PL/2026/00269 Householder PL/2026/00421 LBC
Site: Cart Shed, Showell Farm, Showell, Chippenham, SN15 2NU
Proposal: Conversion of Cart Shed to dwelling and the demolition of former dairy building.
Conservation Officer: Alex Marsh 
_____________________________________________________________________
Recommendations:

	X
	Comment

	
	Support in principle subject to amendments to the scheme (as set out below)

	
	Support subject to conditions (as set out below)

	
	Object (for reasons set out below)

	
	No objections 



Scope of comments: the following comments relate to the built historic environment.  

Policy: From the point of view of the historic environment the main statutory tests are set out within the Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. Sections 16 (LBC) and 66 (PP) require that special regard be given to the desirability of preserving listed buildings, their settings or any features of special architectural or historic interest which they possess.  

The NPPF outlines government policy, including its policy in respect of the historic environment. Section 16 of the NPPF 'Conserving and enhancing the historic environment' sets out the Government's high-level policies concerning heritage and sustainable development. 

Paragraphs 213 - 215 of the NPPF 2024 require a balanced approach with any harm which would be caused being weighed against the potential public benefits which might be achieved. 

Paragraph 210 requires local planning authorities should take account of the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and of new development making a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness.

The Council’s Core Strategy Policy CP58 ‘Ensuring the conservation of the historic environment’ requires that “designated heritage assets and their settings will be conserved, and where appropriate enhanced, in a manner appropriate to their significance.”
[bookmark: _Hlk131504226]
The Council’s Core Strategy CP 57: Ensuring high quality design requires a high quality of design in all new developments. Proposals are required to “demonstrate how the proposal will make a positive contribution to the character of Wiltshire through (amongst other things) “enhancing local distinctiveness by responding to the value of the natural and historic environment, relating positively to its landscape setting and the existing pattern of development” and “responding positively to the existing townscape and landscape features in terms of building layouts, built form, height, mass, scale, building line, plot size, elevational design, materials, streetscape and rooflines to effectively integrate the building into its setting.”

Historic England Guidance on Adapting Traditional Farm Buildings 

Heritage Assets: 
Showell Farmhouse Chippenham Road Lacock grade II 
Granary South of Showell Farmhouse grade II 
Barn to South East of Showell Farmhouse grade II



Site and assets considered:
Showell Farmhouse dates from the 17th century. It is set back from the road on a large plot. It is two storeys plus attic in red brick with ashlar dressings and a low-pitched slate roof, coped gables and end stacks, and has some later single storey rear extension. It has a formal 2 storey 3 window front with ashlar plinth, flush quoins, moulded cornice parapet and flush window surrounds. 

The windows are 20 pane outer windows with 12 panes to the first floor centre over ashlar doorcase which has a broad elliptical arched surround with keystone framing a full width fanlight. 

The farmhouse dates from 1820 with a late 17th century attached wing. There is also a late 18th century granary and a barn to the south east of the house. 

The application Cart barn is located adjoining the granary to south side of the house. It is a traditional open sided agricultural structure with stone walling to three sides and 7 bays of timber posts on stone pads to the open side facing south.  The Cart Shed has been converted in the 20th century to stables by setting back timber doors and cladding about 1m back form the timber posts. The roof has King post trusses half hipped, and clad in clay roman tiles.

Set between the Granary and Cart Shed is a former Dairy now store dating form about mid 1920’s and curtilage listed.

The farmhouse is located about 350 m north of the roundabout on the A 350 that serves the Wiltshire College and University at Lackham House. Recent development includes a new Siemens Factory to the

Proposal:  Conversion of Cart Shed to dwelling and the demolition of former dairy building.
Relevant planning history: 
2022/03334 Proposed alterations to dwelling including a replacement roof, fenestration alterations and internal works

2024/00048 Proposed removal of section of wall between 2 doors on the ground floor with insertion of rolled steel joist below kitchen beam.

Issues: The impact of alterations on the curtilage listed building and setting of listed building.

Significance of assets and contribution of setting: The NPPF defines significance as the “value of a heritage asset to this and future generations because of its heritage interest. 

The interest may be architectural, or historic as set out in the Town and Country Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 S 1. 

Significance derives not only from a heritage asset’s physical presence, but also from its setting.” Historic England assesses significance in a similar manner, referring to evidential, historic, aesthetic and communal values of a place. 

In this case the significance of the Showell Farmhouse and outbuildings including the listed Granary and Barn are found in their form, layout, materials, function and associated historic outbuildings, architectural expression/detailing all of which have significant aesthetic and architectural and historical interest.



Assessment: 

The proposal is to convert the Cart Shed to a single dwelling and demolish the 1920’s Dairy Shed that is located between the Granary and Cart Shed and forms part of the existing setting. This building is curtilage listed as it is pre 1948.

The existing Cart shed significance comes from its simple rustic plan form, design appearance and materials. The local rubble stone walls to three sides with arrow slot vent openings to the back wall, a small window to the west gable end and a timber lintel with low door opening to the back of the east gable, the timber post on saddle stones to the open cart shed corresponding to the king post roof trusses and the hipped roof with Roman Tiles are all significant. It is an evident feature in the 1st Ed 1880 OS mapping, and a building of similar dimension appears in the 1840 Tithe Maps. It is likely to be early 19th century construction.

The Structural Report with the application has assessed the masonry wall and trusses to be in good condition. Works required include relaying the roof and repairs to the posts bottom ends where they have suffered damp ingress over time. The repairs can be undertaken as part of the proposed works.

The conversion proposal is to introduce a timber frame frontage set immediately back from timber posts. The subdivision of timber mullions for glazing is generally arranged as three lights per bay, some with a central full height glazed or half height glazed door and half height windows either side to each bay. A bay corresponding to the kitchen and lounge area second from the right-hand end is proposed as full glazed French doors with narrow strip side lights.  

A new insulated concrete floor is proposed to support the new timber stud external and internal stud walls.

Internally the subdivision does not consistently follow the bays and includes subdivision on intervening mullions. The space will be converted to from two bedrooms a study/living room and a large, combined kitchen dining lounge area. 

A rear corridor along the back wall provides access to bedrooms with bathrooms ensuite to the back of the room adjacent to the corridor and a W.C also off the corridor.

An alteration to the timber lintel opening is proposed to the east end gable to the kitchen /living room to the rear of the wall adjacent to the rear back wall. The west gable window opening will be retained with new window. 

The roof is proposed to reuse the existing Roman clay tiles and ridge tiles to the half hipped roof. Three rooflights are proposed to the rear (north) roof slope two above the passage along the back wall and one to the kitchen area at the back of the plan of the main room.

The existing trusses are retained and a new insulated ceiling introduced above the bedrooms and passageway with new joists on hangers below the king post trusses with plaster board and skim finish. The attic space would be boarded. The trusses would be exposed to the large kitchen living room area with insulation under rafters.

The proposal has insulation in a timber stud frame off the walls with a small cavity. The arrow slit windows will be retained as openings in the stud.

The proposals include demolition of the existing curtilage listed former Dairy now a storage building. This structure was built in the 1920’s as a functional agricultural building with timber frame and cladding in timber boarding with corrugated sheet roof on slim trusses and natural ventilation roof cowls. The building is considered of neutral interest architectural and historically and its location appears arbitrary and functional. Its demolition will have a neutral impact on setting of adjoining listed buildings and curtilage listed Cart Shed.

The removal of the Dairy Building will enable the layout of the vehicle access and car parking of the Cart Shed Conversion. To the front right corner end of the Cart Shed and a garden area to the front and adjoining the east gable. 

A Septic Tank is to be introduced to the garden area to the front adjoining the boundary to the neighbouring field to the south. No detail of garden boundary treatments are provided and will be needed through condition or with other amendments. 

The area of parking identified on the site plan for a proposed Granary Building conversion are located as part of the former Dairy Buildings and therefore are included in the application site.
 
Historic England guidance of Adapting Traditional Farm Buildings advises:

The historic pattern of openings is related to the function of the building over time and often makes a fundamental contribution to its mass and character. 

Maximising the use of these existing openings by planning internal spaces around them and limiting the formation of new ones will help retain character.

Where new openings are added or new windows inserted within existing door openings, great care needs to be given to their placing and design. In many cases it is probably best to follow existing patterns on the building or other similar farm buildings. 

New openings can also be expressed in a modern semi-industrial way without resorting to making them appear ‘historic’. 

Any new opening in a masonry structure will also involve careful design of its lintel and sill. 

Full glazing can alter the scale of the building and can give too much prominence to the opening.

New doors and windows will inevitably be required for habitable accommodation but standard ‘off the peg’ joinery will never look substantial enough for buildings characterised by large robust frame sections. New hardwood joinery that matches the timber species used in the original building will help blend new and existing work.

On Subdivision the guidance it advises ‘It is particularly important to retain the open aspect of barn interiors’ and ‘Where a degree of subdivision is possible it needs to respect the original structural division whether these are defined by cross walls framed partitions or masonry nibs’

On internal finishes it comments ‘The walls are often rough and unplasterd and floors of bricks stone flags or setts’ ….’However this may conflict with the need to thermally upgrade the structure’

Reflecting on the guidance and reviewing the proposals. The insertion of a timber mullion frame to the Cart Shed open bays behind the timber posts is an understandable architectural approach but as experienced the existing stable barns have reduced the impact of the division by setting the current stable doors and cladding further back about 1 m allowing shadow and with mostly solid timber boarded elevation rather than glazing to reduce impact. 
The existing set back approach assists in reducing the visual impact on the otherwise open bay elevation while the proposed stud wall has an excessive extent of glazing as proposed that alters the scale and appearance of the building giving too much prominence to the inserted stud wall in the open elevation. 

I am concerned that as proposed the proportion of glazing is excessive to this elevation and a more subtle, reduced mix of timber boarding and glazing or setting the stud elevation further into the plan would improve the design. As proposed it is considered to be harmful to the character and significance of the Cart Sheds external appearance and setting f neighbouring listed buildings.

The other issues relate to the internal experience and in particular the issues of subdivision ‘It is particularly important to retain the open aspect of barn interiors’ and ‘Where a degree of subdivision is possible it needs to respect the original structural division whether these are defined by cross walls framed partitions or masonry nibs’

The proposal sets the circulation passage to the rear of the plan but the subdivision of the room plans should follow the existing bay subdivision even if this means that loss of the additional study room. This is harmful to the simple bays which form an integral part of the significance of the Cart Shed and need to be addressed.

On internal finishes it comments ‘The walls are often rough and unplasterd and floors of bricks stone flags or setts’ ….’However this may conflict with the need to thermally upgrade the structure’

The proposals would create an internal envelope that is overtly modern and hard made up of plasterboard and skim finish. While I understand there is the balance with thermal upgrade at least one wall at 450 mm thick can be left exposed stone and repointed in lime mortar externally and internally with lime wash finish. I suggest the east gable wall in the kitchen living room should be left exposed.

Other walls can be plastered with insulated lime plaster to improve thermal performance with lime wash finish. An alternative to plasterboard is to timber cladding to the internal stud work for the insulation. This softens the visual and acoustic impact of plasterboard. The requirement to achieve full compliance with Part L is not necessary with listed buildings and respecting and preserving internal character and significance is the defining factor.

These changes are necessary for the proposed conversion responds appropriately to significance and provides a fabric first approach to thermal improvement and to accord more closely with the Historic England guidance on Adapting Traditional Farm Buildings.


Summary: The NPPF confirms 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 (and the more important the asset, the greater the weight should be). It makes clear that any harm to a designated heritage asset requires clear and convincing justification. 

The following elements of the proposed conversion are harmful to the character and significance of the Cart Shed simple rural Farm Building and need to be amended to better accord with Historic England guidance on Adapting Traditional Farm Buildings.

· I am concerned that as proposed the proportion of glazing to the new stud front (south) elevation is excessive and a reduced mix of the ratio of timber boarding and glazing or setting the stud elevation further into the plan would improve this element of the design. As proposed it is harmful to the character and significance of the Cart Sheds external appearance and setting of neighbouring listed buildings and needs careful revision.
· The subdivision of the room plans should follow the existing bay subdivision even if this means that loss of the additional study room. The proposal is harmful to the simple bays form which is an integral part of the significance of the Cart Shed. This element needs to be revised.

· The proposals would create an internal envelope that is overtly modern and hard made up of plasterboard and skim finish. While I understand there is the balance with thermal upgrade at least one wall at 450 mm thick can be left exposed stone and repointed in lime mortar externally and internally with lime wash finish. I suggest the east gable wall in the kitchen living room should be left exposed.

· Other walls can be plastered with insulated lime plaster to improve thermal performance with lime wash finish. An alternative to plasterboard is to timber cladding to the internal stud work for the insulation. This softens the visual and acoustic impact of plasterboard. The requirement to achieve full compliance with Part L is not necessary with listed buildings and respecting and preserving internal character and significance is the defining factor.



Following the above revisions to the scheme detail may be needed by condition including window and doors and boundary /landscape treatments. 



