




































































 

 

  





Policy 41 – Parking
Policy 42 – Inclusive Communities
Policy 43 - Community Facilities, Leisure and Recreation

Henfield Neighbourhood Plan (HNP) 2017 - 2031:
Policy 12 - Design Standards for New Development 

Consultations

Conservation Officer:
“The brick barn with integrated pig pen is not a particularly old or exciting building but does 
represent a type of rural building that reflects the needs of a smallholding in the nineteenth 
century. The size and form of this type of building has resulted in very many being repurposed, 
altered or demolished such that they are not a common surviving building type especially with the 
integrated pig pen. For this reason I fully support a proposal for a more intensive use that will 
ensure the building is preserved and that its historic relationship with Harwoods is reinforced. 

The proposal to convert the building to ancillary residential use is agreeable in principle on the 
condition the detailing and fenestration can be managed to maintain a character of a converted 
rural building. The drawings submitted as part of this pre-app. enquiry show a more domestic 
character to the conversion. I suggested some changes during our site meeting to ensure a less 
formal and regular appearance to the fenestration. In terms of details I am supportive of the 
proposal to reuse the historic floor tiles for an external recreation area. Any application should 
include detail drawings to show how insulation will be installed without impacting the traditional 
roof and wall junctions”. 

Conservation were also asked to comment in regard to a cumulative impact if the extant 
permission was fully implemented as well as the proposed annexe: 

“I’m satisfied that if the cottage extension was built, the conversion of the outbuilding wouldn’t 
result in cumulative overdevelopment. This would not result in harm to the special interest of the 
listed building and its setting”

ASSESSMENT

Principle of Development

Policy 26 of the HDPF requires development in the countryside be of a scale that is appropriate to 
its countryside character and location and not lead, either individually or cumulatively, to a 
significant increase in the overall level of activity in the countryside. It also needs to be essential to 
its countryside location and to meet one of the following criteria:

 Support the needs of agriculture or forestry;
 Enable the extraction of minerals or the disposal of waste;
 Provide for quiet informal recreational use; or
 Enable the sustainable development of rural areas.

Policy 28 of the HDPF relates to house extensions and outbuildings in the countryside, stating that 
ancillary accommodation and garaging must demonstrate that the need for additional space 
cannot be met from an existing dwelling or buildings suitable of conversion on the site, with new 
outbuildings sited to have regard to the dwelling they serve and be grouped with the house.  The 
policy also states that the use of ancillary accommodation as a separate dwelling will not be 
supported

The development site, a curtilage listed barn, is located south east of the Harwoods, spaced 
around 20m from the principle dwelling. As noted within the planning statement, additional 



accommodation could still be optioned via the extant permissions at the site. Policy 28 states that 
“ancillary accommodation and garaging must demonstrate that the need for additional space 
cannot be met from an existing dwelling…”. The extant permission would seemingly allow for 
additional space to be implemented at the dwellinghouse without the need to further develop the 
existing site. However, the planning statement commented that it wished to retain the current 
stature of Harwood as not to dilute the historical significance of the dwelling and wished to use the 
barn instead to allow for additional accommodation. 

In principle, no objection is raised with the premise of converted the building into ancillary 
accommodation. However, the building is not closely linked or clustered with the main dwelling, 
therefore there may be risk that the building could be established as an independent residential 
unit in future. Whilst this could be controlled by way of condition, prophylactic measures should be 
taken to avoid any potential risk- this would include maintaining the scale of the building as is (i.e. 
not extending it) to ensure that a level of dependence is maintained to the main dwelling, as 
extending the building would bestow greater independence to the ancillary building. 

Design and Appearance

Policies 32 and 33 of the HDPF seek to ensure that development promotes a high standard and 
quality of design in order to enhance and protect locally distinctive characters. The policies also 
seek to ensure that the scale, massing and appearance of development relates sympathetically 
with the built surroundings, landscape, open spaces and routes within and adjoining the site, 
including any impact on the skyline and important views.

Policy 12 of the HNP advocates for new development be of sound design and reflective of the 
character of the area. It aims to protect against inappropriate development by ensuring the design, 
scale, layout and massing of development is appropriate to the immediate area. The policy also 
states that the proposals should preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the Henfield 
Conservation Area and preserves its setting and any adjacent listed buildings.

The existing curtilage listed barn is to be extended to the south which is of a slight inset and set 
down design in comparison to the existing structure. This extension would be 4.5m in height, 4.4m 
in width and 6.5m in depth. The extension itself is primarily masonry to adjoin to the existing barns 
material choice. Alterations are made to the existing north elevation by way of new fenestration. To 
the south, additional door and window is provided with owl box affixed to the gable end. The gable 
end itself is also finished in hanging tile above the ground floor window. The existing western 
elevation is neatened with new timber boarding, new window and concealed jib door. The 
extension adds an additional window to this elevation. On the opposing side, three French doors 
are positioned on the existing barn with another additional window to the extension. A log burner 
flue is also incorporated on to the roof profile. It would be thought that the works neaten the 
existing dilapidated state of the barn with the new extension on the whole considered to neatly 
adjoin the barn.

As above, it is advised that if a conversion of the building is pursued, it should not be extended in 
order to maintain a level of dependence on the main dwelling. Furthermore, the overall footprint of 
the proposed layout would compete with that of the main dwelling- as such, maintaining its current 
form would be more inline with the principle of Policy 28 (in terms of the building remaining 
commensurate to the dwelling it serves). 

In addition, it is thought that the three French doors clutter the side profile of the barn. It would be 
suggested that this revised to two to lessen the visual impact in their current guise. Further options 
were considered on site including an option for a smaller door and implementing an asymmetrical 
design to provide visual interest to the side profile and lessen its domestic appearance. Though it 
cannot be guaranteed that by implementing these changes that planning permission would be 
granted, these amendments would likely make the design of the proposal more acceptable and 
therefore more likely to attain planning permission. The Council would also comment in trying to 



retain a functional and observable relationship between the annexe and the principal building. This 
is to ensure that the proposed does not have the ability to splinter easily from the principle dwelling 
and function as an independent dwellinghouse which would be resisted. 

Heritage Impacts

Section 16, Paragraph 208 of the NPPF (2024) states that “the local planning authority should 
identify and assess the particular significance of any heritage asset that may be affected by a 
proposal (including by development affecting the setting of a heritage asset) taking account of the 
available evidence and any necessary expertise”. Paragraph 213 adds that “[a]ny 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.

Policy 34 of the HDPF seeks to conserve, sustain and protect the cultural and heritage assets that 
are within the district. It ensures that development within conservation areas is consistent with the 
special character of buildings and areas of which they are located within. Areas and buildings that 
fall under conservation, Listed Building designations or are approximate to them will be protected 
from inappropriate development which will harm the character and setting of the area / building.

In line with the Conservation Officer, it would be considered that “a more intensive use that will 
ensure the building is preserved and that its historic relationship with Harwoods is reinforced”. The 
proposal will allow for the repurposing of the barn which preserves a historic building related to 
Harwoods to survive and further solidify the historic integrity of the site. As discussed earlier, the 
theoretical implementation of the additional works under previous permissions, coupled with this 
proposal is not thought to lead to a cumulative impact of overdevelopment nor affect the special 
status of the principle Listed Building. It would be considered at this stage, the proposal would 
meet the policies above. 

Neighbouring Amenity

In respect of neighbouring amenity, it is acknowledged that the proposal would not appear to have 
any detrimental impact. This is as annexe would be located a sufficient distance from neighbouring 
dwellings. This alleviates any overbearing, overlooking, overshadowing concerns and thus 
negates potential privacy issues. In respect of ancillary accommodation intensifying the usage of 
the area, it is considered that the annexe would be ancillary to the main dwelling and not create a 
level of occupation which would harm the neighbouring amenity.

Highways Impacts

Policies 40 and 41 of the HDPF promote development that provides safe and adequate access, 
suitable for all users.

The Local Highway Authority (LHA) operate their own pre-application advice service further details 
of which can be found through the following link:

https://www.westsussex.gov.uk/roads-and-travel/information-for-developers/pre-applicationadvice-
for-roads-and-transport/

This may be useful to understand the impact the proposal may have on an intensified use of the 
existing access, as well sustainable transport assessments, and any additional parking 
requirements, as HDC is not able to fully assess the impact that the development may have on 
highway and its use. 

Other Considerations





COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY (CIL)

Horsham District Council implemented a Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Charging Schedule 
on 1st October 2017.

The Community Infrastructure Levy is a charge placed on new development.  The funds raised will 
help to pay for a wide range of infrastructure to support development across Horsham District.

Most new development which creates net additional floorspace of 100m² or more, or creates a 
new dwelling, (including permitted development), is potentially liable for the levy.

How does it affect you?

Applications for CIL liable development which are determined on or after 1st October 2017 are 
required to pay the Community Infrastructure Levy (unless the development qualifies for relief or 
exemption).

Further information and the rates charged by Horsham District Council are set out in the CIL 
Charging Schedule which can be viewed online at www.horsham.gov.uk/planning/apply/cil

General Consent e.g. Permitted Development

Developments which are permitted by way of a general consent (such as permitted development) 
may still be liable to pay the Community Infrastructure Levy if they meet the above criteria.

In these circumstances, you must submit a Notice of Chargeable Development (CIL form 5), notify 
us of the person who will assume liability to pay the CIL and make any applications for relief or 
exemption, before the development is commenced.
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Hi Kathryn, 
  
I am well, I trust you are too? Thanks for your email and I’m sorry that I didn’t get back to you at the start of the 
year! The report was modified slightly when it came to sign off. I believe we are happy with the scheme itself 
but the authorising officer just wanted to retain the simple structure. The premise I believe is acceptable but a 
reduction to the length would need to occur so it doesn’t look so long and thus the cumulative effect wouldn’t 
read as its own planning unit. I think this would work and together with the changes to fenestration would 
create a proposal that should be successful.  
  
Let me know what you’re thinking and we’ll go from there 
 
Again my apologies for the delay in response 
 
Best 
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I hope you are well and enjoying this lovely sunshine we are having.   
  
I would very much appreciate it if you would respond to my email sent to you on 15th January please.  See 
below.   
  
I look forward to hearing from you as we need to find a way forward for this building.   
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We would also request that in reviewing the extension proposal, it is recognised that the barn has an 
existing lean-to extension on the southern end (which would be removed) and there was a lean-to 
extension on the eastern side of the barn, for which the footprint still exists.  We would hope that this 
factor would also help to support the modest extension on the southern end.    

The Applicant is also conscious of the economics of the project in their intention to make good and 
sustainably use an existing building of merit.  Given the funds required for this project, it becomes 
unviable unless it can provide the accommodation needed by the Applicants. 

Paragraph 210 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.”  

At national level, there is policy support to put heritage assets to viable uses consistent with their 
conservation. From reviewing Sean’s Conservation comments, there appears to be support for the 
conversion of the barn with extension to ancillary residential use.  

Policy 34 (Heritage Assets) seeks to secure the viable and sustainable future of heritage assets 
through continued preservation by uses that are consistent with the significance of the heritage 
asset.  

Sean Rix, your Conservation Officer has stated that “The size and form of this type of building has 
resulted in very many being repurposed, altered or demolished such that they are not a common surviving 
building type especially with the integrated pig pen. For this reason, I fully support a proposal for a more 
intensive use that will ensure the building is preserved and that its historic relationship with Harwoods is 
reinforced.”  

This should carry significant weight in the planning balance as without a modest extension to this 
barn, it potentially makes this proposal unviable, and the barn would remain as is.  

The Applicant is agreeable to changing the detailing and fenestration to maintain the character of a 
converted rural building. A less formal and regular appearance to the fenestration can be adopted as 
agreed on site.  

As you point out within the Pre-Application response, “The proposal will allow for the repurposing of the 
barn which preserves a historic building related to Harwoods to survive and further solidify the historic 
integrity of the site.”  

The Applicant very much supports and wants to fulfil a heritage-based approach to the listed building 
and its curtilage and continues to see the repurposing of the barn into viable ancillary 
accommodation as preferable to an extension to the listed house.  In terms of Policy 34 and a 
heritage-based approach, it seems logical that an extension to the non-listed barn rather than an 
extension to the listed house would be preferred from a heritage point of view.  
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I am unable to comment on planning issues or answer questions of planning policy. I will continue to support 
the reuse of the historic building to ensure its conservation. 
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I hope you are well and enjoying this lovely sunshine we are having.   
  
I would very much appreciate it if you would respond to my email sent to you on 15th January please.  See 
below.   
  
I look forward to hearing from you as we need to find a way forward for this building.   
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The Applicant is also conscious of the economics of the project in their intention to make good and 
sustainably use an existing building of merit.  Given the funds required for this project, it becomes 
unviable unless it can provide the accommodation needed by the Applicants. 

Paragraph 210 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.”  

At national level, there is policy support to put heritage assets to viable uses consistent with their 
conservation. From reviewing Sean’s Conservation comments, there appears to be support for the 
conversion of the barn with extension to ancillary residential use.  

Policy 34 (Heritage Assets) seeks to secure the viable and sustainable future of heritage assets 
through continued preservation by uses that are consistent with the significance of the heritage 
asset.  

Sean Rix, your Conservation Officer has stated that “The size and form of this type of building has 
resulted in very many being repurposed, altered or demolished such that they are not a common surviving 
building type especially with the integrated pig pen. For this reason, I fully support a proposal for a more 
intensive use that will ensure the building is preserved and that its historic relationship with Harwoods is 
reinforced.”  

This should carry significant weight in the planning balance as without a modest extension to this 
barn, it potentially makes this proposal unviable, and the barn would remain as is.  

The Applicant is agreeable to changing the detailing and fenestration to maintain the character of a 
converted rural building. A less formal and regular appearance to the fenestration can be adopted as 
agreed on site.  

As you point out within the Pre-Application response, “The proposal will allow for the repurposing of the 
barn which preserves a historic building related to Harwoods to survive and further solidify the historic 
integrity of the site.”  

The Applicant very much supports and wants to fulfil a heritage-based approach to the listed building 
and its curtilage and continues to see the repurposing of the barn into viable ancillary 
accommodation as preferable to an extension to the listed house.  In terms of Policy 34 and a 
heritage-based approach, it seems logical that an extension to the non-listed barn rather than an 
extension to the listed house would be preferred from a heritage point of view.  

We would really like to work with you to find a solution which is financially viable, works for the 
Applicant as well as preserving an historic building in its setting for future generations while also 
meeting planning policy.  






