The current farm
buildings and slurry pits are situated on raised, man-made ground.

3.11

The houses to the north are situated at approximately the same level as the northern parts of the
Appeal Site with existing development following the valley slope eastwards with housing on East
Street lying at a lower level than the majority of the Site at c.85 m aOD. Existing development to
the west of the Site, on Combe Hill, lies a similar level to the higher parts of the Site between 95 to
100 m aOD with the housing areas to the west served off Bowden Road rising to a higher
elevation, at 100 – 105 m aOD.

3.12

The built envelope of the central, southern and south-western portion of Templecombe forms a
backdrop of built form to the Site in views from the southeast, east and northeast. The backdrop to
the west includes mature trees and shrubs adjacent to the access track to Manor Farm and within
the domestic gardens to the west of the Site (including in and bounding the grounds of Manor
Farm house). Further trees and other vegetation are also to be found in the centre of the Site
around the slurry pits.

Assessment of Heritage Asset – the Manor House
3.13

The significance of the identified heritage asset was assessed in the Built Heritage Statement
(BHS) [CD2.09] and the Built Heritage Statement Addendum [CD6.07] provided with the
application [DM/19/03416/OUT], and in the consultation responses provided by Historic England
[CDs 3.09; 5.03; & 7.04]. My evidence is set out in this built heritage proof of evidence only.

3.14

Archaeological issues were considered in the desk-based assessment submitted with the planning
application [CD2.11]. No archaeological considerations were identified as a reason for refusal by
the Council and are consequently not considered in this proof.

3.15

The archaeological advice to the Council in the consultation response by their expert
archaeological advisor, the South West Heritage Trust, of the 31st January 2020 [CD3.05] (and
repeated 28th April 2020 [CD5.04]), states that the ‘submitted information pertaining to archaeology
is sufficient to determine the significance of the heritage asset and the outline Written Scheme of
Investigation (WSI) does describe an appropriate response to the archaeological issues’. The
response goes on to set out the wording for the appropriate archaeological conditions to be placed
on any consent. The Officer’s Delegated Report [CD9.01] refers to the advice of the South West
Heritage Trust (and the similar archaeological advice provided by Historic England, 11th February
2020 [CD3.09]), noting ‘no objections [on archaeological grounds] subject to the imposition of
conditions relating to archaeological investigation’ [p.11].
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Manor House - Introduction
3.16

The Manor House, Grade II* [NHL:1056356], was designated in 1961 with the most recent update
to the citation in 1985. The heritage asset is of very high significance, reflected by its designation,
which marks it as being within the top c.8% of the most important designated historic buildings and
structures in England.

3.17

The listing citation [reproduced in the Heritage Statement para.3.11, p.20; CD2.09] notes that the
asset is a:
‘House, Seventeenth century and later, on medieval site. Local stone coursed rubble with
ashlar dressings; shallow-pitch, hipped Welsh slate roof; brick chimney stacks. ‘L’ plan, two
storeys, four bays to west façade, irregular fenestration’.
The citation then gives extended descriptions to the architectural detailing to the main, domestic
range addressing the High Street to the west. While the Department of Environment designations
surveyor did not have access to the building’s interior, the 1985 update of the citation in reference
to a ‘comprehensive report’ [that of the Somerset Vernacular Buildings Research Group (SVBRG)
from 1983; Appendix B], notes a number of interior features in the western, domestic range. The
SVBRG report from 1983 was not referred to in the Heritage Statement [CD2.09] or the
subsequent Heritage Statement Addendum [CD6.07].

3.18

The listing citation refers to the northern range as ‘a long, non-domestic wing that may incorporate
medieval fragments, although [the inserted] windows are mostly modern’. The only further
commentary on the northern range, referred to as ‘the rear extension’, is that it probably has
‘seventeenth-century collar roof trusses’.

3.19

The northern range in the asset’s ‘L’ plan extends eastwards from the northern end of the western
range. The limited original/early architectural detailing suggests that this range had an ancillary,
non-domestic function compared with the main, western range. The seventeenth-century and later
range was possibly a barn or byre when the Manor House was part of a functioning post-medieval
farmstead. Its blank eastern gable addresses the north-western portion of the Appeal Site.

3.20

The citation includes a general historiography of the heritage asset noting that the:
‘Site [was] held as a preceptory by the Knights Templars until 1300, from then until 1540 it
was owned by the Knights Hospitallers; after that various lay owners modified it, especially
Charles Brooke before he died in 1610. The remains of a chapel of c.1200 survived until
c.1980 just east of the return [northern] wing’.
A series of historic mapping reproduced in the Built Heritage Statement [CD2.09; pp.18-20]
[Appendix C] show a structure/ruin in this position up to at least 1978. The Somerset Historic
Environment Record (HER) [Ref:53469] notes ‘The present seventeenth-century manor on the site
contains scanty remains of the [medieval] preceptory’. The record notes that the remains of the
Chapel to St Edmund to the east of the northern range were removed when the adjacent new
house, ‘Templar’s Retreat’, was built (by 1988). The site of the chapel now falls within the garden
of Manor Farm house. The site of a medieval fishpond is noted to the east of the Chapel.

3.21

The Somerset Vernacular Building Research Group’s (SVBRG) report of July 1983 [Appendix B],
following an internal and external survey, generally describes the asset as comprising a ‘twostorey house standing on the east of the A357 and a one-and-a-half storey wing of outbuildings
[the northern range] about 150 feet (46 m) long running eastwards from the house’.

3.22

The report initially records and assesses the house but includes a dedicated section to the
‘Outbuildings’ [the northern range]. This records that:
‘The building is of the same internal width at ground-floor level as the house, 19’6” (5.49 m).
East of the range lie the negligible remains of a chapel, said to have C13th features no longer
extant. The long rectangular block has, at its east end, a small outhouse which has been
added, although now under the same roof as the rest’.
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3.23

The report notes that the range has no ashlar quoins and that a stringcourse does not extend to
the east end ‘outhouse’. It is noted that the outhouse walls are 9 cm thinner than those of the rest
of the range. Domestic features, such as windows, fireplaces and the principal door, are shown to
concentrate towards the western end of the range, as is the associated architectural detailing.

3.24

The SVBRG survey found that the central, western portion of the range includes a stone-built
smoke bay fronting a corbelled flue of ‘medieval form’, the one possible surviving, extant medieval
feature in the range. This is interpreted in the report to be the most likely location of the
Hospitaller’s kitchen and that the associated refectory would be adjacent either to the east or west.

Historic Mapping
3.25

The historic mapping referred to here is reproduced in the Heritage Statement in the form of
1:10,560 mapping (BHS) [pp.16-20; CD2.09]. Additional 1:2,500 mapping is reproduced here for
greater clarity of detail [Appendix C].

3.26

The Abbas Combe Tithe Map of 1831 [BHS, p.16] shows the Appeal Site largely within a single
field [land plot 347]. The north-western portion of the Site is shown as a separated orchard [344],
thereby providing screening of the eastern gable of the asset’s northern range in views from the
east. Remains of what are presumably the medieval fishponds are shown in the orchard’s southwestern corner, to the east of the northern range of the Manor House. The House and the northern
range occupy the north-western corner and northern side of a large farmyard [345] with a number
of smaller ancillary buildings along the southern side. The farmyard is shown as separated from a
domestic yard/garden to the rear (east) of the House. The High Street turns the north-western
corner of the House, abutting the northern range before heading north towards the centre of
Templecombe along the Site’s boundary. The Chapel is not shown.

3.27

The OS 1st edition 1:2,500 mapping of 1887 [Appendix C] shows the Appeal Site in much the
same form as in 1831. There is, however, a great deal of detail shown of the then Manor Farm
(now Manor House) and how the farm complex has expanded to the south during the nineteenth
century. The orchard and the earthworks of the fishponds remain to the east, as does the
distinction between the main farmyard and the domestic area to the rear (east) of the House.
There is now an ancillary range along the eastern edge of the yard with a further, smaller farmyard
beyond. This includes a central well and the remains of the Chapel (labelled as such) on the north
side of this yard, from which extend what are presumably stock pens to the east. There are
additional ancillary buildings and ranges to the south of the main yard, particularly extending along
the western boundary with Combe Hill. A track extends from the south-eastern corner of the
farmyard in a south-eastern direction across the Appeal Site.

3.28

This map edition corroborates with the detail recorded by the SVBRG in 1983 [Appendix B]. The
House, fronting to the west and centred on the north-western corner of the farm complex, can be
readily interpreted as the domestic focus of the farmstead. The northern range is shown as divided
in the same manner as recorded in the SVBRG survey, with the ‘outbuilding’ shown on the eastern
end. Beyond this extend stock pens (possibly a series of pigsties).

3.29

The OS 2nd edition 1:2,500 mapping of 1903 [Appendix C] shows the same detail across the
Appeal Site and for the layout of Manor Farm (now Manor House). The orchard remains to the
east of the farmstead.

3.30

The OS 3rd edition 1:2,500 mapping of 1928-1930 [Appendix C] shows much the same detail
across the Appeal Site and for the layout of Manor Farm (now Manor House), including the
enduring orchard to the east. The one notable change is that the line of the High Street no longer
runs along the north side of the northern range and two buildings have been erected to the north of
the range. The square-planned building to the north survives to the present day as a pyramidalroofed bungalow, ‘Pebble Orchard’. The longer new building closer to the northern range, has not
survived.
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3.31

The OS 1:10,560 mapping of 1962 [Appendix C] shows that this new building close to the north
side of the northern range has been demolished. The orchard to the east remains, however, the
orchard to the south has been cleared and three houses have been built.

3.32

The OS 1:2,500 mapping of 1978 [Appendix C] shows significant change for the Appeal Site and
for the layout of the former Manor Farm (now Manor House). The former farmstead is now labelled
as ‘Manor House’ and a new farmstead has been laid out to the east, within the Appeal Site and
labelled as ‘Manor Farm’. The ancillary buildings to the south of the House abutting Combe Hill
have been cleared. The orchard to the east of Manor House has also been cleared. ‘Temple View’
house has been built to the north of the Manor House with a long, presumably ancillary range, built
along the boundary with the north-western portion of the Site.

3.33

In the 1978 mapping the new Manor Farm comprises something of the current situation, with a
new Manor Farmhouse immediately east of the former main farmyard with a complex of large
barns to the southeast. To the northeast of the barns is a series of slurry pits with a pond beyond.
The former farmstead is now wholly domesticated and residential. It is not clear whether the
surviving nineteenth-century ancillary buildings in the former southern part of the complex are still
retained as farm buildings or not.

3.34

The OS 1:2,500 mapping of 1988 [Appendix C] shows that ‘Templars Retreat’ house has been
built immediately to the north of the eastern end of the Manor House’s northern range. The long
range previously set along the Appeal Site boundary has been cleared.

3.35

The OS 1:2,500 mapping of 1995 [Appendix C] shows that the new farmstead has been extended
to the north and south. There is an extension of the grounds to Manor Farmhouse to the northeast,
possibly as a tennis court.

3.36

The OS 1:10,000 mapping of 1999 [Appendix C] shows the residential development of the Temple
Barton estate to the northwest of the Appeal Site and south of the High Street.

3.37

The OS 1:10,000 mapping of 2006 [Appendix C] shows further residential infill development to the
west of the Appeal Site, to the south of the Manor House. It can be reasonably assumed that the
nineteenth-century former ancillary farm buildings in this area are now wholly converted to
residential use.

Significance of the Manor House
3.38

The primary contributors to the Manor House’s significance are its historical, evidential and
aesthetic values largely embodied by the building’s fabric, form and its seventeenth-century
architectural detailing, predominantly exhibited in the western domestic range. Internal
seventeenth-century and other early features also provide a primary level of contribution to the
asset’s significance, though are clearly not legible externally, including from the Appeal Site.
These internal features include the potential medieval masonry corbelled flue in the central
western section of the northern range, the only possible extant medieval feature surviving,
according to the Somerset Vernacular Buildings Research Group (SVBRG) survey report of 1983
[Appendix B].

3.39

A further primary contributor to the asset’s significance is that it is on and associated with the
preceptory site of the medieval Knights Templars and Knights Hospitallers, including the
associated Chapel to St Edmund, the upstanding ruin of which was not fully cleared until the later
twentieth century. While not representing a comprehensive representation of the whole religious
house’s layout in the medieval period, it is potentially the case that the current L-shaped plan of
the asset repeats something of the morphology of the preceptory complex. This represents a
strong historical association that contributes to the asset’s significance.

3.40

These primary contributors to the asset’s significance are reflected in the Manor House’s high level
of designation.
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3.41

It is also notable that many immediate property boundaries and routeways have survived over the
last near 200 years (excepting the re-routing of the High Street in the early twentieth century).
These have a secondary level of contribution to the asset’s significance.

3.42

More recent historical associations with the site of the Manor House include most notably William
Paget, Marquess of Anglesey (1768-1854), soldier and politician. This association provides a
secondary level of contribution to the asset’s significance.
Manor House’s Setting

3.43

The Manor House is tightly contained by twentieth-century development on three sides (to the
north, west and south). Similarly, much of the fourth side is also tightly contained by twentiethcentury built form: to the east by Manor Farmhouse, the associated boundary fencing and planting
of its elevated grounds and the large farm buildings, and to the immediate north of the east end of
the northern range by ‘Templars Retreat’ and high boundary walls. Consequently, the only
meaningful perception of any part of the asset’s significance from and through the Appeal Site is
restricted to the northern portion of the Site and is only of the eastern gable end of the asset’s
northern range.

3.44

There are some limited wintertime views of the upper portions of the south-eastern section of the
northern range from the south-eastern corner of the current farmyard to the south-west of the
barns and south-east of Manor Farmhouse. These are glimpsed and significantly filtered by dense
planting such that no meaningful legibility of the Manor House’s significance is available in these
views.

3.45

The Manor House’s immediate setting (its domestic garden, former farmstead courtyards) [see
Manor House setting plan Appendix D] provides a positive contribution to the asset’s significance.
This includes a degree of group value derived from the surviving nineteenth-century former
ancillary buildings (now fully converted to residential use) to the south. These provide a notable,
but secondary level of contribution to the asset’s significance.

3.46

The largely enclosed nature of the heritage asset, other than where it addresses the High Street to
the west, is due to the domestication of the former farmyards and by the surrounding twentiethcentury built form with associated planting. This enclosure detracts from the asset’s significance
and profoundly hampers legibility of that significance. As a site of a medieval religious house and
later as a post-medieval farmstead, the buildings would have been in countryside (although the
current views to the east would have been filtered or entirely screened by the nineteenth and
twentieth-century orchard [historic mapping in Appendix C]). This countryside setting has been
almost entirely eroded in the last 150 years. The current discrete, domesticated and sequestered
nature of the building (other than where it addresses and is experienced from the High Street) is a
latter-day (but incidental) echo of something of the private, segregated nature of religious
communities from the general population.

3.47

The residential domestication of the whole asset, its former ancillary buildings and the spaces
around them detracts from the potential legibility of the asset as the site of a medieval former
preceptory and from the building’s legibility as the focal-point to a seventeenth-century and later
farmstead. While the legibility of the Manor House site as a former preceptory is obscured visually,
the ancillary nature of the northern range (due to the lack of windows, lower status rubble walling
without ashlar quoins and architectural detailing) in contrast to the clear domestic and higher
status character and architectural treatment of the western range, allows some legibility of the
buildings as a former farmstead. This legibility is assisted by the position of the wholly twentiethcentury character of the farmstead to the east (indicating a sequence of succession) and the
presence of the farmland to the east that held a residual, historical functional association with the
heritage asset. This legibility of historic agricultural use provides a secondary level of contribution
to the asset’s significance.
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3.48

The wider setting of the Manor House [Appendix D], of which the Appeal Site is a small part,
provides a minor, secondary level of positive contribution to the Manor House’s significance. While
the surrounding built form dominating the asset’s wider setting largely detracts from the asset’s
significance, part of the Site provides the last vestige of open space adjacent to the asset. It also
allows views of a small part of the asset from the open countryside to the east and some highly
limited views of that countryside from the asset.

3.49

Experience of the asset across and from within the northern part of the Appeal Site is largely
restricted to the featureless, rubble gable wall of the east end of the northern range, a later
‘outhouse’ extension of this range. There is negligible legibility of other elements of the asset, most
particularly the domesticated and architectural detailed western range addressing the High Street.
Viewpoints of the gable end are from the former railway bridge (East Road/Temple Lane) [see
Landscape proof of evidence Photographic Appendices provided by Mr Williams (LPoE), viewpoint
10], from the public right of way to the east of the Site [LPoE, viewpoints 7 & 8] and from within the
northern portion of the Site [LPoE, including viewpoint 6].

3.50

In these views the asset is experienced as the gable end of a range that is likely to be interpreted
as pre-modern. There is no legibility of the building as the former site of a medieval preceptory and
little legibility of its former role as an ancillary part of a former seventeenth-century and later
farmstead. The SVBRG survey report [Appendix B] identified this gable end of the northern range
as a later attached outbuilding. While there is no dating for this element, it would be no more
recent than 1831 in date, as attested in the Tithe Map [BHS, p.16; CD2.09].

3.51

Experience of the open countryside through and as the northern portion of the Appeal Site is
highly limited from the heritage asset [some sense of this is provided by LPoE viewpoint E, taken
from the corner of the Site closest to the gable end]. Only the gable end of the northern range
addresses this view and there are no windows in the elevation. Also, from ground level adjacent to
the eastern gable, views are restricted by the high boundary walls. No other views are available
from within the asset’s grounds.

3.52

In summary, this section of the proof has addressed the following issues raised by the inspector in
the Appeal’s case management conference:
• The Manor House is identified as the only heritage asset whose significance is affected by the
development of the Appeal Scheme;
• The significance of the Manor House has been set out, identifying the different contributors to
that significance and their differing levels of contribution to the asset’s significance;
• The setting of the Manor House has been identified [see also the Manor House setting plan;
Appendix D], including the different elements of the setting and how each contribute to the
significance of the heritage asset; and
• The degree to which the Appeal Site would overlap with the asset’s setting and specifically
which elements of that setting has been clarified. From this, the level of the contribution of the
Appeal Site to the Manor House’s significance has also been set out.

Appeal Scheme Impacts to Heritage Asset’s Significance
Planning Background
3.53

The Appeal Site was the subject of a number of previous outline planning applications for
residential development. These were all refused, but none on built heritage grounds. It is a matter
of common ground between the two main parties that there were no objections to any of these
applications on built heritage grounds from the SSDC conservation specialist or from Historic
England. These applications comprise:
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•

The erection of fifteen dwelling houses and formation of vehicular and pedestrian access
[04/01581/OUT];

•

Development of land for the erection of fifteen dwellings and formation of vehicular and
pedestrian access [06/02405/OUT]; and

•

Development of land for the erection of seventeen dwellings together with the formation of
vehicular and pedestrian access [07/010308/OUT].

3.54

The Appeal Site was also identified in the South Somerset Housing and Employment Land
Availability Assessment (HELAA). The site assessment form (site ref. E/ABTE/0013/), dated 19th
January 2016 [CD13.07] recorded SSDC conservation officer comments that the site had ‘limited
potential due to potential impact upon setting of grade II* listed building’. The site was generally
noted as suitable, available, deliverable and achievable with an estimated yield of 78 units. The
2018 update of the form suggested that any development scheme brought forward should employ
a reduced density due to the conservation issues.

3.55

Immediately adjacent to the north-western corner of the Appeal Site, fourteen residential units,
followed by two subsequent residential units, were constructed in what is now Temple Barton.
These were built out by 1999. No details of these applications are currently available from the
planning authority, consequently it is not known what considerations were made by the decision
maker in relation to any impacts that these schemes may have made on the significance of the
Manor House.

3.56

Beyond the south-western corner of the Appeal Site, addressing Combe Hill, planning permission
has recently been granted for two dwellings [18/03222/OUT; CD12.05], whose development will
extend the built envelope of Templecombe southwards beyond the Site on the east side of Combe
Hill.

Appeal Scheme
3.57

The Appeal Scheme seeks outline planning permission for the:
‘demolition of existing buildings and residential development of 60 units including the creation
of a new vehicular access and pedestrian accesses, open space, landscape planting and
surface water attenuation (all matters reserved except access)’.

3.58

Additional illustrative design work has been undertaken since the Decision Notice [CD9.02] was
issued on 14th August 2020 and the up to date details of the Appeal Scheme are set out in the
amended Illustrative Masterplan [CD10.01]; a new Parameters Plan [CD10.02]; an updated
Landscape Strategy Plan [CD10.03] and in the Appeal DAS [LPoE, Appendix D].

3.59

The Appeal Scheme comprises up to 60 new residential, two-storey attached and detached
houses. The maximum height of the proposed dwellings would be 9.5 m to the ridge above
finished floor-ground level and careful consideration has been given to the position of dwellings on
the Site to minimise impact on the setting of the Grade II* listed Manor House.

3.60

Current views [including LPoE viewpoints 6, 7, 8 & 10] available of the heritage asset’s
significance from the east will be largely maintained. Similarly, current views from the asset to the
open countryside to the east will also be largely maintained. The Appeal Scheme can achieve
these outcomes by restricting new built form to the southern and central portions of the Appeal
Site. The northern part of the Site will wholly comprise a substantial area of multifunctional
greenspace, natural and semi-natural greenspace, and amenity open space/recreational area.
This ‘Manor Green’ area would allow public access that would link to the existing pedestrian
networks in Templecombe, thereby allowing closer public viewpoints to the eastern gable of the
heritage asset’s northern range than is currently the case from East Street, the former railway
bridge (East Street/Temple Lane) and the public right of way [WN29/12] to the east.
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3.61

The Appeal Design and Access Statement (DAS) [Appendix D of Mr Williams Landscape proof]
sets out that the proposed dwellings are high-quality designs to reflect and draw on the built styles
and character of the adjoining buildings and local vernacular within Templecombe and surrounding
area. The new dwellings will be constructed using appropriate materials and details found in the
locality, such as high quality brickwork, tile hanging, and plain tiled or slate roofs.

Enhancement and Mitigation Measures
3.62

Planning conditions and the reserved matters application process is capable of ensuring that the
Appeal Scheme will deliver outputs that will reduce and mitigate the potential negative impacts by
the Scheme to the affected asset’s significance. These are centred on the provision of landscaped,
public open space forming the northern portion of the Appeal Site (‘Manor Green’). This provision
in the scheme will:
1. Retain the current level of legibility of the asset’s significance in views from the east of the
asset, including those through and beyond the Site to the east;
2. Retain the current level of perception of the open countryside to the east of the asset from the
asset;
3. Protect those views in the future; and
4. Provide enhancements to the significance and legibility of that significance [as set out in
GPA3; p.14, para.38; CD11.11], namely:
a. Replacement of a detrimental feature (the large-scale farm complex and raised terraces)
with new and more harmonious built form (domestic scale housing);
b. Introduce new, closer views of the eastern gable of the asset’s northern range that add to
the public experience of the asset by allowing public access to the north-western portion
of the Site immediately adjacent to the asset; and
c.

Improving public access to the setting of the eastern gable of the asset’s northern range
by allowing public access to the north-western portion of the Site immediately adjacent to
the asset.

Impacts
3.63

The Appeal Scheme will introduce new built form to the Appeal Site, a small part of the wider
setting of the Manor House. The area of new built form in the central and southern portion of the
Site forms an even smaller part of the asset’s wider setting [see Manor House setting plan,
Appendix D].

3.64

There will only be negligible perception of the new built form in the minimal, restricted available
views from the heritage asset. Additionally, the new built form will not block pre-existing views of
the heritage asset from the northern part of the Site and through that portion of the Site from the
east and northeast. Where this does occur (south of east from the asset’s eastern gable end), this
will only have a negligible negative effect compared to the current situation. In this regard the
current situation is that the visible perception of the asset’s eastern gable quickly reduces to
nothing south of due east. Such potential views of the asset’s eastern gable of the northern range
are obscured by the existing farm complex buildings, Manor Farmhouse, and the associated
boundaries and planting on the raised garden/grounds [compare, for example, LPoE viewpoints 7
& 8].

3.65

The new built form will be visible in sequential views from the east and northeast that take in views
of the eastern gable of the heritage asset’s northern range from and through the northern portion
of the Appeal Site. These will be available from viewpoints on East Street, on the former railway
bridge (east Street/Temple Lane) and from the public right of way to the east of the Site [LPoE
viewpoints 6, 7 & 10].
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3.66

The Appeal Site is a small part of the heritage asset’s wider setting and the area of the Site
proposed for new built form is a smaller portion of that wider setting. The historic open character of
the asset’s historic wider setting has been eroded by the twentieth-century expansion of
Templecombe’s built envelope [see historic mapping Appendix B]. The northern portion of the Site
forms part of and allows intervisibility between the asset and the open countryside to the east that
forms part of the asset’s wider setting.

3.67

While the Appeal Site is a small part of the asset’s wider setting, which as an aggregate provides a
secondary level of contribution to the asset’s significance, it provides the last inter-connection to
the asset’s residual historic association with its former open farmland. This will not only be
maintained by the Appeal Scheme’s provision of landscaped, public open space in the northern
part of the Site but will protect this inter-connection and inter-visibility in the future.

3.68

The Appeal Scheme will introduce built form into a portion of the currently largely open Appeal Site
and parts of this will be visible in those sequential views to and from the eastern gable of the
asset’s northern range with the open countryside to the east. The consequent harm to the
significance of the Manor House will be no greater than minor within the spectrum of less than
substantial harm.

3.69

In summary, this section of the proof has addressed the following issues raised by the inspector in
the Appeal’s case management conference:
•

The impact of the development of the Appeal Scheme, both in terms of harms and
enhancements, to the significance of the heritage asset has been clearly identified in terms
of which parts of the heritage asset would be affected; and

•

The scale of the consequent harm to the significance of the heritage asset has been clearly
identified.
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4

REPRESENTATIONS AND OTHER COMMENTARY
Historic England

4.1

Historic England’s first consultation response of 11th February 2020 [CD3.09] was in response to
an 80 unit scheme that included built form across the northern portion of the Appeal Site up to the
northern boundary.

4.2

The response notes that the Manor House:
‘sat outside the boundaries of the Templecombe settlement until the expansion of the village
during the twentieth century. During this period, the green rural setting was significantly
eroded by modern development. The last link held by the property to the rural landscape is
the north-west corner of the application site. It provides views down the valley to the
surrounding countryside. Although there is a significant hedge along the boundary of the site,
this landscape still forms a clear element of the experience and appreciation of the asset, the
last vestiges of its rural setting and therefore due to its rarity value in terms of the contribution
it makes to the significance of the asset’.

4.3

The response notes that the 80 unit scheme ‘is proposed up to the northern boundary of the site
and extending into the green setting of the [Manor] house to the west’. The conclusion of the
response is that the 80 unit scheme, by including built form in the northern section of the Appeal
Site, will deliver ‘further encroachment of modern development into this green setting’ and will
‘create a more prominent feature eroding the last section of the Grade II* listed Manor House’s
rural significance’ thereby resulting in harm to the significance of the heritage asset.

4.4

The response states, in regard to the 80 unit scheme, that Historic England:
‘are convinced that a less harmful layout can be identified within the application site that will
allow for a more meaningful buffer to be created to the Grade II* listed Manor House. In our
view, alternative layouts, avoiding development in the north-west section while retaining views
through the wider countryside, would significantly minimise the impact to the highly
designated asset (Para.190, NPPF). We appreciate that this is outline only, but as harm has
been identified, the NPPF requires that any identified harm should be clearly and convincingly
justified (Para.194, NPPF). As part of that justification, the Council should explore whether an
alternative scheme could be accommodated on the site that avoids the harmful impact
identified’.

4.5

The applicant responded positively to the initial consultation response of Historic England noted
above and the advice therein by bringing forward a 76 unit scheme that removed much of the built
form from the northern portion of the Appeal Site. Historic England provided a consultation
response [CD5.03], dated 22nd April 2020, in reference to the 76 unit scheme. This notes that:
‘The master plan has looked to remove the immediate development adjacent to the Manor
House. This allows for a greater buffer to be created in views from the house and immediately
from within its surroundings. In our view, this is the minimum necessary to preserve [i.e. keep
from harm] the significance to the Manor through its setting.
[…] The creation of a more significant green swathe through the centre of the development
has allowed for the Manor to be viewed without the introduction of modern development within
its immediate foreground’.

4.6

While the subsequent Historic England consultation responses do not refer to this threshold, it is
important to recognise their view that the 76 unit scheme would deliver the maximum quantum of
development in the Appeal Site that keeps the significance of the Manor House from harm. It is
clear, therefore, that Historic England are of the view that not only is a quantum of development
possible within the Site, but that this development can include an element of built form within the
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northern portion that would maintain the current east-west views between the asset and the
countryside to the east and, therefore, the current vestige of open countryside close to the asset.
4.7

Historic England’s consultation response [CD5.03] to the 76 unit scheme continued by advising:
‘Consideration will need to be given to the treatment of the development along the edge of the
green swathe to ensure that a sufficient splay is presented allowing views to and from the
Manor. […] any development along this edge will need to consider scale, massing,
architectural design, layout including the use of gardens to offer a greater buffer, choice of
materials and boundary treatments to the plots in order to minimise the impact on the view to
the Manor. These steps will need to ensure that the development along the splay remains
recessive and does not appear conspicuous’.

4.8

Historic England also advised, in an e-mail of the 19th May 2020 [Appendix E], that:
‘attached is the rough locations regarding viewpoint[s] from which photomontages or
visualisations should be produced of the proposed development to assess the impact on the
Grade II* listed asset. The view from the asset should be from the best vantage point within
the building, potentially upper floor. We are unable to be specific with the locations as we
have not had the opportunity to visit the site due to the current [Covid-19] circumstance. […] It
is for your [the applicant’s] design team to identify the potential harmful elements and present
steps that avoid and minimise that harm. This could be through numerous methods, including
the omission of further units, scale and massing, location and use of gardens’.

4.9

The locations identified by Historic England are from at the junction of East Street with the public
footpath; the former railway bridge (East Street/Temple Lane); the south-western corner of the
field to the east of the Appeal Site (where the public footpath reaches the line of the former
railway); and from the central southern boundary of the field to the southeast of the Site. It should
be noted that the latter viewpoint offers no view of the heritage asset and that the view from the
south-western corner of the field to the east of the Site is highly limited [LPoE viewpoint 8]. These
were subsequently discussed, as ‘Strategic Views’, by the Council’s built heritage specialist [see
below].

4.10

It should be noted that, in regard to the potential for desired viewpoints from the heritage asset and
its grounds across the northern section of the Appeal Site to the open countryside to the east, only
the eastern gable elevation of the asset’s northern range addresses the Site, no windows in the
Manor House address the Site or these views, and that planting and high boundary walls restrict
any similar ground-level views from the grounds of the asset at ground level.

4.11

The applicant responded positively to the second consultation response of Historic England and
the advice therein (and the similar advice made in the 19th May e-mail [Appendix E]) by bringing
forward a 60 unit scheme that removed further built form from the northern portion of the Appeal
Site and widened ‘Manor Green’. This was the final submitted scheme that formed the application
refused by the Council on built heritage grounds. Historic England provided a consultation
response [CD7.04], dated 16th July 2020, in reference to the 60 unit scheme. This notes that:
‘The revised master plan allows the Grade II* listed Manor to retain a more meaningful link to
its rural setting.
[…] The current amended plans look to respond to concerns raised in our previous letters
regarding the response of the master plan to the site’s heritage constraints.
The design and layout of the proposed master plan, following the reduction in the number of
units, has allowed for the creation of a more meaningful green space within the setting of the
Manor. Along the proposed boundary [the southern splayed edge to Manor Green], the
reduced density and maximum two-storey height, as well as the greater use of open space
assists in creating a more gradual transition between the development and Manor Green.
The level of harm has been substantially reduced by the most recent amendments’.
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4.12

The response concluded that the 60 unit scheme would cause only residual harm to the
significance of the Manor House. Historic England made no further comments and provided no
further advice.

4.13

It is clear that the development of the Appeal Scheme has responded sufficiently to the concerns
and advice of Historic England in their first two consultation responses, in that any initially
identified harm to the significance of the Manor House ‘has been substantially reduced by the most
recent amendments’ with the creation of a ‘meaningful green space within the setting of the
Manor’. Historic England clearly have no further significant built heritage concerns in regard to the
60 unit scheme and feel that any remaining issues can be suitably controlled, as necessary, by the
Council within a reserved matters application.

Council’s Conservation Specialist
4.14

The Council’s built heritage expert (Mr Tony Garrett, Specialist – Development Management,
Conservation) set out his initial concerns to the 76 unit scheme in an e-mail of 6th May 2020
[Appendix F]. This notes that ‘My concern is the undermining of the listed building when viewed
from the northeast to the southeast’. He confirms that he has made a site visit and that in ‘normal
times’ would be looking to identify ‘strategic viewpoints’ of and from the asset.

4.15

Mr Garrett made a representation [CD7.08] on the 60 unit 3rd August 2020. This notes that
(following his desire to identify ‘strategic views’ in the 6th May e-mail [Appendix F]):
‘The strategic views of the heritage asset were agreed by SSDC, Historic England and the
applicant. These have been tested from the northeast looking back towards the development
and heritage asset. This analysis has led to the removal of the development proposed in the
north of the site, which I welcome. I am concerned that the buildings in the south of the site
extend too far north into the strategic views that are the setting of the listed building. This
erodes the final links that the farm [Manor House] has to its rural setting. Being in outline, we
have no control over the design and mitigation of the harm is not possible’.

4.16

It should be noted here that Mr Garrett equates the Strategic Views across the Appeal Site as the
heritage asset’s setting.

4.17

The concerns of Mr Garrett differ from the final conclusions on the 60 unit scheme by Historic
England. It is not the view of Historic England that the northern edge/splay of the new built area
extends too far north; they conclude that Manor Green is a meaningful green space in the setting
of Manor House. Contrary to the view of Mr Garrett, the northern edge/splay of the Appeal
Scheme’s built form does not, in the view of Historic England, ‘erode the final links’ that the Manor
House has to the open countryside to the east. In fact, the Scheme does the opposite by
protecting such ‘final links’ and the attendant views to and from the asset.

4.18

Contrary to the view of Mr Garrett set out in his representation of 3rd August 2020 [CD7.08], the
Council would be wholly able to retain control over the design and mitigation measures to any
remaining residual harm to the asset’s significance in any reserved matters applications.

4.19

Mr Garrett’s representation [CD7.08] also concludes that:
‘It is considered that the proposed changes [the 60 unit scheme] will cause ‘less than
substantial’ harm to the heritage assets as described in paragraph 196 [of the NPPF]. This is
in the medium range of the spectrum of harm in this category. It is also contrary to paragraph
192 and 193 of the NPPF and Local Plan policies EQ2 and EQ3. This is primarily about the
encroachment of the development into the strategic views of Manor House’.

4.20

This conclusion differs to the views of Historic England. Their final consultation response does not
call for refusal of the Appeal Scheme or for its further significant revision.

4.21

I disagree with the view of Mr Garrett, the Appeal Scheme is not contrary to paragraph 192 of the
NPPF. The Scheme does not hamper the decision maker from taking account of:
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•

‘the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and putting
them to viable use consistent with their conservation;

•

The positive contribution of that conservation of heritage assets can make to sustainable
communities including their economic viability; and

•

The desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and
distinctiveness’.

4.22

The Appeal Scheme is also not contrary to paragraph 193 of the NPPF, as asserted by Mr Garrett.
The Appeal Scheme allows great weight to be given to the heritage asset’s conservation by the
decision maker.

4.23

Furthermore, Local Plan policy EQ2 General Development includes no specific built heritage
policies and is not cited in the RfR2. Built heritage can contribute to and have an effect on general
considerations such as local distinctiveness, character and appearance but these are not
exclusive or specific to built heritage considerations. The significance of a conservation area is
often described in terms of its character and appearance, however, neither the Appeal Site or the
Manor House are within or close to any conservation area. It is possible that Mr Garratt confuses
landscape considerations with built heritage considerations in his representation.

4.24

Notwithstanding the above comments, the Appeal Scheme is not contrary to Local Plan policy
EQ2 in terms of built heritage considerations. The Scheme does not restrict the development’s
prospect of delivering a high-quality design that would promote the District’s local distinctiveness,
character and appearance. The Scheme also does not cause any restriction to the Council’s ability
to control such matters through any reserved matters application, contrary to Mr Garrett’s opinion.

4.25

The Appeal Scheme is not contrary to Local Plan policy EQ3 Historic Environment, as asserted by
Mr Garrett. The Scheme will safeguard the current intervisibility between the asset and the open
countryside to the east of the Appeal Site. The provision of Manor Green will maintain and
safeguard the current Strategic Views and can make a positive contribution to the character of the
asset’s setting through high-quality design. The Scheme also does not cause any restriction to the
Council’s ability to control such matters through any reserved matters application.

4.26

Contrary to that of Mr Garrett, it is my view that the Appeal Scheme’s provision of Manor Green
not only maintains the current level of intervisibility between the asset and the open countryside to
the east but will preserve and protect those views into the future. Where the Scheme does cause
harm, this is through the introduction of built form into the central and southern portion of the
Appeal Site that will be apparent in sequential views from the east and northeast of the Site [LPoE
viewpoints 6,7 & 10]. This will not cause a moderate level of harm within the spectrum of less than
substantial harm (i.e. halfway to substantial harm) to the asset’s significance, but a minor level of
harm at the lower end of that spectrum.

Delegated Report
4.27

The Officer’s Delegated Report [CD9.01] reproduces the analysis and conclusions of the Council’s
expert advisor on built heritage and also refers to the consultation responses made by Historic
England. These are discussed above.

4.28

The Report notes that the Council’s built heritage expert opposes the application’s scheme, noting
that ‘this is primarily about the encroachment of the development into strategic views of Manor
House and the erosion of its rural character’ [p.11]. Under the heading of Impact on Setting of
Listed Building, the Report states that ‘The amended proposal would still cause less than
substantial harm to the setting of the designated heritage asset through the loss of an element of
its rural context and setting’ [p.22]. There is no reference to the significance of the heritage asset;
the level of the contribution of the Appeal Site to the asset’s significance; and the consequent
impact of the proposed development of a part of the Site to the asset’s significance. It appears that
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the Report is referencing landscape considerations here rather than those related to built heritage.
Additionally, the Report identifies harm to the asset’s setting rather than to its significance.
Relevant Historic England guidance states that ‘setting is not itself a heritage asset, nor a heritage
designation’ [para.9, p.4 GPA3; CD11.11].
4.29

The Report notes that the Council’s built heritage expert concluded, in relation to the submitted
application, that ‘approval would only be acceptable if public benefit could be identified to offset the
harm to the heritage asset’. The Report does identify some public benefits from the application
[p.22], stating five points relating to housing land supply; affordable housing; sustainable
accessibility to local facilities; economic and social benefits; and contributions to local
infrastructure improvements, which are detailed in the planning proof provided by Mr Orton.
However, the Report fails to give consideration to any of the Scheme’s heritage public benefits,
namely that the Appeal Scheme:
1.

Retains the current level of legibility of the asset’s significance in views from the east of the
asset, including those through and beyond the Site to the east;

2.

Retains the current level of perception of the open countryside to the east of the asset from
the asset;

3.

Protects those views in the future; and

4.

Provides enhancements to the significance and legibility of that significance [as set out in
GPA3; p.14, para.38; CD11.11], namely:
a.

Replacement of a detrimental feature (the large-scale farm complex and raised
terraces) with new and more harmonious built form (domestic scale housing);

b.

Introduce new, closer views of the eastern gable of the asset’s northern range that
add to the public experience of the asset by allowing public access to the northwestern portion of the Site immediately adjacent to the asset; and

c.

Improving public access to the setting of the eastern gable of the asset’s northern
range by allowing public access to the north-western portion of the Site immediately
adjacent to the asset.

4.30

The Report also asserts that ‘the proposed development is contrary to Policies EQ2 and EQ3 of
the Local Plan and relevant guidance in the NPPF’ [p.22]. This is not the case. RfR2 asserts that
the application is contrary to paragraphs 192, 193 and 196 of the NPPF. This too is not the case.

4.31

In terms of paragraph 192 of the NPPF, the Scheme does not hamper the decision maker from
taking account of:
•

‘the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and putting
them to viable use consistent with their conservation;

•

The positive contribution of that conservation of heritage assets can make to sustainable
communities including their economic viability; and

•

The desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and
distinctiveness’.

4.32

In terms of paragraph 193 of the NPPF, the Appeal Scheme allows great weight to be given to the
heritage asset’s conservation by the decision maker.

4.33

In terms of paragraph 196 of the NPPF, it is not the case whether a development scheme is
consistent or contrary to this policy but whether or not the policy is engaged. It is a matter of
common ground for the two main parties that paragraph 196 is engaged for the decision maker in
this case.

4.34

Local Plan policy EQ2 General Development includes no specific built heritage policy and is not
cited in RfR2. Built heritage can contribute to and have an effect on general considerations such
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as local distinctiveness, character and appearance but are not exclusive or specific to built
heritage considerations. The significance of a conservation area is often described in terms of its
character and appearance, however, neither the Appeal Site or the Manor House are within or
close to any conservation area. It is possible that the Report confuses landscape considerations
with built heritage considerations.
4.35

Notwithstanding the above comments, the Appeal Scheme is not contrary to Local Plan policy
EQ2 in terms of built heritage considerations. The Scheme does not restrict the development’s
prospect of delivering a high-quality design that would promote the District’s local distinctiveness,
character and appearance.

4.36

Similarly, the Appeal Scheme is not contrary to Local Plan policy EQ3 Historic Environment, which
does include heritage policy. The Scheme will safeguard the current intervisibility between the
asset and the open countryside to the east of the Appeal Site. The provision of Manor Green will
maintain and safeguard the current Strategic Views and can make a positive contribution to the
character of the asset’s setting through high-quality design.

4.37

It should also be noted that Local Plan policy EQ3 is not consistent with the NPPF. Specifically,
this relates to the requirements of a decision maker set out in paragraphs 195 and 196. EQ3 does
not direct a decision maker to weigh any harm caused to the significance of a heritage asset by a
development with that development’s public benefits (including any heritage public benefits).
Accordingly, Local Plan policy EQ3 cannot be afforded full weight by a decision maker.

4.38

RfR 2 also states that ‘the proposal conflicts with Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act 1990’. It is not whether a development scheme is consistent or contrary
to this statutory duty for a decision maker, but whether or not the statutory duty is engaged. This
statutory duty is engaged for the decision maker in this case. The Appeal Scheme does not restrict
the decision maker’s ability to ‘have special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or
its setting or any features of special architectural interest which it possesses’.
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5

CONCLUSION

5.1

This built heritage proof of evidence has been prepared in order to assess the potential impact on
the historic built environment arising from the proposed development of the Appeal Site. This proof
of evidence meets the requirements of the NPPF and local planning policy. It provides sufficient,
proportionate information and assessment to identify the potential impacts arising from the
development of the Appeal Site on the historic built environment and, consequently, to allow the
inspector to make a suitably informed decision.

5.2

This proof concludes that the proposed development of the Appeal Site will result, where there is
any harm, in a less than substantial level of harm to the high significance of the Grade II* listed
Manor House; specifically (and in line with the guidance of the PPG18a-018) this will be no greater
than a minor level of harm within the spectrum of less than substantial harm.

5.3

The NPPF states in paragraph 196 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’. The statutory duty placed on the inspector in this case
is derived from section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990,
which requires the decision maker to ‘have regard to the desirability of preserving’ (i.e. keeping
from harm) a listed building.

5.4

Although great weight should be given by the inspector to any harm caused by the Appeal
Scheme to the identified designated asset’s significance, it is my conclusion that this level of harm,
where harm has been identified, remains no greater than minor, at the lower end of the spectrum
of less than substantial harm.

5.5

It is my view that the Appeal Scheme, in terms of built heritage issues, is not contrary to South
Somerset District’s Local Plan policy EQ3 Historic Environment. The Scheme does not restrict the
inspector in applying the relevant statutory duty (Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act 1990) and does not restrict the appropriate engagement of paragraphs
192, 193 and 196 of the NPPF.

5.6

The eastern gable of the asset’s northern range is the only element of the heritage asset that is
significantly visible in views from and through the Appeal Site. The Site forms a small part of the
affected listed building’s wider setting and delivers only a small, secondary level of contribution to
its significance.

5.7

The Appeal Scheme will introduce the landscaped open space of Manor Green in the northern
portion of the Appeal Site. This will maintain the current views (‘Strategic Views’) and legibility of
the asset from the open countryside to the east and will safeguard these in the future. Manor
Green will also allow greater public access closer to the asset and, therefore, potential for greater
legibility of the asset’s significance.

5.8

Built form that will be apparent in sequential views that take in the eastern gable of the asset’s
northern range from the open countryside east of the Appeal Site. The introduction of built form in
such views will cause no greater than a minor level of harm (within the spectrum of less than
substantial harm) to the significance of the Grade II* listed Manor House.

5.9

The Planning Proof provided by Mr Orton sets out the Appeal Scheme’s public benefits (including
the identified heritage benefits). This also rehearses the planning balance in relation to the
identified harm to the significance of the one affected heritage asset, the Grade II* listed Manor
House. It is recognised by Mr Orton that this is no simple balance but that, after the Barnwell
judgement [CD12.07], considerable weight and important must be given to the identified level of
harm to the heritage asset when undertaking that balance. Notwithstanding this consideration, Mr
Orton concludes that the Appeal Scheme will provide sufficient public benefits to outweigh the
harm. This provides the necessary clear and convincing justification for the identified harm to the
heritage asset.
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5.10

5.11

I attended the case management conference for the Appeal 5th March 2021. I am aware of the
issues pertaining to the Appeal as raised by the inspector at that conference. In summary, the built
heritage proof of evidence:
•

Identifies the affected heritage asset;

•

Sets out the significance of the heritage asset, identifying the different contributors to that
significance and the differing levels of contribution of those contributors;

•

Identifies the setting of the heritage asset, including the different elements of the setting and
how each contribute to the significance of the heritage asset;

•

Clarifies the degree to which the Appeal Scheme would overlap with the asset’s setting;

•

Identifies the impact of the development of the Appeal Scheme on the significance of the
heritage asset;

•

Sets out the scale of the consequent harm to the significance of the heritage asset; and

•

Provides clear and convincing justification for the harm to the significance of the heritage
asset (dealt with in detail by Mr Orton in the planning proof of evidence).

The Appeal Scheme will cause no more than minor harm (at the lower end of the spectrum of less
than substantial harm) to the significance of the identified listed building. Consequently, in regard
to built heritage issues, it is my professional opinion that this level of harm is plainly insufficient to
invoke any restriction on the granting of permission.
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APPENDIX A
Legislation Case Law Planning Policy and Guidance
6.1

Where any development may affect certain designated heritage assets, there is a legislative
framework to ensure proposed works are developed and considered with due regard to their
impact on the historic environment. This extends from primary legislation under the Planning
(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 (hereafter ‘the Act’).

6.2

The relevant legislation in this case extends from sections 16 and 66 of the 1990 Act which states
that special regard must be given by the decision maker, in the exercise of planning functions, to
the desirability of preserving or enhancing listed buildings and their setting.

6.3

The meaning and effect of these duties have been considered by the courts, including the Court of
Appeal’s decision in relation to Barnwell Manor Wind Energy Ltd v East Northamptonshire District
Council [2014] EWCA Civ 137 [CD6/1].

6.4

The Court agreed within the High Court’s judgement that Parliament’s intention in enacting section
66(1) was that decision makers should give ‘considerable importance and weight’ to the
desirability of preserving (i.e. keeping from harm) the setting of listed buildings.

National Planning Policy
National Planning Policy Framework (Ministry of Housing,
Communities and Local Government, February 2019)
6.5

The NPPF [CD11.01] is the principal document that sets out the Government’s planning policies
for England and how these are expected to be applied.

6.6

It defines a heritage asset as a: ‘building, monument, site, place, area or landscape identified as
having a degree of significance meriting consideration in planning decisions, because of its
heritage interest’. This includes both designated and non-designated heritage assets.

6.7

Section 16: Conserving and Enhancing the Historic Environment relates to the conservation of
heritage assets in the production of local plans and decision taking. It emphasises that heritage
assets are ‘an irreplaceable resource and should be conserved in a manner appropriate to their
significance’.

6.8

For proposals that have the potential to affect the significance of a heritage asset, paragraph 189
requires applicants to identify and describe the significance of any heritage assets that may be
affected, including any contribution made by their setting. The level of detail provided should be
proportionate to the significance of the heritage assets affected. This is supported by paragraph
190, which requires LPAs to take this assessment into account when considering applications.

6.9

Under Considering potential impacts the NPPF emphasises that ‘great weight’ should be given to
the conservation of designated heritage assets, irrespective of whether any potential impact
equates to total loss, substantial harm or less than substantial harm to the significance of the
heritage assets.

6.10

Paragraph 195 states that where a development will result in substantial harm to, or total loss of,
the significance of a designated heritage asset, permission should be refused, unless this harm is
necessary to achieve substantial public benefits, or a number of criteria are met. Where less than
substantial harm is identified paragraph 196 requires this harm to be weighed against the public
benefits of the proposed development.
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6.11

Paragraph 197 states that where an application will affect the significance of a non-designated
heritage asset, a balanced judgement is required, having regard to the scale of harm or loss and
the significance of the heritage asset.

National Guidance
Planning Practice Guidance (DCLG)
6.12

The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) [CD11.02] has been adopted in order to aid the application
of the NPPF. It reiterates that conservation of heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their
significance is a core planning principle.

6.13

Key elements of the guidance relate to assessing harm. It states that substantial harm is a high
bar that may not arise in many cases and that while the level of harm will be at the discretion of the
decision maker, generally substantial harm is a high test that will only arise where a development
seriously affects a key element of an asset’s special interest. It is the degree of harm, rather than
the scale of development, that is to be assessed. The guidance also advises that where harm is
identified, either substantial or less than substantial, to the significance of a heritage asset, that
‘within each category of harm […], the extent of the harm may vary and should be clearly
articulated’ [18a-018].

Conservation Principles, Policies and Guidance (English
Heritage, April 2008)
6.14

Conservation Principles [CD11.09] outlines Historic England’s approach to the sustainable
management of the historic environment. While primarily intended to ensure consistency in
Historic England’s own advice and guidance, the document is recommended to LPAs to ensure
that all decisions about change affecting the historic environment are informed and sustainable.

6.15

The guidance describes a range of heritage values which enables the significance of assets to be
established systematically, with the four main heritage values being: evidential value; historical
value; aesthetic value; and communal value.

Overview: Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in
Planning
6.16

The three Good Practice Advice in Planning Notes (GPAs) were published by Historic England.
GPA1: The Historic Environment in Local Plans provides guidance to local planning authorities to
help them make well informed and effective local plans. GPA2: Managing Significance in DecisionMaking includes technical advice on the repair and restoration of historic buildings and alterations
to heritage assets to guide local planning authorities, owners, practitioners and other interested
parties. GPA 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets replaces guidance published in 2011. The relevant
guidance in this case is GPA2 and GPA3.

GPA2: Managing Significance in Decision-Taking in the Historic
Environment (March 2015)
6.17

This document [CD11.10] provides advice on numerous ways in which decision making in the
historic environment could be undertaken, emphasising that the first step for all applicants is to
understand the significance of any affected heritage asset and the contribution of its setting to that
significance. In line with the NPPF and PPG, the document states that early engagement and

JCH01224 | Manor Farm, Templecombe | v.4 | 09 April 2021

rpsgroup.com

REPORT

expert advice in considering and assessing the significance of heritage assets is encouraged. The
advice suggests a structured, staged approach to the assembly and analysis of relevant
information:
1. Understand the significance of the affected assets;
2. Understand the impact of the proposal on that significance;
3. Avoid, minimise and mitigate impact in a way that meets the objectives of the NPPF;
4. Look for opportunities to better reveal or enhance significance;
5. Justify any harmful impacts in terms of the sustainable development objective of conserving
significance balanced with the need for change; and
6. Offset negative impacts to significance by enhancing others through recording, disseminating
and archiving archaeological and historical interest of the important elements of the heritage
assets affected.

GPA3: The Setting of Heritage Assets (Second Edition; December
2017)
6.18

As with the NPPF the document [CD11.11] defines setting 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’. Setting is also described as being a separate term to curtilage, character and context. The
guidance emphasises that setting is not a heritage asset, nor a heritage designation, and that its
importance lies in what it contributes to the significance of the heritage asset, or the ability to
appreciate that significance. It also states that elements of setting may make a positive, negative
or neutral contribution to the significance of the heritage asset.

6.19

While setting is largely a visual term, with views considered to be an important consideration in
any assessment of the contribution that setting makes to the significance of an asset, and thus the
way in which an asset is experienced, setting also encompasses other environmental factors
including noise, vibration and odour. Historical and cultural associations may also form part of the
asset’s setting, which can inform or enhance the significance of a heritage asset.

6.20

This document provides guidance on practical and proportionate decision making with regards to
the management of change within the setting of heritage assets. It is stated that the protection of
the setting of a heritage asset need not prevent change and that decisions relating to such issues
need to be based on the nature, extent and level of the significance of a heritage asset, further
weighing up the potential public benefits associated with the proposals. It is further stated that
changes within the setting of a heritage asset may have positive or neutral effects.

6.21

The document also states that the contribution made to the significance of heritage assets by their
settings will vary depending on the nature of the heritage asset and its setting, and that different
heritage assets may have different abilities to accommodate change without harming their
significance. Setting should, therefore, be assessed on a case-by-case basis.

6.22

Historic England recommends using a series of detailed steps in order to assess the potential
effects of a proposed development on significance of a heritage asset. The 5-step process is as
follows:
1. Identify which heritage assets and their settings are affected;
2. Assess the degree to which these settings and views make a contribution to the significance
of a heritage asset(s) or allow significance to be appreciated;
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3. Assess the effects of the proposed development, whether beneficial or harmful, on the
significance or on the ability to appreciate it;
4. Explore ways to maximise enhancement and avoid or minimise harm; and
5. Make and document the decision and monitor outcomes.

Local Planning Policy
6.23

The South Somerset Local Plan for the district was adopted in March 2015 and will cover the
period to 2028. The relevant saved built heritage policy (cited in RfR 2) is set out below:
EQ3: Historic Environment:
‘Heritage assets will be conserved and where appropriate enhanced for their historic significance
and important contribution to local distinctiveness, character and sense of place. The potential to
contribute towards the economy, tourism, education and local identity will be exploited.
All new development proposals relating to the historic environment will be expected to:
•

Safeguard or where appropriate enhance the significance, character, setting and local
distinctiveness of heritage assets;

•

Make a contribution to its character through high standards of design which reflect and
complement it and through the use of appropriate materials and techniques; and

•

Ensure alterations, including those for energy efficiency and renewable energy, are balanced
alongside the need to retain the integrity of the historic environment and to respect the
character and performance of buildings, adopting principles of minimum intervention and of
reversibility’.
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APPENDIX B
Somerset Vernacular Building Research Group Report
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APPENDIX C
Historic Mapping
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1887 OS 1:2,500 map

1903 OS 1:2,500 map

1928-30 OS 1:2,500 map

1962 OS 1:10,560 map

1978 OS 1:2,500 map

1988 OS1:2,500 map

1995 OS 1:2,500 map

1999 OS 1:10,000 map

2006 OS 1:10,000 map
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APPENDIX D
Manor House Setting Plan
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Figure 2.38: Heritage Context Diagram
Gleeson Strategic Land
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APPENDIX E
Historic England Strategic Views
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APPENDIX F
Mr Garrett’s E-mail 6th May 2020
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Anthony Garratt
"Joanna Manley"; David Kenyon
"Rhys, Rhiannon"; Paula Jones; Chris Wilson; John Smith
RE: Templecombe - Historic England
06 May 2020 16:30:53

Hi
My concern is the undermining of the listed building when viewed from the North East through to the South East.
When I visited briefly this area was rural and green as you would expect the setting of a listed farm to be.
In normal times we would go to the Listed Building and identify the strategic viewpoints that would be impacted on. We can’t do that at the moment so you face the
harder task of identifying them without access.
Given the potential for JR if we miss a view and the objectors ask then we will need to stop and assess it.
I realise that this is a big ask. This would be much simpler if we waited until after lockdown. However if you feel confident that you can identify all the sensitive
viewpoints I am here to be convinced.
Is there any way the owner would allow you access to the listed building to take the baseline photos? If not on Exmoor we used a survey drone at the lowest legal
height to produce a panorama. We then identified the sensitive locations and produced photo montages showing the impact of the development on the LB.
Happy to discuss by phone if that helps.
Thanks

Tony Garratt BA (Hons) PGDip (Arch Cons) IHBC
Specialist – Development Management (Conservation)
Service Delivery
South Somerset District Council
+441935462446
southsomerset.gov.uk
@southsomersetDC
@SouthSomersetDistrictCouncil
This communication is intended solely for the person (s) or organisation to whom it is addressed. It may contain privileged and confidential information and if you are not the
intended recipient (s), you must not copy, distribute or take any action in reliance on it. If you have received this e-mail in error please notify the sender. Individuals are advised
that by replying to, or sending an e-mail message to South Somerset District Council, you accept that you have no explicit or implicit expectation of privacy and that emails may
be disclosed under the Freedom of Information Act 2000. In line with Council Policy, any e-mail messages (and attachments) transmitted over the Council's network may be
subject to scrutiny, monitoring and recording. You must carry out your own anti-virus checks before opening any attachments/documents as the Council will not accept any
liability for any viruses they may contain.
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