
From:                                 Rainier, Peter <Peter.Rainier@dmhstallard.com>
Sent:                                  02 December 2025 20:02:51 UTC+00:00
To:                                      "Susan Dubberley" <Susan.Dubberley@midsussex.gov.uk>
Cc:                                      "Steve Ashdown" <Steve.Ashdown@midsussex.gov.uk>; "Simon Dougall" 
<simon.dougall@btinternet.com>; "Ann Biggs" <ann.biggs@midsussex.gov.uk>
Subject:                             FW: DM/25/1104 & DM/25/1103 – Marlow House, 107 High Street, Lindfield - 
Comments on Committee Report [DMHS-DMS.FID8001034]
Attachments:                   Cellar Work - Marlow House, 107 High Street, RH16 2HR.pdf, Marlow House - 
Historic England report - DM/25/1103 [DMHS-DMS.FID8001034]

  
Dear Susan, 
  
I refer to the reports which are contained within the Planning Committee Agenda for Thursday 4th 

December, relating to Marlow House.
  
We have carefully considered the contents of the reports and would wish to place on record the following 
comments. I trust that the contents of this email will be made available to Members via the Agenda 
Update Sheet, before the matter is debated.
  
The statements regarding the rear extension are, in my view, misleading and exaggerated throughout 
both applications. There is an implication the whole rear extension is at issue, when the previous 
permission consented a large part of the addition and balcony to the southern end. The additional floor 
area proposed here is just 170cm x 320cm. The balcony, was approved to go the full width in the original 
approval. 
   
2.5  It must be noted that the so-called ‘overbearing rear extension’,it is normally a term used when the 
impact on neighbouring residential amenity is harmfully impacted. There is no discussion in the report 
which supports this comment. The immediate neighbours support the scheme and consider that there is 
no unacceptable overlooking or that the development is overbearing. They also confirm it is not obtrusive. 
It is noteworthy that the rear addition is not visible in public views, but rather only partially visible from 
neighbouring rear gardens. The language used in report is unnecessarily emotive the modern rear 
addition does not ‘engulf’ the historic dwelling because for it do so it would need to ‘cover it completely’, 
that is clearly not the case.
  
2.6 and 2.7  We disagree with the assertion that there are no public benefits (see further below)). All 
neighbours are benefiting especially 105 as per his recent letter. The property would have fallen into 
further disrepair if the works had not been undertaken.
  
4.1  The summary of comments made in support of the application are very selective. Please note the 
immediate neighbours fully support the proposal. 
  
5.  There is no acknowledgement of my email of 6th November, this is very surprising as it makes 
significant concessions given the points raised by Historic England. Perhaps most importantly, there 
should have been acknowledgement of the intention to reinstate the staircases as original. 
  
10.3 to 10.6  In summary (as set out in the 6th November email – copy enclosed) the applicants have 
agreed to reinstate the staircases and basement access plus the additional benefit of the loft hatch. 
  
10.8 This is incorrect as only shelving existed with a modern rear plasterboard wall. 



  
10.9 The evidence that we have produced has proved a door existed here. Lime plaster of the infills has 
been offered in lieu of the modern plaster. A benefit. There has been no door removal.
  
10.21 The latest submitted cellar report (copy enclosed) answers all the accusations. The cellar report 
which confirms floor is original and the lime render is the most effective and traditional way of dealing with 
the damp, but if necessary the email of 6th November confirms a willingness to remove the render. 
  
10.22 Joists here have been fully justified. 
  
10.26 Soot Blackening clearly revealed in the southern bedroom. 
  
10.27 Not in height. 
  
10.28 The Bakehouse collapsed but was rebuilt to the exact same dimensions. The only differences are 
the triangle of glass and chimney. Although similar to the Doodie Stark building in the High Street the 6th 
November email expresses a willingness to remove the glazed triangle. The chimney was only built 
slightly higher due to the need to comply with Building Regulations.
  
10.29 Structural report from expert justifies dismantling. 
  
12.8/12.9  As set out in the 6th November email the applicant is willing to reinstate the staircases and 
access to basement and loft. As set out previously, this is a significant improvement to the scheme which 
has been described in the Committee Report. The introduction of the loft hatch is also a clear heritage 
benefits.
  
12.10 The 6th November email expresses a willingness to reinstate joists in the ceiling. Existing ceiling 
finishes were shown to be removed - see approved planning drawings. By removing ceiling finishes it is 
also exposing soot blackening more prominently.
  
12.12 Although the Heritage Officer seems reluctant to accept it the exposing of the well is a clear 
heritage benefit. 
  
12.14 Planning approved drawing confirms ceiling finish to be removed. It is proposed that joists are 
replace in oak. Photographs have been submitted of the artex and plasterboard ceiling.
  
12.15 The additional section of rear extension is only 170 x 320cm. The Victorian gable wall will be 
retained and visible internally and externally through the windows. The ‘Gothic window’ was modern as 
confirmed in the submitted heritage but is still fully intact and will be displayed. The Bakehouse still 
survives to the exact dimensions. Two walls are original and the only historic fabric were the bricks. The 
Bakehouse was not demolished it partially collapsed. Again, only the triangle of glazing at high level 
differs from the original, and if deemed necessary, this will be removed. 
  
12.16 The submitted Mc Carey Simmons structural engineers report confirms that the chimney was 
unsafe. 
  
12.19 Neighbours wrote to the Council stating the building was in a very poor state of repair and at risk. 
Public benefits have been referred to above. 
  
  



The scheme will deliver an exemplary restoration and refurbishment of the 15th century timber framed 
house which comprises the core significance of the grade II listed building. The new interventions are 
sensitively designed, combining traditional and contemporary elements sympathetic to the building’s high 
architectural value and historic interest.
  
Taken as a whole the effects of the Proposed Scheme would be positive in heritage terms, accepting a 
degree of harm resulting from the full width rear extension, and master bathroom dormer roof extension. 
Nonetheless, the heritage benefits of the proposal are manifold, in conjunction with the overarching 
benefit of securing the heritage asset’s beneficial use as a single dwelling on a long-term basis as part of 
a fully restored property which was previously in very poor condition. Indeed, the implemented scheme 
included the restoration of the building’s external envelope and adjoining gable wall to No. 109 which has 
been repointed in hydraulic lime mortar. Overall, the heritage benefits of the proposal outweigh the harm, 
resulting in no residual heritage harm on the basis of internal heritage balance. Furthermore, the scheme 
as implemented has been executed to a very high standard with outstanding attention to detail (e.g. 
joinery, carpentry, ironmongery, masonry and timber framing repairs) to the extent that it is many ways an 
exemplary scheme. Indeed, the project has won a number of awards, including recognition from the 
Sussex Heritage Trust 2025 (winner of Small Scale Restoration Award ,Restoration, Conversion and 
Extension and winner of Master Craftsman for the quality of workmanship in Marlow House) and Crittall - 
House of the Year (2025).  
  
The NPPF requires that where less than substantial harm is identified, "this harm should be weighed 
against the public benefits of the proposal including, where appropriate, securing its optimum viable use." 
The public benefits in this case appear to be:
  

1. Rescue of a Grade II listed building from neglect and decay
2. Securing its future use and long-term conservation
3. Removal of a building from potential heritage at risk status
4. Enhancement to the Conservation Area
5. Exemplar award winning conservation project with educational value

  
These are real and substantial public benefits that outweigh the identified harm, particularly given all the 
revisions and re-instatement works offered. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
Peter 

 
Peter Rainier  |  Principal Director of Planning  |  Tel: 01293 605160  |  
For and on behalf of DMH Stallard LLP 
Origin One, 108 High Street
 

,  Crawley ,  West Sussex
 

,  RH10 1BD
 

All of our Gatwick teams are now based together in one office at Origin One, 108 High Street, Crawley. W
est Sussex. RH10 1BD. 

IMPORTANT MESSAGE:
Please be aware of cyber crime. DMH Stallard LLP will NOT notify changes to our bank account details by email.
If you receive any communications suggesting that the firm's bank account details have changed, you should contact the firm via the number on the 
firm's website or headed notepaper immediately to confirm the details before making payment.
Please be aware that a phishing email may contain a fraudulent phone number for DMH Stallard LLP. DMH Stallard LLP will not take responsibility if 
you transfer money to a wrong account. 

DMH Stallard LLP is a limited liability partnership registered in England and Wales (registered number OC338287).
Its registered office is at The Portland Building, 27-28 Church Street, Brighton, East Sussex. BN1 1RB and it is authorised and regulated by the 
Solicitors Regulation Authority (ID. 490576).

tel:01293%20605160


The term “partner” is used to refer to a member of DMH Stallard LLP or an employee or consultant with equivalent standing and qualifications. A list of 
our members, and of the non-members who are designated as partners, is open to inspection at our Brighton office.
Please click here to see our disclaimer
Please don't print this email unless you really need to.
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SHDR Ltd 


Vinalls Business Centre 


Nep Town Road 


Henfield 


West Sussex 


BN5 9DZ 


T: 01273 569135 


E: office@shdr.co.uk 


To: Robert Quayle Southern Contractors Ltd 


Re: Cellar Work - Marlow House, 107 High Street, Lindfield, RH16 2HR 


Good afternoon, Rob, 


Following up on our earlier conversation, I wanted to outline the work carried out in the basement and the 


rationale for each step in a clear, professional manner. 


When we first inspected the space, it was evident that the existing concrete slab had been in place for a 


considerable period. Its raised level had reduced the basement’s natural ventilation, contributing to 


elevated humidity. This restricted ventilation, combined with moisture being forced up at the junctions 


between the slab and the walls, was the primary cause of the deterioration you observed in the masonry. 


Around the perimeter of the slab were preformed channels that appeared to be part of an unfinished 


attempt at a French drain or similar system. There was no sump or discharge point, meaning any water 


entering those channels was sitting stagnant with no meaningful outlet. 


Our approach was to retain the slab and make practical use of the existing channels. We installed four-inch 


perforated pipes around the entire perimeter and reinstated a clean layer of aggregate on top. All 


pipework was directed to the existing on-site gully, which provided a reliable exit for the water. There was 


no requirement to break out or alter the main slab since there was no evidence of water rising through the 


centre of the floor. 


The walls showed characteristic signs of long-term salt-related damage and spalling, which is common 


when moisture has been trapped for many years behind impermeable tanking treatments. To help the 


structure dry in a controlled and gentle manner, we recommended a light coat of NHL 3.5 lime. This was 


not intended to block moisture but to regulate its release, allowing the wall to breathe and reducing 


further surface failure during the drying process. 


These combined measures guided the water to its correct point of discharge, relieved pressure at the wall 


junctions, and supported healthier ventilation. The outcome was a noticeably more stable and drier 


basement. 
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If you need anything further or would like to review the following steps, I am happy to help. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Aaron West 
Director | SHDR Ltd | Surveyor  
SHDR LTD   
 
Main Office | Vinalls Business Centre | Nep Town Road  
Henfield | West Sussex | BN5 9DZ   
 
T: 01273 569135  
E: office@shdr.co.uk 
  


 
 










Dear Luciana and Alma, 






 




We have seen your comments on behalf of Historic England, which you have sent to Mid Sussex District Council (MSDC) in relation to the above application at Marlow House.




 




We appreciate that there is a significant quantity of detailed plans and supporting information to consider and the comments below seek to ensure that the response you give is

 factually correct.




 




It is of serious concern to us that the latest plans have only just been uploaded on the MSDC Portal yesterday and consequently, we firstly, wanted to ensure that you have had

 the opportunity to look at these in detail. I hope these were issued to you by Mid Sussex when we submitted them. Your letter does refer to having received ‘amended proposals and associated documents in late September and early October’

so I hope you received and considered the Gould Baxter Survey plus the thirteen latest plans supporting the revised DAS report which were submitted in early September but only uploaded yesterday.






 




Turning to your letter to Susan Dubberley, we set out below our comments in relation to the some of the points raised.




 




Summary

Page 2 and 8




Page 2&8 of the letter indicates that the “removal of the 17th century staircase falls within the mid – high level of the less than substantial range”.




Importantly, we had permission as confirmed below to remove the upper staircase (first to attic) – full details below. There was, we accept, no permission to remove the lower

 stair (ground to first) although the materials were more modern here. 




The reinstatement of the staircase certainly lessens the harm (perceived or actual).






We would ask for your opinion on what the residual effect of the proposed reinstatement would be.






It appears that there is little consideration of the benefit of the re-instatement of the first to attic stair.




It seems clear from your comments that you consider the proposed solution inadequate as a means of negating the harm arising from the staircase being removed, indeed you consider

 it ‘a modern and confusing reinterpretation’. We do not agree that the level of residual harm remains high (within the less than substantial range) in spite of the proposed reinstatement. Notwithstanding our views, we would consider that a way to address this

 would be to reinstate the stair as originally constructed, hence the whole staircase could include risers and plastered soffit. We do not consider re-introducing the modern enclosure would be appropriate as it would be beneficial in heritage terms to expose

 and reveal the stair structure. 




The reinstatement of the upper stair would be a significant benefit, as there is consent to remove it and this application is the only way to ensure reinstatement – of course

 this first to attic stair was never enclosed.




We would appreciate your further advice in relation to the above.




 




 




Dormer Page 4




At page 4 you state “The harm is exacerbated by the reconfiguration of the main en-suite bathroom roof at first floor level as a flat-roofed ‘dormer’ extension, adding bulk and

 concealing a section of the historic range in westerly views.” We are not sure that ‘westerly views’ is the correct (it should probably be easterly, but we think we know what you mean) and so in this response have continued to use that phrase. We would contest

 the extent to which the historic range was previously visible or appreciable in westerly views. Judging from photos of the building prior to the implementation of the current scheme it would appear there was little to no appreciation of the historic west range

 and the historic roof of the C15 house in westerly views because of the late C20 hipped roof extension as shown in the Gould Baxter Report at page 6 and as illustrated in the photograph below. The photograph also clearly shows how far the original conservatory

 obscured the Bakehouse and the impact of the rooflights.
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As such, we do not consider that the bathroom dormer extension worsens the situation compared to what was there previously. We would urge Historic England (and the LPA) to take

 the prior situation properly into account. 




 




This also applies to the following statement – “Although the garden setting is not publicly accessible, it affords appreciation of the roofscape on the west side of the High

 Street. Many of these buildings are designated, including the grade II listed neighbours at Nos 105 and 109. The implemented extension has eroded the visual coherence of this historic group.” The prior condition of the property, with the conservatory across

 the width of the dwelling and the very large dormer window, did likewise and your comments have little regard to the original baseline.




 




Rear Additions Page 3 and 4.




The letter states: “The property was altered and extended at the rear during the 20th century clearly in a manner that was not entirely sympathetic”. We agree,






With the application scheme you can now clearly see the original rear elevation from outside, and although internalised it is much more evident than it was previously with the

 mismatch of modern conservatory buildings (2003-2023). 




The Bakehouse (as rebuilt) is now completely visible and the application proposals for upstairs will result in the gable becoming more visible.




 




The report confirms the new extension replaces mediocre, accretive structures. Within the approved scheme the balcony ran along the entire width of the building. We have respected

 the significance with the revealed brickwork of the now internalised gabled bay retained and as stated in our DAS report, clearly visible through the glazing upstairs. The evidential interest of the Victorian 19th century construction would still

 be preserved.




 




We disagree that the visual coherence of the neighbouring dwellings has been eroded. No.105 has benefited from the extension as the previous conservatories extended significantly

 above the boundary wall. In fact, part of the boundary wall was completely obscured by the conservatory. As noted above, the more recessed building line is more sympathetic to the various outriggers and projecting bays to the houses on either side and the

 design of the extension itself is more coherent as implemented than the approved design. The neighbours at No.105 are very pleased with the outcome as it benefits their property given the removal of the conservatories and the reduced rearward extent (3m) of

 the rear elevation. This was done purposely to expose, as requested, the Bakehouse which was previously not visible to the south side. We would class this as a benefit.






The previous design also resulted in overlooking towards No.105 (garden from the bedroom with the window in the east elevation).






Every neighbouring property has its own individual features. Some properties have modern conservatory extensions (both 101 & 105), an Air B&B in the garden of another and there

 is no consistency with the designs as they have all been modernised over the years in some shape or form.




 




 




The staircase Page 4& 5 




MSDC approved drawings and decision notice confirm that the upper staircases can be removed. We do not think this has been factored into the judgement on the level of harm. Upper

 Staircase on approved drawings GH342 PL04A POINT 1/ GH342 PL07B/ GH342 PL08B/22nd Dec Approved Planning statement 22/12 under ‘amount’ point 3 and Gould Baxter Survey point 7.50 all confirm that the upper staircase is approved to be removed.




 




Please also note the staircase report in the DAS confirms it was not fit for purpose. However, it is a heritage feature and hence the intention to reinstate and make revisions

 as suggested above.




As discussed above, you indicate that the staircase was demolished without permission – that is only true of the ground to first floor part.






 




As illustrated on the photographs the ground to first floor staircase was clearly boxed in with modern tongue and groove timber boarding, evidently a modern material construction

 and generally poor quality which obscures sight of the stair. We believe there is no benefit in replacing the stair enclosure and it is better to see it, as would have been the case originally. This will also ensure that more of the old oak frame will be visible

 in this location. 




 




Bakehouse Page 4 




The letter states that the rebuilt Bakehouse only superficially replicates the original Bakehouse. This is incorrect. There is an inference that more has been done to the Bakehouse

 than actually has. It has been rebuilt to the original dimensions. Any changes (apart from the upper glazed section to the south wall window) are immaterial and were necessitated by building regulations and to overcome inherent defects to guttering, etc.  




 




From the photographs on the DAS page 35/106&109 the condition of the bricks can be clearly seen. There simply were not enough salvageable bricks to rebuild the two elevations.

 The Council were aware of this and hence they granted approval by using the matching bricks in the condition 3 DM/22/3694.




The new Bakehouse roof was approved in the planning application and as agreed all the old tiles were reused.




 




Glazing was approved in the west elevation and the only difference in the structure is the triangular top section. The north wall and part of the west wall still remain as original.

 The south wall and part of the west wall always had large amounts of glazing.




 




The introduction of the triangular glazed section was based on the approved ‘Doodie Stark’ property which is also an old bakery in the High Street and incorporated the same feature

 in their design. The old bakery here lies immediately to the rear of Wincote (grade II*) at 65 High Street. See image below and attached.
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Note the original Bakehouse (at Marlow House) was obscured by the conservatory. The completed works in our opinion will enhance (previously limited) aesthetic value These changes

 to the setting are beneficial in principle.




Please could you review your assessment of harm in the light of the above.




 




Lavatory South Bay Page 5 




There never was a timber wall or timber structure in this area. All that has been done is remove the breeze block wall and stone nogging as illustrated in numerous photographs.

 There is no loss of historic fabric and erosion of an already eroded plan form is not consequential in our opinion. We accept that “the new partition is on a different alignment and its entrance set back from the hallway” but this only reinforces the fact

 that it is a contemporary intervention. We don’t view this as harmful based on this part of the building having already been very much altered. The new iteration reveals and exposes the primary timber frame construction much more than was previously the case.

 Please could you review your assessment of harm in the light of the above.




 




North Bay lounge Page 5/6 




We will give consideration to reinstating some of this oak framing - suggest lightweight timber frame partitions to reinstate the plan form of the later snug – it was unlikely

 original. We trust that this would be welcomed.




 




Removal of Chimney Stack Page 6 




As quoted by the Structural Engineer’s report the Chimney was not sound and was in danger of collapse. There was no choice other than to remove the structure. We do not agree

 that it was an ‘important evidential element’. We acknowledge there is some harm arising from its removal, but this is at a low level, and overall outweighed by the heritage benefits of the amended scheme.  




 




Fireplace Installation Page 6   




Please refer to the specialist chimney report and photos in the DAS document regarding the Living room fireplace. It clearly shows the hearth had lost its historic character

 and how the previous owner ruined it. As a coal fire could not be used a log burner was inserted that can be taken out. The chimney breasts are clearly visible in the hall, upstairs in both rooms and continuing into the attic. We have maintained the chimney

 breasts longevity by lime plastering them. The treatment of the fireplaces and chimney breasts is an overall improvement on the previous condition and appearance of this feature. No historic fabric has been removed and there was previously nothing of historic

 character about them, so the change is at worst neutral in our opinion. 




 




Casement Windows Page 6




There is no ostensible interpretive value in the position of the previous casement windows. It is wholly conjuectural because of the lack of evidence in the timber framing and

 the very poor quality of the modern joinery which has been removed. In our opinion no harm has resulted from the replacement of these modern windows with lime plaster infill to the frame. The original windows would have possibly been in one or other of these

 panels but there is no evidence to say which ones. 




 




We have evidenced that in drawings 1987/LF/063 & 064/87 and drawings 1982 & 1999 all on the old planning permissions, no casements windows existed. This is confirmed within the

 DAS. The casement windows were as confirmed by the previous owner installed by her in the 1990’s.






In the approved planning documents, it was agreed that all of these windows could be removed, this was done. 50% were approved to be filled in and lime plastered. By filling

 them all in it reinstates the rear elevation to its original 15th century appearance.






Please see all the photographs in the DAS which clearly show the window positions and condition before they were taken out.  They were modern softwood timber windows that did

 not fit the openings with injected foam around them to fil the gaps.




We are firmly of the view that this is an improvement and would ask you review your assessment of harm in the light of the above.




 




Water Well Page 6/7




The LPA have photographic evidence and a video of the original Well structure in place.




 




The well was originally created from the limestone slab below ground level. This is still all in place as demonstrated in the video. See also. page 162 0f the DAS report

 clearly showing three photographs of the well and its fabric.




The evidence clearly shows there has been no harm to the historic fabric.




The applicant has gone to tremendous expense to restore the well and taken great care in its restoration. They employed Structural Engineers to do the necessary calculations

 and experienced company to advise of the correct relining methods. 




To receive negative comments after restoring a historic well is illustrative of the applicant’s experience. The opening of the well is a substantive benefit and the re-lining

 in brick incorporates a cavity between the original stone wall and the new brick.






 




Again, we would ask for a review of the stated comments/assessment.






 




 




Changes to north bedroom

Page 7




There was approval for an en-suite bathroom. We don’t consider these changes to be harmful to the plan form because the historic layout remains very much in evidence and fully

 legible. The plasterboard infill panels removed were not historic fabric. These could be reinstated in lime plaster but as they were modern we do not consider the changes made to this part of the listed building in any way harmful to its significance.






 




 




Vaulted Ceiling south bedroom Page 7 




The planning decision notice on the portal dated 12/05/23 this is approved point 6 . We have also shown from photographs the ceiling structure was artex and modern plasterboard.

 – The floorboards above were historic, but there is no evidence we have seen in respect of the joists. Frankly, this is difficult to prove one way or another.




Again, as a measure of good faith, we would be willing to insert some oak joists to recreate the appearance that a ceiling existed but not plasterboard the area. That is a potential

 option upon which your views would be welcome. 




 




Removal of rooflights

Page 7




In acknowledging that the coherent appearance of the historical roof profile has been reinstated, we would also point out that the 1980s extension completely concealed this roof,

 whereas the rear extension as built is lower in height and allows the historic roof to be seen in the context of the adjacent properties ‘in westerly views’. This tends to vitiate what you/HE say earlier on in the letter about the extension eroding, “the visual

 coherence of this historic group.” and undermining, “the ability to understand the heritage asset’s different construction phases”. The assessment is highly selective in that sense and not as holistic as one might hope it would be.






 




 




 




In summary, as we said at the start of this email, we do appreciate that there is a significant quantity of material to consider. We have pointed out some areas where we consider

 the assessment of harm to be less significant than stated and would ask that you give further consideration to this email and the documents referred to within it. We remain willing to make further revisions to mitigate harm (as alluded to above) and would

 welcome further advice/dialogue.




 




We look forward to hearing from you.




 




Kind regards,




 




Peter
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LONDON OFFICE 
 
 
Ms Susan Dubberley         Direct Dial: 0207 973 3627 
Mid Sussex District Council   
Oaklands Road     
Haywards Heath Our ref: L01595454   
RH16 1SS     
     
  23rd October 2025     
  
 
Dear Ms Dubberley 
 
Arrangements for Handling Heritage Applications Direction 2015 
 
MARLOW HOUSE, 107 HIGH STREET, LINDFIELD, HAYWARDS HEATH, WEST 
SUSSEX RH16 2HR 
Application No. DM/25/1103 
 
Thank you for your letter of 17th July 2025 regarding the above application for listed 
building consent. Thank you also for arranging a site visit with your Conservation 
Officer, the project teams’ Planning Consultant, Heritage Adviser and Construction 
Manager, on 19th September. We received amended proposals and associated 
documents in late September and early October. On the basis of this updated 
information, we offer the following advice to assist your authority in determining the 
application. 
 
 
Background 
 
The current submission follows planning and listed building consent applications for 
internal and external alterations submitted in December 2022, which were granted 
consent on 12th May 2023 (planning ref: DM/22/3694, DM/22/3695). 
 
However, a number of the works undertaken were not in accordance with the 
approved scheme. 
 
To regularise these works, a part-retrospective, part-new scheme has been 
submitted and, following unsupportive comments from your Council’s Conservation 
Officer on 23rd June, the current revised scheme has been produced to address 
those concerns. 
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Summary 
 
The Grade II listed Marlow House is a fine multi-phase building developed around a 
medieval timber-framed core. It forms part of a coherent historic group with other 
properties along the High Street, which make an important contribution to the 
character and appearance of the Lindfield Conservation Area. 
 
The current proposals seek to regularise works carried out either in variation of, or 
without, listed building consent. The proposed rectification works do not sufficiently 
reduce the harm caused by the unauthorised works. Consequently, this application 
fails to avoid or minimise the conflict between the proposal and the heritage asset’s 
conservation, as paragraph 208 of the NPPF requires. 
 
The harm caused by the proposals falls within the ‘less than substantial’ range under 
the NPPF, though at a mid to high level of that spectrum for certain items, such as 
the proposed ‘reconstruction’ of the unauthorised removal of the 17th-century 
staircase, and for the enlarged and redesigned first-floor rear extension. 
 
Historic England objects to the application on heritage grounds. We consider that the 
application does not meet the requirements of the NPPF, in particular paragraph 
numbers 208 and 219. It is for your Authority to assess whether the proposals meet 
the requirements of paragraphs 213 and 215 of the Framework and thus if any public 
benefits arising from the implemented works are sufficient to outweigh the harm 
caused and provide clear and convincing justification. 
 
Historic England Advice 
 
Significance of Marlow House 
 
Marlow House is a good example of a multi-phase building of 15th-century origin. 
Within Lindfield Conservation Area, it forms part of an important sequence of historic 
buildings in the village’s historic core, which, as a group, make a strong contribution 
to a very fine and attractive streetscape. 
 
The original timber-framed building comprised a four-bay layout that developed from 
an open-hall structure to a fully floored house with a central masonry chimney stack. 
It has been suggested that the property may have been of a Wealden type, with a 
recessed hall, although insufficient evidence prevents confirmation. In particular, the 
continuous jetty along the frontage may point to a more central open-hall design. 
 
In the 17th century, when the building was fully floored, an enclosed timber winder 
staircase running from ground to attic floor was introduced against the rear wall, 
probably in the position of the former cross-passage. This survived as an important  
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interpretative element of the evolution of the historic access arrangements following 
the flooring of the building. 
 
Like many of the properties in the High Street, the building was re-fronted in the 19th 



century as a response to changing fashions in building styles, while a two-storey rear 
wing was added in circa 1830 and the cellar extended with new steps beneath the 
17th-century stair enclosure. These additions and alterations reflect a significant 
phase in the building’s development, illustrating the partial conversion of the house 
for commercial purposes, which included the construction of a single-storey 
bakehouse to the rear before 1848. 
 
The property was altered and extended at the rear during the 20th century in a 
manner that was not entirely sympathetic. 
 
Surviving historic fabric and planform from the earliest phase, complemented by a 
mix of architectural styles and construction techniques implemented over time, 
contribute to the important multi-phase character of the building illustrating the 
evolution of historic vernacular traditions. This historical and evidential interest, 
enhanced by the well-preserved street frontage and overall group value as part of 
Lindfield High Street, underpins the heritage significance of Marlow House. These 
values are reflected in the building’s statutory grade II listing. 
 
Impact of Proposals on Significance  
 
We have concentrated our advice on those aspects of the proposals that have the 
greatest impact on significance. 
 
Rear Extension 
 
It is proposed to retain the enlarged first floor of the rear extension as implemented, 
in variance from the approved scheme. 
 
This element reflects the original proposal - save for the glazed balustrade - which 
was superseded by the granted scheme, as it was considered by your Council’s 
Conservation Officer contentious from a heritage perspective (cf. Proposed drawings 
by Gould Baxter Associates Nos GH342/PL.06; GH342/PL.06 rev. B). 
 
The built extension, which replaced mediocre, accretive post-war structures, spans 
the full width of the rear elevation, concealing and masking the 1830s gable bay. This 
bay relates to a key phase in the house’s development and contributes to its 
architectural and historical significance.  
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The elevational treatment - comprising a recessed balcony beneath a flat roof and a 
large expanse of glazing and balustrading - introduces a visually prominent and  
 
starkly contemporary architectural composition to the rear. As such, the extension 
undermines the ability to understand the heritage asset’s different construction 
phases. 
 
The harm is exacerbated by the reconfiguration of the main en-suite bathroom roof at 
first floor level as a flat-roofed ‘dormer’ extension, adding bulk and concealing a 
section of the historic range in westerly views. 
 
Although the garden setting is not publicly accessible, it affords appreciation of the 
roofscape on the west side of the High Street. Many of these buildings are 
designated, including the grade II listed neighbours at Nos 105 and 109. The 
implemented extension has eroded the visual coherence of this historic group. 
 
To mitigate harm to the listed building’s significance, it is proposed to expose 
internally the west brick wall of the late Georgian gabled wing and its Gothick 
casement window as a feature within the bedroom. We do not consider this strategy 
would sufficiently reduce the harm caused and thereby preserve the architectural and 
evidential interest of this historic element.  
 
Bakehouse 
 
The Design and Access Statement (September 2025, rev. F) states that, during 
implementation of the consented works in September 2023, the original bakehouse 
collapsed. However, the rebuilt bakehouse replicates the original form only 
superficially and incorporates design features inconsistent with its historic character. 
 
In particular, on the west elevation, the previously approved Crittall-style frame has 
been replaced by a visually prominent full-height glazed element of stark 
contemporary design, more akin to the character of the implemented rear extension 
than that of the historic bakehouse. This repeats an element previously deemed 
inappropriate and thus superseded in the consented scheme (cf. Proposed drawings 
by Gould Baxter Associates, Nos GH342/PL.06; GH342/PL.06 rev. B). 
 
No mitigations are proposed. 
 
Seventeenth-century Staircase 
 
The 17th-century winder staircase serving all levels, and its enclosure have been 
demolished in their entirety, contrary to the consented scheme (cf. Proposed 
drawings by Gould Baxter Associates Nos 342/Pl.02 rev. B; DWG 342/Pl.03 rev. C). 
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The basement level, historically accessed via the enclosure, is now reached through 
a newly formed floor hatch.  
 
The implemented works mirror what was originally proposed in the previous scheme 
but later superseded on heritage grounds (cf. Proposed drawing by Gould Baxter 
Associates, Nos GH342/PL.02; GH342/PL.03). 
 
Although the stair flight from ground to first floor appears to have been altered or 
replaced in the late 20th century, its position remained as original and the enclosure 
survived. The complete removal of the stair and enclosure has caused a high level of 
harm to significance beyond the loss of historic fabric as the unit illustrated the 
historic circulation pattern and evolution of planform, from a hall house to a fully 
floored structure. 
 
To regularise these works, it is proposed to build a winder staircase from ground to 
attic level using salvaged treads and carriage pieces where possible, but omitting the 
enclosure, plastered soffit and timber risers. The resulting permeable structure, 
supported on a metal post, would not be an accurate reconstruction and would read 
as a confusing modern insertion. Although the proposal includes reinstating access 
to the attic via a hatch - previously floored over - we do not consider this sufficient to 
outweigh the harm caused. 
 
Formation of Ground Floor Lavatory in Southern Bay 
 
A lavatory has been installed without permission in the southern bay of the historic 
core, removing a portion of timber wall covered by modern blockwork with stone-
veneered nogging. Although the southern bay was originally partitioned, as 
evidenced by mortices in the soffit of the main ceiling beam, the new partition is on a 
different alignment and its entrance set back from the hallway. 
 
No evidence has been provided about the origin of the removed timber structure, so 
the degree of harm from potential loss of historic fabric cannot be assessed. Harm 
has, however, occurred through alteration of the original bay planform. 
 
We note that the original but superseded proposal of the previous consented 
applications included a lavatory in the same position as that built but accessed from 
the study. 
 
Works to Ground Floor Northern Bay 
 
Authorised works included replacing a steel post with an oak gunstock post and 
removing modern infill panelling to a timber-framed partition enclosing a small snug 
to the north-west corner of the main parlour. Contrary to consent, the partition has  
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been entirely removed. This has resulted in the loss of historic fabric, including a 
timber door jamb and attached horizontal member, and has harmed the original or 
early cellular planform of this part of the building by opening the area into a single 
large space. 
 
To mitigate harm, it is proposed to reinstate the door jamb to aid legibility of the 
historic opening. While this would be beneficial, reconstruction of the lost partition’s 
structure would assist in understanding the original configuration of the space. 
Removal of Chimney Stack  
 
Although not original to the building’s foundation, the presumed early 19th-century 
chimney stack on the north wall, raising from ground to roof, provided evidence of 
construction phases. Its unauthorised demolition, reportedly on structural grounds, 
has harmed significance by removing an important evidential element.  
 
No reinstatement is proposed. 
 
Installation of Modern Fireplace to Ground Foor Living Room and Study 
 
The hearth opening of the 17th-century principal chimney in the living room has been 
narrowed and a contemporary raised fireplace inserted, with new facing brickwork. A 
similar modern raised fireplace has been inserted in the hearth of the study’s 
fireplace.  
 
These interventions have changed the historic character of the spaces. The modern 
design of the fireplaces makes them appear as completely new introductions, as no 
indication remains of the historic nature of their chimney breasts and hearths. 
 
No mitigation is proposed. 
 
Infilled Window Openings  
 
Window openings in the internalised 15th-century rear wall have been infilled with 
plaster panels instead of Crittall units, as approved. Without evidence on the 
openings’ original position, the degree of harm cannot be fully assessed, but the 
change removes interpretive value. 
 
Water Well 
 
A water well discovered in the rear kitchen area during the works has been retained 
as an internal feature within the rear extension. Its shaft has been relined in brick and 
left visible through a structural glazed floor. 
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The exposed well offers new insight into the house’s history; however, the brick 
relining may have impacted historic fabric, which cannot be verified. 
 
Removal of Door and Blocking of Opening Between First-floor Landing and North 
Bathroom 
 
This unauthorised work has adversely affected the planform by blocking connection 
between the two ends of the house, undermined legibility of the historical circulation 
pattern and extent.  
To reduce harm, it is beneficially proposed to reinstate the plank-and-batten door 
within the exposed structural timber framing on both sides of the historic partition 
wall, fixed shut, as per the approved scheme. 
 
Changes to First-floor North Bedroom 
 
The historic two-bay layout has been altered by inserting a partition to form an en-
suite bathroom and by removing modern plasterboard infill from the timber-framed 
spine wall to create a more open plan. These unauthorised works have caused harm 
to significance by change of the original room planform. 
 
No mitigation is proposed. 
 
Formation of a Vaulted Ceiling in South-east Bedroom 
 
The attic floor structure above the south-east bedroom has been removed without 
consent and a new skeiling introduced to create a vaulted ceiling. The 17th-century 
floorboards at attic level have been removed and used to make doors and the cellar 
hatch within the building.  
 
As we have no evidence for the ceiling or floor structure’s origin, we cannot confirm 
the extent of historic fabric loss. Notwithstanding this, the changes have altered the 
bedroom’s proportions, giving a misleading impression of the historic roof form, and 
have obscured understanding of the building’s development when, in the 17th 
century, the attic was brought into domestic use. 
 
Proposed reinstatement of matching floorboards in the southern part of attic is 
welcome but will not fully recover lost significance. 
 
Removal of Existing and Omission of Consented Rooflights to West-facing Historic 
Roof 
 
This unauthorised works is beneficial in heritage terms, reinstating the coherent 
appearance of the historical roof profile. 
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Relevant Policy 
 
In formulating our advice, we have assessed the proposals against the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, December 2024), which sets out the 
Government's policies for decision-making on planning proposals.  
 
Para 60 of the NPPF highlights that effective enforcement is important to maintain 
public confidence in the planning system. 
 
Section 16 specifies how the historic environment should be conserved and 
enhanced and makes it clear in paragraph 208 that conflicts between conservation of 
the heritage asset and any aspect of a proposal should be avoided or minimised.  
 
Paragraph 212 states that when considering the impact of a proposed development 
on a heritage asset, local planning authorities should give great weight to preserving 
the asset’s significance, with greater weight for more important assets. 
 
Paragraph 213 requires clear and convincing justification for any harm or loss to a 
designated heritage asset’s significance, whether from alteration, destruction, or 
development within its setting. Decision-makers must determine whether harm is 
substantial or less than substantial. Where harm is less than substantial, paragraph 
215 requires it to be weighed against the proposal’s public benefits. 
 
Relevant is also paragraph 219 which states that local planning authorities should 
look for opportunities for new development within the setting of heritage assets to 
enhance or better reveal their significance. 
 
Historic England Position on the Proposals 
 
Most works undertaken in variation of, or without, consent have harmed to a greater 
and lesser degree the significance of the listed building. The proposed rectification 
works should seek to restore or recreate lost significance, which we do not think has 
been achieved. 
 
The harm caused by the proposals falls within the ‘less than substantial’ range under 
the NPPF, though at a high level of that spectrum, particularly for the proposed 
‘reconstruction’ of the unauthorised removal of the 17th-century staircase, which 
would not be an accurate reinstatement but a modern and confusing reinterpretation. 
 
The enlarged and redesigned first-floor rear extension has also harmed 
understanding of the evolution and phases of the building and the character and 
appearance of the conservation area, appreciable from the rear. We consider the 
harm caused to be at a mid-level within the ‘less than substantial’ range. 
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Overall, the unauthorised works have removed or obscured understanding of 
important historic features that help illustrate the evolution and multi-phased 
character of the building from its original 15th century origins up until the 19th century. 
 
In our view the proposed rectification works do not adequately reduce the harm 
caused by the unauthorised works. Consequently, this application fails to avoid or 
minimise the conflict between the proposal and the heritage asset’s conservation, as 
paragraph 208 of the NPPF requires. 
 
Your authority should carefully consider the situation of unauthorised works having 
been undertaken and be clear over what is and what is not acceptable. You should 
then consider taking appropriate enforcement action to address what is not 
acceptable.   
 
In making this assessment, you will need to carefully consider the extent to which 
there are public benefits arising from the works, which would weigh against the harm 
that we have highlighted in our letter, and the extent to which there is clear and 
convincing justification provided for them.   
 
Recommendation 
 
Historic England objects to the application on heritage grounds. 
 
We consider that the application does not meet the requirements of the NPPF, in 
particular paragraph numbers 208 and 219. It is for your Authority to assess whether 
the proposals meet the requirements of paragraphs 213 and 215 of the NPPF in the 
manner we have advised above.  
 
In determining this application, you should bear in mind the statutory duty of section 
16(2) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 to have 
special regard to the desirability of preserving listed buildings or their setting or any 
features of special architectural or historic interest which they possess. 
 
Relevant is also section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation 
Areas) Act 1990 that requires LPAs to pay special attention to the desirability of 
preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of conservation areas. 
 
Your authority should take these representations into account in determining the 
application. If you propose to determine the application in its current form, please 
inform us of the date of the committee and send us a copy of your report at the 
earliest opportunity. 
 
Please contact me if we can be of further assistance. 
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Yours sincerely 
 
Luciana Gallo 
 
Luciana Gallo RIBA PhD FSA 



Assistant Inspector of Historic Buildings and Areas 
London and South East Regions Group 
M: 07384 826 458 
 




















