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MEMBER REFERRAL TO COMMITTEE 

If any Member wishes to refer a planning application to Committee for determination, this form 
must be completed (in its entirety) and emailed to Philip Isbell or Christine Thurlow- see email 
addresses below. A copy must also be sent to the Case Officer for the application). The form 
must be emailed by the expiry of 28 days from the start of the latest publicity period for the 
application . 
S PI . Ch f h f ee annrng arter or pnnciples. Paragrap re erences below link to Plannir}g_ Charter. 
Planning application 0072/16 
reference: 
Planning application ·Dagwood Farm, Ashfield Road, Elmswell 
address: 

" 

Member making request: Sarah Mansel 

Date of request: 18/2/16 

13.3 Please describe the Development within the curtilage of a listed building. 
significant policy, Sustainable development 
consistency or material Housing need 
considerations which make 
a decision on the 
application of more than 
local significance 

-

13.4 Please detail the clear There is clearly a fine balance between several issues related to 
and substantial planning this planning application. The exterior works to the barn have 
reasons for requesting a already been completed (with planning permission) so does 
referral changing the use of the barn to domestic use do further significant 

harm to the setting of the adjacent listed building? 
The site is less than a mile from the extensive facilities within the 
village centre, so should the development be considered to be 
sustainable?. 
There is a need for small one bedroom ·dwellings in the village so 
do the benefits of this development outweigh the dis-benefits? 

13.5 Please detail the wider There has been a long planning history on this site and it has 
District and public interest consequently been developed in a somewhat piecemeal fashion. 
in the application 

13.6 If the application is not 
in your Ward please 
describe the very significant 
impacts upon your Ward 
which might arise from the 
development 
13.7 Please confirm what I have discussed this application on two occasions with Stephen 
steps you have taken to Burgess. 
discuss a referral to 
committee with the case 

0 • 

officer 
Philip Isbell Chnst1ne Thurlow 

Corporate Manager- Development Management 

Philip.lsbell@midsuffolk.gov.uk 

Corporate Manager- Development Management -

Christine.Thurlow@babergh.gov.uk 
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Consultee Comments for app·lication 0072/16 

Application Summary 

Application Number: 0072/16 

Address: Dagwood Farm, Ashfield Road , Elmswell, IP30 9HJ 

Proposal: Change of use and conversion of former dairy and adjoining workshop into 2no. one 

bedroom dwellings. 

Case Officer: Stephen Burgess 

Consultee Details 

Name: Mr Peter Dow 

Address: Parish Clerk's Office, Station Road Industrial Estate, Elmswell IP30 9HR 

Email: clerk@elmswell.suffolk.gov.uk 

On Behalf Of: Elmswell Parish Clerk 

Comments 

Elmswell Parish Council supports this application . 

Peter Dow 

Clerk to Elmswell Parish Council 
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HERITAGE COMMENTS 

Application No.: 0150/16 (LBC) & 0072/16 (PP) 

Proposal: Works associated with the : change of use and conversion of 
former dairy building to two dwellings. 

Address: Dagwood Farm, Ashfield Road, Elmswell, IP30 9HJ 

Date: 16th March 2016 

SUMMARY 

1. The Heritage Team considers that the proposal would cause harm to setting and 
significance of the designated heritage asset, through inappropriate changes to the 
application quilding itself and over-intensification of the use of the site. The harm would 
be considerable, but less than substantial; as such, the application fails to meet the 
requirements of NPPF 126, 128, 131 , 132 133 and 134. It also fails to meet the 
requirements of saved LP policies HB1, HB3, HB5 and H9 

2. The Heritage Team recommends that the case officer now weighs this level of harm 
against the public benefits of the scheme, as required by NPPF 134. Unless the public 
benefits are considered to be significant, however, they will not outweigh the harm to 
heritage interests and the scheme should be refused. 

DISCUSSION 
Dagwood Farm was listed on 15th November 1954. The building the subject of this 
application is not listed in its own right, but forms part of the historic curtilage of Dagwood 
Farm and therefore is to be regarded as part of that "listed building" for all planning 

' purposes. It also lies within the setting of Dagwood Farmhouse,. The Farmhouse and its 
outbuildings form a coh_erent historic farmstead gro~p of some-historic interest. The main 
heritage consideration is the effect of the proposal on the setting df Dagwood Farmhouse 
and its significance as a designated heritage asset. The character of the historic 
farmstead and the character, amenity and appearance of the surrounding countryside are 
also material considerations. 

The applicant contends that only the physical changes to the application building itself 
should be considered in determining the listed building consent application and that the 
effect on the setting of the Farmhouse, in particular the effect of the change of use to 
residential, should only be considered in relation to the planning application. The heritage 
team does not share this view. The application building forms part of the historic curtilage 

· of Dagwood Farmhouse. As such, it is to be considered as part of Dagwood Farmhouse as 
a "listed building" and as a heritage asset. It is not listed in its own right and any heritage 
value it may possess is primarily as part of the curtilage arid setting of Dagwood 
Farmhouse and as part of the historic farmstead group. 

L 
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The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 lays on the LPA a duty, 
in considering whether to grant listed building consent for any works, to have special 
regard to the desirability of preserving the listed building or its setting or any features of 
special architectural or historic interest which it possesses. Thus, the heritage team 
contends that it is not only appropriate to consider the effect on the setting of the 
Farmhouse, including the ·effect of the change of use, in considering the listed building 
consent application; it is, in fact, a requirement laid on the LPA by the Act. 

In practice, it is hard to separate the .physical works to the application building from the 
change of use, because the works to .the building that require listed building consent are 
only being carried out in order to affect the conversion. These comments are therefore to 
be read in connection with both applications, for listed building consent and for planning 
permission. 

The physical changes to the application building itself are not innocuous. They represent 
an unwelcome domestication of its appearance and a further erosion of its agricultural 
character. The addition of new windows on the west and east elevations with an overtly 
domestic appearance and new doors and roof-lights on the north elevation will break up 
the existing, mostly blank, elevations which at present retain at least some of their 
agricultural character. There will be internal changes to the layout assoCiated with the 

. conversion , including the addition of a new first floor. The application building has 
apparently already been substantially rebuilt and now contains very little in situ historic 
fabric. Nevertheless, if consent is granted for the works as now proposed , any remnah.ts of 
agricultural character will be further eroded , to the· detriment of the character, setting and 
significance of the listed building. 

Dagwood Farmhouse and its outbuildings, as noted above, form a coherent historic 
farmstead group. This has already bee·n· subject to considerable alteration , including the 
conversion of an existing barn on the site to a dwelling and the granting of a further 
permission for conversion of another curtilage building which has yet to be implemented. 
The creation of two new curtilages in addition to those already permitted will have a 
cumulative effect on the setting which , in the heritage team's view, is harmful to 
significance. The curtilages ofthe new dwellings will have new boundaries, marked by a 
post~and rail fences and new hawthorn hedges. These new subdivisions of the farmyard 
will be harmful to the setting and significance of the listed building. If permission for two 
new domestic curtilages is given, however, it is difficult to see how the pressure for some 
form of physical boundary treatment could reasonably be resisted. Conditions could be 
imposed, but in practice, the LPA may have to accept a number of apparently minor, but 
very damaging developments. Most of this development would be located very close to the 
listed farmhouse and would have a considerable harmful effect on its setting , on the 
character of the historic farmstead and on the character, amenity and appearance of the 
surrounding countryside. The level of harm is assessed as considerable, but less than 
substantial. 



Subdivision of a farmstead is generally accepted with a view to securing the future of 
historic curtilage farm buildings, but in this case t~e arguments for preserving the 
application building by conversion are considerably diluted by the extent of rebuilding to 
which it has already been subjected. · 

The case officer should now weigh the harm to the heritage asset against the public 
benefits of the scheme. In this case, the level of harm to the heritage asset is such that, 
unless the public benefits are considered to oe significant, they will riot outweigh the harm 
to heritage interests and the scheme should be refused. 

Name: William Wall 
Position·: Enabling Officer - Heritage 



From: Nathan Pittam 
Sent: 01 February 2016 08:42 
To: Planning Adhlin 
Subject: 0072/16/FUL. EH - Land Contamination. 

174225 
0072/16/FUL. EH - Land Contamination. 
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Dagwood Farm, Ashfield Road, Elmswell, BURY ST EDMUNDS, Suffolk, IP30 
9HJ. 
Change of use and conversion of former dairy and adjoining workshop into 
2no. one bedroom dwellings. 

Many thanks for your request for comments in relation to the above application. I 
have reviewed the application and can confirm that I have no objection from the 
perspective of land contamination. I would only request that we are contacted in the 
event of unexpected ground conditions being encountered during construction and 
that the developer is made aware that the responsibility for the safe development of 
the site lies with them. 

Regards 

Nathan 

Nathan Pittam BSc. (Hons.) PhD 
Senior Environmental Management Officer 
Babergh and Mid Suffolk District Councils- Working Together 
t: 01449 724715 or 01473 826637 
w: www.babergh.gov.uk · www.midsuffolk.gov.uk 



Your Ref: MS/0072/16 
Our Ref: 570\CON\0265\16 
Date: 05/02/2016 
Highways Enquiries to: kyle.porter@suffolk.gov.uk 

All planning enquiries should be sent to the Local Planning Authority. 
Email: Planning.Control@baberghmidsuffolk.gov.uk 

The Planning Officer 
Mid Suffolk District Council 
Council Offices 
131 High Street 
Ipswich 
Suffolk 
IP6 8DL 

For the Attention of: Stephen Burgess 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990- CONSULTATION RETURN MS/0072/16 

PROPOSAL: 

LOCATION: 

Change of use and conversion of former dairy and adjoining workshop into 

2no. one bedroom dwellings 

Dagwood Farrri, Ashfield Road, Elmswell, Bury St Edmunds, Suffolk 

Notice is hereby given that the County Council as Highway Authority recommends that any permission 
which that Planning Authority may give should include the conditions shown below: 

1 p 1 
Condition : The use shall not commence until the area(s) within the site shown on "SITE PLAN 
DAGWOOD FARM" for the purposes of [LOADING, UNLOADING,] manoeuvring and parking of vehicles 
has been provided and thereafter that area(s) shall be retained and used for no other purposes. 
Reason: To ensure that sufficient space for the on site parking of vehicles is provided and maintained in 
order to ensure the provision of adequate on-site space for the parking and manoeuvring of vehicles 
where on-street parking and manoeuvring would be detrimental to highway safety to users of the highway. 

2 NOTE 02 
Note 2: It is an OFFENCE to carry out works within the public highway, which includes a Public Right of 
Way, without the permission of the Highway Authority. 
Any conditions which involve work within the limits of the public highway do not give the applicant 
permission to carry them out. Unless otherwise agreed in writing all works within the public highway shall 
be carried out by the County Council or its agents at the applicant's expense. 
The County Council's Central Area Manager must be contacted on Telephone: 01473 341414. Further 
information go to: www.suffolk.gov.uk/environment-and-transport/highways/dropped-kerbs-vehicular
accesses/ 
A fee is payable to the Highway Authority for the assessment and inspection of both new vehicular 
crossing access works and improvements deemed necessary to existing vehicular crossings due to 
proposed development. 

Yours sincerely, 

Mr Kyle Porter 
Development Management Technician 
Strategic Development - Resource Management 
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Dear Sirs · 

Dagwood Farm, Ashfield Road, Elmswell 
Planning Application No: 16/0072/FUL 

I refer to the above application. 

Suffolk Fire and Rescue Service 

. Fire Business Support Team 
Floor 3, Block 2 
Endeavour House 
8 Russell Road 
Ipswich, Suffolk 

' IP1 2BX 

Your Ref: 
.. Our Ref: 

Enquiries to: 
Direct Line: 
E-mail: 
Web Address: 

Date: 

16/0072/FUL 
FS/F310.944 
Angela Kempen 
01473 260588 
Fire.BusinessSupport@suffolk.gov.uk 
http://www.suffolk.gov.uk 

10/02/2016 

The plans have been inspected by . the Water ·Officer who has the following 
comments to make. 

Access and Fire Fighting Facilities 

Access to buildings for fire appliances and firefighters must meet with the 
requirements specified in Building Regulations Approved Document B, (Fire Safety), 
2006 Edition, incorporating 2010 and 2013 amendments Volume 1- Part .B5, Section 
11 dwelling houses, and, similarly, Volume 2, Part B5, Sections 16 and 17 in the 
case of buildings other than dwelling houses. These requirem·ents may be satisfied 
with other equivalent standards relating to access for fire fighting, in which case 
those standards should be quoted in correspondence. 

Suffolk Fire and Rescue Service also requires a minimum carrying capacity for hard 
standing for pumping/high reach appliances of 15/26 tonnes, not 12.5- tonnes as 
detailed in the Building Regulations 2000 Approved Document B, 2006 Edition, 
incorporating 2010 and 2013 amendments. · 

Water Supplies . 

No additional water supply for fire fighting purposes is required in respect of this 
planning application. 

Continued/ 

We are working towards making Suffol~ the Greenest County. This paper is 100% recycled and 
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Suffolk Fire and Rescue Service recommends that proper consideration be given to 
the potential life safety, economic, environmental and social benefits derived from 
the provision of an automatic fire sprinkler system. (Please see sprinkler information . 
enclosed with this letter). 

Consultation should be made with the Water Authorities to determine flow rates in all 
cases. 

Should you need any further advice or information on access and fire. fighting . 
facilities, you are advised to contact your local Building Control in the first instance. 
For further advice and information regarding water supplies, please contaCt the 
Water Officer at the above headquarters. 

Yours faithfully 

Mrs A Kempen 
Water Officer 

Copy: Mr N Blazeby, Carter Jonas LLP, 6-8 Hills Road, Cambridge CB2 1 NH 
Enc: Sprinkler information 

We ~reworking towards · making Suffolk the Greenest County. This paper is 100% recycled and 
· m~r!P 11c: inn· ;:~ r.hlnrinP. frP.P. nror.ess. 



FAO: Stephen Burgess 
Mid Suffolk District Council 
Planning Department 
131 , Council Offices High Street 
Needham Market 
Ipswich 
IP6 8DL 

Dear Mr Burgess 
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Environment 
Agency 

Our ref: · AE/2016/120072/01-L01 
Your ref: 0072/16 

Date: 11 February 2016 

CHANGE OF USE AND CONVERSION OF FORMER DAIRY AND ADJOINING 
WORKSHOP INTO 2NO. ONE BEDROOM DWELLINGS. DAGWOOD FARM; 
ASHFIELD ROAD, ELMSWELL, IP30 9HJ 

Thank you for consulting us on this application, which we received on 22 January 2016. 
We have reviewed the proposal and do not have any objections. We do however have 
advi~e for the applicant on protecting ·groundwater which we request you ensure they 
receive. · 

. ' 

Risk to Groundwater 

The site overlies principal aquifer. It is part of the Cam and Ely Ouse Chalk groundwater 
body, an EU Water Framework Directive Drinking Water Protected Area . Principal 
aquifers are geological strata that exhibit high permeability and provide a high level of 
water storage. They supportwater supply and river base flow on a strategic scale. 

The site also overlies a secondary (undifferentiated) aquifer. The regional use of 
groundwater in this area makes the site highly vulnerable to pollution . 

The previous uses of the site, which include a dairy and workshop , are likely to be 
potentially contaminative. The site could therefore present potential pollutant linkages to 
controlled waters. 

Notwithstanding the environmental sensitivity of the site, we do not consider this 
proposal to be high priority at this time. Therefore we will not be providing detailed site., 
specific advice or comments. The developer should therefore address risks to the water 
environment, following. the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework and 
the ErivironmE;!nt Agency Guiding Principles for Land Contamination. 

/ We've inCluded some ·general advice as an appendix to this letter which they should. 

Environment Agency 
Cobham Road, Ipswich, Suffolk, IP3 9JD. 
Customer services line: 03708 506 506 
O O R OR 00 --·· ool .. l-~o o:-~---....~- .1. _ ___ ..:. •• 



30 
have full regard to. 

Informative 

The site is recorded as being within a groundwater Source Protection Zone 2 (SPZ2) , 
this may have shown up on your constraints check on this. site. SPZ2 areas are 
designated for the protection of a groundwater abstraction for potable use. However, . 
according to ou(records , the abstraction is no longer in use and the licence has been 
revoked. As such, the existing SPZ2 ~nderlying the site will be de-designated as part of 
future source protection re-modelling wor~ , and should not be considered present 
beneath the site. · · 

We trust this advice is useful. 

Yours sincerely 

Mrs Jo Firth 
Sustainable Places Team 

Direct dial 01473 706016 
·Direct e-mail jo.firth@environment-agency.gov,uk 

cc Carter Jonas Lip . • 

2 
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-Technical Appendix- Risk to Groundwater 

We recommend that developers should: 

1) Refer to our "Groundwater Protection : Principles and Practice (GP3)" document: -
https://www.gov.uk/governmeht/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/29734 
7/LIT 7660 9a3742.pdf. ' . 

2) Follow the ri_sk management framework provided in CLR11, "Model Procedures for 
the Management of Land Contamination", when dealing with land affected by 
contamination : https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/managing-land-
contamination . · · 

3) Refer to our "Guiding Principles for Land Contamination" for the type of information 
that we require in order to assess risks to controlled waters from the site. (The Local 

·Authority can advise on risk to other receptors, for example human. health): 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/managing-and-reducing-land
coiltamination. 

4) Refer to our "Verification of Remediation of Land Contamination" report: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/29767 
4/sch o021 Ob rx.f -e-e. pdf. 

5) Refer to the CL:AIRE."Definition of Waste: Development Industry Code of Practice" 
(version 2) and our related 'Position Statement on the Definition of Waste: 
Development Industry Code of Practice': · 
http://www.claire.co.uk/index.php?option=com content&view=article&id=21 O&ltemid 
=82 and https://www.gov.uk/turn-your-waste-into-a-new-non-waste-product-or
material. 

6) Refer to British Standards BS 5930:1999-2010 and BS10175 and our "Technical . 
Aspects of Site Investigations" Technical Report P5-065/TR 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/technical-aspects-of-site-investigation
i n-relation-to-la nd-co ntamin ation. 

7) Refer to our "Piling and Penetrative Ground Improvement Methods on Land Affected 
by Contamination" National Groundwater & Contaminated Land Centre Project 
NC/99/73·(available at . 
http ://web archive. nationa larch ives.gov. uk/20 140328084622/http :/cdn .environment
.agenty.gov.uk/scho0501 bitt-e-e.pdf). 

8) Refer to our "Good Practice for Decommissioning Borehol~s and Wells" 
(http ://stuartgroup.ltd.uk/downlbads/wellservices/groundwater/boreholedecommissio · 
ning/EAGuidelines.pdf). 

9) Refer to our website https://www.gov.uk/government/org·anisations/environment
agency for more information. 

· 1. PreHminarv Risk Assessment 
A PRA should include historical plans of the site, an understanding of the sites · 
environmental setting (including geology, hydrogeology, location and status of relevant 
surface water and groundwater receptors , identification of potential contaminants of 
concern and source areas), an outline conceptual site model (CSM) describing possible 
pollutant linkages for controlled waters and identification of potentially unacceptable 
risks. Pictorial representations, preferably scaled plans and cross sections, will ?Upport 
the understanding of the site as represented in the CSM. 

2. · Site Investigation 
Land contamination investigations should be c~rried out in accordance with BS 
5930:1999-2010 'Code of Practice for site investigations' and BS '1 0175:2011 
'Investigation of potentially contaminated sites -Code of Practice' as updated/amended. 
Site investigation works should be undertaken by a suitably qualified and experienced 

r.nnt/rl 
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. . . 

professional. Soil and water analysis should be fully MCERTS accredited. 

Any further site investigation , demolition , remediation or construction works on site must 
not create new pollutant pathways or pollutant linkages in to the underlying principal 
aquifer to avoid generating new contaminated ll:md liabilities for the developer. Clean 
drilling techniques may be required where boreholes, piles etc penetrate through 
contaminated ground. 

3. SuDS 
We consider any infiltration Sustainable Drainage System (SuDS) greater than 2.0 m 
below ground level to be a deep system and are generally not acceptable. All infiltration 
SuDS require a minimum of 1.2 m clearance between the base of infiltration SuDS and 
peak seasonal groundwater levels. 

Soakaways must not be constructed in contaminated ground where they could re:.. 
mobilise any pr.e-existing contamination and result in pollution of groundwater. 
Soakaways and other infiltration SuDS need to meet the criteria in our Groundwater · 
Protection: Principles and Practice (GP3) position· statements G1 and G9 to G13. 
Only clean water from roofs can be directly discharged to any soakaway or . 
watercourse . Systems for the discharge of surface water from associated hard-standing, 
roads and impermeable vehicle parking areas shafl incorporate appropriate pollution 
prevention measures and a suitable number of SuDS treatment train components. 

End 4 
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Appeals Decisions 
Site visit made on 03 November 2006 

·by Ava Wood DIP ARCH MRTPI 

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

Appeal Ref: APPIW3520/E/06/2019422 
Dagwood Farin, Ashfield Road, Elmswell, Suffolk IP30 9HJ 

The Planning Inspectora te 
4/11 Eagle Wing 
Temple Quay House 
2 The Square 
Temple Quay 
Bristol BS1 6PN 
~ 0117 372 6372 
e:maa: enqulries@planning
inspectorate.gsi.gov.uk 

Date: 22 November 2006 

• The appeal is made under section 20 of the Plarming (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 
1990 against a refusal to gi-ant listed building consent. 

• The appeal is made by Mr and Mrs J Cunningham against the decision of Mid-Suffolk District 
Council. 

· • The application (Ref: 2215/05/LBC), dated 20 October 2005, was refused by notice dated 21 
December 2005_ 

• The works proposed are to a building within the curtilage. o~the listed building site; 

Summary of Decision: The appeal is dismissed. 

Appeal Ref: APPIW3520/AJ06/2019423 
Dagwood Farm,, Ashfield Road, ElmsweU, Suffolk IP30 9HJ 
• The appeal ismade under section 78 of the Town ·and Country Planning Act 1990 against a refusal to 

· grant planning permission. 
• The appeal is made by Mr and Mrs J Cunningham against the decision of Mid-Suffolk District 

Council. . 

• The application (Ref 2214/05/FUL), dated 20 Oct()ber 2005, was refused by notice dated i1 
December 2005. 

• The development proposed is conversion of redundant barns and other farm buildings to fonn a 
detached 4 bedroomed house with carport/store. · 

Summary of Decision: The appeal is dismissed. 

Procedural Matters 

-1. As the appeal building falls within the curtilage of the Grade II listed Dagwood Farmhouse, 
it is listed under Section 1(5) of Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 
1990. The development, for which planning permission is sought, additionally requires 
listed building consent and that is the basis on which I have considered the first appeal, 
notwithstanding the description on the listed building application fonn. 

Main Issues 

2. A main issue in the planning appeal is whether the conversion proposed would comply with 
policies that seek to resist the introduction of new dwellings in the countryside. A further 
main issue, common· to both appeals, is the effect that the scheme would· have on the 
interest of the appeal building and on the setting of Dagwood-~, - · · -· .. 

· · J MID SUF!=OU~ 
~ OlSTRICT COi.JNCh. 
I 
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Appeals Decisions APP!W3520/E/06/2019422 & APP/W3520?A/06/2019423 

Reasons 

New dwelling in the countryside 

Policy Background 

3. · The development plan for the area includes the Suffolk Structure Plan 2001 (SP) and the 
Mid Suffolk Local Plan; adopted in 1998 (LP). The emerging East of England Plan 
(RSS14) is a material consideration, but I am able · to give it only the weight that is 
appropriate to the stage that has been reached in the preparation processes. ·. · 

4. Under Policy ENV4 of the SP, development in the countryside is acceptable only where a 
countryside location is necessary. Policy ENV2 allows .for re-use of sound, traditional rural 
buildings, particularly in circumstances where employment can be generated or where it 

. leads to significant environmental benefits. In the interest of protecting the character· and 
appearance of the countryside, Policy H7 applies strict control over new housing and 
expects such development to form part of the existing settlements. However, Policy H9 of 
'the LP adopts a favourable position towards the coB:version and change of use of rural 

· buildings, with certain caveats. 

5. The emphasis on control over development in the colUltryside reflects current regional and 
national policy thrust of achieving sustainable development, as expressed in RSS14 and in 
Government published planning documents. Of particular relevance is Planning Policy 
Statement 7 (PPS7), one key objective of ·which is to promote more sustainable 
developments. Thus, local planning aUthorities are urged to strictly control new house 
building in the Countryside and special justification is required for isolated new houses in 
the countryside. - On the other hand, there is support for the re-use of appropriately located 

. and suitably · constructed buildings in the countryside, with a preference for re-use_ for 
-- · economic development purposes. 

Reasoning 

6. Although situated only 400m north of the defined settlement boundary of Elmswell, for 
planning purposes the appeal site is withiti the countryside and therefore subject to the 
restrictive policy framework outlined above. My site inspection confirmed the appellants' 
site description of Ashfiela Road, insofar as there is a scattering of buildings, mainly 
houses, further north of the appeal site and some distance beyond the bUilt up area of 
Elmswell. Nevertheless, th;t does not justify the addition of a new dwelling. In the inter~st 
of upholding the· principles of sustainable development, anc:l for the sake of protecting the 
countryside, I support the Council's position on resisting the introduction of a new house in 
this location. That said, the re-use of rural buildings is one of the circumstances where such 
development may be acceptable and I shall examine whether a case along those lines can be 

. made for the appeal proposal. 

7. Given the proximity of the · listed farmhouse and future residential occupation of the 
adjacent agricultural buildings (granted approval in 2004), I accept that non-residential use 
of the appeal building would be impractical. It could lead to conflict and concerns about 
privacy, disturbance and access. Residential conversion is the most likely option . 

. However, I have serious doubts about whether the building is of sufficient interest or could 
· be converted for- the intended use without substantial reconstruction. 
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8. I agree that Policy H9 does not specify the level of intervention that is acceptable in 
converting a rural building, but it expects such conversions to respect the structure, form 
and character of the original. In this case, it has to be said that, with the exception of the 
building referred to as Barn 3, there is little of the original building that warrants retention, 
as plainly demonstrated by the level of demolition and rebuild proposed. The single storey 
structure, referred to as the greenhouse, for instance, is to be removed in its entirety, partly 
to be replaced by a new detached cart lodge. The roof over Store 1 would be rebuilt, and 
remodelled, to tie in with the new single storey lean-to extension to the Western side of the 
barn. · 

9, I accept that there is every intention to retain Barn 3 and to accommodate the new use 
without altering its shape or inserting new o-penings. However;, to carry out the conversion, 
its structure and fabric would require a considerable overhaul. Much is either beyond repair 
or unlikely to withstand the additional loadings that would be imposed. Equally, . the 
existing comigated roof finish and cladding above the brickwork would be replaced, as 

·would the associated structural elements. With the extent of ·the works required, the 
proposal could not be regarded as a straightforward~ conversion. In my view, it would 
rep:r:esent a substantial reconstruction. While the barn stands as a reminder of Suffolk 

· agricultural traditions, there are few features of interest in the building as a whole. The 
resulting building would bear a passing reference to the shape of what exists now, but there 
is very little of note to respect in terms of structure or character. In my opinion, the 
conversion cannot even be justified in the interest of preserving a building of quality or of 
significant importance. · · 

10. My conclrision on the first issue is that the proposal would indeed amount to a new dwelling 
-.in the countryside, which cannot be justified on the basis of policies that allow conversion 
. or re-use of rural buildings. There is · no reason to depart from the basic premise of 
controlling new dwellings in the countryside, in accordance with the Government, regional 
and local policies referred to earlier. 

Effect on the listed building and on the setting of the listed farmhouse 

Policy Background 

11. ·Sections 16(2) and 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Building and Con~ervatioil Areas) Act 
1990 require me to have special regard to-the desirability of preserving a listed building or 
its setting or any features "''f special architectural or historic interest which it possesses. 
Policies HB3 and HB5 of the LP set out the criteria against which the alteration and 
·conversion of historic buildings will be considered. The standards expected are intended to 
protect listed buildings. 

Reasoning 

12. There are few features of architectural merit worth preserving in the appeal bujlding. 
Therefore, the proposed scheme would have little impact on that aspect of the building. 
However, the residential conversion would change the character of what is essentially a 
very basic rural building, . to the extent of diminishing the link with its agricultural past, 
thereby eroding any vestige of historic interest it may possess . 

.13. I disagree with the Com1cil's position on the proposed rooflights. They would no more 
detract from the setting of the farmhouse than {tfie'"rq~~~~~_:~lled on the adjacent 
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buildings under construction. What is more, the setti.tig has already been compromised by 
the fencing erected to separate the farmhouse from this group of builrungs and the proposed 
conversion would have little further impact. On the second issue, while the setting of 
Dagwood Farmhouse would be preserved, my conclusion is that the proposal would 
diminish the historic interest of the appeal buildmg, thus conflicting with policies that ·aim 

. to resist such harm. 

Other Matters 

14. At my site inspection, I was shown the adjacent .former agricultural. buildings currently 
.being converted for residential purpose~. Given the extent of works required to implement 
conversion of those buildings, I can understand the appellants' desire to turn·their attention 
to the remaining buildings in their possession. However, it does appear to me that there was 
more in the way of original features and substantial structures to preserve in the buildings 
being converted, and that conversion on its own would not alter the basic agricultural nature 
of this grouping. The same cannot be said for the appeal proposal, which in my opinion 
would amount to one conversion too far, and with uo justification for another dwelling 
outside the settlement boundary of Elmswell. 

15. My attention is drawn to the receht permissions grant~d by the Council, and .on appeal, for 
. new dwellings on Ashfield Road. I understand that these comprised schemes on previously 
developed land. The appeal site does not fall within that category. The response statement 
on behalf of the appellants misinterprets the definition of previously developed land in 
Plarining . Policy Guidance 3, as agricultural land and buildings retain their lawful 
agricultural use even when vacant or derelict. To all · intents and purposes, the appeal site 
ap.d buildings are in the countryside, this is not previously developed land and, as concluded 
~arlier, there is no policy or other justification for allo~g a new dwelling in this location. 

Conclusions 
. . 

16. For the reasons given above and having regard to all other matters raised, I conclude that 
the appeals should be dismissed. · 

Formal Decisions 

17. I dismiss the appeals . 

. }lva Wood 
Inspector 
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