
 

 
 
F/YR20/0585/F 
 
Applicant:  GKL Residential 
Developments Ltd 
 

Agent :  Ms Kate Wood 
Barker Storey Matthews 

 
Former Coach House, London Road, Chatteris, Cambridgeshire 
 
Erect a 2-storey 4-bed dwelling involving demolition of store building 
 
 
F/YR20/0586/LB 
 
Applicant:  GKL Residential 
Developments Ltd 
 

Agent :  Ms Kate Wood 
Barker Storey Matthews 

 
Former Coach House, London Road, Chatteris, Cambridgeshire 
 
Demolition of a curtilage listed store building 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
Officer recommendation: Refusal of both applications 
 
Reason for Committee: Number of representations contrary to Officer 
recommendation, refer to Appendix A 
 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

1.1  These applications have previously been referred to the Planning Committee for 
determination on 16 December 2020 where it was agreed that the determination 
of the applications be deferred, to give members the opportunity to carry out a 
site visit.  The original committee report is provided at Appendix A below for 
reference and should be read in conjunction with this report. 

 
1.2  Since this time, additional information has been submitted to accompany the 

applications, namely a Supporting Statement, Viability Assessment and email 
from East of England Preservation Trust advising that they would not be 
interested in taking the building on as a trust project 

 
1.3  The additional information submitted does not alter or overcome the previously 

asserted failure to comply with the relevant policies and as such the conclusions 
and recommendations in Appendix A remain unchanged and, with due regard to 
the law, the applications should be refused. 

 
1.4  Given this clear conflict with the above policies it is considered that to grant the 

applications would be indicative of a failure by the Council to fulfil its duties under 
Sections 16, 66 and 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) 
Act 1990. 

 
1.5  Consequently, the recommendation is to refuse the application. 

 



 

 
 
2. UPDATE  
2.1 These applications have previously been referred to the Planning Committee for 

determination on 16 December 2020 where it was agreed that the determination 
of the applications be deferred, to give members the opportunity to carry out a 
site visit.  The original committee report is provided at Appendix A below for 
reference and should be read in conjunction with this report. 
 

2.2 Since this time, additional information has been submitted to accompany the 
applications, namely a Supporting Statement, Viability Assessment and email 
from East of England Preservation Trust advising that they would not be 
interested in taking the building on as a trust project; further consultations have 
been undertaken as a result and comments received are as follows: 
 

3. CONSULTATIONS 
 
3.1 Town Council 

Noted 
 

3.2 Environmental Health (FDC) (17/12/2020) 
We have no further comments to make following our last consultation of 29th 
October 2020. 
 
This service maintains its stance on the need for the full suite of contaminated 
land conditions to be applied in the event permission is granted owing to previous 
use of the application site. As advised, this will need to be followed through with a 
phased approach in that an initial ground assessment will be required after the 
proposed demolition works have been completed to ensure any potential for 
contamination including the demolition process itself, is investigated and 
managed to a robust standard before the next stage of development. 
 

3.3 Environmental Health (FDC) (23/3/2021) 
This response has considered the documentation following the re-consultation 
 
A site visit hasn’t been made and this response is based on a desk-top study. 
 
Documents considered are: - 
                           Environmental Health response dated 17 December 2020 
                           Re-consultation sheet 
                           Supporting Statement – Eddisons dated 12 February 2021 
                           Viability Statement – Eddisons dated February 2021 
 
Having considered the above documents the issues which have prompted the 
consultation centre on the viability of the proposal. 
 
Consequently, the recommendations in our latest response on 17 December 
2020 still stand. 
 

3.4 Historic England  
Thank you for your letter of 16 March 2021 regarding further information on the 
above application for planning permission. On the basis of this information, we do 
not wish to offer any comments. We suggest that you seek the views of your 
specialist conservation and archaeological advisers, as relevant. 
 
 



 

3.5 Senior Planning Obligations Officer (FDC) 
Extracts of the comments are provided below, full details are available to view via 
Public Access on the Council’s website:   
 
The appraisal has been submitted to test the viability of retaining the existing 
structure as a 1- or 2-bedroom dwelling and also reviews whether the demolition 
of the existing dwelling and the construction of a replacement dwelling is viable. 
  
I am satisfied that the viability submission has demonstrated that it is not 
economically viable to refurbish the existing scheme to a 1 or 2-bedroom 
dwelling, however it is viable to demolish the existing structure and replace with a 
4-bed dwelling. 
 
Further information was requested by the case officer as the appraisal submitted 
considers this a standalone development and does not account for the wider 
development in which it is situated, the follow comment was received: 
 
Unfortunately, unless a viability appraisal is submitted that considers the wider 
development, I'm unable to comment further.  

 
3.6 Conservation Officer (FDC) (31/3/2021) 

These comments are in relation to a third re-consultation on the above 
application due to the submission of a viability assessment and supporting 
statement in relation to the demolition of the coach house.  My previous 
comments on the principle of the application still stand.  These comments are in 
relation to the documents now submitted.  
 
Consideration is given to the impact of the proposal on the architectural and 
historic interests with special regard paid to the desirability of preserving the 
building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest 
which it possesses according to the duty in law under S16 of the Planning (Listed 
Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.   
 
Consideration is given to the impact of the proposal on the architectural and 
historic interests of a listed building with special regard paid to the desirability of 
preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or 
historic interest which it possesses according to the duty in law under S66 
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.   
 
Consideration is given to the impact of this proposal on the character and 
appearance of Chatteris Conservation Area with special attention paid to the 
desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of that area 
according to the duty in law under S72 Planning (Listed Buildings and 
Conservation Areas) Act 1990.  
 
The proposal put forward is not acceptable.  The following comments are made 
and for ease of reference are made in the same order as set out in the supporting 
statement: 
 
Listed Status of the Coach House.  The applicants now acknowledge the fact that 
the Coach House equally covered by the designation afforded to No. 22 London 
Road, and is therefore equally protected by relevant legislation and policy.  It 
seems unnecessary to point out that if No. 22 was not a listed building, neither 
would the coach house be.  This seems to perpetuate a misunderstanding of the 
significance of the designation as a whole.  The coach house is protected, not 
simply because of its own historic or architectural merit, but more importantly 



 

because of what it adds to the architectural and historic interest of the principal 
listed building.  The loss of the coach house, especially when considered in 
addition to the redevelopment of the site as a whole, will have a significant 
negative impact on the special interest of the principal dwelling, as it would result 
in its isolation whereas it now stands in partnership with the coach house.  The 
partnership serves to illustrate the significance of each in relation to the other and 
indicates the status of the residence as a whole.  The loss of the coach house will 
also detrimentally affect the character and appearance of the conservation area, 
due to that loss of relationship between the two buildings, and how this site tells 
part of the story of the conservation area.  It is in these terms that the designation 
is given due regard and the application is considered. 
 
Statutory Duties under the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) 
Act 1990.  The statutory duties are quoted above.  This officer report will illustrate 
that the statement fails to meet the requirements set out in paragraph 195 of the 
NPPF, which relates to substantial harm (total loss) and Paragraph 196 of the 
NPPF relates to less than substantial harm (to the principal listed building and the 
conservation area) and the need for that to be weighed against public benefit.  
Therefore, any special regard given to the desirability of preserving a heritage 
asset, should bear in mind this failure to comply with National Planning Policy 
Framework.  A judicial review can arise where a decision is challenged on such 
grounds as error of law or misinterpretation of policy.  The policy in this case is 
clear.  
 
The demolition of the rear third of No.22 is supported as it is not felt to have equal 
significance to the coach house when considered in the context of the whole site 
and the less than substantial harm occasioned by its loss would be outweighed 
by the public benefit of securing the optimum viable use of the principal dwelling 
by reusing the salvaged material to restore elements of the principal dwelling 
(notably replacing the modern shopfront window) as well as providing a 
comfortable garden space to accompany a good sized family home, as would 
have been enjoyed by the residents historically.    Furthermore, both elements 
were considered to introduce or reinstate architectural or historic features that 
would preserve the special interest of the principal dwelling overall.    
 
The total demolition of the coach house resulting in substantial harm to the coach 
house itself and less than substantial harm to both the principal dwelling and the 
conservation area, with no public benefit to outweigh that harm does not equate 
with the partial demolition of a rear extension, where it was considered the harm 
was limited and outweighed by public benefit.  This does illustrate that each case 
is considered on its own merits within the framework of the NPPF and with regard 
to the law.  The one does not set a precedent for the other.  
 
Compliance with Planning Policy.  The statement submitted makes specific 
reference to paragraph 195 of the National Planning Policy Framework. This 
policy states that: “Where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm 
to (or total loss of significance of) a designated heritage asset, local planning 
authorities should refuse consent, unless it can be demonstrated that the 
substantial harm or total loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits 
that outweigh that harm or loss, or all of the following apply: 
 
a) The nature of the heritage asset prevents all reasonable uses of the site; and  
b) No viable use of the heritage asset itself can be found in the medium term 

through appropriate marketing that will enable its conservation; and 
c) Conservation by grant-funding or some form of not for profit, charitable or 

public ownership is demonstrably not possible; and 



 

d) The harm or loss is outweighed by the benefit of brining the site back into use.  
 
The statement concedes that that there is no public benefit to the total loss of the 
coach house.  Part one of paragraph 195 is not met and it falls to parts a-d of 
paragraph 195 to be met.  However, it must also be noted that under paragraph 
196 of the NPPF that where a development will lead to less than substantial harm 
(total loss of curtilage building on the significance of a principal listed building, or 
on character and appearance of the conservation area), this harm should be 
weighed against the public benefits of the proposal including, where appropriate, 
securing its optimum viable use.  The optimum viable use of the wider site has 
already been secured and the retention of the coach house will not prevent this 
from occurring.  It has been acknowledged that there are no public benefits to the 
demolition of the coach house and therefore the level of harm under paragraph 
196 remains. 
 
The applicant’s statement therefore rests on parts a-d of paragraph 195 of the 
NPPF.  
 

a) The nature of the heritage asset prevents all reasonable uses of the site 
The statement continues to misunderstand the process of listing, or the special 
and architectural interest of the site.  It is not considered necessary for the 
council or other interested parties to request consideration for the listing of the 
coach house in its own right.  It is afforded sufficient protection by the current 
designation and its contribution to the special architectural and historic interest of 
the principal dwelling remains a primary factor. Similarly, the applicants have not 
taken the opportunity to request a listing review by Historic England, which would 
confirm whether the coach house forms part of the curtilage or contributes to the 
significance of the principal dwelling.  Therefore, the application will continue to 
be assessed in terms of its impact on a designated heritage asset. 
 
The statement also misunderstands the position of Historic England.  They have 
not commented on this application because it falls outside of their remit for 
comment.  It would be incorrect to interpret this as a lack of objection. 
 
However, neither of these points correctly respond to criteria a) of paragraph 195.  
 
The statement refers to a presentation to the March Planning Committee which 
will ‘demonstrate that the building’s nature (design and condition) prevents its 
ongoing use for an alternative purpose’, yet this presentation has not been 
submitted or clarified as part of this re-consultation and so statutory consultees 
have not been given the opportunity to consider or comment on this presentation.  
Documents previously submitted (and I understand will be resubmitted as part of 
this presentation) have been addressed under earlier comments, with flaws 
noted, or issues discounted as appropriate.  
 
The statement has chosen to define ‘nature’ as ‘design and condition’.  There is 
no clear definition of this under the NPPF.  The nature of the asset (general 
characteristics: building type, size, location, arrangement of openings) of this 
heritage asset is compatible with conversion or adaptive reuse (allowing for some 
internal alteration), with a reasonable presumption for reuse over demolition.  The 
nature of the asset is not one of a limited floor space, in an isolated location with 
limited or no access.   It is important to retain the relationship with the principal 
listed building and its scale, form and presence within the street scene.  None of 
these factors prevent its reuse, and some limited internal alterations will allow the 
fundamentals of its interest and heritage contribution to be retained.  
 



 

Indeed, pre-application advice under 18/0121/PREAPP concluded that the 
principle of residential conversion for the coach house was supported, and that a 
one, or two bed dwelling would be achievable.  Furthermore, it was considered 
feasible by the applicant to convert to a 3 bedroomed two storey dwelling under 
F/YR19/0706/LB.  This therefore illustrates that the nature, or design of the site, 
has been considered as not preventing adaptive reuse. 
 
The statement submitted has also chosen to include ‘condition’ as part of the 
definition of the nature of the site.  Paragraph 191 of the NPPF states that ‘where 
there is evidence of deliberate neglect of, or damage to, a heritage asset, the 
deteriorated state of the heritage asset should not be taken into account in any 
decision.  Given the lack of maintenance or urgent works undertaken by the 
owner since it has been in their ownership any deterioration in condition cannot 
be taken into consideration.  Its condition is a consequence of maintenance or 
lack thereof.  It is not a factor of the nature of the site.  Furthermore, the 
applicant’s considered building worthy of and able for conversion under 
F/YR19/0706/LB.  Therefore, if any further deterioration in the structural integrity 
of the building since that time has in fact rendered it incapable of conversion, it is 
wholly the responsibility of the applicant and paragraph 191 becomes relevant. 
    
The statement seeks to question the level of survival of original fabric or form and 
questions whether on this basis it is worthy of retention.  This point is not 
relevant, nor is it for the applicants, the Council to determine, but rather for 
Historic England.  No application on this basis, has been made to them.  This 
issue extent of ‘original fabric’ in the building has been addressed previously, by 
statutory consultees.  The level of original fabric is not the sole measure of 
significance and interest in a building.  In this case, the significance lies in large 
part in how the coach house contributes to the significance of the principal 
dwelling and the presence it has in the street scene.  Furthermore, this point does 
not correctly respond to criteria a) of paragraph 195.  
 
The statement refers to the structural survey previously submitted.  This has 
been addressed under comments dated 23rd October 2020, but in summary the 
firm of engineers is not on the Conservation Accreditation Register of Engineers. 
The report therefore does not consider a conservation led approach to the repair 
of this building which are often less invasive and therefore less damaging to 
fabric and significance.  Such an approach could lead to a successful 
conservation led conversion.  Furthermore, should some extent of rebuilding be 
required in order to conserve the building within its current scale, any perceived 
harm would be outweighed by the benefit of retaining the building and bringing it 
back into its optimum viable use. Nevertheless, under paragraph 191 condition 
cannot be taken into account in any decision and therefore this point does not 
meet criteria a) of paragraph 195. 
 
Furthermore, the statement only addresses the possibility of residential 
conversion.  It does not consider ‘all reasonable uses.’  These could include 
communal storage or meeting space for residents of the site.  These uses would 
likely require less in the way of structural intervention or conversion yet have not 
been considered. Therefore, it can be put to any reasonable use if repaired and 
its overall scale and characteristics are preserved.     Historic buildings continue 
to evolve, change, be repaired, altered and extended.  The current design of the 
coach house does not prevent its ongoing use for an alternative purpose, nor 
does its presence prevent the reuse of the wider site.   
 
The conclusion therefore is that criteria a) of paragraph 195 has not been met.  
 



 

b) No viable use of the heritage asset itself can be found in the medium term 
through appropriate marketing that will enable its conservation 
Despite the statement’s assertion that the building has not been neglected, no 
urgent or short-term maintenance such as sheeting over any holes in the roof, 
fixing rainwater goods or drainage, or installing props (if necessary) have been 
undertaken. A planning application that sought to convert the building does not 
equate to maintenance.    Therefore paragraph 191 of the NPPF must again be 
considered.  The condition of the building does not address criteria b) of 
paragraph 195.  
 
A viability assessment for a long-term use (residential conversion) has been 
submitted.  The executive summary concludes that there is a conservation deficit 
of £47,500.  What the viability assessment fails to do, is place the conservation 
and conversion of the coach house in the context of the wider development of the 
site.  Such deficit could be absorbed by the development of the wider site.  
Furthermore, the viability assessment has only considered the option of full 
residential conversion, not an alternative use, such as communal facility or store, 
for the wider development.   
 
It is important to note that National Planning Policy Guidance states that it is 
important that any use is viable, not just for the owner, but also for the future 
conservation of the asset.  If there is only one viable use, that is the optimum 
viable use.  If there is a range of alternative economically viable uses, the 
optimum viable use is the one likely to cause the least harm to the significance of 
the asset.  The optimum viable use may not necessarily be the most 
economically viable one.  Nor need it be the original one. This guidance makes it 
clear that a conversion harmful to the significance of the designated assets is not 
the optimum viable use (when there are less harmful options to consider) and 
that economic viability is not an over-riding factor.  
 
Finally, no marketing has been undertaken to test the market for re-sale or rental.  
It would be transparent to offer the wider development site for marketing, not just 
the coach house as a stand-alone site, as this would ‘enable’ its conservation.  
 
The conclusion therefore is that criteria b) of paragraph 195 has not been met.  
 

c) Conservation by grant-funding or some form or not for profit, charitable or 
public ownership is demonstrably not possible 
One approach to one Building Preservation Trust has been made.  A 
conversation with a member of the Trust has confirmed that the approach was 
made in relation to the coach house only and the red line indicated by the current 
application, and that a response may have been different had the wider side 
(including the yard and the principal dwelling) formed part of the offer.  Certainly, 
no information has been submitted to indicate the basis on which the approach to 
the Building Preservation Trust was made.  The economic viability of the 
conversion of the coach house is tied up with the wider site.  Assessing it as a 
standalone building only serves to misconstrue the context, withhold relevant 
information, and divorce it from its setting.  
 
Furthermore, a minimal reference to the National Lottery Heritage Fund, does not 
meet the criteria that funding or public ownership is ‘demonstrably not possible’.   
No evidence has been put forward of a project enquiry being submitted to the 
National Lottery Heritage Fund, for a project that could build in skills (a 
conservation apprenticeship for example), or result in an improvement for 
Chatteris by the retention of the coach house.  Other grants programmes are 
available under the NLHF and no wider assessment of grant giving bodies such 



 

as Historic England, Architectural Heritage Fund, or other funders (there are 
many) has been considered.  
 
The conclusion therefore is that criteria c) of paragraph 195 has not been met.  
 

d) The harm or loss is outweighed by the benefit of bringing the site back into 
use.  
The total loss of the coach house has been defined as substantial harm to the 
coach house, and less than substantial harm to the significance of the principal 
dwelling by negatively impacting on its setting, and the character and appearance 
of the conservation area.  Great harm can arise to conservation areas from 
incremental and piecemeal erosion of character, especially where precedents for 
demolition have been set.  Under paragraph 196 of the NPPF, where a 
development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of 
a heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the 
proposal.  It has been conceded on page 2 of the statement, that there is “clearly 
no substantial public benefit to be gained from a private family dwelling”.   There 
are therefore no benefits to the demolition of the coach house and therefore 
nothing to outweigh the harm caused by the proposal, and the application fails to 
meet part d) of paragraph 195. 
 
The presence of the coach house does not prevent the wider site from being 
brought back into use and it has been illustrated above that its nature does not 
prevent the asset itself being brought back into some form of use.   Therefore, the 
harm and loss occasioned by its demolition, cannot be outweighed by these 
benefits, since these benefits would arise regardless and are not prevented by 
the presence of the asset. 
 
It is not considered that a new development would enhance the conservation 
area when such harm results in the loss of an historic building with an additional 
detrimental impact on the significance and setting of the principal listed dwelling.  
The character and appearance of the conservation area, would however, be 
preserved by the retention of the coach house and enhanced by the example of a 
successfully conserved and reused heritage asset. 
  
Section 4.5 of the local plan, as quoted by the statement, notes the importance of 
attracting skills by respecting the town’s historic character.  Demolition of this 
coach house would achieve the opposite, whereas its retention would call for 
conservation skills required for a sensitive conversion of the coach house and 
would respect the town’s historic character.   There is therefore a benefit to 
retaining, stabilising and conserving the coach house.  This would result in 
greater benefits to the town and conservation area, by illustrating the importance 
of and ability to create new uses for old buildings. 
   
The conclusion therefore is that criteria d) of paragraph 195 has not been met.  
 
It is therefore considered that this application has failed to meet the tests in the 
NPPF as set out in paragraph 195; nor does not meet the criteria set out in 
paragraph 196 as it has been conceded that there is no public benefit to the 
proposal.  The application therefore does not comply with policy and, with due 
regard to the law the application should be refused.  Neither therefore does the 
application does not therefore comply with LP18 c). Furthermore, the following 
paragraphs must be taken into account: 
 
Paragraph 191 of the NPPF has been referred to above.  Where there is 
evidence of deliberate neglect of a heritage asset, the deteriorated state of the 



 

heritage asset should not be taken into account in any decision.  The owner 
acquired the site in a poor condition but at that time it was considered by the 
applicant as viable for a 3-bed 2 storey conversion.  If the condition has 
deteriorated to such a level now that conversion is no longer possible (as 
purported by the applicant), this has happened under the current ownership, 
during which time no maintenance, sheeting or propping has been undertaken. 
Approval of this application on the basis of condition would therefore be contrary 
to this policy. 
 
Paragraph 192 of the NPPF states that ‘In determining applications, local 
planning authorities should take account of: a) the desirability of sustaining and 
enhancing the significance of heritage assets and putting them to viable uses 
consistent with their conservation; b) the positive contribution that conservation of 
heritage assets can make to sustainable communities including their economic 
vitality; and c) the desirability of new development making a positive contribution 
to local character and distinctiveness.  
 
The retention of the coach house and it being put to a viable use consistent with 
its conservation would both sustain and enhance the significance of all three 
heritage assets.  The retention of the coach house would make a sustainable, 
positive contribution to the community and the proposed development would 
result in the loss of an asset that itself makes a positive contribution to local 
character and distinctiveness.  Approval of this application would therefore be 
contrary to this policy.  
 
Paragraph 193 of the NPPF states that when considering the impact of a 
proposed development on the significance of a heritage asset, great weight 
should be given to the asset’s conservation.  This is irrespective of whether any 
harm amounts to substantial harm, total loss or less than substantial harm to its 
significance. 
  
Paragraph 194 states that any harm to or loss of the significance of a designated 
heritage asset should require clear and convincing justification. No such 
justification has been forthcoming.  
 
Paragraphs 195 and 196 have been addressed in detail above.  None of the tests 
of paragraph 195 have been met (where the requirement is that ALL tests should 
be met) and there is no public benefit to the proposal.  The application therefore 
should not be approved on those grounds 
 

3.7 Conservation Officer (FDC) (6/4/2021) 
I note a neighbour objection to the application concerning the former coach 
house on London Road, Chatteris F/YR20/0585/F and 0586/LB, has been 
received by the council after my comments were submitted to you.  The objection 
contains a formal and public offer to purchase and use the building.  This is now 
further indication that para 195 part b) has not been met and the owner/agent 
ought to formally investigate this offer.  I presume this information will be made 
available to them.  
 
You may also be interested to be aware of the recent ‘Heritage Counts’ 
publication (please see link).  
https://historicengland.org.uk/research/heritage-counts/2020-know-your-
carbon/reducing-carbon-emissions-in-traditional-homes/  
 
The research and science behind it is extensive, but confirms the understanding 
that demolishing an historic building and replacing with a new build, is 

https://historicengland.org.uk/research/heritage-counts/2020-know-your-carbon/reducing-carbon-emissions-in-traditional-homes/
https://historicengland.org.uk/research/heritage-counts/2020-know-your-carbon/reducing-carbon-emissions-in-traditional-homes/


 

responsible for, and requires much higher levels of carbon emissions than 
conserving, re-using retrofitting historic buildings to improve their energy 
efficiency.  
 
In essence, all buildings contain ‘embodied carbon energy’ – that is the energy 
and carbon they hold and represent as a result of their construction.   
When a building is demolished, it releases/creates carbon (the act of demolition 
and the loss of materials) and further and much higher levels of carbon energy 
are then required to replace with a new build – from sourcing the raw materials, 
forming and transporting them, before then constructing a building.  And this 
doesn’t yet take into account the carbon energy (including that used by any 
inhabitants) life of the new build , which can sometimes be relatively short lived.  
 
These are significant factors in our understanding of ‘sustainable development’ 
as termed by the NPPF.  

 
3.8 The Council for British Archaeology 

 Thank you for re-consulting the Council for British Archaeology (CBA) on the 
above case.  
 
Supplementary information has been submitted in support of this application 
since our previous comments (letters dated 28/7/20 and 3/11/20). We have read 
through the additional information; however, it does not alter our previously stated 
position. The CBA continue to object to the demolition of the former coach house 
at 22 London Road.  
 
The CBA are in total agreement and fully support all of the comments made by 
your Conservation Officer, Claire Fidler, in regard to this application.  
 
In response to the submitted viability appraisal, the CBA question why the former 
coach house was considered in isolation, rather than within the context of the 
blue line boundary that defines the land within the applicants’ ownership. We note 
that there is considerable redevelopment taking place within this blue line 
boundary, albeit within separate planning applications. The viability of conserving 
and reusing the listed buildings on site should be viewed as a component of the 
wider redevelopment of the site.  
 
Adequate grounds to support the total demolition of listed buildings, which 
equates to substantial harm in the terminology of the NPPF, are set as a high bar. 
This application does not in any way meet the tests set out in section 16 of the 
NPPF to justify such substantial harm. 
 
We note the practical ways forward advised by Claire Fidler and echo her 
recommendations that building surveyors and contractors with suitable 
accreditation and/or experience with historic buildings should be asked to assess 
the appropriate repair of the former coach house. We also believe paragraph 191 
of the NPPF to be pertinent to this application, which states that “Where there is 
evidence of deliberate neglect of, or damage to, a heritage asset, the deteriorated 
state of the heritage asset should not be taken into account in any decision.” 
 
I trust these comments are useful to you; please keep the CBA informed of any 
developments with this case. 
 

3.9 Ancient Monuments Society 
Thank you for reconsulting us on this application. We have reviewed the 
additional documents available on your website, and the Ancient Monuments 



 

Society continues to object to the application. I refer you to our previous 
submissions for our additional reasons for objection. 
 
With regards to the additional information submitted, the Viability Assessment 
(dated February 2021) does not, in our view, provide the justification needed for 
the loss of this curtilage listed building. The original application to develop the site 
as a whole included the coach house, the listed building at No. 22, and 
construction of 6 new dwellings within the former builder’s yard. The coach house 
has since been separated from the original site. There is extensive caselaw on 
the need to consider the impacts of a ‘project’ as a whole, not as individual 
components. The Viability Assessment does not consider the benefit to the 
developer of the overall ‘project’ and the 6 new houses already approved to the 
rear of this site, as well as the restoration of the original house.  
 
Further, the Viability Assessment has failed to consider other potentially viable 
uses for the former coach house, such as garages or storage for the other 7 
dwellings permitted on the site.  
 
We therefore remind your Authority that in determining applications for planning 
permission that affect a heritage asset, the NPPF requires, that local planning 
authorities take into account the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the 
significance of such heritage assets, and of putting them to viable uses consistent 
with their conservation, and the consideration of the positive contribution that 
conserving such heritage assets can make to sustainable communities including 
their economic vitality (NPPF paragraphs 185 and 192). These NPPF 
requirements mean that the conservation of a building listed as a heritage asset 
is an objective of the NPPF and a material consideration when determining the 
outcome of a planning application (NPPF, paragraphs 8 and 184). 
 
I would be grateful if the AMS could be informed of the outcome when this 
becomes available. 
 

3.10 Chatteris Past and Present Civic Society 
Thank you for notifying the Civic Society that this planning application has been 
updated. 
 
We continue to OBJECT to both applications for the reasons in our previous 
response, and for the reasons outlined by the conservation officer in her latest 
report.  
 
Notably, I am concerned that: 
 
- there is insufficient evidence that the owners have tried to market the coach 
house for the purposes of conservation, or followed up on the genuine offer that 
appears to have been made by a local resident.  
- there is insufficient detail of the exact terms offered to the building preservation 
trust, and only one such trust has been approached  
- the reactions of the economic assessment make it hard for us to comment 
further, but we agree with the conservation officer that this must be considered in 
the context of the wider development.  
 
Additionally, I am concerned that the heritage consultant may have inadvertently 
misled the committee about the significance of the coach house in the previous 
meeting. The minutes say: "Mr Donoyou added that the reason the ceilings are 
barrel vaulted is because they have a zinc ventilation shaft at the top and 
historically the building could have been used for poultry rearing or other animal 



 

stock." Our society's initial submission includes evidence that the coach house 
was marketed as a coach house in both the late 19th Century and the 1940s. 
 
We are concerned that there remains an insistence that the coach house is not 
an important part of the listing. Historic England provide a process for owners to 
ask for the listing to be reviewed. This would allow Historic England to formally 
assess whether the coach house warrants exclusion from the listing, as the 
applicant claims. This is a relatively cheap process. It could have been concluded 
long before now. It would remove the pressure on councillors to make a 
potentially illegal decision. The applicant has not done this; presumably because 
they know that the building is historically significant and would not be de-listed. 
 

3.11 SAVE Britain’s Heritage  
Thank you for reconsulting SAVE Britain’s Heritage on the above planning and 
listed building applications.  Following assessment of documentation submitted 
by the applicant in February and March 2021, we wish to reiterate our previous 
objection to the applications for the complete demolition of the listed former 
coach house at No 22 London Road, and support the detailed assessment and 
recommendation of the council’s Conservation Officer that these applications be 
refused. 
 
We consider the justifications for demolishing a listed building put forward by the 
applicant do not satisfy tests required under national planning policy for the 
preservation of Chatteris’ historic environment and offer the following additional 
observations on the applicant’s amended documentation. 
 
Listed status and value 
The listed status of the coach house is not a matter for debate. Contrary to the 
assertions repeated by the applicant in their supporting statement, neither the 
circumstances of its listing (i.e. by virtue of it being within the curtilage of 22 
London Road) nor its condition have any bearing on its listed status or value 
when assessed under statutory national planning policy. 
 
The applicant’s supporting statement repeats a misleading point made in 
previous application documents that Historic England’s (HE) decision not to 
comment on the applications in some way diminishes the importance of the 
coach house. On the contrary, HE’s decision not to comment (as stated in their 
consultation response dated 19th March 2021) is in fact a vote of confidence in 
the expert advice and recommendation of the council’s appointed heritage 
adviser, which in this case, is to refuse planning and listed building consent. 
 
Condition 
The condition of the coach house is not a material consideration in determining 
this application in accordance with paragraph 191 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) 2019, which states: 
“Where there is evidence of deliberate neglect of, or damage to, a heritage asset, 
the deteriorated state of the heritage asset should not be taken into account in 
any decision.” 
 
As previously noted, we are concerned by the deterioration in the coach house’s 
condition under the applicant’s stewardship, and the lack of maintenance noted 
by the Conservation Officer in their report to mitigate this. We do not consider the 
submission of a planning application to be a substitute for proper upkeep and 
maintenance. 
 
 



 

Outweighing substantial harm 
We agree with the applicant’s position that the substantial harm incurred through 
total loss of a listed building must be assessed against the conditions of 
paragraph 195 of the NPPF, 2019. The applicant has also conceded that there is 
“clearly no substantial public benefit to be gained from a private family dwelling” 
to outweigh the harm of total loss, so the application must therefore satisfy all four 
tests (a-d) of paragraph 195. 
 
As previously stated, we consider these applications, including the latest 
documentation, do not demonstrate that the building cannot be retained and 
enhanced in a way that is appropriate to its significance. The applicant’s previous 
applications to retain and convert the building clearly indicate their ability and 
willingness to reuse the building. If the building’s condition has since deteriorated 
to a degree whereby they are now unable to convert it, then questions arise about 
why the building has been allowed to deteriorate to such a degree. 
 
We also have concerns over why the applicant’s viability assessment addresses 
only the viability of converting the coach house in isolation from 22 London Road 
and the wider site adjoining the coach house which benefits from an extant 
planning permission for six new dwellings and conversion of 22 London Road, 
which has previously been presented as a heritage benefit to outweigh the loss of 
the coach house. 
 
We consider the conservation deficit identified would be more than overcome 
through the proceeds from the remaining site development, and retention is 
therefore not proven to be demonstrably unfeasible. 
 
Principal of demolition 
Furthermore, the Local Planning Authority has a duty under Sections 16, 66 and 
72 of the Planning Act (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) 1990 to 
preserve and enhance the significance of this listed building and the Chatteris 
Conservation Area. Piecemeal demolition such as that proposed under these 
applications will further erode the overall value of the conservation area and risks 
setting a dangerous precedent that the demolition of listed buildings within it is 
acceptable. 
 
Conclusion 
For these reasons we continue to object to these applications, and should they go 
to Planning Committee, we would advise Members to heed the advice of the 
council’s officers recommending they refuse planning and listing building consent. 
 
I ask that you keep me informed of any further developments regarding these 
applications. 
 

3.12 Local Residents/Interested Parties  
Two additional objection has been received (from London Road and Juniper 
Drive, Chatteris) in relation to the following: 
 
- Government policy seeks to increase protection of heritage assets 
- The applicant misunderstands the status of the listed building and has not 

considered the buildings setting 
- The condition of the building has deteriorated since the site was purchased by 

the applicant 
- No other use or alternative for the building have been considered 
- The author proposes an alternative use of the site as an arts centre, would be 

willing to discuss price with the current owners, makes a formal offer and 



 

considers that the developer would be better off accepting this than 
redeveloping 

- The Viability Assessment just relates to the application building not the 
remainder of the development 

- Should not be assumed that residential is the only use 
- - no attempt to provide an acceptable planning proposal 
 

3.11 Since comments have been received the Viability Assessment has been 
unredacted and a Historic Building Analysis has been submitted, these will be 
consulted upon and any additional comments provided by way of an update to 
Committee. 
 

4. ASSESSMENT AND CONCLUSIONS 
4.1 The supporting statement submitted by the applicant makes specific reference to 

paragraph 195 of the National Planning Policy Framework. This policy states: 
 
Where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm to (or total loss of 
significance of) a designated heritage asset, local planning authorities should 
refuse consent, unless it can be demonstrated that the substantial harm or total 
loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or 
loss, or all of the following apply: 
 
a) The nature of the heritage asset prevents all reasonable uses of the site; and  
b) No viable use of the heritage asset itself can be found in the medium term 

through appropriate marketing that will enable its conservation; and 
c) Conservation by grant-funding or some form of not for profit, charitable or 

public ownership is demonstrably not possible; and 
d) The harm or loss is outweighed by the benefit of brining the site back into use.  
 

4.2 The supporting statement concedes that that there is no public benefit to the total 
loss of the coach house.  Part one of paragraph 195 is not met and it falls to parts 
a-d of paragraph 195 to be met.   
 
a) The nature of the heritage asset prevents all reasonable uses of the site 

 
4.3 It is considered that none of the factors raised (condition and design) within the 

additional supporting statement prevent its reuse; some limited internal 
alterations will allow the fundamentals of its interest and heritage contribution to 
be retained.  
 

4.4 Furthermore, this statement only addresses the possibility of residential 
conversion.  It does not consider ‘all reasonable uses’. 
 

4.5 These could include communal storage for residents of the site.  Alternative uses 
would likely require less in the way of structural intervention or conversion yet 
have not been considered. 
 

4.6 Therefore, it can be put to a reasonable use if repaired and its overall scale and 
characteristics are preserved.  The current design of the coach house does not 
prevent its ongoing use for an alternative purpose, nor does its presence prevent 
the reuse of the wider site.   
 

4.7 The conclusion therefore is that criteria a) of paragraph 195 has not been met.  
 
b) No viable use of the heritage asset itself can be found in the medium 

term through appropriate marketing that will enable its conservation 



 

 
4.8 The applicant has now submitted a Viability Assessment, which the Council’s 

Senior Planning Obligations Officer is satisfied demonstrates that the conversion 
to a 1 or 2 bed dwelling is not economically viable as a stand-alone project.   
 

4.9 However, this report neglects to include the wider development of 22 London 
Road and 6 additional new dwellings to the north and west of the site which are 
also in the applicant’s ownership, hence it has not been proven that the overall 
development, including the reuse of this building would not be economically 
viable. 
 

4.10 Furthermore, the viability assessment has only considered the option of full 
residential conversion, not an alternative use, such as communal facility or store, 
for the wider development.  Guidance is clear that viability in the context of this 
section of paragraph 195 does not just mean financial. 
 

4.11 Finally, no marketing has been undertaken to test the market for re-sale or rental.  
It would be transparent to offer the wider development site for marketing, not just 
the coach house as a stand-alone site, as this would ‘enable’ its conservation.  
 

4.12 The conclusion therefore is that criteria b) of paragraph 195 has not been met.  
 
c) Conservation by grant-funding or some form or not for profit, charitable 

or public ownership is demonstrably not possible 
 
4.13 Evidence of one approach to one Building Preservation Trust being made has 

been submitted. 
 

4.14 A conversation with a member of the Trust has confirmed that the approach was 
made in relation to the coach house only, and that a response may have been 
different had the wider side (including the yard and the principal dwelling) formed 
part of the offer. 
 

4.15 No information has been submitted to indicate the basis on which the approach to 
the Building Preservation Trust was made.  The economic viability of the 
conversion of the coach house is tied up with the wider site.  Assessing it as a 
standalone building only serves to misconstrue the context, withhold relevant 
information, and divorce it from its setting.  
 

4.16 Furthermore, a minimal reference to the National Lottery Heritage Fund (NLHF), 
does not meet the criteria that funding or public ownership is ‘demonstrably not 
possible’.    
 

4.17 No evidence has been put forward of a project enquiry being submitted to the 
National Lottery Heritage Fund, for a project that could build in skills (a 
conservation apprenticeship for example), or result in an improvement for 
Chatteris by the retention of the coach house. 
 

4.18 Other grants are available under the NLHF and no wider assessment of grant 
giving bodies such as Historic England, Architectural Heritage Fund, or other 
funders (there are many) has been considered.  
 

4.19 The conclusion therefore is that criteria c) of paragraph 195 has not been met. 
 
d) The harm or loss is outweighed by the benefit of bringing the site back 

into use.  



 

 
4.20 The total loss of the coach house has been defined as substantial harm to this 

heritage asset.   
 

4.21 It has been conceded on page 2 of the statement, that there is “clearly no 
substantial public benefit to be gained from a private family dwelling”.   There are 
therefore no benefits to the demolition of the coach house and therefore nothing 
to outweigh the harm caused by the proposal, and the application fails to meet 
part d) of paragraph 195. 
 

4.22 The presence of the coach house does not prevent the wider site from being 
brought back into use and it has been illustrated above that its nature does not 
prevent the asset itself being brought back into some form of use. 
 

4.23 Therefore, the harm and loss occasioned by its demolition, cannot be outweighed 
by these benefits, since these benefits would arise regardless and are not 
prevented by the presence of the asset. 
 

4.24 Section 4.5 of the local plan, as quoted by the statement, notes the importance of 
attracting skills by respecting the town’s historic character.  Demolition of this 
coach house would achieve the opposite, whereas its retention would call for 
conservation skills required for a sensitive conversion of the coach house and 
would respect the town’s historic character. 
 

4.25 There is therefore a benefit to retaining, stabilising and conserving the coach 
house.  This would result in greater benefits to the town and conservation area, 
by illustrating the importance of and ability to create new uses for old buildings. 
   

4.26 The conclusion therefore is that criteria d) of paragraph 195 has not been met.  
 
4.27 The additional information submitted does not alter or overcome the previously 

asserted failure to comply with the relevant policies and as such the conclusions 
and recommendations in Appendix A remain unchanged and, with due regard to 
the law, the applications should be refused. 

 
4.28 Given this clear conflict with the above policies it is considered that to grant the 

applications would be indicative of a failure by the Council to fulfil its duties under 
Sections 16, 66 and 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) 
Act 1990. 
 

5. RECOMMENDATION 
 
Refuse for the following reasons: 
 

Reasons for refusal; 
 
F/YR20/0585/F 
 
1 Policies LP16 and LP18 of the Fenland Local Plan, paragraphs 189 

and 193-196 of the NPPF 2019, C2 of the NDG 2019 seek to protect 
and enhance heritage assets. 
 
The total demolition of this listed building, is considered would amount 
to substantial harm and total loss of significance in addition to harm to 
the setting of the principal listed building (22 London Road) and 
Chatteris Conservation Area in which these are situated.  



 

 
The submitted documentation fails to understand the special historic 
and architectural interest of the site and as such does not accurately 
describe or assess the impact of its demolition.  It does not provide 
sufficient evidence or justification for the demolition, the optimum viable 
use of the coach house has not been explored and no public benefits 
for the total demolition of a heritage asset and its replacement with a 
new dwelling over its conservation and conversion have been 
articulated.  As such the proposal is contrary to the aforementioned 
policies. 
 

2 Policies LP2, LP15, LP16 (d & e) and LP18 of the Fenland Local Plan 
2014, DM3 of Delivering and protecting High Quality Environments in 
Fenland SPD 2014, chapters C1, C2, I1 and B2 of the National Design 
Guide 2019 and para 127 of the NPPF 2019 seek to ensure that 
proposals protect and enhance heritage assets, create high quality  
environments and make a positive contribution to the local 
distinctiveness and character of the area, do not adversely affect 
residential amenity and provide sufficient on-site parking. 
 
The site is located in a prominent and sensitive location, the proposed 
dwelling is a pastiche of the adjoining listed buildings, which fails to 
protect or enhance surrounding heritage assets or make a positive 
contribution to the character of the area.  The proposal fails to provide 
sufficient, useable on-site parking provision.  It is overall not considered 
to create a high quality environment and fails to take opportunities to 
minimise harm.  As such the proposal is considered contrary to the 
aforementioned policies. 

 
F/YR20/0586/LB 
 
1 Policies LP16 and LP18 of the Fenland Local Plan, paragraphs 189 

and 193-196 of the NPPF 2019, C2 of the NDG 2019 seek to protect 
and enhance heritage assets. 
 
The total demolition of this listed building, is considered would amount 
to substantial harm and total loss of significance in addition to harm to 
the setting of the principal listed building (22 London Road) and 
Chatteris Conservation Area in which these are situated.  
 
The submitted documentation fails to understand the special historic  
and architectural interest of the site as such does not accurately 
describe or assess the impact of its demolition.  It does not provide 
sufficient evidence or justification for the demolition, the optimum viable 
use of the coach house has not been explored and no public benefits 
for the total demolition of a heritage asset and its replacement with a 
new dwelling over its conservation and conversion have been 
articulated.  As such the proposal is contrary to the aforementioned 
policies. 
 



 

Appendix A – Committee Report and Update 16/12/2020: 
 
 
F/YR20/0585/F 
 
Applicant:  GKL Residential 
Developments Ltd 
 

Agent :  Ms Kate Wood 
Barker Storey Matthews 

 
Former Coach House, London Road, Chatteris, Cambridgeshire 
 
Erect a 2-storey 4-bed dwelling involving demolition of store building 
 
 
F/YR20/0586/LB 
 
Applicant:  GKL Residential 
Developments Ltd 
 

Agent :  Ms Kate Wood 
Barker Storey Matthews 

 
Former Coach House, London Road, Chatteris, Cambridgeshire 
 
Demolition of a curtilage listed store building 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
Officer recommendation: Refusal of both applications 
 
Reason for Committee: Number of representations contrary to Officer 
recommendation 
 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 

6. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

1.1  The proposal seeks full planning permission for the erection of a detached, 2-
storey, 4 bed dwelling and full planning permission and listed building consent for 
the demolition of the existing building. 

 
1.2  The coach house is a statutorily protected building by virtue of its curtilage 

association with 22 London Road, Chatteris (Section 1 (5) of the Planning (Listed 
Building and Conservation Area) Act 1990).  

 
1.3  The application has failed to sufficiently understand the significance of the assets 

affected, has therefore not understood the level of harm arising from the 
proposals and consequently not offered sufficient justification or articulation of 
public benefit for the proposed scheme.  In addition an alternative viable scheme 
which would achieve the conservation and re-use of the asset has not been 
explored.  The applications propose total demolition of a listed building, which it is 
considered would amount to substantial harm and total loss of significance.  It is 
not considered that substantial public benefits would be created. The loss of the 
listed building and its replacement with a new build would be harmful to the 
setting of principal listed building (22 London Road) and the wider Conservation 
Area in which these are situated.  

 
 
1.4  The site is located in a prominent and sensitive location, the proposed dwelling is 



 

a pastiche of the adjoining listed buildings, which fails to protect or enhance 
surrounding heritage assets or make a positive contribution to the character of 
the area.  The proposal fails to provide sufficient, useable on-site parking 
provision.  It is overall not considered to create a high quality environment and 
fails to take opportunities to minimise harm. 

 
1.5  The proposal is therefore considered contrary to Policies LP2, LP15, LP16 and 

LP18 of the Fenland Local Plan, DM3 of Delivering and protecting High Quality 
Environments in Fenland SPD 2014, paragraphs 127, 189 and 193-196 of the 
NPPF 2019, C1, C2, I1, and B2 of the NDG 2019. Granting the applications 
would be indicative of a failure by the Council to fulfil its duties under Sections 16, 
66 and 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.  

 
1.6  The recommendation is to refuse. 
 

 
7. SITE DESCRIPTION 

 
2.1 The site is a listed former Coach House to 22 London Road (Grade II listed) with a 

hardstanding area to the rear. The site forms part of the former Travis Perkins site, 
which has been vacant approximately 3 years and lies within Chatteris 
Conservation Area. 
 

2.2 No.22 and the remaining commercial site has been granted planning permission 
and listed building consent (F/YR19/0355/F and F/YR19/0356/LB) for the erection 
of 6 x single storey dwellings, change of use of the office building (No.22) to a 2-
storey 5-bed dwelling involving part demolition of and alterations to the Listed 
Building and demolition of warehouses and outbuildings at the rear of the site. 
 

2.3 The Coach House faces onto London Road with the site access between it and 
No.22 (to the north).  It is a part single storey gault brick structure with a 2-storey 
loft element, most likely built as coach house and/or stables, with roofs of Welsh 
slate.  There are door openings only to the rear (west) elevation.  Three semi-
circular, or Diocletian windows to the ground floor east elevation (road) and two to 
the ground floor west elevation have stone cills and red and gault brick surrounds.  
Those on the east elevation have been blocked in. The north end bay has been 
partially demolished and rebuilt with Fletton bricks in order to widen the access for 
commercial vehicles entering and leaving the yard in the later 20th century and 
would likely have had a further window.  The loft section of the building includes 
two semi-circular cast iron windows to the first floor, also under contrasting red and 
yellow 9 inch brick header arched openings with stone cills to both the east and 
west elevations. 
 

2.4 The coach house retains several internal features, including surviving lath and lime 
plaster barrel vaulted ceilings, and a wooden stair to the loft, with sack slide. A 
small fireplace still exists in the north end bay, but has been blocked in and the 
chimney lost when the coach house was shortened and the gable end rebuilt.  
Metal mesh ventilation screen is in situ at the ceiling apex and supports the 
suggestion of its use for livestock.  The barrel vaulted ceiling in a mid-19th century 
utilitarian and ancillary structure is an unusual and notable feature of the building. 
The shapes of the ceilings form an important part of the history of this building. 

 
 
2.5 There appear to have been two access points historically onto London Road. 

However, only the northern one has been used for a number of years. The 
southern boundary of the site is made up of the northern elevational wall of No 24 



 

London Road.  Within this wall are two ground floor and one first floor window 
which overlook the site.  

 
2.6 The site is within Chatteris Conservation Area and is situated within a residential 

area.  It sits between the associated principal Grade II listed building of 22 London 
Road and the 3-storey Grade II listed building of 24 London Road.  On the 
opposite side of the road are the 2-storey properties of 43-45 London Road, 3-
storey 41 London Road and the 2-storey Grade II listed building of 39 London 
Road. 
 

8. PROPOSAL 
 

3.1 The proposal seeks listed building consent and full planning permission for the 
demolition of the existing building and full planning permission for the erection of a 
detached, 2-storey, 4 bed dwelling. 
 

3.2 The proposed dwelling measures 16.7m x 6m and 7.8m in height.  
Accommodation comprises a lounge, kitchen/diner, utility and WC at ground floor 
level and 4 bedrooms (2 with en-suite) and bathroom at first-floor level.  Vehicular 
access is to the north of the proposal, shared with the wider redevelopment site.  
The garden serving the property is to the west and south, 1.8m close boarded 
fencing is proposed to enclose this, with a low level wall and railings to the front of 
the dwelling. 
 
Full plans and associated documents for these applications can be found at: 
 
F/YR20/0585/F 
https://www.fenland.gov.uk/publicaccess/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=docume
nts&keyVal=QC0HK4HE01U00 
 
F/YR20/0586/LB 
https://www.fenland.gov.uk/publicaccess/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=docume
nts&keyVal=QD5AB7HE01U00 
 

9. SITE PLANNING HISTORY 
 
F/YR19/0706/LB Internal and external works to a curtilage 

listed building involving the erection of a 
single-storey rear extension and raising the 
roof height of the single-storey element to 
enable a change of use of the building to a 
2-storey 3-bed dwelling 
 

Refused 
4/10/2019 

F/YR19/0705/F Change of use and refurbishment of 
existing building to form a 2-storey 3-bed 
dwelling involving the erection of a single-
storey rear extension and raising the roof 
height of the existing single-storey element 
 

Refused 
4/10/2019 

 

https://www.fenland.gov.uk/publicaccess/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=QC0HK4HE01U00
https://www.fenland.gov.uk/publicaccess/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=QC0HK4HE01U00
https://www.fenland.gov.uk/publicaccess/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=QD5AB7HE01U00
https://www.fenland.gov.uk/publicaccess/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=QD5AB7HE01U00


 

F/YR19/0356/LB Works to a Listed Building to change the 
use of office building to 2-storey 5-bed 
dwelling with detached car port involving 
part demolition to rear 
 

Granted 
3/10/2019 

F/YR19/0355/F Erection of 6no single storey dwellings 
comprising of 2 x 2-bed and 4 x 3-bed; 
change of use of office building (LB) to 2-
storey 5-bed dwelling involving part 
demolition of Listed Building and demolition 
of warehouse and outbuildings 
 

Granted 
3/10/2019 

F/96/0103/F Erection of single-storey office extension to 
existing building 

Granted 
4/7/1996 
 

F/0431/79/F Change of use from showroom to office and 
store and replacement shopfront 

Granted 
3/8/1979 
 

 
10. CONSULTATIONS  

 
5.1 Cambridgeshire County Council Archaeology  

At the time of writing the report no comments have been received, however an 
archaeological written scheme of investigation was requested on the previous 
applications for this site. 

 
5.2 Conservation Officer (FDC) 

Comments received from The Council’s Conservation Officer have informed the 
site description above and the assessment of heritage impact at section 10 of this 
report.  Full details of comments received on 3/8/2020, 30/9/2020 and 23/1/2020 
can be viewed via Public Access using the links provided at 3.2. Comments below 
were received in relation to the most recent re-consultation: 
 
Thank you for re-consulting me on the above applications.   However the revisions 
do not address concerns raised by my previous comments, to which I refer you, 
and I further add that I wholly concur with comments as submitted by the Ancient 
Monument Society on 30th September 2020 in response to this re-consultation, 
who put the matter very succinctly.  
 
The applicant has been advised numerous times that a one or two bedroom 
conversion of the coach house would be acceptable, viable and welcome.  It 
cannot withstand conversion to a four bed without considerable loss of interest and 
character and its total demolition and replacement with a four bedroomed home is 
contrary to the relevant law, policy and advice.  
 
I therefore recommend refusal of these applications.   
 
These comments are in relation to a second re-consultation on the above 
application due to recent submission of a plaster condition report, amended and 
additional heritage statements and a supplementary planning statement. My 
previous comments on the principle of the application still stand.  These comments 
are in relation to the reports now submitted.  
 
The proposal put forward is not acceptable. The following comments are made: 
 



 

The supplementary planning report is set out in three sections and will be 
responded to accordingly.  They are as follows: 1) Whether the Coach House is 
worthy of retention, 2) Whether it is financially viable to convert the Coach House, 
and 3) Whether the Coach House is physically capable of being converted.  

 
With regards to point 1, ‘whether the Coach House is worthy of retention’ the 
planning statement displays a fundamental misunderstanding of the definition and 
significance of curtilage structures.  It is not ‘curtilage listed’ but is fundamentally 
considered to be part of the listing of the principle dwelling.  This is the definition 
given by Historic England.  Therefore, this curtilage structure is afforded the same 
statutory protection as the principle dwelling: it is wholly covered by the grade II 
designation and adds considerably to the status and significance of the principle 
dwelling.   If the applicants wish to seek further clarification on this point they can 
apply to Historic England for their Enhanced Advisory Services.  
 
The planning statement states that Historic England do not object to the proposal.  
This is a misinterpretation.  The site falls outside of their realm of consultation and 
they advise that specialist conservation advice is sought.  Such advice is contained 
within these and previous conservation comments. 
 
The fact that the Coach House has been altered does not detract from its 
significance, rather it adds to the story told by the building and in turn this adds to 
the significance of the principle dwelling and the many phases through which the 
site has evolved.  It therefore follows that the Coach House does not have a ‘lack 
of status’: rather its barrel-vaulted ceiling gives it a certain status rarely seen in 
ancillary buildings and therefore it in turn adds to the status of the principle 
dwelling.  The fact that the Coach House is associated with the principle dwelling 
does not lessen its importance, it increases it.  Each adds to the value of the other.  
 
The planning statement also seems to misunderstand the value and impact of 
‘setting’. Annex 2 of the NPPF (2019) defines setting as ‘’the surroundings in which 
a heritage asset is experienced.  Its extent is not fixed and may change as the 
asset and its surroundings evolve.  Elements of a setting may make a positive or 
negative contribution to the significance of an asset, may affect the ability to 
appreciate that significance or may be neutral’’.  Historic maps show that the 
setting of No. 22 London Road or Fortrey House as it was once known, was one of 
formal gardens, ancillary and subservient buildings serving the main house and 
increasing its status (including the Coach House) and a series of meadows or 
paddocks giving on to open countryside.  That setting was lost by the introduction 
of a timber yard as is clearly shown on maps from the 1970s.  This loss and 
change occurred prior to the listing of the site in 1983.   Indeed, the only element of 
that setting which survived to any degree intact, is the Coach House (which itself is 
protected by listing).  Setting is not an asset in itself but is assessed in terms of 
how changes to that setting can affect the significance of a designated asset.  The 
land use for several decades as a builders merchants yard detracted considerably 
from the significance of the listed buildings. Its change of use therefore to 
residential land, with a well scaled and well-designed development was assessed 
as enhancing that setting and was welcomed.  Section 66 of the Planning (Listed 
Building and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states that ‘in considering whether to 
grant planning permission which affects a listed building or its setting, the local 
planning authority… shall have special regard to the desirability of preserving the 
building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest 
which it possesses.’  It was therefore felt that the development of new housing 
would certainly preserve if not improve that setting.  The loss of the Coach House 
would fail to preserve the only surviving element of original setting and would result 



 

in the total demolition of a listed building to the detriment of the significance and 
character of the whole site.  

 
With regards to point 2 ‘Whether it is financially viable to convert the Coach 
House’, the viability statement included in the Heritage Statement does not take 
into account a conservation approach which may (with a greater understanding of 
the treatment of historic buildings) not require underpinning or re-building of walls).   
It is not clear from that viability statement how the costs quoted jump from being 
£85,150 to £212,000.  Neither does the statement take into account the 
development profits from the wider scheme – nor should the conversion of the 
Coach House be considered separately from this.  The site was purchased as a 
whole and the scheme for redevelopment devised as a whole.  There is no 
evidence or proof that a sensitive conservation and conversion of the Coach 
House would in any way erode the profit of the redevelopment of the whole site.  In 
fact, the statement says that it is ‘possible as part of the larger development 
enabled by the new build element’.    
 
With regards to point 3 ‘Whether the Coach House is physically capable of being 
converted’ it is acknowledged that Setchfields are a firm of structural engineers.  
However, the assessment will have been carried out with a mind to ‘modern design 
standards’ and building regulations.  However, a conservation accredited structural 
engineer takes a specialist approach to achieve the same outcomes with reduced 
impact on the historic fabric of a building.  This is the fundamental difference 
between the two schools of structural engineering.  In a case where total 
demolition is being proposed it is not unreasonable to request a structural 
engineers report from a conservation accredited engineer and for that approach 
and costs to be weighed against the viability of the whole site in order to 
demonstrate viability and therefore justification.   Conservation Accredited 
Structural Engineers can be found at 
https://ice.org.uk/ICEDevelopmentWebPortal/media/Documents/Careers/specialist-
registers/rgn-6-conservation-accreditation-register-for-engineers.pdf or 
https://ice.org.uk/careers-and-training/careers-advice-for-civil-engineers/specialist-
professional-registers#Conservation  

 
The need for and capability of historic fabric to be repaired is fundamental to 
building conservation.  It is a standard approach and one which is taken time and 
again and shown to have positive outcomes.  Historic buildings are more than 
capable of repair and re-use and present an environmentally and economically 
sustainable approach to development by harnessing embodied energy and 
reducing the carbon footprint of any new development, as well as preserving our 
historic environment.   
 
If it is fundamentally proven that the conversion of the Coach House to residential 
use is not financially viable as part of the wider redevelopment, it does not follow 
that it warrants demolition.  Stabilisation costs are clearly within the realms of 
viability and it could form a valuable storage or general space for the new 
residents, either of the wider development or specifically for the residents of No. 22 
and marketed accordingly.  

 
The conclusion of this report is based on a false understanding of the significance 
and value of the Coach House.  It is of considerable significance in adding to an 
understanding of the original setting as well as adding to the significance of the 
principle dwelling and therefore also to the character and appearance of the 
conservation area.  The retention of the Coach House does not preclude the 
redevelopment of the wider site and so its loss cannot be said to be outweighed by 
the public benefit of the wider development as it is not preventing that re-use.   

https://ice.org.uk/ICEDevelopmentWebPortal/media/Documents/Careers/specialist-registers/rgn-6-conservation-accreditation-register-for-engineers.pdf
https://ice.org.uk/ICEDevelopmentWebPortal/media/Documents/Careers/specialist-registers/rgn-6-conservation-accreditation-register-for-engineers.pdf
https://ice.org.uk/careers-and-training/careers-advice-for-civil-engineers/specialist-professional-registers#Conservation
https://ice.org.uk/careers-and-training/careers-advice-for-civil-engineers/specialist-professional-registers#Conservation


 

 
No further comment will be made regarding the additional heritage statement.  The 
numbering issues appear to have been rectified but the content is unaltered and 
my previous comments have addressed the fundamental flaws contained within 
these statements, most principally the misunderstanding of the level of significance 
of the Coach House, and these should be referred to.  This point has also been 
revisited under points ii and iv above.  

 
The updated plaster condition report confirms the presence of sheradised nails and 
therefore the date of the barrel-vaulted plaster ceiling.  This is no way detracts from 
the interest of significance of the Coach House, nor from how the Coach House 
adds to the significance of the principle dwelling.  
 
The report concludes both the lath and the plaster of the barrel-vaulted ceiling 
(ceiling 3) are beyond salvage (bar some minor re-use for the repair of the other 
two ceilings).  This is not new information and indeed informal pre-application 
advice was issued in March 2019 stating that ‘the ability to retain ceilings 1 and 2 
compensates for the loss of ceiling 3, and on balance the benefit of increasing the 
pitch of the roof is now clear and the harm mitigated by the agreement to retain 
ceilings 1 and 2’.  That advice went on to say that either a slightly increased roof 
pitch OR a small extension would be accepted in order to create sufficient 
residential accommodation for the Coach House. 
 
It may be worth reiterating here that the principle of residential conversion is not 
objected to, but the level of harm and alteration proposed to create a 3-bedroom 
dwelling was not shown to be justified.  It follows that there is even less justification 
for the total demolition of the building when a viable alternative has been presented 
on numerous occasions to the applicant.   

 
It is also worth reiterating that the applicant has owned this site for more than two 
years and in that time has not sought to carry out temporary weather proofing 
works such as sheeting or installing temporary rainwater goods that would have 
slowed the rate of deterioration.  As such, paragraph 191 of the NPPF which states 
that ‘where there is evidence of deliberate neglect of …a heritage asset, the 
deteriorated state of the heritage asset should not be taken into account in 
any decision’ should be taken into account.   
 
It should further be noted that paragraph 192 of the NPPF states that local 
planning authorities should take account of a) ‘the desirability of sustaining and 
enhancing the significance of heritage assets and putting them to viable uses 
consistent with their conservation’ and b) the positive contribution that conservation 
of heritage assets can make to sustainable communities including their economic 
vitality.  In direct relation to these points the Coach House would find a viable use 
as a one or two bedroomed property, or as a store which would ensure the 
sustainability of the asset’s significance; and the conservation of this heritage asset 
would make a positive contribution to the sustainability of the community including 
its economic vitality due to the employment opportunities arising for skilled local 
craftsmen and builders with experience of working with historic buildings (skills 
which it is important to support and retain).  

 
Paragraph 195 of the NPPF states that where a proposed development will lead 
to substantial harm to (or total loss of significance of) a designated heritage 
asset, local planning authorities should refuse consent, unless it can be 
demonstrated that the substantial harm or total loss is necessary to achieve 
substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss, or all of the following 
should apply: a) the nature of the heritage asset prevents all reasonable uses of 
the site; and b) no viable use of the heritage asset can be found in the medium 



 

term through appropriate marketing that will enable its conservation; and c) 
conservation by grant-funding or some form of not for profit, charitable or public 
ownership is demonstrably not possible; and d) the harm or loss is outweighed by 
the benefit of bringing the site back into use.  
 
In relation to paragraph 195 of the NPPF it has not been demonstrated that the 
loss is necessary as its presence does not prevent the redevelopment of the site; 
the public benefit of a 4 bedroomed home would not outweigh the harm of the 
loss of a historic asset which could provide a 2 bedroom home, in a site which 
has also got substantial further development as referred to above; no alternative 
uses have been explored; it has not been categorically proven that financial 
viability is an issue for the sensitive conversion of this site and if it were so, it has 
not been demonstrated that grant-funding is not feasible; and it has not been 
demonstrated that the harm and loss is outweighed by the benefit of bringing the 
site back into use – as this is shown to be possible without the loss of the Coach 
House through the granting of consent and permission for redevelopment of the 
wider site and the return of the principle dwelling to residential use.  
 
Paragraph 194 of the NPPF states that any harm to, or loss of, the significance of 
a designated heritage asset, should require clear and convincing justification.  
This re-consultation does not provide that clear or convincing justification. 
 
Paragraph 193 of the NPPF states that when considering the impact of a 
proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great 
weight should be given to the asset’s conservation.  The original application 
submitted, and the new information provided with this and previous re-
consultations does not provide sufficient justification to change my original 
recommendation and therefore great the recommendation is for retention and 
conservation.   

 
5.3 Council for British Archaeology 
 Comments were originally received on 28/7/2020, these can be viewed via Public 

Access using the links provided at 3.2.  Below are comments received in relation 
to a subsequent re-consultation: 

 
Summary 
The CBA object to this application for the substantial harm that would be caused to 
a curtilage listed building and the less than substantial harm that would result to 
the Grade II listed 22 London Road and the Chatteris Conservation Area. This 
application provides insufficient information concerning the extant building and 
lacks the ‘clear and convincing justification’ required to support its demolition. 
 
Significance 
The ‘former coach house’ is a 19th century agricultural type building that is 
curtilage listed to 22 London Road (List number 1125994). Curtilage listed 
buildings, structures and objects are afforded the same protection, and restrictions 
imposed, as a listed building with its own listing entry; the ‘former coach house’ 
should therefore be considered as listed at Grade II within the planning process. It 
is a common misunderstanding to expect a List description to be a catalogue of 
significant features, as expressed within the associated Heritage Statement. Sadly 
the majority of List descriptions were written for identification purposes and are of 
limited help in establishing the significance of a building or site. The CBA disagree 
with the findings of the associated Heritage Statement and do not believe the 
building’s significance to have been accurately assessed. 
 



 

There is considerable potential to better reveal the significance of the building 
proposed for demolition. The 19th century brickwork detailing makes an attractive 
contribution to the streetscape. The building also holds evidential value in its use of 
imported materials to the area, identified within the Heritage Statement as relating 
to the arrival of the railways in 1848. The construction of a finely detailed coach 
house on the road side speaks of a socially aspirational 19th century status symbol, 
expressed by the owners of 22 London Road, which the CBA believe makes an 
important contribution to understanding the historical development of Chatteris in 
the 19th century. The fact that building components were factory produced merely 
dates them to this period rather than diminishing the building’s significance. 
 
The CBA recognise that the dilapidated condition of this building means it currently 
represents a detractor within the street scape. However, if this building were to be 
conserved and restored it would make a greater contribution to the character and 
appearance of the Chatteris Conservation Area than its proposed replacement. 
 
Comments 
The associated documentation does not include sufficient details of the existing 
building for statutory consultees, such as ourselves, to be able to make an 
informed assessment of the building. There are no plans or elevation drawings of 
the curtilage listed coach house whilst the photographs provide evidence of the site 
context but not sufficient details of the building. Demolition equates to substantial 
harm in terms of the language of the NPPF, as this building would be lost in its 
entirety if this application is granted. 
 
Whilst the associated documentation states that the existing building cannot be 
adapted and repurposed to a domestic use, the CBA believe that a structural 
report, carried out by surveyors with experience of consolidating historic buildings, 
should be required to evidence this claim. A structural survey is referenced within 
the associated documentation, but not provided. Only if such a structural report 
supports the claim that this building is beyond conservative repair and adaptive 
reuse, could this application be considered to meet the requirements of paragraph 
194 of the NPPF. This states that “Any harm to, or loss of, the significance of a 
designated heritage asset (from its alteration or destruction, or from development 
within its setting), should require clear and convincing justification. Substantial 
harm to or loss of grade II listed buildings, or grade II registered parks or gardens, 
should be exceptional.” In this instance the harm to be considered involves 
substantial harm (total demolition) to a curtilage listed building, harm to the setting 
and significance of the Grade II listed 22 London Road and harm to the historic 
character and appearance of the Chatteris Conservation Area. 
 
The CBA believes that adaptive reuse must be demonstrated to be unachievable, 
and not simply more expensive, in order to justify the degree of harm that would be 
caused by the demolition of this curtilage listed building. 
 
The CBA also suggest that paragraph 191 of the NPPF may be pertinent to this 
application, which states that “Where there is evidence of deliberate neglect of, or 
damage to, a heritage asset, the deteriorated state of the heritage asset should not 
be taken into account in any decision.” 
 
Recommendation 
The status of the building as Grade II curtilage listed and its location in a prominent 
position within a conservation area means that section 16 of the NPPF dictates a 
presumption in favour of its constructive reuse rather than demolition. To reach the 
conclusion that demolition is an appropriate course of action important criteria must 
be met. The CBA are unconvinced that this application achieves this. 



 

 
The CBA recommend that ‘clear and convincing justification’ should be required of 
the applicants to demonstrate that this building is beyond conservative repair and 
reuse in order for its demolition to be considered as meeting the requirements of 
national and local planning policy. 
 
The CBA object to this application in its current form. 
 

5.4 Chatteris Past, Present and Future Civic Society 
An 11 page objection was initially received from the Chatteris Past, Present and 
Future Civic Society. Full details can be viewed via Public Access using the links 
provided at 3.2.  The response in respect of subsequent re-consultations is 
provided below: 
 
We are aware that reconsultation is ongoing for the above application due to the 
submission of new ecology surveys, a landscaping plan, car parking information, 
and a structural survey. 
 
These additions do very little to remedy the fundamental objections of the civic 
society, the council’s conservation officer, The Council for British Archaeology, The 
Victorian Society, The Ancient Monuments Society, SAVE Britain’s Heritage, and 
the majority of objections from members of the public. 
 
We remain of the firm opinion that Fenland District Council should REFUSE 
permission for demolition for the following reasons: 
 
● As a pre-1948 structure within the curtilage of a Grade II Listed Building, the 
coach-house is a Designated Heritage Asset in accordance with Section 1(5) of the 
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. 
● The council must start from a position of presuming against demolition, in 
accordance with NPPF 194 & NPPF 195 , which say that the loss of a Designated 
Heritage Asset should be exceptional. 
● The Applicant has not provided sufficient information to enable Fenland District 
Council to fairly assess this application against the criteria set out in NPPF 190-
195, as required by NPPF 189 and LP16 . The structural survey provided has not 
been carried out by a conservation-accredited firm of surveyors or engineers. 
● The Applicant has not demonstrated that the options for renovation outlined by 
the council’s Conservation Officer in response to the previously submitted 
application(s) are unsuitable, and therefore the proposal does not meet the bar for 
loss of a Designated Heritage Asset set out in NPPF 195(a) . 
● The Applicant has not demonstrated that the building could not be successfully 
marketed in order to enable its conservation (and does not appear to have made 
the building available for sale on the open market), and therefore the proposal 
does not meet the bar for loss of a Designated Heritage Asset set out in NPPF 
195(b) . 
● The Applicant has not demonstrated that the building could not be successfully 
renovated by a charity or public body (such as a Building Preservation Trust) or via 
grant funding, and therefore the proposal does not meet the bar for loss of a 
Designated Heritage Asset set out in NPPF 195(c) . 
● The proposal causes harm to the setting of other listed buildings and the 
conservation area, in contravention of LP16(d) when assessed according to NPPF 
190 . 
● The council’s commitments towards safeguarding heritage assets, as set out in 
LP18 . 
● The council’s commitment to reduce the number of heritage assets “at risk”, as 
set out in LP18 . The Conservation Area itself was added to Historic England’s “at 



 

risk” register in 2015. The council should therefore avoid approving developments 
that place it at any further risk, as this would be in direct contravention of the 
council’s own adopted Local Plan. 
 
We remain extremely concerned that the applicant has provided no justification for 
these proposals that even begins to address the requirements of the NPPF and the 
Adopted Local Plan, let alone satisfies these requirements wholly. We agree with 
the conservation officer’s comments, especially the commentary explaining that the 
structural survey does not take a conservation-led approach and there has been 
no economic assessment provided that provides justification for demolition - 
especially given that the wider context of the development that is due to take place 
at this site. 
 
The proposal clearly fails to meet the tests set out in NPPF 195(a-d) . It is therefore 
imperative that the council refuses this application in order to ensure probity in the 
council’s planning process and to ensure that the decision is consistent with both 
national and local policies. 
 
The new documents still do nothing to provide evidence that the conditions set out 
in NPPF 195 (a-d) have been met. The council must be satisfied that all four of 
these conditions are met in order to approve demolition of a designated heritage 
asset. Notably, there is no evidence that the applicant has tried to sell the building 
for restoration on the open market. 
 
The applicant says that “Historic England has not objected to the applications”, 
seemingly in an attempt to suggest that Historic England “approve” of these 
applications. Historic England have made it clear that the proposals do not fall 
within their criteria for assessment as a statutory consultee and have advised the 
council to refer to Conservation Officer advice. 
 
The applicant claims that fourteen people have written in support of the application. 
This is not grounded in reality; only eight members of the public have written 
supporting comments that appear on the planning portal. Sixteen members of the 
public have objected, as have numerous important Heritage organisations. 
 
We remain of the firm opinion that Fenland District Council should REFUSE 
permission for demolition. 
 
We remain extremely concerned that the applicant has provided no justification for 
these proposals that even begins to address the requirements of the NPPF and the 
Adopted Local Plan, let alone satisfies these requirements wholly. 
 

5.5 Ancient Monuments Society 
Comments were initially received on 4/8/2020. Full details can be viewed via Public 
Access using the links provided at 3.2.  The response in respect of subsequent re-
consultations is provided below: 
 
Thank you for consulting us on this application. We have reviewed the revised and 
additional documents available on your website, and the Ancient Monuments 
Society continues to object to the application as the loss of this heritage asset has 
still not been satisfactorily justified. 
 
No changes were made to the heritage statement, which claims “The so-called 
coach house is not considered as a heritage asset within the listing description of 
22 London Road, indeed it is not even noted as having group value”. It concludes 
the demolition “therefore represents no loss of historic fabric and an enhancement 



 

to the Chatteris conservation area”. The structure is clearly within the curtilage of 
the listed building at No. 22 London Road and is therefore considered a listed 
structure itself under the definition for ‘listed building’ in section 1(5) of the 
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.  

 
Paragraph 195 notes “where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm 
to (or total loss of significance of) a designated heritage asset, local planning 
authorities should refuse consent, unless it can be demonstrated that the 
substantial harm or total loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits 
that outweigh that harm or loss...”.  
 
As per our previous submission, we believe the former coach house has 
considerable heritage value and is readily adaptable for a new use. The application 
has not demonstrated the building cannot be retained and enhanced in a way that 
is appropriate to its significance or that there would be any public benefit. 
 
The Supplementary Planning Statement submitted (dated 9 November 2020) does 
not provide the justification needed for the loss of this curtilage listed building or 
the impact on the conservation area. It continues to dismiss the connection 
between the former coach house and the listed house at No 22, and fails to 
recognise that alterations made to historic buildings, such the 1920s alterations 
listed in the Statement, are of interest and the fact the coach house is not in its 
original condition does not make it less significant.    
 
As per our previous two submissions, we believe the former coach house has 
considerable heritage value and is readily adaptable for a new use, either as a 
residential building, or if that is no longer viable, then restored as a garage/ storage 
building for the 6 new dwellings being built to the rear of the site.  Total loss of this 
curtilage listed heritage asset, as well as the harm to the conservation area, has 
not been justified, nor has a public benefit been identified. The application remains 
contrary to the requirements of the NPPF and the Planning (Listed Building and 
Conservation Areas) Act 1990.  
 

5.6 The Victorian Society 
 Below are comments received on 6/8/2020, no further comments have been 

received in relation to re-consultations: 
 

We were notified of this application and wish to write in objection to the proposals. 
 
Having assessed the documents provided, we agree with the points made by the 
CBA in their letter, namely that the building is considered to be curtilage-listed, and 
that inadequate information has therefore been provided to rationalise the 
demolition. The significance of the building and its status needs to be fully 
assessed in line with paragraph 189 of the NPPF, and the substantial harm which 
would result from the loss of the buildings, as well as the less substantial harm to 
the conservation area, fully addressed and justified. This has clearly not been 
done, and this alone is adequate grounds for refusing consent to the application. 
In addition, we would like to note the heritage value of the building itself, and 
further echo the request of the CBA to prioritise the adaptive reuse over total 
demolition. Again, if this is found to be impossible, clear justification must be 
provided to verify this. 
 
I would be grateful if you could inform me of your decision in due course. 
 

5.7 SAVE Britain’s Heritage 



 

Below are comments received on 18/8/2020, no further comments have been 
received in relation to re-consultations: 
 
SAVE Britain’s Heritage writes to object to the above planning and listed building 
applications for the complete demolition of the former coach house within the 
curtilage of the Grade II listed house at No 22 London Road. The applications fail 
to comply with national and local policy for preserving Chatteris’s historic 
environment and for mitigating climate change through sustainable development. 
For these reasons we call on the Local Planning Authority to refuse these 
applications. 
 
Significance 
The former coach house appears to have been constructed around the 1860s and 
is a single storey gault brick structure with a two-storey loft to its southern end, 
likely added at a later stage, and built as stables to the adjoining house. The main 
door openings are to the courtyard to the rear, while the road elevation features 
three semicircular windows at ground level and two semi-circular widows to the 
loft, now bricked in. The northern end was shortened and rebuilt sometime in the 
early to mid 20th century. One of its key features is the lath and plaster barrel 
vaulted ceiling within the building, which would have been expensive to install at 
the time and is a rather unusual feature for a building of this type. Protecting this 
important element of the building was one of the reasons for refusing the previous 
listed building application for an insensitive conversion of the coach house into a 
residential property. Community feedback also shows the site has clear historic 
significance to the local community as well as its strong street presence 
contributing the architectural and enclosed character of this part of London Road 
and the local conservation area. 
 
Assessment 
While Historic England’s listing description for No. 22 London Road may not 
formally describe the coach house, the structure is clearly within the curtilage of 
the main building and is therefore considered a listed structure itself by virtue of the 
definition outlined for a ‘listed building’ in section 1(5) of the Planning (Listed 
Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. SAVE notes the heritage statement 
submitted with the application claims “The so-called coach house is not considered 
as a heritage asset within the listing description of 22 London Road, indeed it is not 
even noted as having group value”. We therefore consider the conclusion reached 
in the heritage statement that the application “therefore represents no loss of 
historic fabric and an enhancement to the Chatteris conservation area” to be 
flawed, and demolition therefore unjustified. 
 
The previous application (F/YR19/0705/F) submitted in May 2019 fully 
acknowledged the buildings importance and adaptability for a residential use, the 
principle of which is considered acceptable. It is therefore unclear why the building, 
just 12 months later, is now considered structurally unsound and, as claimed on 
page 10 of the heritage statement, “the only practical way forward is for the 
building to be demolished. It is incapable of being “conserved” in situ”. 
We consider the existing building to be readily adaptable and retention of the key 
historic features within this characterful building would not limit its potential as a 
dwelling. 
 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2019 Paragraph 192 states that in 
determining planning and listed building consent applications, a number of 
considerations should be taken into account, first of which is the desirability of 
sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and putting them to 
viable uses consistent with their conservation. NPPF Paragraph 195 notes where a 



 

proposed development will lead to substantial harm to (or total loss of significance 
of) a designated heritage asset, local planning authorities should refuse consent, 
unless it can be demonstrated that the substantial harm or total loss is necessary 
to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss. As previously 
stated, we consider these applications do not demonstrate that the building cannot 
be retained and enhanced in a way that is appropriate to its significance. Indeed, it 
is noted that the application goes against the pre-application advice given by 
council. 
 
We also consider the loss of historic building fabric of this scale and age to be 
unsustainable in terms of climate change. We would ask the council to consider 
this application in the context of climate change objectives set out in the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2019. The NPPF para. 148 states that “The 
planning system should support the transition to a low carbon future in a changing 
climate” and “shape places in ways that contribute to radical reductions in 
greenhouse gas emissions … including the conversion of existing buildings.” The 
efficient use of resources, including land and materials, underpins sustainable 
development. The planning system has a vital role to play in making development 
resilient to climate change, decarbonising society and developing a circular 
economy for the benefit of the built, historic and natural environments. 
 
We would also like to draw the council’s attention to Historic England’s annual 
research report for 2019 There's No Place Like Old Homes, which shows that 
retrofitting existing historic buildings carries a drastically smaller carbon footprint 
than demolition, the principles of which can be equally applied to this former coach 
house. 
 
Conclusion 
SAVE objects to the proposed demolition of this former coach house, a building we 
consider has the potential to be sensitively adapted as a unique and historic 
residential property. The application provides no justification for its entire loss, and 
therefore fails to comply with national and local policy objectives on climate change 
and the historic environment. The Local Planning Authority has a duty to protect 
what is a rare and unique resource and we therefore recommend they refuse these 
applications. 
 

5.8    Historic England 
No comments provided as the proposal falls outside their criteria for assessment. 

 
5.9 Cambridgeshire County Council Highways 

The proposal results in no material highway impact. No highway objections subject 
conditions securing the access/footway and parking arrangement. Please ensure 
site layout remains consistent with the access arrangement secured for the 
development/consent to the west of this application site. 
 

5.10 Chatteris Town Council 
Support 
 

5.11 Environmental Health (FDC) 
In our previous consultation of 31st July and 5th August 2020, the Environmental 
Health Team advised this service had ‘No Objections’ to the proposed 
development as it was unlikely to have a detrimental effect on local air quality or 
the noise climate.   
 
Owing to previous use of the application site this service maintains its stance on 
the need for the full suite of contaminated land conditions to be applied in the 



 

event permission is granted. This will need to be followed through with a phased 
approach in that an initial ground assessment will be required after the proposed 
demolition works have been completed to ensure any potential for contamination 
including the demolition process itself, is investigated and managed to a robust 
standard before the next stage of development. 
 

5.12 Local Residents/Interested Parties  
Seventeen objections have been received (four from residents of High Street, 
Chatteris; two from residents of London Road, Chatteris and one from residents of 
East Park Street, Ellingham Gardens, Westbourne Road, Kempston Court, New 
Road, Juniper Drive, Ravenscroft, West Park Street, St Francis Drive and 
Rosemary Lane, all Chatteris and Doddington Road, Wimblington) on the following 
grounds: 
 
- Demolition would result in the loss of the rare vaulted ceiling 
- Building is listed contrary to applicant’s claims and should be saved 
- Heritage statement flawed and not fit for purpose 
- Building preservation notice should be applied 
- Council should issue a repairs notice 
- ‘significant harm’ contrary to para 196 of NPPF 
- Failure to justify loss of listed building 
- Distinctive building 
- Bat survey required and cannot be conditioned 
- Poor design 
- Overlooking/loss of privacy 
- Significant adverse impact on conservation area 
- demolishing local history 
- not policy compliant 
- would set a precedent 
- The coach house makes a positive contribution to the specific interest of its   

principal listed building despite its poor condition 
- Could be converted, applied for in 2019, alternatives to demolition have not 

been given due consideration 
- Building retains many original features 
- On a principal street and prominent location, integral part of architectural 

history 
- Detrimental to the hard work undertaken to restore the character of Chatteris 
- Should be preserved and restored 
- Reminder of towns agricultural history 
- The changes do nothing to overcome principle objections raised 
- Concerns raised the Town Council have not acted accordingly in their 

consideration of the applications 
- The Council should consider taking urgent action to protect the building; the 

building has been allowed to fall into disrepair and had not been maintained 
- Viability is not a consideration for a listed building and does not justify the 

loss of the building 
 

Eight supporting comments have been received (two from residents of London 
Road, Chatteris; two from residents of Tithe Road, Chatteris and one from 
residents of Hinchingbrooke Drive, Curf Terrace and Wood Street, all Chatteris and 
Walden Close, Doddington) on the following grounds: 
 
- Current condition of building is poor, has not been maintained and detracts 

from area 
- Can see no reason why the proposal would not result in a significant 

improvement 



 

- Issues in relation to loss of privacy to the neighbour have been resolved by 
the proposal to erect a fence to separate the properties 

- Proposal simple, high quality design, in keeping with the conservation area 
and will provide an attractive frontage. 

- The building has no architectural value 
- The yard needs redevelopment and attracts vandalism, health and safety 

risk 
- Old storage shed would be better replaced by a modern home 
- Upgrade this part of London Road 
- Chatteris in need of modern housing 

 
5.13 Comments, where they relate to planning matters will be considered in the sections 

below.  It should be noted that a Building Preservation Notice is not required as the 
building is already afforded statutory protection as a listed building. 

 
11. STATUTORY DUTY  

 
6.1 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires a 

planning application to be determined in accordance with the Development Plan 
unless material planning considerations indicate otherwise. The Development Plan 
for the purposes of this application comprises the adopted Fenland Local Plan 
(2014). 
 

6.2 Sections 66 and 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 
1990 require Local Planning Authorities when considering development to pay 
special attention to preserving a listed building or its setting and to the desirability 
of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a conservation area. 
 

6.3 Section 16 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 
requires Local Planning Authorities in considering whether to grant listed building 
consent for any works to have special regard to the desirability of preserving the 
building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest 
which it possesses. 

 
12. POLICY FRAMEWORK 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
 
National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) 
 
National Design Guide 2019 
Context – C1, C2 
Identity – I1 
Built Form – B2 
Movement – M3 
Nature – N3 
Homes and Buildings – H2, H3 
 
Fenland Local Plan 2014 
LP1 – A Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 
LP2 – Facilitating Health and Wellbeing of Fenland Residents 
LP3 – Spatial Strategy, the Settlement Hierarchy and the Countryside 
LP4 – Housing 
LP5 – Meeting Housing Need 
LP6 – Employment, Tourism, Community Facilities and Retail 
LP10 – Chatteris 



 

LP14 – Responding to Climate Change and Managing the Risk of Flooding in 
Fenland 
LP15 – Facilitating the Creation of a More Sustainable Transport Network in 
Fenland 
LP16 – Delivering and Protecting High Quality Environments across the District 
LP18 – The Historic Environment 
LP19 – The Natural Environment 
 
Delivering and protecting High Quality Environments in Fenland SPD 2014 
DM3 – Making a Positive Contribution to Local Distinctiveness and Character of 
the Area 
 
Chatteris Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Strategy 2008 

 
13. KEY ISSUES 

• Principle of Development 
• Heritage, Design and Visual Amenity 
• Residential Amenity 
• Highways/parking 
• Ecology 
• Flood Risk 
 

14. BACKGROUND 
 

9.1 Pre-application advice was provided in relation to the site which concluded that the 
principle of residential conversion for the coach house was supported, but that a 
one, or two bed dwelling would be feasible, rather than a three bedroom and three 
bathroom conversion which would result in the loss of internal features and an 
unacceptable change of scale and subservient relationship with the principal 
dwelling.  This was re-iterated in subsequent email correspondence. 
 

9.2 Full planning and listed building applications were submitted contrary to this advice 
under F/YR19/0705/F and F/YR19/0706/LB for conversion to a 2 storey, 3 bed 
dwelling.  These applications were refused for the following reasons: 
 

1. The proposal will result in the loss of heritage assets and new works which would 
result in substantial harm to the designated assets, namely No 22 London Road, 
the curtilage listed Coach House and also the Conservation Area. The proposal is 
therefore considered to be contrary the NPPF paragraphs 193-196, Policies LP16 
and LP18 of the Fenland Local Plan 2014 and Sections 16, 66 and 72 of the 
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. 

 
2. The change of use of the rear yard to residential curtilage/ rear has the potential 

to impact detrimentally on the existing occupiers of No 24 and future occupiers of 
the converted Coach House, through overlooking, noise disturbance and lack of 
privacy. The proposal is therefore considered to be contrary to Policy LP2 and 
LP16 which seek to ensure that development does not adversely affect the 
amenity of neighbouring users and future occupiers 

 
9.3 Alternative proposals for a one or two-bedroom conversion were again suggested 

as potentially acceptable schemes.  
 
9.4 These applications were due to go before Planning Committee for determination 

on 7th October 2020, with a recommendation of refusal.  However, the applicant’s 
agent provided additional information on 6th October 2020 which resulted in the 
applications being deferred, due to the requirement to consider the information 



 

submitted and re-consult on this.  Further information was received on 2nd 
November 2020 and 9th November 2020, a further re-consultation exercise was 
then undertaken.  The addition information submitted since the previous report is 
as follows: 

 
- Structural Survey with Appendix A Photographs 
- Amended and additional Heritage Statements 
- Supplementary Planning Statement 
- Plaster condition report 

 
15. ASSESSMENT 

 
Principle of Development 

10.1 The site is part of a brownfield site within the built framework of Chatteris where 
new housing development can be supported (Policy LP3).  The site is within a 
mainly residential area and the wider, former commercial site, has recently 
obtained planning permission for residential development.  As such the 
redevelopment and reuse of the site for residential purposes can be generally 
supported. 

 
10.2 This is however subject to the heritage assets being protected and or enhanced 

and there being no significant issues in respect of residential or visual amenity, 
design, parking, highways, ecology or flood risk. 
 

          Heritage, Design and Visual Amenity 
10.3   Under the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 the 

Council has a legal duty to have special regard to the desirability of preserving a 
listed building, or any of its features, when considering whether to grant Listed 
Building Consent.  Furthermore, in deciding whether to grant planning permission 
which affects a listed building or its setting, the Council has a legal duty to have 
special regard to preserving a listed building or its setting; and in deciding 
whether to grant planning permission for development in a conservation area, the 
Council has a legal duty to pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or 
enhancing the character or appearance of the conservation area. 

 
10.4 Policies LP16 and LP18 of the Fenland Local Plan seek to protect and enhance 

heritage assets. Chapter 16 of the NPPF 2019, C1, C2, I1, and B2 of the NDG 
2019 are also relevant.  
 

10.5 The coach house is a statutorily protected building by virtue of its curtilage 
association with 22 London Road (Section 1 (5) of the Planning (Listed Building 
and Conservation Area) Act 1990) and as such is afforded the same protection 
as the principle building. It was a functionally subservient building to No. 22, and 
of largely contemporaneous date.  It served the main house as a coach house, is 
an important surviving example within Chatteris, and highlights the status of the 
principal building by its proximity to it and by presenting a formal face to the town.  
It also references its former functional role within a wider farmstead or agricultural 
yard to the rear.  This in turn recalls the agricultural heritage and economy of the 
town, and adds considerably to the character and appearance of the 
conservation area, as well as to the setting and understanding of the principal 
listed building.   
 

10.6 Paragraph 189 of the NPPF 2019 and Policy LP18 of the Fenland Local Plan 
2014 require the applicant to describe the significance of any heritage assets 
affected, including any contribution made by their setting and Policy LP18 of the 



 

Fenland Local Plan requires development proposals which would affect a 
heritage asset to: 
  
a) accurately describe or assess the significance of the asset and/or its setting to 
determine its architectural, historic or archaeological interest; 
b) identify the impact of the proposed works on the special character of the 
assets  
c) provide clear justification of the works 
 
The submitted documentation is contradictory, fails to acknowledge that the 
building is a heritage asset and as such does not accurately describe or assess 
the impact, nor does it provide sufficient justification for the demolition and as 
such is contrary to the aforementioned policies. 
 

10.7 The submitted structural engineers report has not been undertaken by a 
conservation accredited structural engineer, which would take a specialist 
approach to achieve the same outcomes with reduced impact on the historic 
fabric of a building.  In a case where total demolition is being proposed it is not 
unreasonable to request a structural engineers report from a conservation 
accredited engineer and for that approach and costs to be weighed against the 
viability of the whole site in order to demonstrate viability and therefore 
justification.    
 

10.8 It has not been categorically proven that financial viability is an issue for the 
sensitive conversion of this site and even if it was fundamentally proven that the 
conversion of the Coach House to residential use is not financially viable as part 
of the wider redevelopment, it does not follow that it warrants demolition 
 

10.9 An application for conversion of the building was made in 2019. Presumably, at 
that point the conversion of the building was considered feasible.  If the condition 
of the building has deteriorated to such an extent this is now not possible, then 
consideration may need to be given to Paragraph 191 of the NPPF 2019, which 
states that where there is evidence of deliberate neglect of, or damage to a 
heritage asset, the deteriorated state of the heritage asset should not be taken 
into account in any decision. 
 

10.10 Paragraph 192 of the NPPF 2019 requires LPA’s to take account of: 
 
 a) the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets 
and putting them to viable uses consistent with their conservation; 
 b) the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to 
sustainable communities including their economic vitality; and 
 c) the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local 
character and distinctiveness. 
 
The suggestion of converting the coach house to a one or two bedroom dwelling 
has been made more than once to the applicant and would satisfy this element of 
the NPPF. 
  

10.11 Paragraph 193 of the NPPF 2019 requires LPA’s when considering the impact of 
a proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, to 
give great weight to the asset’s conservation. This is irrespective of whether any 
potential harm amounts to substantial harm, total loss or less than substantial 
harm to its significance.   
 



 

10.12 Paragraph 194 of the NPPF 2019 states that any harm to, or loss of, the 
significance of a designated heritage asset (from its alteration or destruction, or 
from development within its setting), should require clear and convincing 
justification; no such justification has been provided. 
 

10.13 In relation to the impact on the listed coach house; Paragraph 195 states that 
where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm to (or total loss of 
significance of) a designated heritage asset, local planning authorities should 
refuse consent, unless it can be demonstrated that the substantial harm or total 
loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or 
loss, or all of the following apply: 
  
a) the nature of the heritage asset prevents all reasonable uses of the site; and 
b) no viable use of the heritage asset itself can be found in the medium term 
through appropriate marketing that will enable its conservation; and 
c) conservation by grant-funding or some form of not for profit, charitable or 
public ownership is demonstrably not possible; and 
d) the harm or loss is outweighed by the benefit of bringing the site back into use. 
 
When assessing the proposal, case law has confirmed that it is not simply a 
matter of assessing whether any benefits outweigh the harm; the planning 
authority must consider whether the advantages sufficiently outweigh the strong 
presumption against granting planning permission. 
 
Furthermore, the planning authority should give "considerable importance and 
weight" to the duty under section 66 ( referred to in 6.2 above) to have special 
regard to the desirability of preserving the listed building. 
 
The applications propose total demolition of a listed building, which it is 
considered would amount to substantial harm and total loss of significance.  It is 
not considered that substantial public benefits would be created and no evidence 
has been provided in relation to parts a)-d) above. 
 

10.14 It should be acknowledged that the retention of the Coach House does not 
preclude the redevelopment of the wider site and so its loss cannot be said to be 
outweighed by the public benefit of the wider development as it is not preventing 
that re-use.   
 

10.15 In relation to the impact of the development on the principal listed building and 
the conservation area; Paragraph 196 states that where a development proposal 
will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage 
asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal 
including, where appropriate, securing its optimum viable use.  The coach house 
is visually prominent in its relationship with the principal dwelling.  Therefore, the 
loss of the coach house will result in severing the last link between the main 
dwelling house, and its original setting, cutting off historical connections which 
contribute to its significance and the character of the Conservation Area.  The 
loss of the listed building and its replacement with a new build would be harmful 
to the principal listed building (22 London Road) and the wider Conservation Area 
in which these are situated.  The optimum viable use of the coach house has not 
been explored and no public benefits for the total demolition of a heritage asset 
over its conservation and conversion and replacing it with a new dwelling have 
been articulated. 
 

10.13 The proposed dwelling has been designed to mimic the architecture of the 
principal listed building (No.22) and the grade II listed building to the south 



 

(No.24), featuring sash windows, soldier detailing, fan light above the door and 
chimneys.  However, the proposal would have a prominent street presence due 
to its location, scale and design, and would therefore detract from the adjacent 
listed buildings both visually and in relation to their heritage significance. 
 

10.14 The landscaping plan proposes a 1.8m high close boarded fence to the front of 
the site between the proposal and No.24 and alongside the proposed access 
road, the proposal is in a sensitive location and this is not considered to create a 
high quality finish to the development.  It is acknowledged that there is timber 
fencing to the south of the site as existing, however this does not have a positive 
impact on the character of the area and is not considered appropriate to replicate. 
 

10.15 The application has failed to sufficiently understand the significance of the assets 
affected, has therefore not understood the level of harm arising from the 
proposals and consequently not offered sufficient justification or articulation of 
public benefit for the proposed scheme.  In addition, an alternative viable scheme 
which would achieve the conservation and re-use of the asset has not been 
explored.  Furthermore, the proposal is considered to detract from adjoining listed 
buildings. The proposal is therefore considered contrary to Policies LP16 and 
LP18 of the Fenland Local Plan, paragraphs 189 and 193-196 of the NPPF 2019, 
C1, C2, I1, and B2 of the NDG 2019. 
 
Residential Amenity 

10.16 To the north of the site is the principal listed building of 22 London Road, this is 
presently vacant however planning permission has been granted under 
F/YR19/0355/F to change the use of this to a 5-bed dwelling.  The proposed 
dwelling is located 7m away from No.22.  There is potential for overlooking of the 
garden serving No.22 from the first-floor windows in the rear of the proposed 
dwelling and into the small side windows to the living room and bedroom from the 
side bedroom window in the proposal.  However this would not be direct and as 
such is not considered significantly detrimental.  There is potential for additional 
overshadowing due to the orientation of the proposal to the south and the 
increased height, however due to the separation distance this is not considered 
to be significantly adverse. 
 

10.17 To the front (east) of the site on the opposite side of the road is the 3-storey 
detached dwelling of 41 London Road and the 2-storey terraced properties of 43 
and 45 London Road.  The proposal is located approximately 13m from No.41 
and 11m from No.s 43 and 45 (building to building).  It is acknowledged that there 
will be some additional overlooking of these properties (in particular to No.41 as 
this is directly opposite) however the relationship is as many of the existing 
properties on London Road and the distances are such that this is not considered 
to be significantly detrimental. 
 

10.18 To the south of the site is the detached, 3-storey dwelling of 24 London Road, 
this is also a Grade II listed building.  There is one ground floor window (kitchen) 
and 2 first-floor windows (bathroom and en-suite) in the northern side elevation 
which face towards the site.  The proposal is located approximately 6m from 
No.24.  There would be some additional overlooking as a result of the proposal 
from the rear and side bedroom windows, the first-floor windows to No.24 are 
obscure glazed and the overlooking would not be direct, hence this is not 
considered to be significantly adverse.  A fence is proposed to separate the 
garden of the proposed dwelling from the side wall (and therefore ground floor 
window) of No.24 which removes the previous reason for refusal in this regard.  
This does however result in a strip of land that may not be maintained.  A 
condition could be imposed in relation to the provision and retention of the 



 

boundary treatment and maintenance of this land given the prominent and 
sensitive location. 
 

10.19 To the rear of the site is currently a vacant yard, however planning permission 
has been obtained for 6 dwellings and plot 3 would be to the rear of the site.  
There are no windows in the side elevation of plot 3 which faces towards the site 
and the dwelling itself is separated from the application site by the car port.  The 
location of the first-floor window serving bedroom 1 to the rear of the site would 
result in direct overlooking of the garden serving plot 3 at a distance of only 
approximately 7m.  However it is noted that this is the third window serving this 
bedroom and could therefore be conditioned to be obscure glazed and fixed shut 
whilst still retaining sufficient outlook from the room. 
 

10.20 The proposal is afforded in excess of a third of the plot for private amenity space, 
in accordance with Policy LP16(h). There will be some overlooking from Nos. 41, 
43 and 45 opposite, however the relationship is as many of the existing 
properties on London Road, and the distances are such that this is not 
considered to be significantly detrimental.  There is direct overlooking of the 
garden by 2 first-floor windows in the side of No.22 at a distance of less than 
10m, this is not ideal and could have been designed out, however given the 
proposal is overall considered unacceptable it was not considered reasonable to 
request amendment and there is garden land at an acceptable distance. 

 
10.21 Details in relation to bin storage and collection arrangements have not been 

provided, however these could be secured by way of a condition. 
 
Highways/parking 

10.22 The site utilises the access approved under F/YR19/0355/F and the Highways 
Authority have no objections subject to conditions. 
 

10.23 Policy LP15 and Appendix A of the Fenland Local Plan 2014 require 3 parking 
spaces for a 4-bed dwelling such as this.  3 parking spaces have been detailed 
on the proposed site plan and these are tandem which is far from ideal, 
furthermore one of the spaces is located within the garden (indicated as a grass 
grid), would therefore be difficult to access or condition to be retained as a 
parking space and would result in a loss of private amenity space.  As such it is 
not considered that the required parking provision is achieved. 
 

10.24 Appendix A does advise that in central areas of market towns there is potential 
for a reduction in spaces to be negotiated, however the site is on a busy principal 
street where potential for additional on street parking should not be encouraged 
and the site has potential to accommodate the required number of spaces if 
redesigned.  Whilst the shortfall in parking provision is not considered to warrant 
a refusal reason in its own right, it does contribute to the overall failure to provide 
a high quality environment. 
 

10.25 It is acknowledged that unit 1 of F/YR19/0355/F is a 5-bed dwelling and was 
approved with only 2 parking spaces, however this was accepted due to the 
provision of visitor spaces adjoining, the proposal also had the wider benefits of 
redeveloping a brownfield site and renovating the listed building of 22 London 
Road, no such benefits are provided with the current application. 
 
Ecology 

10.26 The applications have been accompanied by a Bat, Bird and Barn Owl survey, 
undertaken in August 2020, which found no evidence of either species. 
 



 

10.27 Recommendations have been made in respect of the provision of bat and bird 
boxes and a bat friendly lighting scheme and could be secured by condition. 
 
Flood Risk 

10.28 The application site falls within Flood Zone 1 (low risk) and as such the proposal 
is considered to be appropriate development and does not require the submission 
of a flood risk assessment or inclusion of mitigation measures.  Issues of surface 
water will be considered under Building Regulations; accordingly there are no 
issues to address in respect of Policy LP14. 
 

16. CONCLUSIONS 
 

11.1 The application has failed to sufficiently understand the significance of the 
heritage assets affected, has therefore not understood the level of harm arising 
from the proposals and consequently not offered sufficient justification or 
articulation of public benefit for the proposed scheme.  In addition an alternative 
viable scheme which would achieve the conservation and re-use of the heritage 
asset has not been explored. 
 

11.2 The site is located in a prominent and sensitive location, the proposed dwelling is 
a pastiche of the adjoining listed buildings, which fails to protect or enhance 
surrounding heritage assets or make a positive contribution to the character of 
the area.  The proposal fails to provide sufficient, useable on-site parking 
provision.  It is overall not considered to create a high quality environment and 
fails to take opportunities to minimise harm. 
 

11.3 The proposal is therefore considered contrary to Policies LP2, LP15, LP16 and 
LP18 of the Fenland Local Plan, DM3 of Delivering and protecting High Quality 
Environments in Fenland SPD 2014, paragraphs 127, 189 and 193-196 of the 
NPPF 2019, C1, C2, I1, and B2 of the NDG 2019. 

 
11.4 Given this clear conflict with the above policies it is considered that to grant the 

applications would be indicative of a failure by the Council to fulfil its duties under 
Sections 16, 66 and 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) 
Act 1990. 
 

17. RECOMMENDATION 
 
Refuse for the following reasons: 
 

Reasons for refusal; 
 
F/YR20/0585/F 
 
1 Policies LP16 and LP18 of the Fenland Local Plan, paragraphs 189 

and 193-196 of the NPPF 2019, C2 of the NDG 2019 seek to protect 
and enhance heritage assets. 
 
The total demolition of this listed building, is considered would amount 
to substantial harm and total loss of significance in addition to harm to 
the setting of the principal listed building (22 London Road) and 
Chatteris Conservation Area in which these are situated.  
 
The submitted documentation fails to acknowledge that the building in 
question is a heritage asset and as such does not accurately describe 
or assess the impact of its demolition.  It does not provide sufficient 



 

evidence or justification for the demolition, the optimum viable use of 
the coach house has not been explored and no public benefits for the 
total demolition of a heritage asset and its replacement with a new 
dwelling over its conservation and conversion have been articulated.  
As such the proposal is contrary to the aforementioned policies. 
 

2 Policies LP2, LP15, LP16 (d & e) and LP18 of the Fenland Local Plan 
2014, DM3 of Delivering and protecting High Quality Environments in 
Fenland SPD 2014, chapters C1, C2, I1 and B2 of the National Design 
Guide 2019 and para 127 of the NPPF 2019 seek to ensure that 
proposals protect and enhance heritage assets, create high quality  
environments and make a positive contribution to the local 
distinctiveness and character of the area, do not adversely affect 
residential amenity and provide sufficient on-site parking. 
 
 
The site is located in a prominent and sensitive location, the proposed 
dwelling is a pastiche of the adjoining listed buildings, which fails to 
protect or enhance surrounding heritage assets or make a positive 
contribution to the character of the area.  The proposal fails to provide 
sufficient, useable on-site parking provision.  It is overall not considered 
to create a high quality environment and fails to take opportunities to 
minimise harm.  As such the proposal is considered contrary to the 
aforementioned policies. 

 
F/YR20/0586/LB 
 
1 Policies LP16 and LP18 of the Fenland Local Plan, paragraphs 189 

and 193-196 of the NPPF 2019, C2 of the NDG 2019 seek to protect 
and enhance heritage assets. 
 
The total demolition of this listed building, is considered would amount 
to substantial harm and total loss of significance in addition to harm to 
the setting of the principal listed building (22 London Road) and 
Chatteris Conservation Area in which these are situated.  
 
The submitted documentation fails to acknowledge that the building in 
question is a heritage asset and as such does not accurately describe 
or assess the impact of its demolition.  It does not provide sufficient 
evidence or justification for the demolition, the optimum viable use of 
the coach house has not been explored and no public benefits for the 
total demolition of a heritage asset and its replacement with a new 
dwelling over its conservation and conversion have been articulated.  
As such the proposal is contrary to the aforementioned policies. 
 

 



 

        
 
PLANNING COMMITTEE DATE: 7 October 2020 Agenda No: 6 
 
APPLICATION NO:  F/YR20/0585/F and F/YR20/0586/LB   
 
SITE LOCATION: Former Coach House, London Road, Chatteris 
 
 
UPDATE 
 
Comments received as a result of re-consultation: 
 
Conservation Officer (FDC) 
Thank you for re-consulting me on the above applications.   However the revisions do not 
address concerns raised by my previous comments, to which I refer you, and I further add that 
I wholly concur with comments as submitted by the Ancient Monument Society on 30th 
September 2020 in response to this re-consultation, who put the matter very succinctly.  
 
The applicant has been advised numerous times that a one or two bedroom conversion of the 
coach house would be acceptable, viable and  welcome.  It cannot withstand conversion to a 
four bed without considerable loss of interest and character and its total demolition and 
replacement with a four bedroomed home is contrary to the relevant law, policy and advice.  
 
I therefore recommend refusal of these applications.   
 
Ancient Monuments Society 
Thank you for consulting us on this application. We have reviewed the revised and additional 
documents available on your website, and the Ancient Monuments Society continues to object 
to the application as the loss of this heritage asset has still not been satisfactorily justified. 
 
No changes were made to the heritage statement, which claims “The so-called coach house is 
not considered as a heritage asset within the listing description of 22 London Road, indeed it is 
not even noted as having group value”. It concludes the demolition “therefore represents no 
loss of historic fabric and an enhancement to the Chatteris conservation area”. The structure is 
clearly within the curtilage of the listed building at No. 22 London Road and is therefore 
considered a listed structure itself under the definition for ‘listed building’ in section 1(5) of the 
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.  
 
Paragraph 195 notes “where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm to (or total 
loss of significance of) a designated heritage asset, local planning authorities should refuse 
consent, unless it can be demonstrated that the substantial harm or total loss is necessary to 
achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss...”.  
 
As per our previous submission, we believe the former coach house has considerable heritage 
value and is readily adaptable for a new use. The application has not demonstrated the 
building cannot be retained and enhanced in a way that is appropriate to its significance or that 
there would be any public benefit. 
 
Cambridgeshire County Council Highways 
I have no further comments. 
 
Local Residents/Interested Parties  
Comments have been received from a resident of London Road on both applications in relation 
to: 
 



 

- The changes do nothing to overcome principle objections raised 
- Concerns raised the Town Council have not acted accordingly in their consideration 

of the applications  

 
Resolution: No change to the recommendation which is to refuse as per pages 37 
– 54 of Agenda. 
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MATERIALS

01 Buff Brick Flemish bond
02 Brick Header Course
03 White Painted Timber Sash Windows
04 Stone Cill
05 Slate Roof
06 Black Gutters and Downpipes
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