
S/3626/19/LB Replacement of the existing single glazed softwood 
windows with double glazed units in the original openings 
 

Request for call-in 
I am requesting that this application be called into committee to decide if planning approval can be 
granted on the basis of the application as filed. The application is being requested for call-in on the 
basis of its significance in terms both of our policies and the systems in place for the balanced 
interpretation of our policies in their contribution to determination. 

• Conservation officer may make a poorly argued case which can remain unchallenged by the 
case officer or other expert. 

• Conservation officer may fail to give appropriate weight to public benefit (for example, 
climate change mitigation) balanced against ‘less than substantial harm’ and which goes 
unchallenged, either by the case officer or by other expert, for example a sustainability 
expert. 

• Conservation officer may give a classification within ‘less than substantial harm’ (low, 
moderate or significant) without a reasoned argument and this can go unchallenged by the 
case officer. 

• Conservation officer may cite Local Plan, NPPF or Planning (Listed Buildings and 
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 policies without demonstrating the relevance to an 
application, or conversely fail to cite policies which are relevant and this can go 
unchallenged by the case officer. 

I understand that Emma Davies, as sustainability expert, will assist in determining the call-in and in 
advising the Committee, should the application be called-in. 

 

Background to the case 
Streetly End Farmhouse, as can be seen in the Design and Access Statement and the photos included 
there, is a Grade 2 Listed building that incorporates many additions and non-original features. For 
example, the windows are not original and a catslide dormer window was added approved 22 May 
2015. Ref S/0808/15/FL. The pantile rear extension was added quite recently and dates from the 
1950’s. The building is covered in impervious Portland cement-based render, where this timber 
frame structure demands a lime-based mortar to function correctly and for its long-term 
preservation. The conservation officer (erroneously, it turns out) speculates in her report that the 
non-original windows were likely present at the time of listing, but in fact date from shortly after 
listing. The catslide dormer incorporates 24mm double glazed units. Many of the remaining windows 
in similar style are rotten and in need of replacement.  Note from the photos that the catslide 
dormer window achieves an extremely good match to the (albeit non-original) rotting single glazed 
windows. The object of the current application is to have all remaining single glazed windows, 
replaced with matching 24mm double glazed units, combining upkeep of the heritage asset with 
improved thermal performance. 

 



Commentary on Heritage Officer’s Report 
Referring to the conservation officer’s report, the first four paragraphs concern themselves with 
arguing that S/0808/15/FL did not approve 24mm double glazing for the catslide window. But this 
question is not material to the current application which must be argued on its own merits. Moving 
to the fifth paragraph (copied below) it firstly speculates (erroneously, as it turns out) that the 
existing rotting windows may have been present at the time of listing. Secondly it effectively notes 
that the double-glazed units proposed in the current application, match the specification of the 
existing catslide window.  Thirdly it describes a solution the conservation officer opines would be 
acceptable. Thus there is little in the way of reasoned argument to illuminate a decision. 

‘From the photographs and pending a site visit it would appear that the current windows are not original and may have 
been in place at the time of listing. It is noted that joinery elevation and sectional drawings have been submitted with the 
application at a scale of 1:5 but based on 24mm double glazed units. Any replacement windows should incorporate slim 
profile double glazing (6/4/6 mm giving a total thickness of 16mm) and to achieve an authentic appearance glazing bars 
should be integral rather than glued to the face of the glass with perimeter spacer bars coloured to match the joinery. The 
paint finish and method of application should be specified.’ 

In common with many properties in South Cambs, it appears that modifications were allowed in a 
grace period after listing. In this context, the existing single glazed units no more represent 
something that received planning approval post-listing than does the double glazing in the cat-slide 
dormer. By far the most significant change, common to both (were the catslide itself original), would 
be the loss of cast glass and the vibrancy it adds. When this was replaced with float glass, it was 
indeed a loss of historic character. Replacement with float-glass, whether single or double glazed is 
the dominant change here since it overlays a legible and distracting reflection (see Appendix 2). Thus 
concerns over a slightly larger offsetting of a parallax image are only meaningful in a context where 
original glazing has already been lost, compared to which the slight difference in parallax is a minor 
detail. It is because the primary legible reflection is so dominant that there is no noticeable 
difference between the single and 24mm double-glazed units currently installed, as the file photos 
show. It is notable that elsewhere in South Cambs (for example, Ivy Lodge in Great Abington) there 
are fine examples of original double-hung sashes, and these historic windows create a different 
effect again, with larger parallax, but nevertheless are examples of double-glazing. (see photos, 
Appendix 3) 

The conservation officer’s reference to glazing bars being ‘glued-on’ may create an unnecessarily 
pejorative impression and it is important to note that the wooden glazing bars proposed are to be 
bonded using a technical adhesive designed to match the service life of the units (see photos, 
Appendix 2). 

The report then concludes as follows: 

Taking the above into account, I consider that the proposal will adversely affect the character of the 
Listed Building. 

The proposals will not comply with Local Plan policy NH/14 

 With reference to the NPPF and the effect on the significance of the heritage asset, paragraphs 
189,193 & 196 would apply. 

Within the broad category “less than substantial harm”, the extent of the harm is considered to be 
moderate. 

Thus, in opening the concluding statement, that to which ‘Taking the above into account’ refers (i.e. 
paragraphs 1-5) provides no reasoned argument which would inform whether an appropriate 



solution might or might not be possible using 24mm double glazed units, except that it offers an 
opinion. Regrettably therefore, the remainder of the concluding statement (I consider that the 
proposal will adversely affect the character of the Listed Building) does not have the benefit of 
resting on the supporting material arguments which might alternately have been provided in the 
opening paragraphs; rather, it remains a statement of opinion, albeit the opinion of a conservation 
officer. 

The report then moves on to cite policy statements from the NPPF and Local Plan 

The proposals will not comply with Local Plan policy NH/14 

To the extent that the wording of NH/14 reads onto the current application (NH/14 primarily 
concerns itself with development proposals), the current application, in replacing rotten windows, 
does sustain, though it does not attempt to enhance. No arguments are provided to support the 
assertion that the application ‘will not comply’ and there is nothing in the wording of NH/14 with 
which the current application would clearly conflict. 

With reference to the NPPF and the effect on the significance of the heritage asset, paragraphs 
189,193 & 196 would apply. 

I note that that the conservation officer does not state whether or not the above paragraphs 
support or detract from the application, but would make the following observations: 

189. 

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. 

As applicant has clarified in his letter on file of 20th Jan 2020, contrary to speculation from the 
conservation officer, the existing windows were fitted after listing. Thus the application deals with 
reversible maintenance of the listed structure by replacing rotting elements that are neither original 
nor were part of the heritage asset at the time of listing. The listed structure is also removed from 
any other heritage assets and therefore, neither does it contribute to, nor does it derive significance 
from its setting. 

193. 

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. 

I note that the qualification (in parentheses) contained in this NPPF guidance could alternately be 
stated as ‘(and the less important the asset, the lesser the weight should be)’. Here we are 
considering a farmhouse, set back from public space, away from public view or other heritage assets 
of a listed farmhouse, already substantially altered within recent history. Notwithstanding this, no 
supporting argument is provided for the conservation officer’s assertion that within the category 
‘less than substantial harm’ that this is ‘moderate’. Indeed ‘low’ is arguably an appropriate 
classification based upon reversibility, low significance to setting and the fact that this maintenance 
concerns fabric that is neither historic nor part of the asset when listed. 



196. 

196. 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. 

As noted above, this paragraph is cited by the conservation officer, apparently without prejudice, as 
an informative. But if this paragraph is taken as supporting non-approval of the current application, 
set against degree of harm and the significance of the asset, then this can only be by assigning a low 
public benefit to the enhancement of energy performance and consequent climate change 
mitigation and it remains within the gift of the planning officers delegated power to make that 
judgement. This judgement may be made in the context of this council’s declaration of a climate 
emergency.  

Omitted: Reference to NH/15 

Whilst the conservation officer cites SCDC policy NH/14 (which appears at best tangential to the 
current application) it is regrettable that the report makes no mention of NH/15, which is directly 
applicable in its scope. 

Policy NH/15: Heritage Assets and Adapting to Climate Change 1. The retention and re-use of historic buildings and other 
heritage assets will be encouraged and supported as a sustainable resource. 2. Proposals for energy efficient and 
renewable energy measures for historic buildings which adequately safeguard their heritage significance will be permitted. 

The key operable phrase here is ‘energy efficient and renewable energy measures for historic 
buildings which adequately safeguard their heritage significance’. Since the heritage officer makes 
no reference to NH/15, it remains within the gift of the planning officer’s delegated power to make 
that safeguarding judgement. This judgement may be made in the context of this council’s 
declaration of a climate emergency. 

Discussion of request to have S/3626/19/LB referred to the Planning Committee 
This case exemplifies the balance which must struck between preserving historic environment and 
the increasingly urgent imperative to preserve the global environment, aided by improving the 
energy performance of historic buildings. By introducing a term such as ‘less that substantial harm’ 
and asking for this to be ‘weighed against public benefit’ the NPPF allows for a degree of flexibility in 
the interpretation of policy. The conservation officer’s report provides an opinion without 
supporting arguments while citing (though not interpreting) some (though notably, not all) of 
relevant policy from the NPPF and the current SCDC Local Plan, therefore citing it effectively, as an 
informative. It remains within the gift of the planning officer’s delegated power to interpret both the 
cited policy and to take into account that not cited (NH/15). Controlling emissions associated with 
heritage building stock is a matter of great importance in achieving net zero carbon by 2050. SCDC 
has declared a climate emergency and to be consistent with this, where applicable policy allows 
latitude in its interpretation, planning decisions should incline in the direction of proactively 
encouraging residents to undertake energy efficiency measures and should incline away from a 
permissive or proscriptive approach unless applicable policy explicitly demands it. This case is 
therefore widely representative of a crucially important theme in the interpretation of applicable 
policy and as such it is highly desirable that this case is heard by the Planning Committee and not 
decided under delegated powers. 

  



 

Appendix 1 - Conservation Officer Report in full 
 

Comments: S/3626/19/LB The proposal relates to replacement windows and doors in a Grade II 
listed building whose justification in the design and access statement is somewhat flawed since it is 
based on the incorrect assumption that the previous catslide window with 24mm thick double-
glazed units was approved by planning (S/0808/15/FL). 

The associated Listed Building Consent S0936/15/LB dated 28th May 2015 was conditioned at 4) 
that: 

Prior to the installation of the timber window hereby approved, joinery sections (1:5 scale) for the 
window shall be submitted for the prior written approval of the Local Planning Authority. The works 
shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details. 

Whilst a discharge of conditions application was subsequently submitted and sectional details 
approved by letter, they did not indicate or state the use of double glazed units. 

From the photographs and pending a site visit it would appear that the current windows are not 
original and may have been in place at the time of listing. It is noted that joinery elevation and 
sectional drawings have been submitted with the application at a scale of 1:5 but based on 24mm 
double glazed units. Any replacement windows should incorporate slim profile double glazing (6/4/6 
mm giving a total thickness of 16mm) and to achieve an authentic appearance glazing bars should be 
integral rather than glued to the face of the glass with perimeter spacer bars coloured to match the 
joinery. The paint finish and method of application should be specified. 

Taking the above into account, I consider that the proposal will adversely affect the character of the 
Listed Building. 

2) The proposals will not comply with Local Plan policy NH/14 With reference to the NPPF and the 
effect on the significance of the heritage asset, paragraphs 189,193 & 196 would apply.  

Within the broad category “less than substantial harm”, the extent of the harm is considered to be 
moderate.  

Conditions: N/A  

Signed Judith Shepherd Conservation Consultant 8th January 2020 

 



Appendix 2 - Photos 
Streetly End Farmhouse Windows 

Comparison of 1980s (single pane) and 2015  

(24mm) windows 

 

 
2015 Catslide window with 24mm glass 

Late 1980’s window. Single glazed  



 

2015 Catslide window 
with 24mm glass 

Late 1980’s 
window. Single 
glazed  



 

‘Stick-on’ glazing bars 

Late 1980’s window. 
Single glazed  2015 Catslide window 

with 24mm glass 



 

Appendix 3 – Photos of Victorian/Edwardian double-glazing 
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