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Dear Ms Morrissey

Notifications under Circular 01/2001, Circular 08/2009 & 

T&CP (Development Management Procedure) Order 2010

LAND ADJOINING AND WEST OF STONECROFT HOUSE CLIFTON ROAD DEDDINGTON

Application No 14/00412/F 

Thank you for your letter of 28 March 2014 notifying English Heritage of the above application.
Summary

The proposed development is adjacent to the scheduled monument of Deddington Castle. It  would significantly detract from the current open aspect of the castle and would cause substantial harm to the significance of the asset through the impact upon its setting. No public benefits are offered which would outweigh that harm and the application should be refused.

English Heritage Advice 

You have sought our advice at pre-application stage on this proposal. The proposal submitted with the application appears to be the same as that upon which our earlier comments were based, and the associated assessments appear also to be the same, and so our comments below largely repeat what was said at that stage.

The proposed development lies immediately adjacent to the scheduled monument of Deddington Castle (Mon. No 21807). Aside from the designation as a scheduled monument, part of the site is in the ownership of the Secretary of State and is managed by English Heritage, and the rest is owned by the Parish Council.

The earthworks of the castle are some of the most impressive in Oxfordshire. It is thought that the castle was established soon after the Norman Conquest and it therefore belongs to a group of military monuments generally referred to as motte-and-bailey castles. Their purpose was both defensive and symbolic. The Normans were few, and in a country where the natives were potentially rebellious it was through physical demonstrations of overlordship such as castle building, through complex and adaptable administration carried out by capable, ambitious and sometimes treacherous lords who owned those castles, as well as through the threat of sudden and violent retribution from soldiers within the castles, that control was maintained.

The significance of the castle derives from its evidential value, as there will be significant archaeological deposits within the area of the monument. These will not be affected by the proposal. Its significance derives also from its illustrative value, as it still allows an appreciation of the impact its construction would have had on the local population in the eleventh century. Its location is important. As the report by CGMS makes clear, the original settlement of Deddington seems to have been located where the current village is centred, and the castle is noticeably and perhaps deliberately isolated from it. This isolation might be a result of the need to site the castle at a suitably defendable location which was some way from the settlement, or it might be a result of a conscious choice to retain separation from that settlement. In either case the setting contributes to the illustrative value of the heritage asset.

Apart from a nineteenth century dwelling to the north and some twentieth century housing some distance away along Clifton Road that setting remains open, including the location of the proposed development, and the fact that the castle was originally sited in open countryside can still be readily appreciated.

The applicant has submitted a Statement of Significance. This does not address the issue of significance in any meaningful way and fails even to refer to the fact that this is a scheduled monument. The lack of understanding is noticeable, for example where it is stated that ‘the substantial embankment..already prevents views into the archaeological site’, apparently unaware that the ‘substantial embankment’ itself is a part of the monument. It also refers to the established tree belt on the top of the embankment as preventing intervening views. In fact, the application site is visible from the top of the embankment. In any event, the effect of any tree cover is largely the result of the current management of the woodland here. English Heritage guidance on setting makes it clear that the longevity of such screening needs to be taken into account and a change in management here could easily lead to greater visibility.

From the north, the scheduled monument is clearly visible across currently open ground, and the applicant acknowledges that there will be significant changes in views both from within and beyond the scheduled monument (3.15), and at 5.17 offers the view that ‘Urban development against heritage assets over time is commonplace’ and presumably will not therefore be harmful here.

Although the Statement of Significance suggests that it does extend to the scheduled monument (3.2), the separate report from CGMS addresses only the potential impact upon the development site itself and makes no reference to the impact upon the setting of the scheduled monument. This is a curious omission; possibly this aspect was not included in their brief. In our pre-application advice we suggested that CGMS might be asked to assess the impact upon the setting in a more useful way than has been done in the Statement of Significance, but this has not been done.

It is clear that the proposed development has the potential to cause harm through the loss of the setting of the scheduled monument, and that harm will amount to substantial harm. The NPPF advises that substantial harm to a scheduled monument should be ‘wholly exceptional’ and should be outweighed by substantial public benefits of the proposal. In our view the one element of which is offered as a benefit to the heritage asset itself in the form of an extra car park in no way outweighs the substantial harm of the development.

The development would result in substantial harm to the scheduled monument of Deddington Castle. Paragraph 133 of the NPPF sets out the circumstances in which such harm might be acceptable and in our view none of them apply here. 

Recommendation
The substantial harm which would result from this development is not outweighed by substantial public benefits and the application should be refused.

Please contact me if we can be of further assistance. We would be grateful to receive a copy of the decision notice in due course. This will help us to monitor actions related to changes to historic places.

Yours sincerely

Chris Welch
Inspector of Ancient Monuments

E-mail: Chris.Welch@english-heritage.org.uk

cc Hugh Coddington, Oxfordshire County Council
