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1.0 INTRODUCTION  

1.1 This Heritage Statement has been produced by Heritage Collective on behalf of 

CALA Management Ltd. It relates to an outline application for planning 

permission seeking consent for the principle of, and access for, residential 

development within the grounds of Coton Park, Churchover, Rugby with all 

matters reserved. 

1.2 In accordance with the requirements of paragraph 128 of the National Planning 

Policy Framework this statement describes the significance of the heritage 

assets potentially affected by the proposed development. 

Heritage Assets 

1.3 Coton House is a grade II* listed country house dating from the late 18th 

century, likely by Samuel Wyatt. It was added to the list of buildings of special 

architectural or historic interest on 4 December 1951, the list description for 

Coton House is contained within Appendix 2.1.

1.4 Approximately 200m west of Coton House is its ancillary stables, Coton House 

Stableblock, a grade II listed building. The red brick stable block dates from 

the late 18th century and was added to the list of buildings of special 

architectural or historic interest on 9 February 1976, the list description is 

contained within Appendix 2.2.

1.5 Approximately 470m south west from Coton House is a Bowl Barrow, a 

scheduled ancient monument. The barrow dates from c.2400-1500BC and was 

first designated on 17 February 1927 (most recently amended 16 April 1999) 

and the list description for the asset is contained within Appendix 2.3.

1.6 The application site is not within or adjacent to a conservation area. The nearest 

conservation area is the Churchover Conservation Area, approximately 920m 

to the northwest of the application site. Historically there are associations 

between Coton House and the conservation area as many inhabitants of the 

village would have worked at or on farms associated with Coton House. Due to 

distance and separation, both visual and physical, between the application site 

and the conservation area the proposed development is not capable of affecting 

its significance.
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1.7 The gardens and parkland surrounding Coton House (referred to as Coton Park 

Gardens) were extensively landscaped in the late 18th century with some 

elements surviving. The gardens have been identified by Warwickshire County 

Council as a non-designated heritage asset. While no formal boundary of the 

landscape is available it is probable that most of the land directly surrounding 

Coton House (its immediate gardens and parkland) falls within the non-

designated landscape. As such, for the purposes of this report it is considered 

that the application site falls within the boundary of the non-designated 

heritage asset. 

The Proposal  

1.8 In brief, the current proposals entail the provision of 100 dwellings across two 

fields to the north west of Coton House and Stableblock adjacent to the existing 

avenue and boundary with the A426. The two fields are also separately being 

proposed for allocation by Rugby Borough Council. 

1.9 On 9 May 2014 Rugby Borough Council granted planning permission for ‘…the 

demolition of redundant buildings, alterations to existing access on to A426, 

change of use and extension of Coton House to form 4 dwellings, construction 

of garaging to serve Coton House, change of use of stable buildings and 

extension to form 8 dwellings, change of use of the old dairy and extension to 

form 1 dwelling, conversion of buildings H, J & K to form 3 dwellings, 

engineering works to form a noise bund, belowground installation of private 

sewage treatment plant; and Outline Planning Permission for the provision of a 

new estate village comprising of the provision of 60 dwellings together with 

internal access, road layout, car parking, relocation of electricity sub-station,  

landscaping and open space and 2 bat barns (access and layout to be 

considered at this stage) (76 dwellings in total).’ at Coton Park (LPA ref: 

R12/1353). As such, a context for residential development has been 

established at Coton Park.

1.10 As this is an outline application seeking permission for principal and access with 

all other matters reserved, this Heritage Statement will assess the scheme in 

the broadest terms, based on the information made available through the latest 

masterplan.
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1.11 Since 2015 numerous stages of pre-application enquiry and discussion have 

been undertaken with Rugby Borough Council. Throughout pre-application 

discussions the Local Planning Authority (LPA) were broadly supportive of the 

principle of development and the masterplan was developed based on these 

discussions. The current iteration of the masterplan and this Heritage 

Statement seek to alleviate any aspects of concern regarding detailing raised 

to date by the LPA and address generalised comments raised by Historic 

England when responding to the draft allocation of the site.  

Purpose of the Study  

1.12 The purpose of this document is to assist with the determination of the 

application by informing the decision takers on the effects of development on 

the historic built environment. Value judgements relating to the significance 

and interest (including the contribution setting makes to this) of the heritage 

assets have taken into account their architecture, history, materials, context 

and an understanding of the development of the area.

1.13 Consideration is given to the effects of development upon the setting of the 

listed building in accordance with the provisions of the Planning (Listed 

Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act, 1990, specifically Section 66(1). The 

report also sets out how the proposal performs with the guidance and policy of 

the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, March 2012), and local planning 

policy. 

1.14 The remainder of the report is split into four sections, each with a separate 

heading. Section 2 contains the relevant national and local heritage planning 

policy and guidance. This is followed by an assessment of the relative 

significance of the assets and an assessment of the impacts of the proposed 

development. The conclusions of the report are summarised in the final section.

1.15 In March 2013, a Heritage Assessment was produced by Woodhall Planning & 

Conservation for the previous phase of residential development at Coton House. 

This report was thoroughly researched and has, in part, informed the text of 

this statement. Researched historic images from the report are contained within 

Appendix 3 of this statement.
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2.0 RELEVANT POLICY CONTEXT 

Legislation 

2.1 Legislation relating to listed buildings is contained in the Planning (Listed 

Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. Sections 16 and 66 of the Act 

place a duty on the decision maker to have special regard to the desirability of 

preserving the setting of listed buildings and their settings.

2.2 Section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 

1990 states that:

“In considering whether to grant planning permission for General duty as 

development which affects a listed building or its setting, the local respects 

listed planning authority or, as the case may be, the Secretary of State 

shall have buildings in special regard to the desirability of preserving the 

building or its setting or exercise of any features of special architectural or 

historic interest which it possesses.” 

2.3 The decision maker is required to give considerable importance and weight to 

the desirability of preserving listed buildings and their settings, and where there 

is conflict with the statutory objective in Section 66(1), the question for the 

decision maker is whether the presumption is overridden by other 

considerations of public interest.

2.4 It is essential that in applying the subsequent advice in paragraphs 131 to 134 

of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), which is expressed in terms 

of a balance rather than expressly referring to issues of weight and significance, 

the approach of the decision maker is consistent with the statutory obligation 

under Section 66(1). Thus, the questions should not be addressed as a simple 

balancing exercise but whether there is justification for overriding the 

presumption in favour of preservation.

The National Planning Policy Framework 2012 (the NPPF) 

2.5 The NPPF constitutes the Government’s current national guidance and policy 

regarding development in the historic environment. It is a material 

consideration and includes a succinct policy framework for local planning 
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authorities and decision takers. It relates to planning law by stating that 

applications are to be determined in accordance with the local plans unless 

material considerations indicate otherwise.

2.6 Paragraphs 126 to 141 of the NPPF deal with conserving and enhancing the 

historic environment with much emphasis on “significance”, defined in Annex 2 

as:

“The value of a heritage asset to this and future generations because of its 

heritage interest. That interest may be archaeological, architectural, 

artistic or historic. Significance derives not only from a heritage asset’s 

physical presence, but also from its setting." 

2.7 Annex 2 of the NPPF (2012) describes the setting of a heritage asset as:

 “The surroundings in which a heritage asset is experienced. Its extent is 

not fixed and may change as the asset and its surroundings evolve. 

Elements of a setting may make a positive or negative contribution to the 

significance of an asset, may affect the ability to appreciate that 

significance or may be neutral.” 

2.8 Further information on the interpretation of setting for the purpose of the Act 

has been established in the High Court decision by Justice Lang in Steer v 

SSCLG [2017] regarding Keddleston Hall, Derbyshire, a grade I listed 

building. J Lang concluded that: 

 ‘The issue of setting which treated visual connections as essential and 

determinative […is an] error of law.’ 

2.9 As such setting should not be defined too narrowly and it should not only be

visual or physical connections that inform whether an application site is within 

or outside the setting of an asset, nor whether it affects significance. Abstract 

and contextual concepts should also be considered.

2.10 Paragraph 128 of the NPPF places a duty on the Local Planning Authority (LPA) 

to require an applicant to describe the significance of any heritage assets 

affected by a proposal, providing a proportionate level of detail. The effects of 

any development on a heritage asset therefore need to be assessed against the 
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four components of its heritage significance: its archaeological, architectural, 

artistic and historic interests.

2.11 Paragraph 129 requires LPAs to identify and assess the "the particular 

significance of any heritage asset". This should be taken into account when 

considering the impact of a proposal on a heritage asset, including by 

development affecting its setting.

2.12 Paragraph 131 requires local planning authorities to take account of the 

desirability of new development, making a positive contribution to local 

character and distinctiveness.

2.13 Paragraph 132 applies specifically to designated heritage assets. It states that 

great weight should be given to their conservation and it requires a 

proportionate approach (i.e. the more important the asset, the greater the 

weight attached to its conservation).

2.14 Conservation (for heritage policy) is defined in Annex 2 of the NPPF: 

“The process of maintaining and managing change to a heritage asset in a 

way that sustains and, where appropriate, enhances its significance.” 

2.15 The importance and relevance of this definition is that it does not suggest 

conservation to be the same as preservation. Indeed, what sets conservation 

apart is the emphasis on proactively maintaining and managing change and not 

on a reactive approach to resisting change. In its simplest interpretation 

conservation could amount to a change that at least sustains the significance

of a heritage asset.

2.16 Paragraph 133 deals with substantial harm to, or total loss of, significance of a 

designated heritage asset. In cases of substantial harm or total loss of 

significance, applications should be refused unless it can be demonstrated that

the substantial harm or loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefit 

that outweighs that harm or loss. Paragraph 134 deals with cases of less than 

substantial harm and notes that any such harm should be weighed against the 

public benefits of the proposal. Heritage protection and the conservation of 

heritage assets are recognised as of benefit to the public.
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2.17 Harm is defined by Historic England as a change which erodes the significance 

of a heritage asset.

2.18 Paragraph 135 of the NPPF notes that when considering the effect of 

applications on the significance of non-designated heritage assets a balanced 

judgement is required having regard to the scale of harm or loss and the 

significance of the asset. 

2.19 Paragraph 137 notes that proposals which preserve those elements of the 

setting of heritage assets that make a positive contribution to or better reveal 

the significance of that asset should be treated favourably.

National Planning Policy Guidance Documents 

National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) 2014 

2.20 The National Planning Practice Guidance (2014) provides advice on enhancing 

and conserving the historic environment in accordance with the NPPF (2012).

2.21 The setting is the surroundings in which an asset is experienced, and may 

therefore be more extensive than its curtilage. The guidance notes that a 

thorough assessment of the impact on setting needs to take into account, and 

be proportionate to, the significance of the heritage asset and the degree to 

which proposed changes enhance or detract from that significance and the 

ability to appreciate it.

2.22 In relation to harm the guidance states:

“Whether a proposal causes substantial harm will be a judgment for the 

decision taker, having regard to the circumstances of the case and the 

policy in the National Planning Policy Framework. In general terms, 

substantial harm is a high test, so it may not arise in many cases. For 

example, in determining whether works to a listed building constitute 

substantial harm, an important consideration would be whether the 

adverse impact seriously affects a key element of its special architectural 

or historic interest. It is the degree of harm to the asset’s significance 

rather than the scale of the development that is to be assessed. The harm 

may arise from works to the asset or from development within its setting.” 



 HeritageCollective

Heritage Statement Coton House, 
Churchover, Rugby

On behalf of CALA 
Management Ltd 

June 2017 © 11

GPA3: Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets (Historic 

England, 2015) 

2.23 This document, published by Historic England (previously known as English 

Heritage) in April 2015, replaces the earlier 2011 setting guidance. The 

document provides for a thorough understanding of the setting of a heritage 

asset and the relationship of the setting to curtilage, character and context. 

2.24 The guidance document notes, in paragraph 9 and 10, that the protection of 

the setting of heritage assets need not prevent change. The document 

recognises that not all heritage assets are of equal importance and states that 

the contribution made by their setting to their significance will also vary. Not 

all settings have the same capacity to accommodate change without causing 

harm to the significance of the asset.

2.25 As per earlier English Heritage guidance the document advocates a stepped 

approach to assessing the impact of change within setting on the significance 

of heritage assets. This stepped approach is: 

Step 1: identify which heritage assets and their settings are 

affected;  

Step 2: assess whether, how and to what degree these settings 

make a contribution to the significance of the heritage asset(s);   

Step 3: assess the effects of the proposed development, whether 

beneficial or harmful, on that significance;   

Step 4: explore the way to maximise enhancement and avoid or 

minimise harm; and 

Step 5: make and document the decision and monitor outcomes.  

2.26 Guidance under Step 2 notes that the asset’s physical surroundings and how 

the asset is experienced (such as views, noise, tranquillity, sense of enclosure 

etc.) should be taken in to consideration.

2.27 Step 3 is also important in making it clear that a proposed development should 

not be assessed in terms of its impact on setting; instead it should be assessed 

in terms of the impacts on significance. That is to say, what matters is not the 

extent of visibility of the development or change to the setting of an asset, but 
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the extent of change to its archaeological, architectural, artistic or historic 

interest. In some circumstances, this evaluation may need to extend to 

cumulative and complex impacts which may have as great an effect on heritage 

assets as large scale development and which may not only be visual. At the 

very least the assessment should address the key attributes of the development 

in terms of its location and siting, form and appearance, additional effects and 

permanence.

Local Planning Policy Context 

2.28 The Borough’s Core Strategy was adopted June 2011 and is the primary piece 

of local planning policy for Rugby. The only policy relevant to heritage in the 

Core Strategy is Policy CS16. 

2.29 Policy CS16 Sustainable Design: This policy notes that all development needs 

to demonstrate high quality, inclusive and sustainable design and that 

development will only be allowed where proposals are of a scale, density and 

design that would not cause any material harm to the qualities, character and 

amenity of the areas in which they are situated. Among other factors (not 

relevant to this report) the policy notes that new development should seek to 

complement, enhance and utilise where possible, the historic environment and 

must not have a significant impact on existing designated and non-designated 

heritage assets and their settings. 

2.30 In June 2011, post the Core Strategy adoption, a number of policies from the 

Local Plan Policies were saved. Policy E17 is relevant to this report. 

2.31 E17 Development affecting parks and gardens and other elements of historic 

landscape: This policy notes that planning permission will not be granted for 

development, which would adversely affect the character, appearance, or 

setting of a registered park and gardens, any other element of the Historic 

Landscape, or parks or gardens of acknowledged local importance. The policy 

also notes that development proposals should not compromise the future 

restoration of such Parks or Gardens, or other element of the Historic 

Landscape and wherever possible should seek to enhance such features.
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3.0 ASSESSMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE  

3.1 It is recognised that not all parts of a heritage asset will necessarily be of 

equal significance. In some cases, certain elements could accommodate 

change without affecting the significance of the asset. Change is only 

considered harmful if it erodes an asset’s significance. Understanding the 

significance of any heritage assets affected and any contribution made by 

their setting (paragraph 128, NPPF 2012) is therefore fundamental to 

understanding the scope for and acceptability of change.

3.2 A description of the significance of Coton House (grade II*); the Stableblock 

(grade II); bowl barrow (SAM); and Coton Park Gardens as a non-

designated heritage asset, are presented below. The descriptions are 

proportionate to the assets’ significance and are sufficient to understand the 

nature of any impact the proposals may have upon that significance.

Listed Buildings 

Coton House (Grade II*) 

3.3 The land now forming Coton Park was likely the original site for a monastic 

precinct called Coombe Abbey. Following the dissolution of the monasteries 

in 1536 the land was passed to the Duchess of Richmond and shortly after 

to the Dixwell family. 

3.4 In 1787 the site was inherited by Abraham Grimes who demolished the 

existing house on the site and arranged for the present Coton House, now 

grade II* listed, to be built. The neo-classically inspired building is a two 

storey, three bay, modestly sized country house constructed from regular 

buff sandstone ashlar with slate roof above.

3.5 The east elevation of the building is its main frontage and features a central, 

two storey projecting bow which houses the central doorway. The side and 

rear elevations are more modest in character. The west elevation of the 

house was predominantly rebuilt in 1975 when the service wing was 

demolished. The single storey extension at the west end of the south 

elevation dates from late 19th or early 20th century.
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3.6 It is likely, though not confirmed, that Coton House was designed by Samuel 

Wyatt (1737-1807). Wyatt was a notable English architect of the 18th and 

19th centuries and worked predominantly in a neoclassical style. In his early 

career he worked under Robert Adams and went on to design a great array 

of buildings in England, including numerous notable country houses such as 

Tatton Park, Cheshire and Trinity House, London.

3.7 In 1874 the estate (at that point around 10,000 acres) was sold to the 

politician Francis Arkwright. The building remained in residential use until 

1948 when it was converted to use as a corporate training centre and staff 

hostel. The site was then purchased in 1970 by the Post Office and used as 

its management training centre. 

3.8 In June 2010 the building was significantly damage in a fire. While the walls 

and ground floor of the building predominantly survived, the upper floor and 

roof structure was considerably damaged. 

3.9 In 2014 an application (LPA ref: R12/1353) for the restoration and 

conversion of the building into four dwellings (along with associated 

alterations and garaging etc.) was approved. However, this has since 

reverted to one dwelling. As part of these proposals the original winding 

drive to the north of Coton House has now been reinstated allowing the 

northwest avenue (previously being used as principal access into the site) 

to revert to its former secondary use. 

Architectural Interest  

3.10 Coton House is of significant architectural interest as demonstrated by its 

high grade of listing. This is predominantly due to the form, composition and 

neo-classical exterior of the building which is clearly appreciable and 

identifiable as a piece of grand late 18th century country house architecture. 

3.11 As a result of the fire damage suffered by the house the significance of the 

building has been somewhat eroded. As identified by the Woodhall Heritage 

Assessment elements of the building which are of most architectural 

interest, due to their surviving historic character include the: 

External walls;
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Central staircase hall and its surviving details, including the 

staircase itself;

Form of the principal rooms at ground floor level;

Form and surviving details of the oval room at first floor level; 

and

The surviving four marble fireplaces.

3.12 There are also curtilage listed structures within the surroundings of the 

Coton House which are both contributory factors to the architectural interest 

of Coton House (as a country house ensemble) and of some architectural 

interest in their own right. Curtilage listed buildings include, for example, 

the Dairy, a small painted brick structure with steeply pitched roofs.

Artistic Interest 

3.13 The building is of some limited artistic interest. Any aesthetic value the 

building and its internal features (such as fireplaces and the staircase) hold 

contribute to the architectural interest of the building rather than its artistic

interest. 

Archaeological Interest 

3.14 The earlier history of the site, which relates primarily to the former 

association with Coombe Abbey and any remains which may relate to that 

usage, adds to the significance of the site. 

Historic Interest 

3.15 Coton House, its surrounding buildings and grounds are of considerable 

historic interest as an illustrative example of a surviving, modestly sized 

country house, with its associated structures (including the separately listed 

stables and curtilage listed buildings), gardens and parkland, dating from 

the 18th century.

3.16 Associations with the distinguished English architect Samuel Wyatt 

contribute to the historic interest of the building, establishing it in a wider 

network of notable country houses found across the country.
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Coton House Stableblock (Grade II) 

3.17 The Stableblock, approximately 200m west of Coton House is grade II listed 

and dates to the late 18th century. The building is constructed from red brick 

in a Flemish bond with a slate hipped roof. The stables comprise three 

ranges; the main range to the northwest with ancillary ranges to the 

southwest and southeast, effectively forming an enclosed courtyard. The 

northwest elevation is the frontage of the stables and features a two storey 

range of 13 bays. The central bay is a large carriage entrance with flying 

freehold above, projecting above the ridge line and featuring a clock and bell 

tower. 

3.18 Throughout the building there is considerable evidence of alteration and 

extension, specifically in the form of in-filled and newly created openings 

predominantly thought to date from a period of restoration and alteration 

associated with its conversion to residential accommodation. 

Architectural Interest 

3.19 Coton House Stableblock is a building of some architectural interest, 

primarily derived from its robust architectural quality and form as a relatively 

complete late 18th century stable block. It is the frontage, the northwest 

elevation, which is of primary architectural interest due to the carefully 

detailed carriage arch with clock and bell tower. Though of architectural 

interest, later alterations, most prominently during the 20th century 

including physical alterations and change of use, have had an effect on the 

architectural interest of the building. 

Artistic Interest 

3.20 The significance of the grade II listed Stableblock is not derived from any 

artistic interest.

Archaeological Interest 

3.21 The significance of the grade II listed Stableblock is not derived from any 

archaeological interest.
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Historic Interest 

3.22 As with Coton House the historic interest of the stable block is primarily 

derived from the group value the structures hold with the associated 

structures and gardens and parkland. This group value well illustrates the 

surviving modestly sized country house dating from the late 18th century.

The Setting of Coton House and the Stableblock 

3.23 Despite the presence of the M6 motorway, industrial development to the 

south and recent permitted residential development the listed buildings are 

still experienced in a fairly rural context which, although having undergone 

some change, those areas immediately surrounding the listed buildings are

similar to the surroundings present at the buildings’ time of construction in 

the late 18th century. Much of the wider estate originally associated with 

Coton House was sold off in the late 19th century. 

3.24 Though experienced in a rural context due to dense boundary planting the 

listed buildings within the site cannot be readily appreciated outside of their 

curtilage, i.e. beyond the site’s boundary. As such, Coton House and the 

Stableblock are best experienced from within the gardens and parkland

immediately surrounding the buildings and to their east and north east. Due 

to mature planting around the buildings they are, for the most part, only 

clearly visible from close at hand. The gardens and parkland have been 

identified as a non-designated heritage asset, the individual interest of which 

is contained later within the report. Areas immediately surrounding the 

buildings and to the east have retained their mostly open quality and some 

18th and 19th century trees and features survive; these factors contribute 

to and better reveal the significance of Coton House and the Stableblock.

3.25 As a result of the consented development and existing trees there is little or 

no intervisibility between the Stableblock and Coton House. However, due 

to the strong spatial and historic connection these structures share their 

presence in each other’s settings and this enhances and better reveals the 

significance of the two listed buildings.
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3.26 Land to the south of the Coton House and the Stableblock upon which 

residential development is underway (Appendix 5.15-5.16) makes only a

neutral contribution to the significance of the buildings. 

Coton House  

3.27 Coton House itself is best appreciated as a modestly sized 18th century 

country house from within close proximity; particularly from its gardens to 

the east and northeast. Views from longer distances are limited due to 

surrounding tree cover. However, within the gardens there are numerous 

key views within which the significance of Coton House is best appreciated. 

These are shown on a plan and demonstrated in a series of photographs 

contained at Appendix 4 and include:

KV1: An oblique view directly east of Coton House at the edge of 

the identifiable parkland taking in its front elevation. This view 

only features a partial glimpse of the building due to existing 

deciduous and evergreen trees, the expanse of Coton House 

visible will vary over the year (Appendix 4.1-4.2);

KV2-4: A series of views from the parkland to the main elevation 

arching from the east to northeast. Due to surrounding dense 

tree coverage only partial glimpses of the house are available to 

each view and KV4 does not feature Coton House (Appendix 

4.3-4.8); and 

KV5: A view from the north of Coton House at the edge of the 

boundary planting taking in the north (secondary) elevation of 

the building (Appendix 4.9-4.10).

3.28 Within these views Coton House, as an illustrative example of a surviving 

18th century country house, with its associated structures, gardens and 

parkland, can be best experienced. Views KV1-KV3 also allow the 

architectural interest of the building to be best appreciated as they feature 

the elevation of primary interest. Other views within the parkland which 

feature Coton House are considered to be incidental and do not contribute 

to or better reveal the significance of the grade II* listed building. 

3.29 Views from the east elevation of Coton House (including ground and upper 

floor windows) are considered to be of some importance as they are 
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designed to feature the large area of parkland in front of the house 

(Appendix 5.9).  

3.30 Very recently the main northern drive to Coton House has been reinstated 

as part of the building’s wider restoration. When approaching Coton House 

through the drive, as originally intended, there will be a sense of grandeur 

and anticipation along the approach to the house with glimpses towards the 

main building. 

Stableblock  

3.31 The grade II listed Stableblock is surrounded to the north by dense tree 

growth meaning that the structure is best appreciated within close proximity 

in views from the northwest looking southeast towards the main elevation

of the building which features the large clock and bell tower. 

3.32 There are no designed views featuring the grade II listed building; 

importantly the northwest of the building cannot be seen when looking down 

the existing avenue into the site (as demonstrated by photographs contained 

in Appendix 5.6-5.7).  

Contribution of the Application Site to the Setting (Significance) of 

Designated Heritage Assets 

3.33 The application site is located within the setting of the listed buildings and

comprises two fields to the west and north west of Coton House (these are 

also proposed for allocation by the Local Planning Authority). The two fields 

flank the western avenue against the northwest boundary of the Coton Park

Gardens.

3.34 A full assessment of the significance of the application site as part of a non-

designated heritage asset is provided in the section below entitled ‘Coton 

Park Gardens’. That section identifies that the two fields are much altered 

with key parkland features lost and are of lower sensitivity than parkland 

and gardens further east.

3.35 Due to physical and visual separation there are no key views from this area

towards Coton House (Appendix 5.13-5.14). Views from Coton House and 
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towards the area are also limited as demonstrated by photographs contained 

in Appendix 5.11-5.12. This coupled with the highly altered nature of the 

site means that the although the site is part of the wider parkland associated 

with Coton House, this part of its setting makes a very limited contribution 

to the significance of the grade II* listed Coton House.

3.36 There is no intervisibility between the two fields and the Stableblock due to 

existing intervening tree coverage. Additionally, as is clear from a site 

inspection the avenue was not designed or formed in order to provide views 

of the Stableblock (there is no alignment between the avenue and stables).

This, coupled with the lower interest of the fields themselves as part of the 

non-designated landscape means that the application site makes only a very 

limited contribution to the significance of the grade II listed Stableblock as 

part of the wider (though much altered) parkland in which the building is 

located.

Bowl Barrow (Scheduled Ancient Monument) 

3.37 The significance of this scheduled ancient monument can be summarised as 

being defined by:

It being one of c.10,000 nationally surviving bowl barrows;

The asset being representative of its period insofar as the 

diversity of beliefs and social organisation;

Artefactual evidence of social status, funerary practices, dietary 

habits, diseases and standards of living of the local population at 

the time of construction and use;

The survival of primary and secondary burials and associated 

artefacts; and

The buried remains which provide information about landscape, 

environment and climate in the vicinity at the time of 

construction and use.

3.38 The barrow has been present since c.2400-1500BC and its current 

surroundings are in no way comparable to those present at the time of 

construction. At the time of construction, the area would have been open 

countryside with a small settlement nearby; the barrow being constructed 
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as a standalone feature reflecting funerary practices of the time. Specific 

elements of the setting of the barrow which are at odds with its original 

environment include the Coton Estate itself (which was first set up as a 

monastic precinct hundreds, if not thousands, of years after the barrow was 

constructed), the M6 to the south and numerous other modern features, for 

example the nearby telecommunications mast.

3.39 While the barrow would have been experienced by visitors to the estate the 

barrow holds no specific historic associations with Coton Park as it 

considerably pre-dates the estate and its contemporary features (including 

house and gardens) and was never formally integrated with the

gardens/parkland.

Contribution of the Application Site to the Setting (Significance) of the Bowl Barrow 

(Scheduled Ancient Monument) 

3.40 Overall, the setting of the barrow is much changed and makes a neutral 

contribution to significance. The significance of the barrow is entirely 

contained within its fabric and artefactual evidence of past human 

occupation. Those parts of the Coton Park estate, and other nearby areas of 

open countryside, while providing a mostly green backdrop to experience 

the barrow, do not make any meaningful contribution or better reveal the 

significance of the asset.

Coton Park Gardens (Non-designated Heritage Asset) 

3.41 The grounds surrounding Coton House have been identified by Warwickshire 

County Council as a non-designated heritage asset.

3.42 As previously identified the grounds of the present Coton House were 

previously associated with Coombe Abbey, a medieval monastic precinct. 

There is some suggestion that the existing moat, comprising a northwest –

southeast arm and a longer southwest – northeast arm was originally a

monastic feature. However, it is more likely, due to the form and scale of 

the remnant moat, that the feature is a later structure, potentially a 19th 

century landscape feature or folly. Regardless of the provenance of the 

moat, it is apparent than numerous late 19th and 20th century interventions 

provide the most tangible characteristics of its current form.
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3.43 The house originally sat within an area of extensive gardens and parkland, 

some evidence of the historic landscaping survives. This appears to be 

contemporary with the redevelopment of the site by Abraham Grimes. Much 

of the wider estate associated with Coton House was sold off in the late 19th 

century. 

3.44 Key features of the surviving landscape elements within Coton Park Gardens 

include:

Pleasure grounds around house;

Parkland with boundary planting;

Terracing; and 

Kitchen gardens.

3.45 The main gardens and pleasure grounds of Coton House surround both the 

house and the grade II listed Stableblock and were typically laid out in a 

Picturesque approach with meandering paths between trees and shrubs. The 

walled kitchen garden, located to the southwest of the Stableblock, is 

however laid out more formally with an axis of crossing paths.  

3.46 Much of the central portion of the garden and its southern boundary was lost 

as a result of the construction of numerous large buildings in the 20th 

century. These buildings have now been demolished and this part of the site 

is in the process of being more sympathetically redeveloped with new 

homes.

3.47 Within surviving areas of garden many 19th century trees are present, for 

example to the avenue of trees along the north drive. Some of the original 

configuration of planting, both within the gardens and wider parkland, has 

been lost as a result of numerous phases of 20th century planting. 

3.48 The park and gardens as a whole have undergone considerable change 

however as a result of the construction of the M6 motorway to the south of 

Coton House in the 1970s, a change which effectively bisected the grounds 

of the grade II* listed building on an east - west axis.
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Contribution of the Application Site to the Significance of Coton Park Gardens 

3.49 As already noted, the two fields forming the application site are considered 

to be within the non-designated heritage asset. The fields are divided in two

by the existing 19th century tree lined western avenue. 

3.50 A full assessment of the development of the former service avenue is 

contained within Appendix 6 alongside relevant historic mapping. Historic 

map evidence suggests that the original layout of the park had a winding 

drive approaching the house through the parkland from the north and this 

is likely to have been the formal entrance. Until very recently the northern 

access was blocked and principal access into the site was made through the 

northwest tree lined avenue (the northern driveway has now been re-

established as part of the restoration of the main house). Until the northern 

access was blocked the northwest tree lined avenue would therefore have 

provided a service entrance to the park, out of sight from the residents of 

the main house. The precise date of the re-orientation of the formal access 

is unknown although the age of the trees suggests this was around the turn 

of the 20th century. The gate posts and attached walls at the northern end 

of this avenue date to the mid-late 20th century and do not display any 

notable design characteristics. The restoration of the main north drive has 

importantly had the effect that the tree lined avenue is now restored as a 

secondary entrance to the park.

3.51 As demonstrated by historic Ordnance Survey mapping, many of the original 

trees within the application site, the feature which most readily identified 

the spaces as estate parkland, have now been lost across both fields. Historic 

mapping also shows that the northern part of the site has, since at least the 

19th century, held some degree of physical separation from the wider 

parkland, during the early 20th century additional planting further 

separated, visually and physically, this part of the park from the parkland to 

the east. It also demonstrates that the southern part of the area proposed 

for allocation, once interconnected with the wider parkland, has been 

physically subdivided, probably in the 20th century. 

3.52 As such, it is demonstrably clear that the parts of the non-designated 

landscape of most interest are the pleasure grounds and gardens 

immediately surrounding Coton House and the Stableblock and the parkland 
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to the east. Those parts of the non-designated heritage asset which form 

the application site, due to their historic development and subdivision from 

the site and later alterations, are of lower interest and sensitivity. 

3.53 Overall, the park and garden surrounding Coton House as a non-designated 

heritage asset is of some interest. This is primarily of interest as a remnant 

Picturesque garden and parkland dating to the 18th and 19th centuries and 

as a result of the contribution the grounds make to the interest of the listed 

buildings within them, allowing their significance as a late 18th century 

estate to be better revealed. However, it is clear that the level of interest

ascribed varies across the site depending on a number of factors including 

primarily the parkland’s intactness and survival. It is identified that those 

parts of the non-designated heritage asset forming the application site are 

of lower heritage interest and possess a greater capacity for change. 
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4.0 IMPACT ASSESSMENT AND POLICY COMPLIANCE 

4.1 This section appraises the impacts of the proposed development on the 

heritage sensitivities identified within the report. It seeks to support the 

Local Planning Authority in their decision making process. 

Impact Assessment  

4.2 The proposed development involves an application for outline planning 

permission (for principal and access with all other matters reserved) for the 

provision of 100 dwellings within Coton Park. This report has identified a 

number of assets capable of being affected by the proposed development 

and these include Coton House (grade II), the Stableblock (grade II), bowl 

barrow (SAM) and Coton Park as a non-designated heritage asset itself. 

4.3 The two fields upon which the development is proposed are located to the 

northwest edge of Coton Park adjacent to the estate boundary with the A426 

and either side of the existing tree lined avenue. Access to the residential 

development is proposed from the northwest directly off the A426 via a 

newly constructed roundabout. Access into the two development sites is 

proposed from the eastern end of the existing avenue. The effect of the 

removal of trees is discussed below (this is limited to those trees capable of 

affecting the heritage significance of the site, other trees proposed for 

removal are discussed in the arboriculture report). Three pedestrian links 

are also proposed to provide access to the A426. 

4.4 As identified in the preceding section the application site makes only a 

limited contribution to the significance of Coton House and the Stableblock 

(and no contribution to the significance of the bowl barrow) and no key views 

exist between the application site and these assets. Additionally, the site 

itself, as part of the non-designated parkland, is much altered and of lower 

sensitivity than parkland and gardens further east. As such, it is ascertained 

that the application site has potential to be developed without necessarily 

resulting in significant levels of harm, to the significance of the identified 

heritage assets. 

4.5 As part of the construction process there will be temporary increases in noise 

and vibration within the setting of the listed buildings and non-designated 
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parkland. However, this is a temporary effect and will not have a material 

effect on the significance of the heritage assets.

4.6 Though the development is being submitted in outline form the layout, 

density, character, form and design of the proposed residential development 

is intended to be consistent and comparable with the designs approved as 

part of the consented scheme at Coton Park and associated applications for 

reserved matters. Layout and landscaping elements of the scheme have 

been carefully considered to ensure that the residential development is laid 

out in simplistic and sympathetic manner which responds to and reflects the 

individual form and significance of the avenue area and north and south 

sites. 

4.7 Boundary treatments are also proposed to the residential units both within 

front and rear gardens. Front garden boundary treatments are proposed to 

comprise either soft landscaping or metal estate style fencing. Within rear 

gardens, where visibility is more restricted because of the built form,

boundary treatments are more expansive and comprise 1.8m close boarded 

fencing. Due to acoustic reasons, in a small number of locations, fencing in 

the rear gardens needs to be extended to 3.2m in height. The effect of the 

boundary treatments proposed are considered as part of the assessments 

below.

The Western Avenue 

4.8 Residential development, in the form of eight detached houses, are proposed 

to flank the avenue and it will be these dwellings which are most appreciable 

when viewed from the avenue itself. To minimise the visual effect of this and 

in order to retain a sense of openness and appreciation of the scale of the 

avenue trees the dwellings are considerably set back from the centre of the 

avenue (25m). In terms of building line these dwellings are far more set 

back than the consented ‘lodges’ to the eastern end of the avenue. The use 

of larger buildings at a lower density in this area also assists in retaining a 

greater sense of openness in and around the avenue. 

4.9 The effect on the avenue as a result of the provision of development either 

side should be considered in the context of the historic development and 

value of the avenue itself. The avenue in itself is not an original or key design 
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feature and is, in actuality, a mid to late 19th century gentrification of an 

earlier ancillary access route. While there would, of course, be an effect on 

the appreciation of the avenue this would have a limited effect on the 

significance of the site’s listed building and non-designated parkland due to 

the drives origins as a secondary entrance, the avenue’s later development 

and orientation of the drive which prohibits views of significant built form 

within the estate.

4.10 The avenue itself would be relatively unaffected by the proposed 

development although, as discussed above, four trees would need to be 

removed for access provisions: 

T1 and T3 (as identified in the arboriculture report) for the 

roundabout provision; and 

T16, T17, T24 and T25 (as identified in the arboriculture report) 

for egress from the avenue into the two sites. 

4.11 The trees which are proposed for removal at the northeastern end of the 

avenue do not conform to the regimented, paired arrangement of those 

trees further towards the house and while most of the trees in the avenue 

are lime trees, one of those proposed for removal is an oak, further 

suggesting these are not part of the original planting regime. Consequently, 

the removal of these 4 trees would not have any appreciable impact on the 

significance of the avenue as the view along the remaining paired trees 

would be retained and the formality of the approach would be enhanced 

through the removal of irregularly planted trees at its northwestern end. 

4.12 The location of the proposed access into the two sites has been carefully 

considered with regards to the effect of the loss of the trees and providing 

access at the eastern end of the avenue is found to be result in the least 

effect. The removal of trees at the eastern end of the avenue would only 

have a minor effect on the avenue’s interest as the overall sense of a corridor 

leading to and from the centre of the parkland would be retained and any 

noticeable ‘gaps’ mid way would be avoided.  This part of the avenue is 

already altered as a result of the consented residential development (two 

lodge type buildings flank the avenue here) and the general change in 

character with the presence of numerous examples of residential dwellings. 

It is accepted that the effect of removing these central trees will be more 



 HeritageCollective

Heritage Statement Coton House, 
Churchover, Rugby

On behalf of CALA 
Management Ltd 

June 2017 © 28

prominent in the summer month when the break will allow greater 

penetration of light through the canopy to the roadway. 

4.13 As noted in Section 3 and as elaborated in Appendix 6, the avenue was not 

the original formal and primary access to Coton House. A northern access 

road originally provided principal access to Coton House with the western 

avenue providing a secondary entrance and this has recently been reinstated 

and is now in use. Additionally, there are no views, either designed or 

incidental, featuring the Stableblock or Coton House, when looking down the 

avenue meaning no designed views of importance in this respect will be 

affected. Overall, any visual effect on the avenue, either from its western 

end or when traversing down, will be highly limited.  

The Northern Site 

4.14 The density and extent of development within the northern site has been 

carefully considered and, following numerous design iterations, a low density 

scheme is proposed with the northern building line considerably set back 

from the extent of the application site. The development is set back to the 

southern side of two existing large poplar trees which are proposed to be 

retained as part of the scheme. These trees are not historic or native 

parkland trees but are established on the site with numerous other examples 

in the wider parkland. By virtue of the considerable set back proposed and 

existing mature planting outside of the application site ensure that, in views 

from Coton House, visibility of the development is eliminated. 

4.15 The area of the site to the north of the built form is proposed to be retained 

as open. This part of the site will be left open with mown paths and will be 

planted with traditional native parkland species. These works will reinstate 

the lost parkland character to this part of the site and will result in an 

enhancement to the non-designated parkland alongside better revealing the 

significance of Coton House and the Stableblock by restoring part of the 

eroded character of its parkland setting. 

4.16 To the southeastern boundary of the northern side a large area is proposed 

to be left as open green space. This provides space for SUDS as well as 

further offsetting the development from the core of the site where Coton 

House and the Stableblock are located. The SUDS will be appropriately 
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designed as an unobtrusive feature in the landscape and the existing moat 

(broadly a 19th and 20th century construct with earlier origins) will be used 

as part of the SUDS system. This has the benefit of reducing the scale of the 

proposed SUDS but also providing for the general refurbishment of the 

existing moat which is currently in a deteriorating condition. Existing 

planting to the south-eastern boundary which physically and visually 

separates the application site from the listed house and stables is proposed 

to be retained.

The Southern Site 

4.17 The southern part of the application site is identified as being less sensitive 

in heritage terms given its location at a further distance from the listed 

buildings of the site and its existing context of recently constructed 

residential development. The layout arrangement for this part of the site 

reflects this assessment; dwellings are provided at a higher density than 

within the northern site and ancillary functional features such as a LEAP and 

pumping station are provided here. Dwellings to the south west of this part 

of the site front outwards facing the A426.

4.18 A landscape buffer is also proposed to the southern boundary of this part of 

the application site which will assist in screening the residential development 

in views from the south.

Summary of Impacts on Heritage Significance 

Coton House (Grade II*) 

4.19 In respect of the grade II* listed Coton House, it is acknowledged that the 

proposed development will have an effect on the relationship between the 

building and its parkland setting. 

4.20 Importantly, however, the proposed development preserves key parts of the 

setting of the grade II* listed Coton House which most contribute to the 

significance of the listed building, for example the pleasure grounds and 

parkland to the east.
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4.21 The application site is mostly sheltered in views from the house and to 

ensure that development is not experienced from the listed building the 

northern most line of built form has been carefully considered and sited to 

ensure shelter is provided by established tree lines. Exposed areas of the 

site remain open and undeveloped with landscape enhancements which seek 

to reinstate a traditionally appropriate parkland character to the currently 

altered areas. As such, views from the house towards the application site

would not experience any meaningful sense of urbanisation but will feature 

more appropriate parkland than currently seen. 

4.22 Coton House is best appreciated within close proximity, particularly from the 

gardens to the east and northeast and a series of long range key views have 

also been identified (KV1-5 as seen in Appendix 4). Due to the orientation 

of these views and the character (including existing trees, topography and 

landscape) of the gardens surrounding Coton House the proposed 

development will not be appreciable in these views. 

4.23 Views from the northern access driveway towards the house have also been 

considered. Such views would undergo a limited change with development 

being appreciable to the west of the drive for a portion of the approach to 

the grade II* listed building. However, existing and additional landscaping 

proposed as part of the latest scheme would filter the visual effect of the 

built form. 

4.24 Key designed views from the house are typically directed from the frontage 

east (from the principal rooms typically at first floor and above) across intact 

parkland and across wider countryside. Due to the siting of the proposed 

development these views would not be affected by the proposed 

development in any way. 

4.25 Another consideration is the effect of the proposed development visually 

separating Coton Park (specifically its listed buildings) from the road. As is 

evident from a site visit the historic core of the estate is already entirely 

visually isolated from the road as originally intended. This effect is also 

compounded as a result of the 2012 consented residential scheme which 

intervenes any potential views from the west. As such there would be no 

effect on the significance of Coton House (or the Stableblock) as a result of 

any visual separation from the road.
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4.26 Overall, while there would be an intangible loss of openness and slight 

urbanisation within the setting of the grade II* listed building there would 

be no meaningful erosion of significance due to:

The lack of change in views from Coton House, specifically those 

taking in intact elements of parkland to the east;

The preservation of key views of Coton House where its 

significance can be best appreciated;

The limited quality and lack of authenticity of the parkland 

proposed for development and the minor contribution these 

parcels of land make to the significance of Coton House; 

The preservation of key elements of setting which most 

contribute to significance; and 

The appropriate form and character of the proposed 

development. 

4.27 In summary, while some harm to the significance of the building is 

acknowledged, due to the factors identified above, this is demonstrably 

within the lower realms of less than substantial harm in NPPF terms.

Stableblock (Grade II)  

4.28 The grade II listed Stableblock plays an important role in understanding the 

estate as a whole and its historic interest. While the proposed development 

would affect the way in which the stables were approached the dense tree 

cover surrounding the building means that appreciation of the asset is only 

possible within close proximity once the vast majority of the avenue is 

behind the viewer. As part of the design development stage the building line 

back from the centre of the avenue has been considerably extended to 

further reduce the visual effect of the development when transitioning down 

the avenue. 

4.29 It is also important to reiterate here that the avenue is only a secondary 

entrance to the estate. The avenue only became the primary entrance to the 

site after it was gentrified around 100 years, if not more, after construction 

and, since the reopening of the northern entrance, the western avenue is no 

longer the primary access to the site. 
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4.30 As with the Coton House there would be an intangible loss of openness and 

slight urbanisation within the setting of the grade II listed building. However, 

the proposals would, at most, result in the lowest realms of less than 

substantial harm in NPPF to the significance of the Stableblock as a result of 

a number of factors including:

The lack of designed (and available) views of the Stableblock 

down the avenue;

The preservation of key views of the Stableblock when in close 

proximity where its significance can be best appreciated (in these

views the development would be behind the viewer);

The limited quality and lack of authenticity of the area of 

parkland proposed for development and the minor contribution 

these parcels of land make to the significance of the Stableblock; 

and 

The preservation of key elements of setting which most 

contribute to significance; i.e. the relationship with Coton House 

and its surviving other ancillary buildings. 

Bowl Barrow (SAM) 

4.31 As identified in the preceding section the bowl barrow’s setting, including 

the two fields of the application site, does not in any meaningful way 

contribute to or better reveal the significance of the scheduled ancient 

monument. 

4.32 The proposed development, while marginally reducing the green backdrop 

and openness around the asset, would not affect the heritage significance of 

the bowl barrow which is primarily contained within the buried fabric and 

artefactual evidence of past human occupation. The proposed development 

would not directly affect the fabric of the asset and would not, by virtue of 

a modest change within its setting, affect its considerable archaeological 

interest. 

4.33 As such, the proposed development would preserve (i.e. not result in any 

harm) to the significance of the scheduled ancient monument and fall 

outside of the remits of paragraph 132-134 of the NPPF.
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Coton Park (Non-designated Heritage Asset)  

4.34 The primary interest of the park is as a remnant Picturesque garden and 

parkland dating to the 18th and 19th centuries (this interest is chiefly 

contained within those parts of the park immediately surrounding Coton 

House and to its east) and the contribution this makes to the designated 

assets within it, allowing their significance to be better revealed. 

4.35 The gardens themselves however have undergone considerable change and,

as is evident by an assessment of historic mapping and a site visit, the non-

designated area is not of equal significance across the asset. The preceding 

section notes that those parts of the parkland which form the application 

site, due to successive later alterations and lack of authenticity, are of lower 

interest and lesser sensitivity to change. Parkland features such as 

sporadically spaced trees have been lost and the site is now separated, 

visually and physically, from the remaining parkland to the east.

4.36 As a result of the proposed development, the interest of the park, i.e. its 

value as a remnant Picturesque landscape and its contribution to the 

significance of assets within its boundary, would only be affected in a minor 

sense, with all key areas of significance within the non-designated landscape 

remaining unaffected. 

4.37 In accordance with paragraph 135 of the NPPF a balanced judgement is 

required in regards to the scale of harm and the significance of the heritage 

asset. In this case the harm incurred will be minimal and the significance of 

the non-designated parkland is low.

Policy Compliance 

4.38 As required by paragraph 128 of NPPF (2012) this report has described the 

significance of heritage assets affected and goes on to appraise the effects 

of the proposed residential development on the significance of the heritage 

assets identified.

4.39 The proposed residential development of two fields to the north and east of 

Coton Park is based on a thorough understanding of the historic 

development of the site and the significance of individual heritage assets in 
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the area. The proposals have been sensitively designed to provide 100

dwellings while minimising the effect on the significance of heritage assets 

through careful design. 

4.40 Overall, it is determined that the proposed development would, at most, 

result in the lowest realms of less than substantial harm to Coton House 

(grade II*) and the Stableblock (grade II). Where proposals result in less 

than substantial harm the harm incurred should be considered against the 

public benefits of the scheme in accordance with Paragraph 134 of the NPPF. 

It is a matter for the Planning Authority to consider the whether the wider 

public benefits associated with the scheme may outweigh the highly limited 

harm to the significance of the two listed buildings (lowest ranges of less 

than substantial harm). There are also heritage based public benefits insofar 

as the reinstatement of appropriate parkland character to the north of the 

application site and refurbishment of the moat, likely a 19th century 

landscape feature (with potentially earlier orsectigins).

4.41 No harm to the significance of the Bowl Barrow (a scheduled ancient 

monument) is found and harm to the non-designated landscape is minimal 

and should be assessed against paragraph 135 of the NPPF as detailed within 

the Heritage Assessment (June 2016).
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5.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

5.1 This report relates to the potential effects on the built historic environment 

as a result of the provision of residential development on land to the 

northwest of Coton Park. As required by paragraph 128 of the NPPF (2012) 

this report has described the significance of the assets capable of being 

affected by the proposed development. In this case this includes: Coton 

House (listed grade II*), the Stableblock (listed grade II). Bowl Barrow 

(SAM) and Coton Park Gardens as a non-designated heritage asset.

5.2 The heritage significance of Coton House and the Stableblock can be 

summarised as being derived from the architectural form and appearance of 

the buildings, in particular the neo-classical exterior and surviving historic 

elements of Coton House, and the historic interest of the estate as a whole 

as an illustrative example of a surviving, modestly sized country house with 

associations with the distinguished English architect Samuel Wyatt. This 

report has identified that, while forming part of the setting of Coton House 

and the Stableblock, the area of parkland forming the application site makes 

only a very limited contribution to the significance of these two designated 

heritage assets. 

5.3 Following an assessment of heritage significance and application of a 

stepped assessment as endorsed by Historic England, it is established that 

the development of the area proposed for allocation has the potential to 

result in a slight effect on the significance of the Coton House and the 

Stableblock. As identified any harm incurred would be demonstrably low and 

at the lowest end of less than substantial in NPPF terms. Where proposals 

result in less than substantial harm the harm incurred should be considered 

against the public benefits of the scheme (Paragraph 134 of the NPPF). It is 

a matter for the Planning Authority to consider whether the public benefits 

identified within the submission may outweigh the limited harm to the 

significance of the two listed buildings. 

5.4 As identified in the preceding section the proposed development is found to 

entirely preserve the significance of the bowl barrow, a scheduled ancient 

monument located approximately 470m south west of Coton House. 
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5.5 The application site is also located within Coton Park, a non-designated 

heritage asset, but is in an area of lower sensitivity which possesses a 

greater capacity for accepting change than other areas of the park and 

garden. However, the proposed development, due to the provision of 

residential development onto two currently open fields, will have an effect 

on the significance of this asset. In accordance with paragraph 135 of the 

NPPF a balanced judgement is required in regards to the scale of harm and 

the significance of the heritage asset. In this case the harm incurred will be 

minimal and the significance of the non-designated parkland is low.

5.6 As identified where possible the low level of harm identified has been 

minimised as a result of careful design which responds to the significance of 

heritage assets. 

 






























