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Date:  10th July 2026

MID SUSSEX DISTRICT COUNCIL

DM/26/0674

Spicers Farm, Rowhill Lane, Balcombe, Haywards Heath, West Sussex, RH17 6JN,  
Proposed single storey rear extension and minor internal configurations to main house and barn 
conversion to ancillary accommodation.
Mr Black

SUMMARY OF REPRESENTATIONS

None received

SUMMARY OF CONSULTEES  

Conservation Officer: The proposal because of the inclusion of the extension to the house, and the 
mezzanine and other aspects of works the barn as set out above, would be considered harmful to the 
special interest of Spicers Farm and the associated curtilage listed farm buildings. This will be contrary to 
the requirements of District Plan Policy DP34. In terms of the NPPF, I would place the harm caused to 
be less than substantial, at the mid-high level of that range, such that the balancing exercise set out in 
paragraph 215 will apply. 

PARISH COUNCIL OBSERVATIONS  

Subject to heritage officer consent, Balcombe Parish Council do not object to the proposed planning 
application.

INTRODUCTION  

Listed building consent is sought for a proposed single storey rear extension and minor internal 
configurations to main house and barn conversion to ancillary accommodation.

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY  

06/02596/LBC - Knock part of the wall between the kitchen and laundry room out, retaining structural 
beams and adding one.  Also re-opening a sealed door between the laundry and dining room to create a 
more open plan family space and reducing the size of the loo to improve the aspect. (approved)
07/00909/LBC -Enlarging the door opening between laundry room and dining room to improve the 
aspect from kitchen (current door not central). (Refused)

SITE AND SURROUNDINGS  

Spicers Farm is a Grade II two storey detached pitched roofed dwelling. The walls are a mix of mock 
Tudor render, hanging tiles, face brickwork and stonework with timber doors and windows. The detached 
pitched roofed barn characterised by a mix of timber cladding, brickwork and timber doors and windows.

To the west of the site is the garden with fields beyond, to the south of the site is post and rail fencing to 
fields beyond, to the north-east of the site is the farm track to highway beyond and to the west of the site 
is the driveway with detached barn to adjoining farm buildings beyond.

The site is outside of the built-up area of Balcombe and within the High Weald National Landscape 
(Formerly Area Of Natural Beauty).

APPLICATION DETAILS



The proposed flat roofed single storey rear extension approximately measures 6.77m in depth, 5.35m in 
width with a height of 3.5m. This will have a rear and side timber window and side French doors with 
sidelights. This serves a kitchen on the ground floor with a utility room, store and pantry within the cellar 
created. by stone cladding matching the existing stonework at the dwelling.

Internal works include the existing kitchen changed to a dining room/snug, the smaller kitchen was 
changed to a WC and hallway and the existing WC changed to a store cupboard on the ground floor.

The access between bedroom 2 and en-suite of bedroom 1 blocked up on the first floor and within the 
loft bedroom 6, en-suite, plant pace and play room/reading room are created with roof insulation installed 
between all roof timbers raising the ridge height by some 350mm. 

The detached barn is to be converted in an annexe served by a bin store, two WCs, a kitchen, games 
room, three bedrooms and en-suites, an office, sitting room and kitchenette with a sitting room within the 
mezzanine with new walls located along existing truss centrelines and installed up to truss underside to 
expose in both sides

External works include timber double doors to the front serving the bin store, Crittall style French doors 
with sidelights serving the kitchen/games room, new front metal windows serving bedrooms 1, 2 and 3, a 
new side window serving the sitting room. A glazed door with sidelight and window serving the office 
which will be served by a retained sliding timber door, a door with sidelight served by a single hinged 
timber door shutter serves the kitchenette and a replacement windows serving the jack and jill en-
suite/bathroom and the hallway. The French doors is served a full height barn style shutters, The ridge 
height of all parts of converted barn increased by some 200mm for external insulation.

Within the roofslope, five rooflights to be installed on the rear and a replacement conservation roof light. 

LEGAL FRAMEWORK AND LIST OF POLICIES  

Planning legislation holds that the determination of a planning application shall be made in accordance 
with the Development Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

Using this as the starting point the development plan for this part of Mid Sussex consists of the District 
Plan, Site Allocation Development Plan Document (DPD) and the Balcombe Neighbourhood Plan.

National policy (which is contained in the National Planning Policy Framework and National Planning 
Policy Guidance) does not form part of the development plan, but is an important material consideration.

Mid Sussex District Plan  

The District Plan was adopted at Full Council on 28th March 2018.  
Relevant policy:  

DP34 (Listed Buildings and Other Heritage Assets)

Balcombe Neighbourhood Plan

Balcombe Neighbourhood Plan was made on 22nd September 2016. Relevant policies:
None relevant

Site Allocations DPD  

The SADPD was adopted on 29th June 2022. It allocates sufficient housing and employment land to 
meet identified needs to 2031.   

There are no relevant policies.  

Other Legislation  



Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990  

Other Material Considerations  

Mid Sussex District Plan 2021-2039 Submission Draft

The District Council is reviewing and updating the District Plan. Upon adoption, the new District Plan 
2021 - 2039 will replace the current District Plan 2014-2031 and its policies will have full weight.  In 
accordance with the NPPF, Local Planning Authorities may give weight to relevant policies of the 
emerging plan according to the stage of preparation; the extent to which there are unresolved objections 
to the relevant policies; and the degree of consistency of the relevant policies in the emerging plan to the 
NPPF. The draft District Plan 2021-2039 (Regulation 19) is currently at Examination and hearings were 
concluded on the 19th March 2026. The District Plan remains at Examination until the Inspector has 
published his report, until that time only minimal weight can be given to the Plan and this planning 
application has been assessed against the polices of the adopted District Plan. 

Relevant policy:

DPB2 Listed Buildings and Other Heritage Assets

Mid Sussex Design Guide Supplementary Planning Document (SPD)

The Council has adopted a 'Mid Sussex Design Guide' SPD that aims to help deliver high quality 
development across the district that responds appropriately to its context and is inclusive and 
sustainable. The Design Guide was adopted by Council on 4th November 2020 as an SPD for use in the 
consideration and determination of planning applications. The SPD is a material consideration in the 
determination of planning applications.  

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (December 2024)

ASSESSMENT

District Plan Policy DP34 relates to listed buildings and other heritage assets and states:

'Development will be required to protect listed buildings and their settings. This will be achieved by 
ensuring that:

o A thorough understanding of the significance of the listed building and its setting has been 
demonstrated. This will be proportionate to the importance of the building and potential impact of the 
proposal;
o Alterations or extensions to a listed building respect its historic form, scale, setting, significance and 
fabric. Proposals for the conversion or change of use of a listed building retain its significance and 
character whilst ensuring that the building remains in a viable use;
o Traditional building materials and construction techniques are normally used. The installation of uPVC 
windows and doors will not be acceptable;
o Satellite antennae, solar panels or other renewable energy installations are not sited in a prominent 
location, and where possible within the curtilage rather than on the building itself;
o Special regard is given to protecting the setting of a listed building;
o Where the historic fabric of a building may be affected by alterations or other proposals, the applicant 
is expected to fund the recording or exploratory opening up of historic fabric'.

Section 16 (2) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states:

'In considering whether to grant listed building consent for any works the local planning authority or the 
Secretary of State shall have special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or 
any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses.' 

Paragraphs 210, 212-215 of the December 2024 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) are 
relevant and state that:



'210. In determining planning applications, local planning authorities should take account of:

a) the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and putting them to 
viable uses consistent with their conservation;
b) the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to sustainable communities 
including their economic vitality; and
c) the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and 
distinctiveness.

212. 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 (and the more important the 
asset, the greater the weight should be). This is irrespective of whether any potential harm amounts to 
substantial harm, total loss or less than substantial harm to its significance.

213. Any harm to, or loss of, the significance of a designated heritage asset (from its alteration or 
destruction, or from development within its setting), should require clear and convincing justification. 
Substantial harm to or loss of:

a) grade II listed buildings, or grade II registered parks or gardens, should be exceptional;
b) assets of the highest significance, notably scheduled monuments, protected wreck sites, registered 
battlefields, grade I and II* buildings, grade I and II* registered parks and gardens, and World Heritage 
Sites, should be wholly exceptional.

214. Where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm to (or total loss of significance of) a 
designated heritage asset, local planning authorities should refuse consent, unless it can be 
demonstrated that the substantial harm or total loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits 
that outweigh that harm or loss, or all of the following apply:

a) the nature of the heritage asset prevents all reasonable uses of the site; and
b) no viable use of the heritage asset itself can be found in the medium term through appropriate 
marketing that will enable its conservation; 
c) and conservation by grant-funding or some form of charitable or public ownership is demonstrably not 
possible; and
d) the harm or loss is outweighed by the benefit of bringing the site back into use.

215. 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, where appropriate, securing its optimum viable use.'

The Conservation Officer has commented on the application stating the following:

'Spicers Farm is a historic farmstead located in a rural position to the south of Balcombe. The current 
proposal, which follows on from pre-application advice, relates to both the farmhouse and the former 
farm buildings within the historic farmstead.

Development and significance of Spicers Farmhouse:

The Historic Building Survey submitted as part of the Heritage Statement accompanying this application 
includes an analysis of the development of the farmhouse, which can be summarised as follows.

- The former farmhouse is a Grade II listed building, which, from the submitted historic building 
assessment, originated as a Medieval hall-house of a 3 cell plan centred on a 2 bay open hall and dating 
from the later part of the 15th century. 
- During the mid-late 16th century this house was modernised by the insertion of a hearth and 
partial flooring of the central hall. 
- Following this during the early 17th century a two-storey cross wing was attached at the northern 
end- this included integral attics, stair tower and cellars. 



- During the mid-late 17th century a substantial chimney stack was inserted within the southern 
bays of the building, possibly associated with the demotion of this part of the building (the original hall 
house) to a kitchen and service area. At this point an attic stair was added, suggesting that the first-floor 
rooms of the southern range were ceiled at this stage to create attics above. 
- Later, during the mid-late 18th century the roof of the southern range was entirely replaced- this 
roof structure although not original is of a high level of interest, particularly the engineered trusses to the 
southern bay. A hoist wheel, a very rare feature, survives from this period attached to the 18th century 
roof in front of the late 17th century chimney. Also, at around this point the west and east elevations of 
the south bay may have been rebuilt in masonry, and the timber frame elsewhere to the southern range 
and the stair turret of the cross-wing underbuilt.
- During the late 19th and early 20th centuries cladding by tile and weatherboarding was carried 
out, and further parts of the east and west elevations rebuilt in brick. Internal alterations took place and a 
new staircase inserted into the north bay of the south range. New windows were inserted into existing 
openings.
- Further internal alterations were carried out and windows replaced during the later 20th century.

The Survey concludes that the building is of a high level of significance, for reasons including the very 
high degree of survival of original and early fabric, floor plan and fixtures, dating from the late 15th to the 
late 18th centuries, as well as the Arts and Crafts era alterations to the property. More detail is given at 
6.2.1 of the document. I see no reason to disagree with this analysis of the development and significance 
of the house.

Development and significance of the former farm buildings:

The surviving farmstead to the east of the house includes a substantial late 16th or early 17th century 
timber framed barn, with two attached 19th century single-storey brick buildings in a linear arrangement 
to the south, and further buildings attached perpendicular to the eastern side of its northern end. A brief 
historical map regression exercise shows that the farmstead has undergone progressive change over 
the past couple of centuries- during the later 19th century there was a large, enclosed yard between the 
farm buildings and the house, with a series of smaller yards sitting to the east, within and beyond the 
angle of the farm buildings. It would appear that the brick buildings to the south of the barn, which 
appear to have been cowsheds or dairies, were previously open to their eastern side onto these yards, 
which also included a number of smaller structures, including pig sties, which are now lost. During the 
latter part of the 20th century, the yards sitting in the angle of the farm buildings were enclosed under a 
large barn structure which now directly abuts the historic barn and attached brick buildings. 

The surviving historic farm buildings including the barn and single storey buildings to the south of it 
would be regarded as curtilage listed. These buildings, as well as being of interest in their own right, 
have group value with and contribute positively to the setting of the listed house, enhancing its special 
interest.

A separate Heritage Statement has been submitted with respect to the farm buildings; this sets out the 
sequence of development of the farmstead in more detail.

The HS describes the barn as dating from the late 16th or very early 17th century, its construction 
perhaps contemporaneous with the addition of the northern cross-wing to the house. During the 17th 
century a further bay was added to the southern end of the building. The original purpose of the barn 
would have been for crop storage, as is evidenced by the waggon doors to either side of the building. It 
is suggested that following this period, the building may have fallen into disuse, prior to a campaign of 
repair and rebuilding during the 19th century, possibly commensurate with the re-ordering of the wider 
farmstead. These 19th century repairs and alterations appear to have been fairly extensive, but seem to 
have often sat alongside retained original fabric, so that a substantial quantity of the original framing 
survives.

The single storey buildings attached to the south of the barn are dated to the reconfiguration of the 
farmstead between 1840 and 1874. The HS suggests that the southern of the two buildings (B2) was 
originally an open fronted shelter-shed, and the northern (B1) a cow-house. As the HS notes, these new 
buildings were well planned and accompanied by a series of yards to the east which illustrated 
contemporary practice in stock management.



The HS assigns a high degree of significance to the barn, as a particularly interesting and rather rare 
example of its type. More detail is given at 8.2.1, however in the context of this application I would draw 
particular attention to the mention of the surviving 4-bay open plan interior, which is in the same form as 
was arrived at during the 17th century, despite later disuse and restoration. 

The later buildings to the south are described as sufficient in fabric and form to illustrate their dates of 
construction, their intended function and their later evolution, which reflects changes in agricultural 
practice over time.

Viewed individually and as a group the farm buildings at Spicers Farm as well as illustrating changing 
carpentry and construction techniques over  period spanning the late 16th to the 19th century also 
demonstrate changes in land management and agriculture, including the transition from arable to 
livestock farming which is characteristic of the High Farming period (after 1790, but particularly the 
1840s to the 1870s). 

Spicers Farm is particularly notable in that only 3% of farmsteads within the High Weald National 
Character Area retain a farmhouse and at least one farm building dating from the 17th century or earlier. 
The extent of the survival of the historic farmstead layout is also relatively unusual.

Proposed works to the farmhouse:

The current pre- proposal is for a number of internal and external alterations to the farmhouse. To 
consider these in turn.

1) Single storey extension to the west of the cross-wing.

An extension is proposed to the western side of the cross-wing. This is shown as being over two storeys, 
incorporating a basement accessed internally via stairs within the extension and externally via escape 
stairs within a lightwell to the addition's western end. The extension at ground floor level is shown with a 
flat roof with rooflights hidden behind a parapet and stone-faced elevations. A shadow gap sits between 
the addition and the existing house to both sides. The extension would be accessed by a doorway which 
would be created in the existing western elevation of the cross-wing by removing the fabric below the sill 
of the existing window to this elevation.

At pre-application stage concerns were raised over the principle of an extension in this position and I 
remain of the opinion that it is contentious. I note that the scale and form of the proposal at ground floor 
level have been reduced by the omission of the element wrapping around the north-west corner of the 
house. I also note that the HIA forming part of the HS is broadly supportive of the revised scheme. 
However, notwithstanding this in my opinion the amended proposal does not address the 'in principle' 
issues raised by an addition in this position and the adverse impact that it will have on the integrity of the 
surviving 17th century footprint and plan form of the house, including in particular the highly significant 
cross-wing. Furthermore, in my opinion the scale of the extension at ground floor, although reduced, 
remains overbearing, and the form and detailed elevational treatment are unsympathetic to the host 
building, resulting in an addition of a heavy and incongruous appearance.

The proposal would result in some loss of historic fabric due to the enlargement of the existing window to 
the western elevation of the cross-wing at ground floor to provide access to the addition. This brickwork 
dates from the early 19th century rebuilding of this elevation. Viewed in isolation of the above, I do not 
consider that this relatively modest loss of fabric would have proved contentious. (I note that in this 
respect the HS appears to refer to an alternative proposal- the comments at 7.2.4. do not appear to 
relate to the particular circumstances or nature of this aspect of the scheme.)

The current proposal also includes an extension at basement level below the ground floor addition, 
which was not seen at pre-application stage. Further information would be required for the Council to be 
assured that this would not adversely impact the structural integrity of the house, including the existing 
cellars beneath the cross-wing, but notwithstanding this I have concerns about the principle of such an 
element, which in my opinion will exacerbate the harm caused by the proposed extension at ground floor 
level. Although there is only a relatively modest lightwell adjacent to the western wing of the addition, this 



in itself will appear as an incongruous feature in the context of the historic building, and will in closer 
views increase the apparent scale and bulk of the addition.

For these reasons I consider that the extension to the building at both ground floor and basement level 
will be harmful to its special interest. I would recommend that these aspects of the proposal are 
removed.

2) At ground floor relocation of an existing door from the entrance hall to a position within the cross 
wing

As the submitted HIA notes there is clear evidence of a door in this position- as such this aspect of the 
proposal is not considered contentious.

3) Insertion of partitions within the existing kitchen area to create a downstairs WC

The northern partition proposed here sits on the line between the Medieval core of the building and the 
17th century cross-wing. Reinstating a partition in this location is not considered contentious. There is no 
similar evidence for a previous partition in the position of the proposed eastern side of the WC enclosure, 
however the HIA notes that this area has been subject to previous alteration including the insertion of a 
staircase during the early part of the 20th century. The impact on the historic plan form of the building is 
somewhat mitigated by this and by the reinstatement of the partition between the core and the cross-
wing. On balance I would not consider this aspect of the proposal to be contentious, although I would 
suggest that internal elevations (existing and proposed) should be provided to demonstrate the 
relationship of the WC fittings with any surviving exposed members of the timber frame.

4) Removal WC adjacent to the chimney stack within the main range to convert the space to a 
storage cupboard.

This aspect of the proposal is not considered contentious.

5) Introduction of partitioning and a fitted cupboard(?) to the opposite side the chimney stack within 
the main range.

I don't believe that this work was considered at pre-application stage, and it is not addressed by the 
submitted HIA. Can the applicant please provide further information on what is proposed here- is there to 
be fitted furniture adjacent to the stack? Is the partitioning full height? It would also be helpful to see 
photographs of the affected area, as we did not look at it during our site visit, and for a brief addendum to 
be made to the HIA to consider the impact of the works.

6) Blocking of the doorway between bedroom 2 and the Jack-and-Jill bathroom.

This is a modern doorway and its removal is not considered contentious.

7) At attic level within the cross-wing, works to create a bedroom, storage space and ensuite. 

As noted in the HIA, the cross-wing included accommodation at attic level from the outset- this is evident 
from the deliberate provision of good head room, light from windows to either gable, and stair access via 
the original stair turret. Although there does not seem to be evidence that this space was previously 
subdivided, the principle of its more intensive use as part of the house does not seem therefore to be 
contrary to its intended purpose. I do have some concerns relating to the insertion of partitioning, but I 
note that this has been rationalised following pre-application to sit in a better relationship with the original 
frame. On balance, I consider that the changes to the plan form are acceptable, but further detail will be 
required of the following aspects:

- Internal elevations of the proposed new ensuite to show how the necessary fittings will be 
accommodated without harm to or concealment of historic fabric.
- Details of pipe runs to demonstrate how harm or loss to historic fabric will be avoided. Details of 
any external necessary vents.
- Further information on the approach to flooring (see below).



- Detailed drawings of the partitioning in terms of its design and relationship with the surrounding 
historic fabric, to demonstrate that this can be achieved without harm to the fabric, and in a manner 
which is easily reversible.
- Details of the proposal to preserve the graffiti to the plaster of the cross-wing roof. This should be 
retained and exposed in a manner which will both preserve it and allow its continued appreciation as part 
of the space.
- Ditto, in respect of the comb-decorated daub to the south of the chimney within the cross wing.

I would prefer to see this information as part of the application rather than by condition (assuming that a 
position is reached where a positive recommendation is otherwise possible) as these details will be 
fundamental to the acceptability of the works.

8) Creation of a play room and plant room within the attic to the main range.

As with the cross-wing attic, this space appears to have been  intended to be accessible and usable as 
part of the house, at least since the insertion of the chimney stack and adjacent stair during the 17th 
century. The current proposal involves the installation of a partition towards the northern end of the 
space to create a plant room, with the remainder of the space remaining open. I would agree with the 
comments within the HIA that subject to detail this would allow enough of the attic space to remain open 
to allow for a continued appreciation of the original character of the room, subject to further details as set 
out below:

- Can the applicant please provide further detail of the intended use of the plant room? What 
equipment is to be placed here, and how will the installation be achieved without harm to the surrounding 
fabric? The details provided should include consideration of any necessary associated wiring, pipework 
etc.
- Further details of any works to the flooring.
- Confirmation that the wheel hoist to the chimney will be retained in situ.

9) Levelling of floors at attic level

As noted at pre-application stage, the covering of historic floors may be regarded as contentious. I would 
like to see further detail of this proposal, on a space-by-space basis, which sets out the nature of the 
existing flooring and its level of interest, and includes typical sectional drawings to show the relationship 
of the proposed new floor with the existing. I would also suggest that the applicant reconsider the extent 
of the floating floor and whether this is necessary or justified in particular in areas such as the play room, 
bedroom or storage areas.

10) Installation of insulation at roof level.

Further detail is required of this work so that the impact on the character of the spaces and of the roof 
structure can be fully understood. The applicant should provide the following:

- Typical large scale sectional drawings for each part of the roof affected.
- Typical large scale elevational and sectional eaves detail for each part of the roof affected.
- Existing and proposed internal elevations of all affected parts of the frame, ideally cross-
referenced with photographs.
- Further information on the soot blackened timbers within the roof of the main range and how 
these will be protected, so that they remain exposed to view.

11) Replacement of existing rooflights.

This is not considered contentious, subject to detail.

Works are also proposed to the curtilage listed farm buildings, in associated with their conversion to 
ancillary residential use. A structural survey has been submitted which indicates that the buildings should 
be capable of conversion, and as accommodation will remain ancillary to the house the impact on the 
character of the setting of the listed farmhouse will be reduced, in that no new separate dwelling is 



created, and there will be no requirement for subdivision of the curtilage, or other such works which 
might otherwise be necessary. As such, the principle of the conversion is not regarded as contentious.  

To consider the proposed physical alterations to the buildings in turn: 

1) Externally to the barn it is proposed to glaze the existing barn door opening.

This element of the proposal has been amended following on from pre-application advice to simplify the 
form of the proposed glazing, and is now considered acceptable subject to detail. Conditions would be 
required should a permission be forthcoming in relation to the relationship of the glazing with the head 
plate, which should be retained, and the design of both the glazing and the doors (noting the 
recommendations of the HIA in this respect).

2) Insertion of a mezzanine within the main barn space.

Concerns were raised at pre-application stage concerning this aspect of the scheme. I note the intention 
that the mezzanine should be structurally independent of the framing to be the barn, and that it will have 
only a low balustrade to the side facing onto the remainder of the space. However, I remain of the 
opinion that this is an unjustified intrusion into the floor plan and volume of the barn's interior, which as 
the HIA notes survives in the same form as was arrived at during the 17th century, despite later disuse 
and restoration, and which makes a strong contribution to the building's significance, as does the intact 
nature, and visibility, of the framing to the walls and roof, which would also be adversely affected. For 
these reasons, the mezzanine would be harmful to the special interest of the barn. Paragraph 213 of the 
NPPF that: 'Any harm to, or loss of, the significance of a designated heritage asset (from its alteration or 
destruction, or from development within its setting), should require clear and convincing justification.' 
Given the ancillary nature of the accommodation and the extent of the barn's footprint as existing, the 
mezzanine structure and the subsequent harm arising is in my opinion unjustified, and I would 
recommend it is removed from the scheme.

3) Formation of an opening in the northern wall of the barn to allow access into the adjacent store, 
which is proposed to be partly converted for use as WCS, with a bin store retained to the western side, 
with doors added;

Within the submitted HIA there is a detailed discussion of potential locations for the proposed new 
doorway which would avoid damage to the earlier members of the frame, and allow sufficient later fabric 
to remain to allow the form of this to continue to be appreciated. Whilst either of these options could be 
pursued, the door as shown appears to be a pocket door in a larger opening, which would involve the 
removal of at least one original stud. This is unacceptable, and should be revised in line with the findings 
of the HIA. Any revised detail should include a proposed internal elevation and section which also 
demonstrate how the original sole plate and plinth will be retained at the base of the door and any 
change in level addressed. 

The remainder of the works to the northern lean-to are not considered contentious, subject to detail, with 
the exception of the loss of the doorway and door to its eastern side. I note the commentary in this 
respect within the HIA, and I would agree that rather than a simple recess to indicate the position of the 
doorway the the door itself could be retained and fixed shut. Further detail of this is required, ideally 
during the course of this application, including an appropriate annotation on the proposed plans, and a 
detailed internal elevation.

4) Insertion of partitioning within the adjacent cowshed to create bedrooms and ensuites, adjacent 
storage space to be converted for use as an office, with access to a Jack and Jill bathroom created 
within the main cowshed, and southern cowshed subdivided with partitioning to create a 1 bedroom 
annexe with bedroom, living room/kitchenette and ensuite.

The extent of the partitioning has been modestly reduced since pre-application, and I note the point 
made within the HIA regarding the date of the fittings and the relationship of the partitioning and the rood 
trusses. On balance, this aspect of the proposal is considered acceptable. Detailed drawings of the 
relationship between the trusses and partitions would be required by condition if any permission were 
granted. 



5) New windows to be added to the west elevation of both cowsheds and to the southern end 
elevation.

The number and scale of the proposed new windows have been reduced, and in general the proposal is 
in this respect now more sympathetic to the agricultural character of the buildings. However, the window 
to the southern end elevation remains overscaled and somewhat domestic in appearance, and I would 
suggest that this is reduced to similar proportions to those proposed elsewhere. 

6) Existing door openings to the southern cowshed to be glazed.

The design of the glazing has been amended following pre-application advice and is now considered 
acceptable.

7) New rooflights to the eastern roof slope of the dairy and cowshed.

A number of new rooflights are proposed to the side of the building facing away from the farmhouse. 
This is considered acceptable in principle, subject to detail. 

8) Insulation to all buildings

Further detail of this is required in the form of detailed typical large-scale sections, internal elevations, 
and eaves details, to demonstrate the relationship of the insulation with the historic fabric including in 
particular members of the timber frame to the barn walls and roof and to the roofs of the dairy and 
cowshed. 

The applicant should also supply details of the proposed treatment of the floors to all buildings.

In summary, as it stands, the proposal because of the inclusion of the extension to the house, and the 
mezzanine and other aspects of works the barn as set out above, would be considered harmful to the 
special interest of Spicers Farm and the associated curtilage listed farm buildings. This will be contrary to 
the requirements of District Plan Policy DP34. In terms of the NPPF, I would place the harm caused to 
be less than substantial, at the mid-high level of that range, such that the balancing exercise set out in 
paragraph 215 will apply. 

I would also note that there are several areas where we currently have insufficient information for 
informed comment, which may or may not prove acceptable once this is provided'.

The planning officer agrees with the Conservation Officer that the proposed ground floor rear extension 
(and cellar extension) is harmful to the special interest of the listed building.

Coupled with this, the proposal would result in some loss of historic fabric due to the enlargement of the 
existing window to the western elevation of the cross-wing at ground floor to provide access to the 
addition. 

The installation of a mezzanine floor to the barn would be harmful to the special interest of the barn. 
Given the ancillary nature of the accommodation and the extent of the barn's footprint as existing, the 
mezzanine structure and the subsequent harm arising is deemed unjustified in line with paragraph 213 of 
the NPPF.

The new doorway serving the bin store involves the removal of at least one original stud which would be 
harmful to the special interest of the curtilage listed barn.

It was also noted that insufficient information has been provided regarding the proposed roof insulation 
works to the barn and the impact on the structural integrity of the house from the creation of a basement 
level extension, with further information in relation to the historical impact from the introduction of a 
partitioning and fitted cupboard to opposite of the chimney stack on ground floor and greater detailed 
drawings is required in relation to pipes, vents, flooring, fittings and partitioning, insulation and plant 
room within the attic/loft to allow for sufficient justification for the works.



In terms of the impact, it has been identified that the proposed rear extension and the works to the barn 
outlined above would result in less than substantial harm to the listed building. Where the harm would be 
less than substantial, in terms of the NPPF, the criteria set out in paragraph 215 would apply. This states 
that 'Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a 
designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal 
including, where appropriate, securing its optimum viable use'.

This is the balancing exercise that must be undertaken by the decision maker, ensuring that 
considerable importance and weight is given to the less than substantial harm to the heritage asset that 
has been identified. 

The property remains in its original use, as a dwelling, and is not considered to be currently at risk. 
Whilst the barn and attached farm buildings with their conversion arguably means the retention allows for 
a continued viable use for them as curtilage listed buildings, notwithstanding this, it is Officers view that 
the harm caused to the heritage asset identified is greater than the benefits of the scheme.

Notwithstanding the above, there is no compelling evidence to demonstrate that the proposal is 
necessary to secure the optimum viable use of the property as whole. The property remains in its original 
use, as a dwelling, and is not considered to be currently at risk. 

Whilst it is noted that the proposed extension would allow for the enhancement of the living 
accommodation within the listed building, this is a private benefit and does not fall to be considered in 
the balance. Furthermore, the continued viable use of the building as a residential dwelling is not 
dependent on the proposal as the building has an ongoing residential use that would not cease in its 
absence. 

In terms of impact on heritage assets, it should be noted that National Planning Practice Guidance states 
that public benefit 'should not just be a private benefit'. 

Therefore, as no public benefits have been identified that would outweigh the harm identified in heritage 
terms, the proposal would fail the assessment within the NPPF and would not comply with policy DP34 
and the NPPF.

PLANNING BALANCE AND CONCLUSION

Planning legislation requires the application to be determined in accordance with the development plan 
unless material considerations indicate otherwise. It is therefore necessary for the planning application to 
be assessed against the policies in the development plan and then to take account of other material 
planning considerations including the NPPF.

As such there would be a harmful impact to the special interest of the listed building. The harm is 
considered to be less than substantial and thus paragraph 215 of the NPPF applies. In this case there 
are not considered to be any material public benefits resulting from the development that would outweigh 
the identified harm. 

The harm caused by the proposed development would clearly outweigh any public benefits and 
consequently the proposal cannot be supported.  It is also relevant that the continued viable use of the 
building as a residential dwelling is not dependent on the proposals.

It is considered that the overall size, scale and massing of the proposed single storey rear extension and 
cellar extension would be harmful to the special interest of the grade II listed building. The proposed 
alterations to the barn creating a mezzanine would also erode the existing historic fabric of the barn and 
harmful to the special interest of the curtilage listed barn.

Moreover, insufficient information has been provided demonstrating the level of historic interest to both 
the barn and the main dwelling primarily in terms of the works to the attic and proposed roof insulation 
works.



 It is therefore considered that the proposal would be contrary to policy DP34 of the District Plan, the 
requirements of the NPPF and the Listed Building and Conservation Area (LBCA) Act 1990.

It is recommended that listed building consent is refused.

Decision: Refusal

Case Officer: Andrew Horrell


