Application No. APP/12/00761(LBC)
Address:  St Michaels Convent, 354 London Rd, Waterlooville PO7 7SS

COMMENTS:
This site has been the subject of on going discussions. Firstly to generate a set of  “agreed principles of development”, and more latterly input into the gestation of the current proposals. My comments here relate to the alteration and adaptation of the Convent to housing and related alterations to the Church. Comments on the proposed ‘new build’ housing development, its design and impact on the setting of the listed buildings – Church & Convent.

Is covered in my response to APP/12./00760.

ISSUES
External

· Removal of curtilage buildings.

The removal of the curtilage buildings is in accord with the development guidelines and strikes an appropriate balance by retaining the most significant heritage assets, while freeing up land for sensitive development. 

· Demolition of part of the Convent Building 

The removal of the appendages to the Convent building, as shown, is acceptable. Some are more obvious candidates than others. For example, the loss of the unsuccessful discordant c.1965 addition is clearly welcome. The eastern appendages have architectural value but their loss is justified through the overall benefit it accrues to the overall design.   

· Reparation of scared elevations.
Convent  

a) The proposals as set out on dwg. Nos. PP1144/195-02, /03 & 04 are largely as previously discussed, apart from the  proposals for the north-east elevation. At pre-app I questioned the use of render. I accept the earlier photo shows this as a rendered elevation. The past should inform but not necessarily dictate the future solution. The original rendered façade is almost certain to be a financially rather than architecturally driven solution. In the new setting for the building this elevation will be far more prominent. The treatment of this elevation requires reconsideration. Apart from the render, it is not fully resolved architecturally. The termination of the plinth is driven too much by the 1960’s extension and is awkward. The dormer addition is also very heavy for the amount of roofspace. No objection to a dormer in this position but it needs to be of more modest scale. A dormer was discussed at pre-app. Principle ageed subject to detail. 
b) At a more detailed level, changes are intended to the fenestration – dwg.no PP1144/195-02 but are not articulated in a drawn form. The existing and proposed N.E elevation is the same in this regard. Whereas the large scale detail could be conditioned it is essential at this stage to agree the principle. The drawing needs to be revised accordingly. 
c) The reworking of the south-west elevation follows the principles discussed. The chosen prominent location for the bin stores (dwg.no PP1144/195-01) is unfortunate. Is there not an opportunity to re-site in a less conspicuous position? 

Church

d) Reparation of scared elevation satisfactory. This needs to be conditioned to be undertaken as part of the development of the site. It is likely the building 
e) Concern that use of this building as yet unresolved.

INTERNAL

Internal sub-division

· I have accepted from the outset that to find an acceptable long term use, residential being the obvious candidate, requires some radical re-planning in some areas. For example the dormitory accommodation with central spine corridor on the attic floor requires the floor plan to be effectively wiped out. I am satisfied this is justified and can be accommodated given the buildings robust structure.  The re-planning has been worked around retaining the present external appearance which is appropriate. 
· The Heritage statement contains a catalogue of the existing fireplaces and doors. This is satisfactory so far as it goes, but needs to be translated into actual proposals. Unless locations are identified to re-use doors it will never happen. Need to tie down re-used and new doors in application. 

· Sound/noise Insulation & fire separation.  This was raised at pre-app stage. I can not see any details provided. At this stage I am looking to agree the approach. A sectional detail showing the intended approach would be satisfactory with the details conditioned.

· Fire screen detail. This is the attractive ground floor door screen. I was expecting a more embellished set of proposals/drawings to cover this element of the work. 

· Retention of windows – thermal upgrading. Welcome the proposal to retain the existing windows which is what I would require. I do not want this to unravel later at a more detailed stage. Some explanation of the thermal improvements to be made in mitigation needed.  

OTHER

· Use of Church Building. Lack of identifiable new use is a concern. It is possible that this building will be sold on once a permission/consent for the overall development is obtained. The reparation of the scared elevation needs to be tied into the overall development. I advise  the repair of the scared elevation be required to be completed prior to the occupation of any part of the permitted residential development.

Summary
Overall the scheme is heading in the right direction. There are nevertheless key issues that need to be resolved prior to being in a position to grant listed building consent. I will be in a better position to advise on conditions then. At this stage, the following seem the most pertinent.

a) Tie repair of severed church elevation to be completed prior to the occupation of any of the new dwellings.

b) Materials

c) Window and door details.

d) Rooflights

e) Meter boxes & flues

f) Fire separation.

g) Detailed proposals for decorative ground floor door screen.

John Townsend

Conservation Consultant

28/09/12
