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SUMMARY 
 
A Heritage Statement, comprising a Desk-Based Assessment has been prepared for a number 
of development proposals at Motts Farm, Forge Lane, Eridge Green, Tunbridge Wells, East 
Sussex, TN3 9LJ.  
 
The Site is currently in use as a domestic residency, with leisure facilities and mixed 
agricultural use. The proposed works involve the demolition of some structures, including a 
log-store; three sheds; a brick and glass greenhouse; a brick built garage and  the remnants 
of a brick structure. Additionally, the redevelopment of the swimming pool complex requires 
permission for the demolition and re-building of the changing rooms/boiler rooms and the 
updating of the existing glass pool enclosure. There are also proposals for small-scale 
landscaping to create a new circular turning area, as well as a proposed double-garage and 
a new extension to the Oast house. Proposed groundworks include the creation of a sand 
school with a single-storey stable, storage and office building. Finally, it is proposed to 
remove the existing oil tanks, to be replaced with an air sourced heating system for the pool 
and other forms of green energy, yet to be decided. 
 

The assessment has concluded that the significance of the heritage assets lies in the historic 
character, appearance and fabric of the farmstead, which is focussed on the survival of the 
16th century structures, namely the farmhouse and barn. Although the oast house is a later 
19th century structure, this is curtilage Listed and adds to the nature of the development of 
the farmstead and also the significance. Some of the original layout of the farmyard has 
since been significantly altered but this adds to the significance of its survival.  
 
None of the structures proposed for demolition or upgrading hold any significance and none 
are of any great age. Additionally, none of them will impact physically on the historic fabric 
of the assets. However, the most controversial issue is the re-positioning of a new proposed 
garage which will cut off the view through the original farmyard, between the oast house 
and the farmhouse. In terms of the setting of the assets, this proposal does not sit 
comfortably in the wider setting. 
 
A new extension to the rear of the oast house is proposed but designs are not yet drawn up 
for this so we cannot comment on this in detail. It is recommended that an historic building 
record is conducted to ascertain whether the rear wall of the oast house is a replacement. It 
is also recommended that the re-positioning of the garage and the circular turning area are 
considered carefully, with alternatives in place. 
 

The potential for the discovery of hitherto unknown archaeology has been supported by a 
review of the known archaeological sites near to the Site. The possibility for new 
sites/findspots being located within the proposed development area are summarised as 
follows: 
 

Prehistoric – Medium 
Romano-British - Low 
Anglo-Saxon - Low 
Medieval - Medium 
Post-medieval – High 
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1.0  INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Archaeology Services Lewes (ASL) has been commissioned by Mr and Mrs Crickmore 
(the clients) to carry out an archaeological appraisal, consisting of a Desk-Based 
Assessment (DBA), preliminary walkover survey of the land and a historic buildings 
assessment of the farm structures at Motts Farm, Forge Lane, Eridge Green, 
Tunbridge Wells, East Sussex, TN3 9LJ (Fig. 1; herein referred to as the Site). The Site 
is currently in use for both domestic purposes as well as agricultural use for the 
breeding and rearing of cattle and sheep. The proposed works would involve the 
demolition of some structures, including a log-store; three sheds; a denuded brick 
and glass greenhouse; a brick built garage and the remnants of a brick structure. 
Additionally, the redevelopment of the swimming pool complex requires permission 
for the demolition and re-building of the changing rooms/boiler rooms and the 
updating of the existing glass pool enclosure. There are also proposals for small-scale 
landscaping to create a new circular turning area, as well as a proposed double-
garage and a new extension to the oast house. Proposed groundworks will include 
the creation of a sand school with footings for a proposed single-storey stable, 
storage and office building. Finally, the proposals include the removal of the existing 
oil tanks, to be replaced with an air source heating system for the pool and other 
forms of green energy, yet to be decided. 

 

 
Fig. 1. Site Location (Reproduction in whole or in part is prohibited without the prior permission of the Ordnance Survey 

©Crown copyright and database rights 2018). OS licence No.: 100055392. 



1.2  The Site is situated at TQ 53089 34702, in Rotherfield parish. A wider Study Area of 1 

km radius has been considered to place the Site in context. 

1.3 The Oast house forms the main dwelling house for the owners, which is adjacent to a 

Listed Building. This building was first listed on 31st December 1982 and  is 

currently described on Historic England’s Listed Buildings register (List entry 

Number: 1028169) as follows: 

‘ROTHERFIELD ERIDGE GREEN 1. 5208 Motts Farmhouse TQ 53 SW 13/282 II 2. 
L-shaped house. C16. Two storeys. Three windows. Ground floor red brick, 
above tile-hung. Tiled roof. Casement windows.’  

The oast house, and all other structures, lie within the curtilage of this building. 

1.4 The overall aims of this study are to inform the owners, who may want to know 
more about the history of their property, as well as to aid commissioned 
professionals, such as planners, surveyors and architects, whose job it is to conserve 
and protect the heritage assets, whilst enabling them to be carefully adapted for 
contemporary living. Finally, it serves as a record for the future; to inform academics 
and to create a long-term, permanent record for posterity. 

1.5 The objective of this report is to provide a brief overview of the date and the form of 
construction of the extant buildings, with the specific aim of establishing the date of 
any historic fabric which may be impacted by the proposals if permission is granted. 
In noting this, the significance of the heritage assets, both individually and as a 
group, can be assessed. Additionally, the significance will be weighed against the 
benefits of the proposals, with recommendations given.  
 

1.6 It should be noted that the assessment is non-intrusive and that the report is an 
appraisal, rather than a definitive statement. Therefore, any discussions on the 
presence or absence of below-ground archaeological remains should be regarded as 
an indicator of potential. The only way to produce a definitive statement would be 
for a geophysical survey or trial trenching to define the presence/absence of any 
archaeological remains within the Site. Furthermore, the report on the standing 
buildings should not be regarded as a detailed archaeological record, nor should it be 
taken as definitive. Further research, particularly that undertaken during building 
works, is likely to refine and extend the understanding of the buildings and could 
modify the dates and phasing suggested. 

 
1.7 This report follows the recommendations set out by the Institute for Archaeologists 

in Standards and Guidance for Archaeological Desk- Based Assessments (CIfA 2014; 
updated 2017). 

 

2.0  SITE TOPOGRAPHY AND GEOLOGY 

2.1 The Site lies in an area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, to the south of Tunbridge 

Wells and west of Eridge Green, accessed off a Lane known as Forge Lane. 

2.2 The Site consists of a cluster of traditional farm buildings, as well as modern 

outbuildings, including an enclosed swimming pool with adjacent changing 



rooms/boiler room and various sheds and glasshouses. The farm is in an isolated 

location surrounded by open land to all sides and is not over-looked by any adjacent 

properties. The topography slopes downhill gently on the south-east side towards a 

stream, elsewhere it lies within a fairly flat parcel of land.  

2.3 The local geology of the area is Wadhurst Clay formation comprising mudstone; a 

sedimentary bedrock formed approximately 134 to 139 million years ago in the 

Cretaceous Period. The local environment was previously dominated by swamps, 

estuaries and deltas1. A British Geological Survey borehole drilled approximately 

800m east of the Site found the clay deposit to be up to 4.0m thick2. 

3.0  PLANNING BACKGROUND 
 
3.1  Town and country planning legislation and procedures 
 
 In March 2012, Government policies relating to planning were defined in the 

National Planning Policy Framework. Section 12 (paragraphs 126-141) of the 
framework (Conserving and enhancing the historic environment) outlines specific 
policies relating to the historic environment and the role it plays in the 
Government’s definition of sustainable development. 

 
 Local planning authorities are required to ‘set out in their Local Plan a positive 

strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment’, recognising 
that ‘heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource’ and should be conserved ‘in a 
manner appropriate to their significance’. 

 
 The framework requires that planning applicants should ‘describe the significance of 

any heritage assets affected’ by their application, ‘including any contribution made 
by their setting’. 

 
3.2  The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
 

In 2012 the NPPF set out the Government’s planning policies for England and how 
these are expected to be applied. It sets out the Government’s requirements for the 
planning system only to the extent that it is relevant, proportionate and necessary to 
do so. It provides a framework within which local people and their accountable 
councils can produce their own distinctive local and neighbourhood plans, which 
reflect the needs and priorities of their communities. Section 12 of the NPPF relates 
to conserving and enhancing the historic environment and requires local planning 
authorities to set out in their Local Plan a positive strategy for the conservation and 
enjoyment of the historic environment, including heritage assets most at risk 
through neglect, decay or other threats. In doing so, they should recognise that 
heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource and conserve them in a manner 
appropriate to their significance. In developing this strategy, local planning 
authorities should take into account:  
 

                                                           
1  (http://mapapps.bgs.ac.uk/geologyofbritain/home.html). 
2 BGS borehole ID: 614090 locationTQ540345. 
 

http://mapapps.bgs.ac.uk/geologyofbritain/home.html


● the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and 
putting them to viable uses consistent with their conservation; 
● the wider social, cultural, economic and environmental benefits that conservation 
of the historic environment can bring; 
● the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local 
character and distinctiveness;  
● opportunities to draw on the contribution made by the historic environment to the 
character of a place. 

 
3.3 The following sections of the NPPF relate to this planning application and we believe 

that the application, along with the Heritage Statement, addresses these 
requirements as follows: 

 
128. In determining applications, local planning authorities should require an 
applicant to describe the significance of any heritage assets affected, including any 
contribution made by their setting. The level of detail should be proportionate to the 
assets’ importance and no more than is sufficient to understand the potential impact 
of the proposal on their significance. As a minimum the relevant historic environment 
record should have been consulted and the heritage assets assessed using 
appropriate expertise where necessary. Where a site on which development is 
proposed includes or has the potential to include heritage assets with archaeological 
interest, local planning authorities should require developers to submit an 
appropriate Desk-Based Assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation. 

 
129. Local planning authorities should identify and assess the particular significance 
of any heritage asset that may be affected by a proposal (including by development 
affecting the setting of a heritage asset) taking account of the available evidence and 
any necessary expertise. They should take this assessment into account when 
considering the impact of a proposal on a heritage asset, to avoid or minimise 
conflict between the heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of the proposal. 

 
131. In determining planning applications, local planning authorities should take 
account of: 
 
● the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and 
putting them to viable uses consistent with their conservation; 
● the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to 
sustainable communities including their economic vitality; and 
● the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local 
character and distinctiveness. 

 
132. When considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of 
a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s 
conservation. The more important the asset, the greater the weight should be. 
Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage 
asset or development within its setting. As heritage assets are irreplaceable, any 
harm or loss should require clear and convincing justification. Substantial harm to or 
loss of a grade II listed building, park or garden should be exceptional. Substantial 
harm to or loss of designated heritage assets of the highest significance, notably 
scheduled monuments, protected wreck sites, battlefields, grade I and II* listed 



buildings, grade I and II* registered parks and gardens, and World Heritage Sites, 
should be wholly 
exceptional. 
 
134. Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the 
significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the 
public benefits of the proposal, including securing its optimum viable use. 
 
135. The effect of an application on the significance of a non-designated heritage 
asset should be taken into account in determining the application. In weighing 
applications that affect directly or indirectly non-designated heritage assets, a 
balanced judgement will be required having regard to the scale of any harm or loss 
and the significance of the heritage asset. 
 
136. Local planning authorities should not permit loss of the whole or part of a 
heritage asset without taking all reasonable steps to ensure the new development 
will proceed after the loss has occurred. 

 
137. Local planning authorities should look for opportunities for new development 
within Conservation Areas and World Heritage Sites and within the setting of 
heritage assets to enhance or better reveal their significance. Proposals that preserve 
those elements of the setting that make a positive contribution to or better reveal the 
significance of the asset should be treated favourably. 

 

4.0  ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 
 
4.1  Introduction 
 
 The Historic Environment Record (HER) maintained by the East Sussex Records Office 

(ESRO) was consulted for the Site (reference number: 185/18). Details were taken of 
all archaeological sites and Listed Buildings within the defined Study Area, which is a 
radius of 500m.  

 
Conservation Areas 
The Site does lies outside the Conservation Area of Eridge Green and the Forstal. 
 
Archaeological Notification Areas 
East Sussex County Council, which advises the local planning authorities on 
archaeological matters, has identified various Archaeological Notification Areas 
(ANAs) throughout the county which are plotted onto a map (Fig. 2). These ANA 
maps are to be considered during the process of planning applications, in association 
with the County Archaeologist acting as consultant, but the areas have no statutory 
status or protection. Whilst the development is not situated directly within an ANA, 
it is flanked by two ANAs. One area known to contain prehistoric rock shelters (ANA 
DES8646) lies at Birchden Forge, where a medieval forge is also situated some 500m 
north of the Site. There is an additional rock shelter (ANA DES9155) some 400m 
north-west of the Site, with further outcrops to the west which have been identified 
with some north facing outcrops having the potential to reveal more rock shelters. 
Further afield are several iron working furnaces or ‘bloomery’ sites at Rocks Wood 
(ANA DES9156) and Hamsell furnace (ANA DES9117). This therefore raises the 



potential for below ground archaeological remains to exist within the development 
area. 
 
 

 
Fig. 2. The ANA map for Eridge. 

 

4.2 Archaeological periods represented 
 
 A suggested timescale of the archaeological periods referred to in this report is listed 

below.  
 

Prehistoric: Palaeolithic (c. 750,000 BC‒c. 10,000 BC) 
Prehistoric: Mesolithic (c. 10,000 BC‒c. 5,000 BC) 
Prehistoric: Neolithic (c. 5,000 BC‒c. 2,300 BC) 
Prehistoric: Bronze Age (c. 2,300 BC‒c. 700 BC) 
Prehistoric: Iron Age (c. 700 BC‒AD 43) 
Romano-British (AD 43‒c. AD 410) 
Anglo-Saxon (c. AD 410‒AD 1066) 
Medieval (AD 1066‒AD 1540) 
Post-medieval (AD 1540 to date) 

There are 8 archaeological sites recorded (Fig. 3) and 3 archaeological events (Fig. 4), 

plus 9 Listed Buildings (Fig. 5) within the 500m radius search. These have been 

condensed below. 



 

Fig. 3. Archaeological sites within the Eridge Study Area. 

 

Fig. 4. Archaeological events within the Eridge Study Area. 



4.3  Prehistoric 

The ANA known locally as Harrison's Rocks (DES8646), lies approximately 500m 

north of the Site at Birchden Forge. These are a series of prehistoric rock shelters. 

4.4  Romano-British 

 There is no known activity from this period within the study area. 

4.5  Anglo-Saxon 

 There is no known activity from this period within the study area. 

4.6 Medieval 

A medieval forge (DES8646) lies approximately 500m north of the Site at Birchden 

Forge. 

 

Fig. 5. Listed Buildings within the Eridge Study Area. 

4.7  Post-medieval 

Motts Farm, (MES30138) is listed in the HER as a partially extant medieval 
farmstead. The farmstead is of a dispersed plan arranged as a cluster of buildings 
which is situated in an isolated location. There has been a partial loss (less than 50%) 
of traditional buildings. Motts Farmhouse (DES4693) is a Grade II Listed Building 
which is situated to the south-east side of the barn which is likely to be 
contemporary with the farmhouse.  

 



Nearby Bullfinches Farm has a Grade II Listed Building (DES10782) which is a former 
oasthouse, previously a cartshed, with storage and later cattle sheds attached to it. 
The three bay, rectangular stowage building is mid-19th century and the attachments 
include a late 19th century cattle shed to the north with a hopkiln c.1910. The oast is 
brick built, apart from the timber-framed upper floor of the south west front of 
stowage, which is clad in weatherboarding, with a tiled roof and wooden cowl and a 
fantail to the hop kiln. Adjacent to the oasthouse is an extant, 19th century farmstead 
(MES30095). The farmstead is in an isolated location and formed of a regular 
courtyard of L-plan, with additional detached elements to the main plan. All of the 
traditional buildings remain extant and the farmhouse is set away from the yard.  

 
‘Leyswood’ (DES4599) is a Grade II Listed Building built in the Gothic style in 1868-9 
by the architect Norman Shaw in his domestic ‘Old English’ style. Part of the house 
has been demolished and this was once an important house. Only the gate house 
and two sides of a court-yard survive. The surviving elements consist of two storeys 
with the ground floor built in red brick and stone dressings, with a tile-hung upper 
elevation and tiled roof. The parapet is castellated and the gable has metal finials. 
The gate tower has a Gothic arch with two cross windows above and a stair turret. 
Also within the farm is the Old Riding School (DES5651) which is a Grade II Listed 
indoor riding school, later adapted as cattle shed. This was built c.1890 in the Arts 
and Crafts style by Percy Ginham. 

 
A picturesque, Historic Garden at Leyswood (MES24345), was laid out by James 
Temple from 1868 onwards, on rocky sandstone outcrops surrounding the country 
house. Additional features from the mid-late 20th century gardens also remain. 

 
‘Holden’ is a partially extant, 19th century farmstead (MES30139) in an isolated 
location. The farmstead is formed of a L-plan loose courtyard with three sides of the 
yard formed of agricultural buildings. There has been significant loss (greater than 
50%) of traditional buildings and the farmhouse is set away from the yard. 

 
Later 20th century, Second World War defensive structures exist in the area. This 
includes a partly sunken ‘Type 24’ pillbox (MES20105), number A88, with an L-
shaped porch and entrance steps. This is situated on a wooded slope.  

 
A second pillbox of 'Crowborough' type (MES20106), which is partly collapsed, is 
located on the south-east edge of Ligg Wood. It has a flight of concrete steps leading 
down to the entrance. One corner of the pillbox is all that can be clearly seen, built 
of clay, brick and re-enforced concrete. There is a third pillbox, of ‘Type 24’ 
(MES20107) which is also situated at Ligg Wood. 

 
A fourth, wood-shuttered pillbox, of ‘Type 24’ (MES20108), number A85, is partly 
sunken into a slope which faces north to cover the bridges across the railway and 
river towards Forge Farm.  

 

5.0  CARTOGRAPHIC EVIDENCE 

5.1 When the tithe map (Fig. 6) for Rotherfield was drawn up in 1842, Motts Farm was 

owned by Lord Abergavenny and occupied by Mr William Sommers. The type of 



farming and the plots that he worked are listed as follows (with apportionment plot 

numbers in brackets): 

‘A pit (plot 167); a meadow (plot 168); a house and meadow (169); a second house 

and garden (plot 171); a homestead (plot 172); a ‘little slip’ (pasture, plot 173); a 

house plot listed now as arable (plot 174); a hop garden (plot 175); an arable field 

(plot 176), an area of shaw or woodland (plot 177), as well as an Upper Hop Garden 

(plot 178) and part of a hop field (Plot 179)’. 

It would appear, at this point in time, that there were two houses and it appears that 

the second house was demolished. It is clear that the building north-west on the 

tithe map had a roundel on the east side as it is depicted in later maps. However it is 

not certain if this was built as an oast house, or if an earlier building was replaced by 

one, as the tithe map is not clear as it does show a square building without a 

roundel. It is clear that William Sommers was growing hops, so there had to be an 

oast house with stowage somewhere nearby. It is interesting to note that there is no 

mention of the barn (which appears to be at least 16th century in date, if not earlier) 

and there are certainly two other buildings within the farm which are not apparent 

by the time the Ordnance Survey (OS) maps are drawn up in the later part of the 19th 

century. One of these is orientated east-west and faces the barn, appearing to divide 

the farmyard into different areas, possibly with the oast and hop gardens to the 

north and the barn, perhaps with arable growing areas, to the south. The cottage on 

the east side is situated in its own enclosed plot adjacent to a pond, with a smaller 

building on the south-east side of the pond which is no longer extant. 

 

Fig. 6.The Rotherfield tithe map from 1842 TD/E156. 

The barn 

Former 

building, 

possibly  a 
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The access route leading to the farmstead has since been extended to provide a link 

route running north-east towards Forge Lane, which did not exist when the tithe 

map was drawn. The original road, which leads south-west to Crowborough, appears 

to have stopped when it reached Motts Farm. This is highlighted below (Fig. 7), and 

it is presumed that the farmstead was accessed via the ‘slip’ positioned where the 

current access track is. 

 

Fig. 7. The former access route to the Site highlighted in red, Rotherfield tithe map 

1842 TD/E156. 

 

Fig. 8. OS first edition map of Eridge Green, detailing Motts Farm in 1874. 
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access 



5.2 By 1874, the more detailed OS map (Fig. 8) shows the central east-west building has 

gone. In its place is the second oast house and the access track to the farmstead is 

clearly shown. 

 

Fig. 9. OS map of 1897. 

5.3 In 1897, the OS map (Fig. 9) shows a new range running south-west to north-east has 

been added to the south end of the second oast and a new enclosed rear yard or 

garden has been created, cutting off any access by wagon from this side. A new 

irregular shaped, centrally positioned building has appeared in front of the oast, 

making access difficult. The small orchard on the far west side of the farmstead 

boundary has been replaced with a new open-fronted building orientated north-

south. Two small outbuildings to the rear of the farmhouse have gone, with three 

new replacements in a slightly different configuration. The barn also appears to have 

some changes with a continuous open-fronted range to the north side and the 

north-south orientated wing has been extended. A new orchard appears to the left 

of the access track to the farm and a new footpath appears running from the 

farmstead in a south-west direction. 



 

Fig. 10. The OS map of 1908. 

5.4 Changes in the 1908 OS map (Fig. 10) show the irregular, central outbuilding has 

been extended to the west and south sides. The small outbuildings to the rear of the 

farmhouse have either been in-filled or replaced by a continuous range. The small, 

square, centrally located outbuilding in the middle of this cluster has gone and a 

glasshouse has been added to the rear of the house. In addition, the open-fronted 

building orientated north-south, on the far west side of the farmstead boundary has 

also gone. 

 

Fig. 11. The OS map of 1961. 

Glasshouse 



5.5 In 1961, the OS map (Fig. 11) shows a new glasshouse on the north-west side of the 

extended oast house. Additionally, a new building has been built on the south-east 

side of the pond. 

 

Fig. 12. OS map of 1970. 

5.6 By 1970, OS mapping (Fig. 12) shows the L-shaped form of the oast house now 

appearing as one continuous range which has been extended on the north-east side. 

This is likely to be the addition of a dining room, which was granted planning 

permission in 1955 (planning reference; T/1955/11446/F). The smaller oast house to 

the north has gone, as has the irregular shaped, central building. Additional areas of 

in-fill have been added to the barn on the south and north sides and the attached 

open strip of land on the south-west and rear side has been enclosed, fencing in the 

former yard which once included the now demolished second oast house. All the 

outbuildings to the rear of the farmhouse along with the glasshouse have gone. A 

new porch has been added to the front of the house (In 1955, planning reference: 

T/1955/11446(1)F), which now appears divided into two tenancies with a boundary 

fence cutting off the pond and a second new building (currently the log store) on the 

south-east side. It is likely that the building erected prior to 1961 was extended here 

and was probably a pre-cast, reinforced concrete building, for which planning was 

granted in 1968 (planning reference; T/1968/1048T/B). This has since been 

demolished, at some point after 1975. No other concrete buildings exist on the farm. 

A second glasshouse has appeared on the north-east side of the main access track, 

with two smaller buildings beyond which are still extant by 1975 (map not 

illustrated).  The glasshouse currently exists as dilapidated sections of brick walling, 

with the superstructure entirely demolished. The orchard flanking the left side of the 

access track has gone, as has the footpath leading from the farmstead in a southerly 

direction, although the adjacent track remains. 

Second 

glasshouse 



5.7 Other planning applications include the addition of the garage in 1978 (reference 

number: WD/1978/3177/F), which stands in the approximate location of the 

irregular, centrally located building which was demolished between 1961 and 1970. 

6.0  WALKOVER SURVEY  
 
6.1  A walkover survey of the site was undertaken by the author on 17th May 2018. The 

weather was fine, with bright sunshine. 
 

 
 

Fig. 13. Proposed development plan showing location of photograph positions, buildings 
and areas assessed for the DBA (©plan provided by 3-D Architecture Ltd, drawing number 

2017/006/MP1). 
 
6.2 The objective of the walkover survey was to identify the adjacent topography as well 

as any landscape or archaeological features not evident on existing maps, and also to 
assess any areas of disturbance that may have impacted upon any potential below 
ground archaeology. The walkover survey was rapid with notes taken at the time and 
was not intended as a detailed survey. 



 
The main area assessed was the field to the rear of the oast house where a proposed 
sand school and adjacent stables, storage and office block will be situated. The field 
here was essentially flat and bordered by hedges or rail fencing. It is currently being 
used as grazing land. The map regression shows no apparent buildings in this area as 
early as the tithe map of 1842. There is no direct visibility of this field from the 
adjacent bridle path which is situated on the south-east side behind a copse of trees. 
 

6.3 Additionally, all buildings proposed for demolition or adaptation were assessed, 
along with other landscaping proposals. Fig. 13, above, shows the location of all 
photographs taken alongside buildings and areas assessed for the DBA. The 
objectives of the building assessments were to provide a brief overview of the date 
and form of construction of the buildings on the site. In addition, any removed 
structures or features were identified, along with their relationship to those still 
extant. In noting this, the significance of the structures individually and as a group 
can be assessed. 

 
6.4 Building 1 

This building is currently a dilapidated, wooden framed log-store which was built 
between 1961 and 1970 (Plate 1). There are three phases with a lean-to added on 
the front and a new bay to the north-east side. The phase one building is constructed 
with machined, square-edged softwood timbers with nailed on weatherboarding. 
There is a corrugated fibreglass roof over, 50% of which has fallen off, with 
weatherboarding to the rear and open-sided elsewhere. There are three courses of 
concrete blocks, as well as breeze blocks, providing a short plinth on the side and 
rear walls. The phase two lean-to has a wooden boarded ceiling, with corrugated tin 
above. The south-west side is weather-boarded and there are lapped, vertical boards 
to the front (north-west) side. The phase three bay has a corrugated tin roof, with 
vertical strip boarding to the rear and north-east side walls and is open fronted. 

 

Plate 1. Building 1 viewed from the north side. 



The building is rotten and leaning precariously to the rear, with the south-west 
corner significantly rotted (Plate 2). It sits within a yard bordered by wooden rail 
fencing and hedgerows with an asphalt yard and track in front which leads to an 
open meadow on the south-west side. This building is the first seen from the 
entrance track leading up to the farmstead (Plate 3). 

 

Plate 2. The derelict south-west corner of Building 1. 

 

Plate 3. The track in front of Building 1. 

6.5 Building 2 
Only two brick walls are left of this former glasshouse, which was built between 
1961 and 1970. The rear wall is built to a height of 890mm, which was the original 
top line of the wall which the glasshouse sat on (Plate 4). This has two corner piers 
and two equally spaced piers giving additional support. The bricks are poorly wedged 



and clamp fired. The front wall matches the rear wall but is significantly denuded, 
standing to a height of 400mm (Plate 5). Overall, the building remains measure 20m 
x 5.5m. 
 

 
 

Plate 4. Building 2 viewed from the north-west. 
 

 
 

Plate 5. The front wall of Building 2 viewed from the north-west. 
 



6.6 Building 3 
This wooden shed is entirely modern, constructed from feather-edged 
weatherboarding with a felt roof, measuring 5.5m x 3m. There are a set of double 
doors to the front north-west aspect with two glazed windows to the side. The 
building stands on wooden stretchers (Plate 6), in a space between Building 2 (Plate 
7) and a wooden rail fence, which leads to an open meadow on the north-east side. 
There is a small building in this location which first appeared on the OS map of 1970, 
but it is likely that this is a replacement.  It is partially visible from the shared road 
which leads off Forge Lane for the neighbouring properties. However, it cannot be 
seen from the entrance route to the farmstead as it is hidden behind a hedgerow.  

 

 
 

Plate 6. The north-west facing side of Building 3. 

 
 

Plate 7. The front of Building 3 with Building 2 on the right side. 



6.7 Area 4 
This area is adjacent to the garden of the oast house on the north-west side and 
contains three large, plastic oil tanks. There is a concrete block wall screening the 
south-east end, with a high garden fence on the north-east and south-west sides 
blocking off the view of the roundel (Plates 8 and 9).  

 

 
 

Plate 8. The fencing on the south-west side of Area 4. 
 

 
 
Plate 9.The fenced oil tanks in the foreground looking south-east towards the oast house. 
 



6.8 Building 5 
This wooden shed is entirely modern, constructed with feather-edged 
weatherboarding with a felt roof, standing on a concrete raft and wooden stretchers. 
There is a glazed window to the front (north-west) aspect with a stable door (Plate 
10). This is situated in a small in-fill area between the oil tanks in Area 4 on the 
south-east side and the glasshouse, Building 6, on the north-west side (Plate 11). 
 

 
 

Plate 10. The front view of Building 5. 
 

 
 

Plate 11. The south-west side of Building 5. 
 



6.9 Building 6  
This brick and glass greenhouse (Plate 12) first appears on the 1961 map and is likely 
to have been built not long before the map was drawn.  
 

 
 

Plate 12. The south-east facing Building 6. 
 

It was made by G.F.Strawson and Son, Horley, with the name clearly visible on a 
plate on the entrance door as well as on the iron roof brackets and ventilation 
controls. Strawson and Sons produced a leaflet (Plate 13) after the war, which clearly 
shows a very similar glasshouse to the one at Motts Farm, with a cold frame on one 
side 3.  

 
 

Plate 13. Strawson and Sons marketing leaflet showing a glasshouse similar to Building 6. 

                                                           
3 https://www.secrets-of-shed-building.com/Shed-Building-Monthly9.html 
 
 

https://www.secrets-of-shed-building.com/Shed-Building-Monthly9.html


 
The roof is in a fairly derelict state and is made from over-lapping glass sheets held in 
place with aluminium clips and frames (Plate 14), over wooden trusses supported by 
iron brackets (Plate 15). There is a cold frame on the south-west side which runs the 
length of the glasshouse. The bricks are fair-faced and a loose brick inside the cold 
frame is frogged and impressed by the makers mark ‘WARNHAM SB Co.’ There are 
six vertical opening casement windows on the south-west side and there are two 
iron pipes fixed to this side of the greenhouse which lead to the boiler room from a 
small water tank, housed in a low built, brick structure set within the garden on the 
south-east side (Plates 16-18). A small step down the side of the glasshouse leads to 
the brick built boiler room which is attached at the north-west end. This has a small 
glass window and ledge door on the south-west side with a chimney flue and a 
corrugated fibre-board roof over.   

 

 
 

Plate 14. The roof of Building 6 showing dereliction. 
 

 
 

Plate 15. The Strawson and Son brackets in Building 6. 



 
 

Plate 16. The north-west end of Building 6 with boiler room in the foreground. 
 

 
 

Plate 17. The fuse board detail inside the boiler room. 
 



 
 

Plate 18. The interior view of the boiler room. 
 

The glasshouse sits within a divided garden space which has an asphalt surface on 
the south-west side and an ornamental hedge beyond. The rear, north-west end is 
situated close to a wooden rail fence which encloses an open meadow beyond and 
there is a garden vegetable bed on the north-east side which flanks a grassed area. 
The south-east side is laid with flagstones to form a path leading to the swimming 
pool and garden. 
 

 
 

Plate 19. The north-east facing side of Building 6. 



6.10 Building 7 
This is a glass and metal enclosure over the swimming pool (Plates 20-22), which is 
believed to have been built in the 1970s. It sits within an area enclosed by shrubs 
and open block-work walls on the south-east side; a lawn on the north-east side; a 
small patio area with open meadow beyond on the north-west side and Building 9 
on the south-west side.  
 

 
 

Plate 20. South-west side of Building 7. 
 

 
 

Plate 21. Building 7 with Building 9 on the right. 



 
 

Plate 22. The north-west end of Building 7. 
 
6.11 Building 8 

This is a small wooden structure, likely used as a changing room or equipment store 
for the tennis court opposite (Plate 23). Internally, the space is boarded with 
hardwood tongue and groove strips with hooks on the walls (Plate 24) and a 
collapsed bench on the rear wall. This has been re-roofed in the late 20th century 
with modern, corrugated fibre-board. The floor is concrete and there is a glazed door 
to the front, next to glass windows.  There is a stable door at the rear, north-west 
corner (Plate 25). Externally, the walls are faced with feather-edged wooden boards. 
The structure sits on grass between the tennis court on the north-east side and the 
wall of the rear garden to the oast house. Shrubs surround the other sides.  
 

 
 

Plate 23. The north-east facing frontage of Building 8. 



 
 

Plate 24. The internal south-east wall of Building 8. 
 

 
 

Plate 25. The rear, south-west facing side of Building 8. 
 



6.12  Building 9 
This structure is constructed from breeze blocks with some open fretwork walls, 
concrete floors and a corrugated, plastic roof. It is divided into four different rooms, 
with the first room at the south-east end being used as an open-area dining room 
(Plates 26-27). The second room has a part glazed door in the south-east wall, a 
boarded ceiling and is used as the changing room. The third room houses the pool 
pump and boiler, which has a modern ledge door (Plate 28) leading in from the 
south-east wall and a boarded ceiling. The fourth room is used as a potting room, 
lined with shelves and a glazed window in the north-west wall with a ledge door in 
the south-west wall. To the rear of the building there are three glazed windows in 
rooms 1-3. The structure sits adjacent to the pool on the north-east side, with a 
modern glasshouse on the north-west side and an open area of grass on the south-
west side. A path on the south-east side leads to the tennis court. 

 

 
 

Plate 26. The south-east end of Building 9 with open area dining room. 
 

 
 

Plate 27. The open area room in Building 9. 



 
 

Plate 28. Door into Building 9 changing room on the left and the boiler room on the right. 
 

 
 

Plate 29. The rear view of Building 9. 
 



6.13 Building 10 
This is a modern garage built in the 1970s with block-work walls internally and 
stretcher bond brick externally. There are two corner piers with two equally spaced 
piers in the middle of the north wall and a central, glazed window (Plate 30). The 
rear west wall has two glazed casement windows (Plate 31) and the south wall has 
no windows or doorways (Plate 32). The front, east facing side has two double-width 
‘up and over’ metal doors (Plate 33). The roof is hipped with a short ridge, 
constructed with squared-edged, machined softwood which is nailed into place 
(Plate 34). The garage sits on fairly uneven ground, blocking the space between the 
farmland to the west and the oast house to the east. The north side has a concrete 
path running alongside the building with a large tree beyond. There is a mature tree 
on the south side with an open grassed area beyond with the stables and barn 
flanking this area. To the front, east side is an asphalt parking/turning area. 
 

 
 

Plate 30. The east side wall of Building 10 with the oast house on the left. 
 

 
 

Plate 31. The rear west wall of Building 10. 



 

 
 

Plate 32. The south side wall of Building 10. 
 

 
 

Plate 33. The front east elevation of Building 10. 
 



 
 

Plate 34. The interior of Building 10. 
 
6.14 Area 11 

This is the area for the proposed sand-school and stables/office/tack room. This is 
situated in existing grazing land (Plate 35). 
 

 
 

Plate 35. Area 11 looking north-west. 



The field is flat and fenced with wooden rails. No properties overlook this and no 
footpaths are within viewing distance. The field is surrounded by open meadows on 
the north-west (Plate 35), north-east (Plate 36) and south-east side (Plate 37) with 
occasional trees. The farm complex cannot be seen from here.  

 

 
 

Plate 36. Area 11 looking north-east. 
 
 

 
 

Plate 37. Area 11 looking south-east. 
 



 
The view looking south-west from Area 11 (Plate 38), looks into the tennis court 
through areas of shrubs and small trees.  
 

 
 

Plate 38. Area 11 looking south-west with views into the tennis court. 
 

6.15 Area 12 
This is a proposed new circular driveway, although plans for this have not been fully 
drawn up or decided as yet. The area consists of flat lawn in front of the south-east 
aspect of the oast house. The location of the proposed driveway here would 
effectively extend out from the existing driveway (Plate 39) and is reliant upon the 
proposals for the re-location of the garage.  
 

 
Plate 39. The existing driveway looking west towards the farmhouse and the oast house on 

the right. 



 
It is believed that two small trees would be removed in order to locate the circular 
driveway here (Plate 40). We can comment that the driveway would be low impact 
but there is some doubt as to whether this would provide additional parking for 
visitors or if it would simply be a turning point. It would be visible from both the oast 
house to the north-west side and the farmhouse on the south-east side but would 
open up the aspect of the house within the setting. 

 

 
 

Plate 40. Trees highlighted for removal in Area 12 if the proposals are permitted. 
 
6.16  Area 13 

This is the proposed area for the new garage. It is situated between the farmhouse 
and the oast house (Plate 41) in order to give some privacy between the properties. 
The proposals place the garage on the existing flat, asphalt driveway which is 
approached from the south-east side. This is currently flanked by shrubs on either 
side, with a long view of the barn on the western side (Plate 42) giving access to a 
gravelled car parking area (Plate 43) in front of the oast house. The view looking back 
towards the proposed location (Plate 44) shows Area 12, the proposed circular 
turning point beyond. 
 
 



 
 
Plate 41. Western view of the proposed location for the new garage in Area 13 approaching 

via the existing drive. 
 

 
 

Plate 42. Closer view of the proposed garage location in Area 13. 

The barn 



 
 

Plate 43. The gravelled car parking are in front of the oast house. 
 

 

 
Plate 44. The proposed garage location in Area 13 looking east towards the existing 

driveway and the proposed turning point in Area 12. 
 
 

Area 

12 



7.0  ASSESSMENT OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL POTENTIAL 
 
7.1  A review of the features and buildings recorded and detailed earlier indicates that 

the site has some archaeological potential. 
 
7.2  Prehistoric 
 

The Study Area has produced some evidence for prehistoric occupation on the 
sandstone ridges nearby. However, it is noted that no such ridges are evident within 
Motts Farm but activities may have occurred within the vicinity. 

 
 Therefore, the potential of the Site for this period is medium. 
 
7.3  Romano-British 
 
 The Study Area has produced no evidence for Romano-British occupation. 
 
 The potential of the Site for this period is Low. 
 
7.4  Anglo-Saxon 
 
 The Study Area has produced no clear evidence for Anglo-Saxon occupation. 
 
 The potential of the Site for this period is Low. 
 
7.5  Medieval 
 
 The Study Area has produced some evidence for medieval occupation. 
 
 The potential of the Site for this period is medium. 
 
7.6  Post-medieval 
 
 The post-medieval history of the Site is prevalent. Therefore, further evidence in the 

form of former building foundations are likely to survive as buried archaeological 
deposits in some areas within the Site. 

 
 The potential of the Site for this period is High. 
 
7.7  Summary of potential 
 
 This DBA only considers the potential of the Site in principle. Often the conclusions, if 

considered to prove that the potential for archaeology is high, can only be tested by 
fieldwork in order to confirm whether remains are actually present.  It must be 
stressed that remains of a type for which there is no prior evidence may be 
encountered during invasive ground works during development.   

 
 This potential for the discovery of hitherto unknown archaeology has been 

supported by a review of the known archaeological sites near to the Site. Therefore 



the potential for new sites/findspots being located within the proposed 
development area are summarised as follows: 

 
Prehistoric – Medium 
Romano-British - Low 
Anglo-Saxon - Low 
Medieval - Medium 
Post-medieval – High 

 
 To conclude, the Site is considered to lie within an area of high archaeological 

potential for the post-medieval periods and of medium potential for the prehistoric 
and medieval periods. 

 

8.0  EXISTING IMPACTS ON ARCHAEOLOGICAL POTENTIAL 
 
8.1  The Site has been in use as a working farmyard since before the late 16th century, 

when it is believed that the barn and the farmhouse were built. It has seen 
progressive building and demolition of farm buildings. The oast house, which 
currently serves as the main residence for the clients, was built between 1842 and 
1874. Between 1874 and 1897 there were significant changes to the traditional 
farmstead. It is possible that the large oast house was no longer being used, with a 
new range built (it’s not clear if this was for storage or built as a domestic range) and 
a rear garden wall was created, which cuts off access on this side. Additionally, a new 
building was raised in front of the oast, making wagon access difficult. Although the 
wagon way is likely to have still existed in some form (Plate 47 below) the rear 
aperture has been bricked up in the late 20th century. There are some doubts about 
the provenance of the beams here as they do not match those at the front. The 
timbers in the rear wagon way have obvious band-sawn ridges and they do not sit on 
pad-stones; the ones at the front do. It is possible that the domestic range was built 
in the Arts and Crafts style in the late 19th century, perhaps influenced by the nearby 
construction of the Riding School at nearby Leyswood, which was built c.1890 in the 
Arts and Crafts style by Percy Ginham. 

 
8.2 Further changes occurred in the 1960s and 1970s, when the smaller oast house was 

demolished and the rear yard, which served this building and the adjacent barn, has 
been reduced in size so that the field boundary now runs against the west side of the 
barn. The larger oast house was extended further, as was the barn and the central 
building was replaced by a garage. 

 
8.3 There has previously been some significant landscaping, mainly to the rear of the 

farmhouse and the rear and front sides of the oast house. These include the creation 
of the tennis court, which is clearly the result of a ‘cut and fill’ construction. 
Additionally, the swimming pool has impacted, as have the footings for the pool 
rooms and the brick built glasshouses. The garage in front of the oast house replaces 
an earlier building, both of which altered the original farmyard which would have 
been flanked by both oasts and the barn.  The depths of the foundations for the 
brick buildings are not known. 

 



8.4 The other buildings proposed for removal are modern and of very low impact in 
design, therefore unlikely to have significantly impacted upon any lower level 
archaeology.  

 

9.0  ASSESSMENT OF IMPACT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 
 

9.1 Statement of Significance 
 

 Heritage England (formerly English Heritage) provides guidance on establishing the 
significance of heritage assets and on defining the settings of listed buildings.  These 
are the Good Practice Advice Notes in Planning Note 2 (GPA note 2)– ‘Managing 
Significance in Decision-Taking’ and Good Practice Advice Notes in Planning Note 3 
(GPA note 3)– ‘The Setting of Heritage Assets’. 

 The GPA note 2 stresses that understanding the significance is important to achieve 
conservation of the asset.  An understanding of the extent of the significance will 
lead to an understanding of how adaptable the building is.  The level of significance 
helps to determine how policies should be applied. 

 In this case, the significance lies in the historic character, appearance and fabric of 
the farmstead, which is focussed on the survival of the 16th century structures, 
namely the farmhouse and barn. Although the oast house is a later 19th century 
structure, this is curtilage listed and adds to the nature of the development of the 
farmstead and so is also of significance. The group is visually cohesive, built with a 
mixture of vernacular materials with both timber-framing and brick-built structures 
present. There has been a loss of buildings (of unknown form/type), with 
approximately 50% of these being likely to have been 19th-century in origin.  Despite 
this, part of the traditional farmstead is still evident, with separate areas for animal 
husbandry, arable and domestic areas still in-situ to some extent. However, some of 
the original layout of the farmyard has since been significantly altered but this adds 
to the significance of its survival.  

 
None of the structures proposed for demolition or upgrading hold any significance 
and none are of any great age. Additionally, none of them will impact physically on 
the historic fabric of the assets. 

9.2 Impact of Proposed Development 
 

 Demolish Building 1 
This is a fairly modern wooden structure which is very dilapidated and in our opinion 
would serve little purpose to retain it. There is an element of dereliction which can 
be seen from the wider setting so demolition would enhance the area. As such the 
proposal demonstrates no substantial harm. 

 

 Demolish Building 2 
This is already impacted and as this was a glasshouse built in the 1970s, we consider 
that this structure is not worth conserving or retaining. As such the proposal 
demonstrates no substantial harm. 
 

 Demolish Building 3 



As this is a late 20th century, temporary wooden structure there should be no issues 
with regard to impact and this structure is not worth conserving or retaining. 
 

 Remove Oil tanks in Area 4 
Once the designs have been drawn up we will be in a better position to comment on 
these. In the meantime, it should be noted that the removal of these would enhance 
the setting considerably, and by removing the adjacent fence, the roundel of the 
oast house would once more be in plain view within the setting of the farmstead. 
Therefore this is a positive enhancement. 
 

 Demolish Building 5 
This is a late 20th century, wooden structure and in our opinion it would serve little 
purpose to conserve or retain it. As such the proposal demonstrates no substantial 
harm. 
 

 Demolish Building 6 and replace with shower/gym/office/changing rooms 
The glasshouse is somewhat dilapidated and unusable in its current state. It does 
have the potential for conserving, but as it dates to the 1960s (or slightly earlier) it 
does not hold a great deal of significance and does not constitute a heritage asset as 
such. As such the proposal demonstrates no substantial harm. 
 

 Upgrade Building 7 
The swimming pool enclosure is built partly from perspex and partly with glass which 
is in need of repair and upgrading. Believed to have been constructed in the 1970s, 
once again it does not hold a great deal of significance and does not constitute a 
heritage asset as such. As such the proposal demonstrates no substantial harm. 
 

 Demolish Building 8 
This is a mid-late 20th century, wooden structure which is becoming dilapidated and 
in our opinion would serve little purpose to conserve or retain it. As such the 
proposal demonstrates no substantial harm. 
 

 Demolish Building 9 
The changing rooms and boiler/pump room associated with the swimming pool are, 
in our opinion, poorly designed and do nothing to add to the heritage asset adjacent 
to this, namely the oast house. Demolition would be entirely fitting. 
 

 Demolish Building 10 and re-build in alternative location 
The garage is also poorly designed and, in our opinion, would benefit from being re-
designed and positioned in a new area. At present, the location encourages vehicles 
to drive up to the front of the oast house and park between this building and the 
adjacent 16th century farmhouse and barn. A re-design could potentially be very 
positive and enhance the character of the area by achieving a setting which is more 
akin to the original farmyard. Although the farmyard(s) have moved over time, it is 
certain that by 1874, this area in front of the oast houses would have formed a hop 
loading yard.  
 

 Proposed building of sand school with associated building in Area 11 
This proposal is situated in an area which has been pasture for some time. However, 
the HER data informs us that there is some below ground potential, especially for the 



post-medieval period, with some potential for the prehistoric and medieval periods. 
Therefore there is a chance that ground works may present some harm and an 
appropriate form of mitigation may be required here, in the form of a watching brief. 
 

 Proposed new circular turning point and visitor car parking in Area 12 
The proposed turning circle has not yet been clearly designed so again it is difficult to 
comment on at this point in time. However, we can draw attention to the fact that 
the car parking spaces are currently in front of the original oast house which do 
cause harm to the historic setting. Moving the car parking to the side of the building 
would clear the current area as discussed above and move it beside the modern 
range. However, this is then visible from the long view from the access track to the 
propoerty which draws the eye. It is not clear whether this is to be purely a turning 
circle or a parking area for visitors. This may present less than substantial harm. 
 

 Proposed new garage location in Area 13 
This, in our opinion, is the most controversial issue with regards to the setting of the 
historic assets. It both draws the eye and forms an obstruction, cutting off the view 
through the original farmyard between the oast house on the right and the 
farmhouse on the left with views of the barn beyond blocked. In terms of the setting 
of the assets, it causes significant harm. However, without the exact designs, it is 
again difficult to comment further. The case could be made that this does not 
constitute the original farmyard, which has changed, with various buildings being 
built and demolished and other boundaries changing. Notwithstanding, the 
proposals do not sit comfortably in the wider setting. 
 

 Extension to the oast house 
It is understood that an extension is also proposed to the rear of the oast house. The 
designs have not yet been drawn up so it is difficult to comment on this. However, 
we understand that the extension may be located against the rear north-east facing 
wall of the oast house. This wall contains three timbers which constitute, at first 
glance, the original wagon way which has been in-filled in the 20th century (Plate 45). 
Closer inspection reveals that it cannot be confidently ascertained if these timbers 
are original, re-positioned or later replacements.  
 

 
 

Plate 45. The rear, in-filled wagon way at the rear of the oast house. 



 
There is evidence above the lintel of in-filling with different bricks and mortar (Plate 
46) and the vertical posts do not sit on pad-stones, as the posts in the front elevation 
do. 

 
 

Plate 46. Different bricks and yellow mortar above the lintel in the wagon way. 
 
An image provided by the client (Plate 47), believed to have been taken in the 1970s 
after renovations took place, would seem to indicate that these had been replaced 
by then and the wagon-way in-filled at a later date. 

 

 
 

Plate 47. Photograph believed to have been taken in the 1970s, showing the wagon way. 



9.3 Setting issues relating to the Site. 
 
 The Historic England GPA Note 3- ‘The Setting of Heritage Assets’ provides a 
structured approach to defining and assessing the setting of an historic asset. This 
discusses the importance of the character of an area, the context and views.  Whilst 
the setting itself is not a heritage asset, it may have some significance in its own 
right. 

 As discussed above, there will be impact to the setting of the heritage assets when 
viewed as a whole. When tested against the structured approach in the National 
Planning Policy Framework, the majority of the proposals are found to represent less 
than substantial harm to the wider setting. In some instance the proposals will 
enhance the wider setting. 

The assessment of the significance of the Site confirms that this lies in the form, 
structure and appearance of the farmstead and the relationship between the 
agricultural buildings and the farmhouse. The proposal for the new garage has 
already been discussed and although it will not impact physically on the historic 
fabric, it will interrupt the context, views and character of the historic farmstead. It is 
believed that the proposed relocation of the gym/changing room for the swimming 
pool will replace the existing footprint of Building 6. As this will be a single-storey 
building and is tucked away behind the oast house we believe the proposals will not 
draw the eye or cause significant harm to the setting. The current design of Building 
9 is not sympathetic to the wider setting and so proposals may enhance the setting.   

The main 16th century Listed Building and it’s setting, along with its barn and 19th 
century oast house, form a small but harmonious grouping that is currently dotted 
with modern dwellings.  It is therefore not a pristine historic environment; modern 
dwellings encroach into the group throughout, interrupting historic settings, views 
and curtilage. The removal of these would enhance the setting and be of positive 
benefit. 

 The majority of the proposals are not visible from any public viewpoint, excepting 
Buildings 1 and 3, which are proposed to be demolished so this too can be seen as a 
positive enhancement. The proposal to build a low level sand-school and 
tackroom/office space in Area 11 is not considered to affect the setting as it is 
tucked away from the main historic complex, behind a hedgerow, trees and the 
existing tennis court. 

 As the majority of the proposals do not involve the complete loss of any original 
features, or cause impact to any historic fabric, and with the removal of some of the 
modern structures, the public benefit of the proposals is considered to far outweigh 
the significance. The only moot point is the positioning of the new garage. 

10.0  RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
10.1  As noted in section 1.6 above, it necessary to bear in mind that desk based appraisals 

do not provide a definitive statement on the likelihood of archaeological deposits 
being present within the proposed development area. Therefore we have to stress 
that this appraisal can only suggest the potential of that area to contain 
archaeological features or find spots. This is based entirely on this non-intrusive 



report, utilizing the observations made during the walk over survey as well as 
available historical data.  

 
10.2  Only the proposed extension will impact upon the historic fabric of a heritage asset 

so it is considered worthwhile conducting further historic building recording to 
ascertain whether this wall, in particular, is a replacement. 

 
10.3  It is recommended that a watching brief is carried out on any below ground 

intervention.  
 
10.4 The re-positioning of the garage is considered to be a controversial issue and one 

that needs careful consideration. There is scope to consider positioning this in other 
areas but this may still cause an issue with regards to the wider setting. The issue of 
privacy also needs to be appreciated and that some form of screen would be 
desirable, as there is no form of cover between the two domestic buildings as they 
stand at present. Formerly, there were outbuildings on the north-west side of the 
farmhouse, which are evident in the cartographic regression and which have since 
been removed. It is not clear what form or function these buildings were but there 
clearly was some screening of the area. There may be feasibility in designing a wall 
or temporary barrier, such as wooden fencing, to provide some privacy here. 

 
10.5 In general, we believe that the majority of the proposals, notwithstanding the issue 

outlined in section 10.4 above, fulfil sections of the NPPF with the removal, or 
upgrading of inappropriate/derelict buildings as follows: 

 
● making a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness;  
● the wider social, cultural, economic and environmental benefits that conservation 
of the historic environment can bring; 
● the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local 
character and distinctiveness;  
● opportunities to draw on the contribution made by the historic environment to the 
character of a place. 
 
Policy No.137 also states: 
 
‘Local planning authorities should look for opportunities for new development within 
Conservation Areas and World Heritage Sites and within the setting of heritage 
assets to enhance or better reveal their significance. Proposals that preserve those 
elements of the setting that make a positive contribution to or better reveal the 
significance of the asset should be treated favourably. 

 
10.6  The report is based on a non-invasive, non-structural survey; as such it can only 

extend to the items specifically covered. E&OE.  Copies of paper OS Maps 
Reproduced from Ordnance Survey mapping with the permission of the Controller of 
Her Majesty’s Stationery Office © Crown Copyright. OS Licence No.100055392. 
There is no guarantee that planning permission will be granted based on the opinion 
of ASL within this document. The above comments should be discussed with the 
Conservation and Archaeological Officers for East Sussex County Council. 

Lisa Jayne Fisher BA (Hons), MA, ACIfA 
Archaeology Services Lewes, May 2018 


