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C/o: Planning Officer, Lisa Evans, Mid Suffolk District Counc_il Planning. 

Applications 4374/15 and 4375/15, The Angel Inn, 5 High Street, Debenham 

Debenham Parish Council Comments: 

The Parish Council would like to strongly recommend the refusal of the above planning applications. 

This decision" has taken into account the following policies: 

4374/15: hb8, hb9, gpl, cor4-cs4, hbl, cor 5, hb4, h18, sb2, t9, cor 1, csfr-fcl, and csfr-fcl.l., 

4375/15: gpl, carS, hb9, hb8, hbl, hb4, carl, csfrl-fcl, csfrl .l, and sb2. 

Detailed comments are as follows: 

1. There are no material differences between these plans and the plans previously submitted 

and considered, which were strongly recommended for refusal by the Parish Council 

previously; 

2. The Parish Council believes that the wording used in the application is misleading and does 

not reflect accurate facts; The pub was successful in the past in its larger format, all 3 front 

of house rooms have been used (including by the applicants), when the applicants closed the 

pub in 2013 they had no intention of re-opening it quickly as they sold off all the fixtures and 

fittings and there is no evidence supplied to back up the claim that the "proposal is essential 

to secure it's future as a community facility" quite the reverse in fact. 

3. The unit referred to as a former dwelling should actually make reference to it being a former 

single storey cart shed; 

4. The provision of the proposed four car parking spaces would be inappropriate for the site; 

One ofthose spaces could well be lost as the oil tank whi.ch has to be re-sited is not shown 

on the new plans and· at least one space will be needed for staff. Additionally it is highly 

likely that the residents ofthe new build not always park at the rear but also add to the High 

Street parking problem. 

5. The applications are clearly against M~d Suffolk District Councils' Tourist Policy, particularly 

when considering the following elements: 

• It does not encourage the retention of local services 

• It does not encourage the retention of an existing facility 

• It does not resist alterations to existing businesses 

• It most probably will result in the loss of local employment potential 

• The creation of a temporary partition wall meant that the galle~)~ is no longer 

accessible to the public, who have a right to request to view it. 

6. With regards to the temporary wall, the area currently blocked off from the public is rapidly 

deteriorating and is filled with waste materials/excess furniture and other types of unused 

·items, which in itself is a fire and vermin risk. As guardians of the premises, the current 

owners have a duty of care to maintain the building and this is not being observed in the 

areas not being used. This is a listed building in the heart of a conservation area and must be 

protected as a main facility in this Key Service Centre that is Debenham. 

7. Due to the erection of the temporary wall, the entrance point to the public house is now a 

very narrow door, which is also a possible health and safety hazard. It is very congested at 
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busy times and encourages patrons to either overspill to the eating area or simply to the 

pavement, which is certainly not ideal and can cause other problems. 

8. The Angel was used by families, young people, local residents, residents of nearby villages 

and tourists. The public house is the only one in the village accessible for People with 

Disabilities and for families with young children inpushchairs. Having such a local, 

centralised amenity for all ages ensured that not only were the social/community aspects 

addressed, but also encouraged patrons to either walk or cycle to the venue, which make 

parking on the High Street much easier and reduced the carbon footprint ofthose now 

having to driving outside of the village, as well as add to further congestion of access routes. 

9. The current owners are also responsible for the loss of the only "purposely built" Bed an·d 

Breakfast facility in the village, which was used by many tourists and visiting relatives. This 

automatically resulted in loss of employment and loss of amenity, thus reducing the village's 

. tourism industry intake. 

Furthermore, the Parish Council would like to refer to the following points, some also for your 

consideration when considering the application please. 

Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) 

In order for the planning guidance to work effectively it must state its objectives clearly, present 

robust information and monitor the effects of its policy implementation. This SPG has three 

objectives; 

• To encourage the retention of rural services. 

• To ensure that proposals for changes of use are properly justified 

• To enable the reopening of a· service or facility at a future stage by resisting specific building 

alterations that would prevent reopening. 

The Planning system has policies and stated guidance that can and should play an important role in 

facilitating social interaction and help to su~tain inclusive communities by ensuring the provision and 

integration of community facilities such as pubs to enhance the sustainability of communities. 

The NPPF states:" The Governments objective is to create strong, vibrant and healthy communities, 
' . . 

by creating a good quality built environment, with accessible local services that reflect community 

needs" ..... "Planning policies and decisions should safeguard against the unnecessary loss of valued 

facilities and services" . 

Planning for people-a social role, planning for prosperity and an economic role . 

The CSFR comments about: "enabling communities to be balanced, inclusive and prosperous" and 

"Achieving a stable economy for a sustainable community". 

The Mid Suffolk Core Strategy (CS) identifies Debenham as a Key Service Centre within its settlement 

hierarchy and a main focus for development. CS policy CSS requires all development to maintain and 

enhance the environment and retain the local distinctiveness of the area 



"NPPF regarding Listed buildings in Conservation areas" Significance can be harmed or lost through 

alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting. As heritage assets 

·are irreplaceable, aiw harm or loss should require Clear and convincing justification. Substantial 

harm to or loss of a grade //listed building, park or garden should be exceptional." 

As stated in the SPG -we would also like to ask if as part ofthe process the following evidence has 

been supplied by the applicants? 

• Evidence. on the viability of the facility: 

All of the following points need.to be addressed by the applicant: 

• The property is required to have been advertised for sale for a minimum of 12 months. 

Information should include selling agent's literature, valuations and offers that have been 

received on the property. 

• Information on the annual accounts/turnover of the premises for the most recent trading 

year should b~ submitted to the Local Planning Authority. These should take the form as if 

submitted to HM Inland Revenue and not just a single line 'the losses were: .. £***' 

• Evidence needs to be submitted on the opening hours of the premises, and attempts at 

. diversification to sell/provide a wider product range/let rooms during the applicant's tenure 

. as Landlords as well as owners. 

• Whether an application for financial ~ssistance by an application to the Local Authority for 

rate relief was made to stave off the 2013 closure by the applicants on the grounds of non

viability. 

• Whether an application to the Local Authority to accommodate multiple use of the premises 

has been made. 

We believe Tbe Angel Public House to be essential to the vitality and sustainability ofthis growing 

Key Service centre and policy and guidance appear to support this . . 

Policy FCl states that the planning authority takes into account any adverse impacts of granting 

permission would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed against the 

policies in NPPF 

Policy SCS 

"maintain and enhance" 

Grade II- buildings that are part of the local heritage and warrant every effort being made to 

preserve them. 

POLICY HB3 Proposals for the conversion of, or alteration to Listed buildings or other buildings of 

architectural or historic interest will only be permitted in exceptional circumstances. 

POLICY HBl 

The District Planning Authority places a HIGH PRIORITY on protecting the character and appearance 

of all buildings of architectural or historic interest. Particular attention will be given to protecting the 

settings of Listed Buildings. Although there are more details in this application than previous 



applications as to the foundations for the new extension they have still failed to convince Historic 

England that no damage to the neighbouring Grade II* property will result because they have failed 

to provide the requested Statement of Methodology on how the works will be undertaken. Both 

demolition of the existing building and erection of the new building pose considerable risks to the 

adjacent fragile property that has no foundations of its own. 

5.4 Policy statement for village pubs 

The Change of use of a village Public House to an alternative use will not be permitted UNLESS: 

• At least one o"ther public house exists within the settlement boundary or within easy walking 

distance to it; 

AND 

•It can be demonstrated by the applicant that ALL reasonable efforts have been made to sell or let 

(without restrictive covenant) the property as a Public House AND that it is riot economically viable; 

AND 

• There is no evidence of significant support from the community for the retention of the Public 

House. 

The Debenham Parish Council would like to further recommend thatthe temporary wall is removed 

(there does not appear to be a deadline for this to take place by in previous planning permissions) 

and the public house is returned to its original (full) size. This proposal also carries the weight of 

significant community support, who have also registered this site as an Asset Of Community Value. 

The Parish Council would also like to re-iterate all the concerns raised previpusly and would like to 

ask the Planning Off.icer to go through those in detail so that they are fully aware of the background 

of planning applications for this site and the. general community consensus, which has been in line 

with the Parish Council comments. 

Dina Bedwell 

Clerk to the Council 



HERITAGE COMMENTS 

Application No.: 4375/15 

Proposal: Erection of first. floor extension to reinstate former 2 storey rear 

Address: 

Date: 

SUMMARY 

. wing and former separate dwelling, internal alterations including . 
relocation of toilet facilities, to retain the public house as a 
community facility 

The Angel Inn, 5 High Street, Debenham IP14 6QL 

-28th January 2015 

1. The Heritage Team considers that, although the addition of a two-storey rear 
extension as proposed will cause no harm to the physical fabric of the "host" 
building .. nor to the character, appearance, setting or significance ofthe 
conservation area or any adjacent heritage asset, t~e principle of sub:.Odivision to 
create a separate dwelling will in itself to cause harm to significance. The level of · 

. harm is assessed as ·less than. substantial. 

2. The case officer should now weigh this less than substantial harm against the public 
benefits of the scheme, as set out in NPPF paragraph 134. 

I . 

DISCUSSION 

- . 

The Angel Inn was listed on gth December 1955. It lies on the· High Street in Debenham, 
within the historic core of the village, at the heart of the Debenham conservation area and 
within the settings of a number of other listed buildings, not least of which is the building 

· next door, 1-3 High Street, which is an unusual and complex multi-period house 
incorporating sonie remarkable surviving medieval and Early Modern features which well 
justifies its listing at grade II*. The heritage issues are the effect of the proposals on the 
character of the Angel' Inn itself and its setting, on the character and appearance of the 

' . 
conservation area, and on the setting and significance of all the other designated heritage 
assets affected. 

A previous application for a similar scheme of sub-division and extension was the subject 
of an appeal against non-determination by the LPA in 2014/15. This appeal was dismissed 
in a decision by the planning inspectorate issued on 61

h February 2015, and the scheme 
then presented was held to have had a harmful effect on the historic character and setting 
of the Angel Inn as a listed building ~ The extent to which the present scheme has 



85 
/ 

overcome, or failed to overcome, the reasons for dismissal of that appeal are also a 
material consideration in this case. 

In commenting on the previous (2014) scheme, I identified that it was harmful to the setting 
of the neighbouring grade II* building, 1-3 high Street. This assessment was based on the 
inclusion in that scheme of a two-storey element, attached to the main two-storey rear 
extehsion to .the pub by a single-storey link. The overall height and ·bulk of this attached 
two-storey element effectively dominated the outbuilding in the garden of no 3 and 
becauseofthis, caused harm to the setting and significance of 1-3 High Street. The 
present scheme now has only the rear two-storey extension attached to the pub itself and . 
omits the harmful element entirely. The rear extension is now of more modest proportions, 
its design has been revised and it does not extend any further back than the rear wing of 
the neighbouring property. Concerns were raised by various parties (though not by me, as 
I considered these properly to be a matter for consideration under party wall arrangements . 
governed by the Party Wall Act) about the possible effect of constructing a new extension 
very close to it on the foundations and structure of the neighbouring pr?perty. These 
appear to have been addressed in the present scheme by a revised engineering approach. 
My conclusion is that the present scheme now offers no harm to the setting or significance 
of the neighbouring listed building . 

In terms of the effect on the host building itself, I commented on the previous scheme that ·. 
it had no effect on a number of the building's most important features . The clear evidence 
of a former two-storey range on the site of the proposed extension and the absence of 
historic fabric in the rear wall of the pub where access was to be ·made at the first and 
ground floor suggested that adding a two-storey extension here was unlikely to be harmful. 
In addition, removing the present rear extension , which is a single:..storey flat-roofed 
modern range containing the pub toilets, was seen as an improvement. These positive 
elements also appear in the present scheme, which if anything seeks to replicate the 
former rear range more exactly. 

In her comments on the previous scheme, the appeal inspeCtor raised specific concerns 
about internal subdivision of a first-floor room by insertion of a modern partition wall to 
subdivide an existing window, which she considered w~uld result i~ an insensitive 
alteration to the builaing. She further considered that, due to its overall scale, the 
development then proposed would have resulted in an unsympathetic addition to the 
building . In my view, these two specific issues raised QY the inspector have .been · 
addressed in the present appli~ation , which includes a revis~d first-floor layout and a two-
storey rear extension of more modest proportions than that previously proposed. 

Nevertheless, there remains the principle of sub-division of the building to create a 
separate dwelling. In her comments, the appeal inspector held that the proposal then 

. . . ' 

before her would have had a detrimental effect on the layout and plan-form of the building, 
including on the visual, physical and functional relationship of the first floor rear gallery with 
the remainder of the building. This seems to be a fundamental criticism of the concept of 
subdivision itself, irrespective of the details of how this is achieved. In commenting on the 
previous scheme I pointed out that the principle of permanent subdivision could be held in 



itself to cause harm to significance, because the best situation for buildings like this was to 
continue in one unified ownership, allowing for coherent future management of the asset 
as whole. I still hold to this view, but in addition, in the light of the. app~al inspector's 
comments, I have to take account of the harmful effect on the significance of the building 
arising from the act of subdivision itself. In particular, the detrimental effects on the 
relationship of the first-floor rear gallery with the remainder of the building is still integral to 

· this revised scheme. This must be considered harmful to the building's ·significance as a 
· designated heritage asset. 

In commenting on the previous scheme, I stated that the subdivision then proposed 
seemed to be the least harmful way of creating a separate property, if that was deemed 
absolu.tely necessary. Many of the harmful elements identified in the previous scheme 
have been addressed in the present one, and the physical harm to the application building , 
and to neighbouring heritage assets, seems to be considerably less in this scheme than 
with the last one. Nevertheless, the fundamentally harmful concept of subdivision of the 
property remains at the heart of the present scheme and it is still harmful. The level of 
harm is assessed as less than substantial. 

The case officer should now weigh this harm against the public benefits of the scheme, in 
particular the likelihood of its securing the pub's optimum viable use. The applicants 
maintain that the changes proposed are necessary to ensure the continued provision of 
The Angel as a community facility. Assessment of this claim, however, seems to me to . 
involve an appraisal of the economic viability of the business in various formats, which is 
well beyond the scope of any heritage assessment. 

Name: William Wall 
Position: · Enabling Officer - Heritage . 
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Ms Lisa Evans Direct Dial: 01223 582738 
Mid Suffolk District Council 
131 High Street 
Needham Market 
Suffolk 
IP6 8DL 

Dear Ms Evans 

Our ref: L00492914 
P00492915 

12 January 2016 

Arrangements for Handling Heritage Applications Direction 2015 & 
T&CP (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 

THE ANGEL INN, 5 HIGH STREET, DEBENHAM, IP14 GQL 
Application No 4375/15 & 4374/15 

Thank you for your letter of 23 December 2015 notifying Historic England of the above 
applications. · 

Summary 
The Angel Inn is a timber framed building which dates from the 15th century and which 
lies adjacent to the grade II* listed Swiss Farm Butchers. The application proposes a 
partial change of use and first floor extension , in addition to internal alterations to the 
public house. We previously advised that the proposals would not harm the grade II 
building or the setting of the grade II* listed Swiss Farm Butchers, however had 
concerns with potential impact on the structure of the grade II* listed building. The 
revised scheme has reduced the potential impact and we would not object, subject to 
clarification of details and method . 

Historic England Advice 
Historic England have previously commented on similar proposals. We previously 
advised that the proposals would not harm the grade II building or the setting of the 
grade II* listed Swiss Farm Butchers, however had concerns with potential impact on 
the structure of the grade II* listed building. We have previously highlighted the 
significance of the application site and the adjacent grade II* listed building within our 
letter of 24th August 2015 (applications 2423/15 and 2424/15, withdrawn) . We shall not 
repeat it here, but would refer to it. 

The design has been simplified and now seeks to reinstate the form of a previously 
removed extension . This includes a continuous ridge, removes a lantern and removes 
a rooflight from the south elevation . We would note that this simpler form would be 
more appropriate than the previous schemes and we would not make any comment on 

24 BROOKLANDS AVENUE, CAMBRIDGE, CB2 8BU 
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its design. As before, we do not wish to offer detailed comments on the subdivision of 
the grade II listed property, as it is not in line with our remit. 

The boundary wall has been revised to be independent of the existing wall, 
constructed of steel to a structural engineers design. Any excavations and foundations 
would impact the existing wall and therefore a sensitive structural design and carefully 
thought-out method statement is essential to avoid impact on the fabric of the grade II* 
listed building. We previously recommended that the prevention of harm to the building 
in terms of the NPPF should be confirmed by inclusion of a Method Statement and 
details from a structural engineer. Whilst the proposed arrangement is improved, this 
is still the case and we suggest that the Council should seek this information prior to 
determination. 

The National Planning Policy Framework states that in determining planning 
applications, local planning authorities should require an applicant to describe the 
significance of any heritage assets affected, including any contribution made by their 
setting. The level of detail should be proportionate to the assets' importance and no 
more than is sufficient to understand the potential impact of the proposal on their 
significance (NPPF; paragraph 128). The Framework states that local planning 
authorities should take account of the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the 
significance of heritage assets and putting them to viable uses consistent with their 
conservation (NPPF; paragraph 131 ). The Framework goes on to state that great 
weight should be given to the asset's conservation and the more important the asset, 
the greater the weight should be. Significance can be harmed or lost through 
alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting (NPPF; 
paragraph 132). The Framework states that as heritage assets are irreplaceable, any 
harm or loss should require clear and convincing justification (NPPF; paragraph 132). 
There is therefore a requirement to rigorously test the necessity of any harmful works. 
Paragraph 134 of the Framework states that where a proposal will lead to less than 
substantial harm to the significance of the designated heritage asset, this harm should 
be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, including securing its optimum 
viable use (NPPF; paragraph 134). 
We have considered the current proposals in light of this government policy and 
relevant Historic England guidance. 

The proposed extensions to the Angel Inn would be appropriate in siting and scale to 
the grade II listed host building and surrounding grade II* listed buildings. The 
proposes scheme has been improved from previous designs, however its success 
relies on appropriate detailing and use of traditional vernacular materials, and we 
suggest that the Council secures this by way of condition, if minded to approve. We 
are concerned that the construction process could lead to damage or affect the 
structural stability of the grade II* listed Swiss Farm Butchers and recommend that 
your authority seek a structural design and Method Statement from a structural 
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engineer, prior to determination to prevent harm to the listed building in terms of 
paragraph 132 and 134 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF; paragraph 
134). 

Recommendation 
The Angel Inn lies directly adjacent to a grade II* listed building with associated garden 
and ancillary buildings which reflect the status of the property. Historic England 
consider that the proposed two storey wing would not result in harm to the grade II 
listed building nor the setting of the grade II* listed Swiss Farm Butchers. However, we 
do have concerns regarding the potential impact that construction could have on the 
structure of the grade II* listed building. We would not object .to the proposals subject 
to clarification of the boundary wall treatment. To prevent harm to the listed building in 
terms of paragraph 132 and 134 of the National Planning Policy Framework we 
recommend that your authority seeks a structural design and Method Statement be 
secured prior to determination, in order to satisfy paragraph 128 of the NPPF. 

Yours sincerely 

~ 
Matthew Kennington 
Inspector of Historic Buildings and Areas 
E-mail: matthew.kennington@historicEngland.org.uk 
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le The Planning Inspectorate 

Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 6 January 2015 

by Anne Napier-Derere BA(Hons) MRTPI AIEMA 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 6 February 2015 

Appeal A Ref: APP /W3520/ A/14/2227486 
The Angel, 5 High Street, Debenham, Stowmarket IP14 6QL · 
• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a failure to give notice within .the prescribed period of a decision on an 
application for pJanning permission. 

• The appeal is made by Mr & Mrs Paine against Mid Suffolk District Council. 
• The application Ref 2494/141 is dated 2 August 2014. 
• The development proposed is described as 'partial change of use/ re-instatement of 

former 2-storey rear wing and further ex~ensions to the rear/ internal alterations to 
public house to reinstate former separate dwelling at The Angel whilst retaining the 
public house in its current format as a community facility 1

• 

Appeal B Ref: APP/W3520/E/14/2227489 
The Angel, 5 High Street, Debenham, Stowmarket IP14 6QL 
• The appeal is made under section 20 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation 

Areas) Act 1990 against a failure to give notice within the prescribed period of a 
decision on an application for listed building consent. 

• The appeal is made by Mr & Mrs Paine against Mid Suffolk District Council. 
• The application Ref 2475/14 is qated 2 August 2014. 
• The works proposed are described as 're-instatement of forn:1er 2-storey rear wing and 

further extensions to the rear to re-instate former separate dwelling adjacent to The 
Angel 1 internal alterations including re- location of toilet facilities 1 to retain the public 
house as a community facility'. · 

· Decisions 

1. Appeal A is dismissed and planning permission for the 'partial change of use/ 
re-instatement of former 2-storey rear wing and further extensions to the rear/ 
internal alterations to public house to reinstate former separate dwelling at The 
Angel whilst retaining the public house in its current format as a community 
facility/ is refused. 

2. Appeal B is dismissed and listed building consent is refused for the 're
instatement of former 2-storey rear wing and further extensions to the rear to 
re-instate former separate dwelling adjacent to The Angel, internal alterations 
including re-location of toilet facilities, to retain the public house as a 
community facility/. 

Preliminary Matters 

3. The appeals were made against the failure of the Council to give notice of its 
decision on the applications within the appropriate period. Subsequent to the 
submission of the appeal, the Council has confirmed that it would have refused 
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both applications, had it been in a position to ·do so, and has provided details of 
its putative reasons for refusal. These are listed below and I intend to consider 
the appeals on this basis. 

Appeal A: 

1. The proposal would lead to the diminution of an established village 
facility, which may prejudice its longer term future as a community and 
tourism asset and contributor to the rural economy. As such, it conflicts 
with the aims and requirements of paragraphs 17, 28, 69 and 70 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework, and Policies FC1 and FC1.1 of the 
adopted Mid Suffolk Core Strategy Focused Review (2012) and the 
Council's supplementary planning guidance 'Retention of Shops, Post 
Offices and Public Houses in Villages' (adopted February 2004), which 
are consistent with those aims. 

2. The proposed subdivision of the applicant listed building at ground and . 
first floor level would cause harm to its historic character and status as a 
building of architectural and historic interest. The harm to the 
designated Heritage Asset, is not regarded as substantial, however, the 
application as submitted fails to demonstrate that this harm is 
outweighed by the public benefit of securing the ·longer term financial 
viability of the public house through a reduction in its operational 
floorspace. The proposal would therefore conflict with the aims and 
requirements of paragraphs 17, 131, 132 and 134 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework, Policy CS5 of the adopted Mid Suffolk Core 
Strategy (2008), Policy FC1 of the adopted Mid Suffolk Core strategy 
Focused Review (2012) and saved Policies SB2 and HB3 of the adopted 
Mid Suffolk Local Plan (1998), which are consistent with those aims. 

3. The proposed easterly section of the ·two storey rear extension would, by 
reason of its scale and proximity to the common boundary, adversely 
affect the setting of the adjacent Grade 2* listed building. The harm to 
the designated Heritage Asset is not outweighed by public benefit. The 
proposal would therefore conflict with the aims and 'requirements of 
paragraphs 17, 58, 64, 131, 132 and 134 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework and Policies CS5 of .the adopted Mid Suffolk Core Strategy 
and saved Policies SB2, 0P1, HB1 of the Mid Suffolk Local Plan (1998)", 
which are consistent with those aims. 

4. The proposed easterly section of the two storey rear extension would, by 
reason of its scale and proximity to the common boundary, have an 
oppressive and overbearing effect, detrimental to the level of amenity 

· enjoyed by the residential property adjacent to the north of the 
application site. The proposal would therefore conflict with the aims and 
requirements of paragraphs 17 and 58 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework, and Policies FC1 and FC1.1 of the adopted Mid Suffolk Core 
Strategy Focused Review (2012) and saved Policies SB2, GP1 and H16 of 
the adopted Mid Suffolk Local Plan 7 which are consistent with those aims. 

Appea/B: 

1. The proposed subdfvision of the applicant listed building at ground and 
first floor level would cause harm to its character and status as a 
building , of architectural and historic interest. The harm to the 
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designated . Heritage Asset is not regarded as substantial, however the 
application as submitted fails to demonstrate that this harm is 
outweighed by the public benefit of securing the longer term financial 
viability of the public house through a reduction in its operational 
floorspace. The proposal would therefore conflict with the aims and 
requirements of paragraphs 17, 131, 132 and 134 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework, Policy CSS of the adopted Mid Suffolk Core 
Strategy (2008), Policy FC1 of the adopted Mid Suffolk Core Strategy 
Focused Review (2012) and saved Policies SB2, HB1 and HB3 of the 
adopted Mid Suffolk Local Plan (1998) which are consistent with those 
aims. 

4. Amended drawings in respect of the proposal, Ref 102A and 202A, formed part 
of the appeal submissions. Having regard to the nature of the proposed 
revisions, I am satisfied that they would not materially change the details 
proposed. As such, I consider that no material interests will be prejudiced by 
my consideration of the appeal on the basis of these amended plans. 

5. A further revised drawing, Ref 306B1 was also submitted, which indicated a 
lower height for the gard(;1n room element of the extension than originally 
proposed. Although I understand that this revision was sent to English 
Heritage by the appellants, it appears that it did not form part of the scheme as 
consulted on or considered by the Council. As such, whilst I have taken note of . 
this drawing, I do not intend to consider it formally as part of these appeals. 
Nonetheless, had I done so, it would not have altered my decisions in respect 
of the proposal. 

Main Issues 
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with living accommodation above, reflects its historic use as an inn and adds to 
the mixed character of"this part of the Conservation Area. 

9. From the evidence before me, including the listing descriptions, I con.sider that 
the significance of the appeal building and its listed neighbour largely derives 
from their age, use, historic fabric, form and features of special interest. These 
include the apotropaic symbols on the fireplace and the rare 16th century first 
floor rear gallery within The Angel, and the richly carved timber framing within 
No 1-3, High Street. In addition, the setting of these builqings, within the main 
street and in close proximity to other buildings, with gardens, land and, in the 
case of No 3, ancillary buildings, stretching back to the rear of the sites, 
reflects the status of these buildings and makes an important contribution to 
their significance. · 

10. Before the submission of the appeal applications, I understand that the appeal 
building was altered, with temporary partitions installed to the ground floor and 
the bar and cellar relocated, to reconfigure the public house element of the 
building. These alterations were in place at the time of my visit. The evidence 
suggests that, apart from these more recent changes, the configuration and 
use of the appeal building is likely to have altered over time . The submitted 
Heritage Asset Assessment and photographic evidence indicates that a rear 

. projecting element and cart shed previously existed, broadly in the location of 
the proposed extensions, which appears to have been demolished in the 
1960's. Evidence also indicates that the northern part of the building was in 
separate use, linked to the neighbo.uring shop, in the past. 

11. The appeal proposal seeks to permanently subdivide the current building, in 
part retaining its use as a public house with living accommodation above, but 
also extending the building to the rear, to enable the provision of a sizeable 
separate dwelling. Notwithstanding the previous changes undertaken over 
time, the extent and scale of extensions and alterations as currently proposed 
would be significant. It is not disputed that the removal of part of the existing 
modern flat-roof extension to the rear of the building would be a benefit of the 
scheme. Furthermore, the layout and form of the proposed development would 
reflect that existing elsewhere within the Ideal area. 

12. Nonetheless, no'twithstanding the previous development and on the balance of 
the evidence before me, I consider that extent of alterations proposed would 
have a detrimental effect on the current layout and plan form of the building, 
including on the visual, physical and functional relationship of the important 
first floor rear gallery with the remainder of the building. In addition, the 
subdivision of a room to create a further bedroom, by the insertion of a modern 
partition wall to subdivide an existing window, would result in an insensitive 
alteration to the building. Furthermore, due to its overall scale, the extent of 
development proposed would resulfin an unsympathetic addition to the appeal 
building. As a result, overall, I find that the proposal would have a harmful 
effect on the historic character and setting of the listed appeal building. 

13. In addition, the garden room part of the appeal scheme would result in the 
development of a sizeable structure in close proximity to No 3, High Street. 
From within that site, this element would markedly increase the amount of built 
development along the shared boundary, which would significantly alter the 
relationship of the high status historic rear projecting wing of the adjoining 
grade II* listed building with the land and buildings around it. As a result, it 
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would reduce the visual and physical dominance of that important part of the 
building, which would detrimentally affect how the building would be 
experienced from within its own garden and in views from Water Lane. 
Accordingly, I consider that the scale, design and siting of the garden room 
element of the scheme would be harmful to the setting of the adjacent 

· property. 

14. As such, I conclude that the proposal would have an unacceptable effect on the 
character and appear:-ance of the area, as it would not preserve the listed 
appeal building, its features of spec1al interest, its setting or the setting of the 
adjacent listed building. Furthermore, the adverse effect of the proposal on 
these buildings would also havE! a harmful impact on their relationship with 

. their wider surroundings and would diminish their contribution to the quality of 
the area. Accordingly, for these reasons, I also conclude that the proposal 
would not preserve the character or appearance of the Conservation Area. 
Therefore, it would result in material harm to the significance of these heritage 
assets. It would not accord with the Mid Suffolk Core Strategy 2008 (C5) 
Policy C55, the Mid Suffolk Core Strategy Focused Review 2012 (C5FR) Policies 
FC1 and'FC1.1, ·and the f1id Suffolk Local Plan 1998 (LP) Pqlicies GP1, H81, 
H83, H88 and 582, where they seek to protect local character and appearance, 
including in relation to the historic environment. 

Living conditions 

15. Due to the overall scale of the garden room element of the proposed extension,· 
its position adjoining the shared boundary and the respective orientation of the 
two properties, this aspect of the proposed extension would result in a material 
loss of outlook and light for the neighbouring occupiers at No 3, High Street. 
Given the current conditions within the garden, which has a high degree of 
enclosure and a relatively limited outlook, I consider that the effect of this 
would be unacceptably harmful. Furthermore, having regard to the ground 
floor winoows of the rear projecting wing of No 3, I also consider it very likely 
that the proposal would materially reduce the light and outlook available within 
this part of the dwelling, which -would add further weight to the harm identified. 

16. Amohg$t a range of other windows, a first floor window is proposed in the east 
elevation of the main part of the proposed extension. Although it would be 
possible to overlook part of the neighbouring garden from this window, othe~ 
windows currently exist at first floor .level of No 1, adjoining the site to the 
north, one of which is clear glazed. Taking this into account, together with the 
position of the proposed window within the elevation and the distances 
involved, I consider that the extent of additional overlooking likely to occur 
from the proposed window would be relatively limited. The submitted details 
also confirm that it is intended that another window, which could potentially 
overlook a more sensitive part of the garden closer to the dwelling, would be 
obscure glazed. This could be secured by an appropriate condition. 
Accordingly, I find that the impact of these windows would not be materially 
harmful. Nonetheless, this does not address the other harm identified above. 

17. As a result, I conclude that, although the proposal would not lead to an · 
unacceptable loss of privacy for the neighbouring occupiers of No 3, it would 
have an unacceptably harmful effect on their living conditions, due to loss of 
outlook and light. As such, it would be contrary to LP Policies H16 and 582, 
where they seek to protect the amenity of local residents. 
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Future of public hoi,Jse 

18. It is not a matter of contention that The Angel has experienced numerous 
changes in management or ownership over recent years. Furthermore, the 
evidence provided by the appellants indicates that, during this time, a variety 
of different business models were used but that none has proved viable in the 
long-term. Strong local concerns have been expressed at the potential impact 
of the proposal on the successful operati'on of the public house. However, it is 
not disputed that the public house has been in operation, with its reconfigured 
layout, since April 2013. Furthermore, I am advised that the current tenant of 
the premises is trading successfully and there is nothing before me that would 
lead me to consider otherwise. 

19. At the time of my visit, the bar and cellar were well stocked and the rooms of 
the public house available for use contained a number of tables and chairs, 
providing potential customers with a range of options for eating or drinking, 
with the kitchen apparently fully fitted to a catering standard. Whilst tt:Je cellar 
arrangements appear somewhat unconventional, the brewery has confirmed 
that they are acceptable. I recognise that my observations took place on one 
day and the situation may be different at other times. However, there is 
nothing substantive before me to indicate that this is likely to be the case. 

20. As such, whilst recognising that there is · strong local support for the retention 
of a larger licensed premises, I am not satisfied that the evidence 
demonstrates that the proposal would unacceptably diminish the facility or 
undermine its contribution to the community or the wider local economy. 
Moreover, having regard to the comments of the Council's Economic 
Development Officer, I consider that the changes proposed could potentially 
enhance its viability. A reduction in the opera.tional floorspace of the public 
house, to reduce the overheads and outgoings of the business, could contribute 

· to securing its long-term viability and the continued use of the building as a 
community facility. 

21. The Council has expressed concerns that the proposal would not meet the tests 
within its Supplementary Planning Guidance on the Retention of Shops, Post 
Offices and Public Houses in Villages 2004 (SPG). However, these tests relate 
primarily to proposals that seek to change the use of an entire building, rather 
than those that seek to retain the use, albeit in a modified form, as part of a 
mixed use development. As such, in this particular case, I do not regard these 
tests as directly relevant to the current appeal proposal. 

22. Accordingly, for these reasons, I conclude that the reconfiguration of the public 
house as proposed would not be likely to harm its long-term viability. As such, 
it would accord with the aims of CSFR Policy FC1 and FC1.1 and would not 
conflict with the aims of the SPG, where it seeks to encourage the retention of 
rural services. It would also meet the aims of paragraphs 28, 69 and 70 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework), to promote the retention 
and development of local services and community facilities and facilitate social 
interaction. 

Overall Balance 

23. For the reasons given above, I have found that the proposal would cause harm 
to the significance of the listed appeal building, the listed neighbouring building 
and the Conservation Area. I give this considerable importance and weight. 
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However, the proposal would not lead to the destruction of either building or 
loss of any particular special features that they possess and the proposal 
concerns one site within a much larger Conservation Area. As such, whilst 
material, I consider that the resulting h·arm would be less than substantial. 
Paragraph 134 of the Framework requires that, in the case of designated 
heritage assets, the harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the 
.proposal, including securing its optimum viable use. · 

24. One of the main public benefits resulting from the scheme would be the . 
provision of an additional dwelling in a location that is within easy reach of a 
range of local services and facilities. This would make some contribution, albeit 
limited, towards the local housing stock and would be likely to result in some 
additional support for local services and facilities. It would also support the 
continu.ed use and retention of the building, in part, as a public house and local 
community facility, and would therefore have local economic and social benefits 
in this regard. The proposal would also have some heritage benefits, from its 
contribution to securing the long-term use of the listed building. However, it 
has not been demonstrated that this would be the only way to achieve these 
benefits, nor that another, potentially less harmful, proposal would not be 
feasible. Having regard to this and the general encouragement within the 
Framework to such development, I give these benefits moderate weight. 

25. Paragraph 132 of the Framework advises that great weight should be given to 
the conservation of a heritage asset in considering the impact of a proposal on 
its significance and, as heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss 
should require clear or convincing justification. In addition, paragraph 131 of 
the Framework refers to the d·esirability of new development making a positive 
contribution to local character and distinctiveness. For the above reasons, I 
consider that the development would not make such a cont'ribution and, as 
such, whilst the use of the site as proposed may be viable, it would not 
represent its optimum use. For the reasons given, I conclude that, overall, the 
benefits of the proposal would not be sufficient to outweigh the harm identified 
to the significance of the heritage assets. The harm identified to neighbouring 
living conditions adds further weight against the scheme. 

26. Paragraphs 6-9 of the Framework indicate that 'sustainabilityr should not be 
interpreted narrowly. Elements of sustainable development cannot be 
undertaken in isolation but should be sought jointly and simultaneously. 
Sustainable development also includes 'seeking positive improvements in the 
quality of the built and historic environment as well as in people/s quality of 
lifer: I have found that the proposal would not meet the aims of paragraph 17 
of the Framework, to a.chieve high quality design, take account of the different 
roles and character of different areas, conserve heritage assets in a manner 
appropriate to their significance and achieve a good standard of amenity for all 
future and existing occupants of land and buildings. The appeal scheme would 
not, therefore, meet the overarching aims of the Framework to achieve 
sustainable development. 

27. The appellants have suggested, within their appeal submissions, that the 
garden room element of the proposed extension could be removed from the 
proposal, or reduced in height. However, I am not satisfied that a limited 
reduction in height would be sufficient to overcome the concerns identified 
above. Furthermore, from the details provided and having regard to the 
proposed incorporation of a new boundary wall within ·the scheme, it is not 
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clear to me how this element could be easily removed from the remainder of 
the appeal proposal, without necessitating further changes to the scheme. As 
such, whilst I have taken note of these suggested possible amendments, they 
do not lead me to alter my findings above. 

Other Matters 

28. The appellants have expressed concern's regarding the content of some of the 
representations made on the proposal and about the Council's processing of the 
applications, including the nature and extent pf pre-application advice received 
in light of concerns raised as part of the application processes, and the 
Council's unwillingness to accept amendments to the formal application 
proposals. However, whilst I recognise that the outcome of the appeal will be 
disappointing to the appellants, none of these matters, either individually or 
cumulatively, leads me to alter my findings above. 

29. A completed planning obligation has been submitted, which would make 
provision for a financial contribution towards open space and social 
infrastructure, in the event that the appeal is allowed. The national Planning 
Practice Guidance has recently been revised in respect of such contributions. 
However, given my findings above, it is not necessary for me to examine this 
matter or the details of the obligation further. 

30. A number of local concerns were raised about various other matters, including 
a restrictive covenant, the quality of the submitted application details, the · 
structural effect the proposal on the boundary wall and the aqjoining property, 
the removal of a tree, pollution, drainage, landscaping and access for 
emergency services. However, · given my conclusions above, it is not necessary 
for me to consider these matters further in this case. 

Conclusions 

31. For the above reasons, and having regard to all other matters raised, I 
conclude that these appeals should be dismissed and planning permission and 
listed building consent refused. 

}lnne :Napier-{])erere 

INSPECTOR 
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