Principal Conservation Officer – Objection 
Site
Town Brewery is a particularly prominent building in West Street with a strong characterful appearance. It is mock Tudor in appearance but has some nice detail including the jettied front, attractive brick plinth, leaded light windows and steeply pitched gables. The importance of the building is picked up in the Emsworth Conservation Area Appraisal in which is deemed to ‘particularly contribute positively towards the character of the Conservation Area’.
Policy
Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 requires planning authorities, when considering whether to grant planning permission for development which affects a Conservation Area, to have special regard to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character and appearance of that area. 
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the policies that the Council must take into account when determining planning applications. The ‘Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 2’, states at paragraph 4:  
‘The significance of a heritage asset is the sum of its archaeological, architectural, historic, and artistic interest’ and provides at paragraphs 8, 9 and 10 that in order for the Local Planning Authority to make decisions in line with legal requirements, the objectives of the development plan; and, the policy requirements of the NPPF, great importance is placed on understanding the nature, extent and level of the significance of the heritage asset.
The revised NPPF sets out in Chapter 16, the core principles relating to development affecting Heritage Assets that local planning authorities should consider in making planning decisions in the following paragraphs:
‘184. Heritage assets range from sites and buildings of local historic value to those of the highest significance, such as World Heritage Sites which are internationally recognised to be of Outstanding Universal Value. These assets are an irreplaceable resource, and should be conserved in a manner appropriate to their significance, so that they can be enjoyed for their contribution to the quality of life of existing and future generations.
189. In determining applications, local planning authorities should require an applicant to describe the significance of any heritage assets affected, including any contribution made by their setting. The level of detail should be proportionate to the assets’ importance and no more than is sufficient to understand the potential impact of the proposal on their significance. As a minimum the relevant historic environment record should have been consulted and the heritage assets assessed using appropriate expertise where necessary. Where a site on which development is proposed includes, or has the potential to include, heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning authorities should require developers to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation. 
190. Local planning authorities 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. They should take this into account when considering the impact of a proposal on a heritage asset, to avoid or minimise any conflict between the heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of the proposal. 
191. 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. 
192. 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.
Considering potential impacts 
193. 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). This is irrespective of whether any potential harm amounts to substantial harm, total loss or less than substantial harm to its significance. 
194. 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: 
a) grade II listed buildings, or grade II registered parks or gardens, should be exceptional; 
b) assets of the highest significance, notably scheduled monuments, protected wreck sites, registered battlefields, grade I and II* listed buildings, grade I and II* registered parks and gardens, and World Heritage Sites, should be wholly exceptional 
Policy CS11 of the Core Strategy states that planning permission will be granted for development that:
Protects and where appropriate enhances the borough’s statutory and non statutory heritage designations by appropriately managing development in or adjacent to conservation areas, listed buildings, scheduled ancient monuments, historic parks and gardens, archaeological sites, buildings of local historic or architectural interest.
Policy CP16 (1a) of the Core Strategy states Planning permission will be granted for development that is designed to a high standard, which helps to create places where people want to live, work and relax. All development should demonstrate that its design:
Identifies and responds positively to existing features of natural, historic or local character within or close to the proposed development site.

Policy DM20 of the Allocations Plan states that development proposals must conserve and enhance the historic assets of Havant 
Assessment 
The proposal will ultimately remove the resemblance and character of the rear elevation of the building which is not just important within the townscape but also locally. The design would harm the architectural qualities of this building and is therefore and is not acceptable.
[bookmark: _GoBack]The incongruous appearance is compounded by the contemporary design approach adopted. There is also little acknowledgement within the design of the subservient nature of the rear architectural vernacular of the existing building. I acknowledge the design is seeking to provide a modern contrast, but the resulting juxtaposition would not in my view be successful in this instance. The box shape form, windows and materials all conflict with the form and design of the building and the surrounding area. Ultimately, the development would appear as a modern intervention that fails to preserve the character or appearance of the conservation area. 
It is essential especially on a building of this quality that the detail of the design is well considered and applied. In this case the extension and demolition required to undertake the scheme does not in my opinion respect the character of the original building. 
Good design should take opportunities to improve the character and quality of a Conservation Area. There are certain fundamental principles of balance and harmony expressed in the existing design of the building which make a strong positive contribution to its local distinctiveness and which the proposed development would disrupt.
Some of the existing extensions and alterations to the rear of the application building are not in keeping with the character of the original building. However, the fact that inappropriate extensions and alterations have been erected / granted permission in the past does not justify a further degradation of the original property.
Under Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, decision makers are required to have special regard to the to have special regard to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character and appearance of that area. In exercising this duty in this case and for the reasons set out above I considerer the proposal would fail to preserve the character of the conservation area and would cause less than substantial harm.

