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4.7  - SE/12/00571/LBCALT Date expired 27 April 2012 

PROPOSAL: Replace existing single glazed windows with white 

painted wooden double glazed windows. 

LOCATION: 10 St Ediths Road, Kemsing  TN15 6PT   

WARD(S): Kemsing 

ITEM FOR DECISION 

This application was originally reported to the Development Control Committee on 24 May 

2012.  It was called to Committee by Councillor Stack as she believes the weight being 

given to the justification for doing the work is inappropriate and therefore disagrees with 

the recommendation.  The application was deferred so that further information could be 

submitted by the applicant regarding the need to replace the windows. 

RECOMMENDATION: That listed building consent be REFUSED for the following reasons:- 

The Local Planning Authority is not satisfied the need for the replacement windows has 

been demonstrated to be appropriate for the listed building as supported by the National 

Planning Policy Framework. 

Introduction 

1 This application was deferred from the May Committee (Appendix A – previous 

report) for the submission of a conditions survey of the windows to be replaced by 

the applicant.  This report has now been received and the report is attached in 

Appendix B for Members’ information. 

Comments from SDC Conservation Officer on Report from Gulliver Timber 

2 It is interesting to note that the company does not actually make any 

recommendations on individual windows.  The majority of the windows appear to 

have wet rot, whilst the remaining sashes are swollen.  This is in part consistent 

with my own conclusions. 

3 No indication is given as to whether these windows can be repaired, as all 

conservation guidance and principles advise, but the report concludes with a 

‘catch all‘ phrase about an assumed desire for uniformity not supported by any 

rational argument. This demonstrates, in my view, a lack of understanding or 

knowledge of conservation principles.   

4 Many listed buildings have been extended over the centuries, resulting in 

elements of different eras, styles and details, including windows. These become 

part of the history and evolution of the building and to make alterations 

introducing uniformity both loses historic fabric and damages the overall 

character. Thus uniformity is neither required nor desirable. 

5 If only one window in a listed building needs to be replaced because it is beyond 

repair then this is not an argument for condemning all the windows in that 
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building. Perfectly sound or readily repaired timber frames should not be 

discarded for the sake of installing new material. This is not sustainable on any 

reasonable terms or as required by the NPPF (especially paragraphs 132 and 

133), EH Conservation Principles (paragraph 149 in particular) or the Practice 

Guide to PPS5. Paragraph 179 of the latter document for example states: 

6 ‘The fabric will always be an important part of the asset’s significance. Retention 

of as much historic fabric as possible is therefore a fundamental part of any good 

alteration or conversion, together with the use of appropriate materials and 

methods of repair. It is not appropriate to sacrifice old work simply to 

accommodate the new.’      

7 There would be no public benefit resulting from the works proposed and indeed 

considerable historic fabric would be lost and the overall character of the listed 

building damaged. My recommendation for refusal of consent therefore stands. 

Officer’s further appraisal 

8 As set out in paragraph 23 of the previous committee report there needs to be a 

clear and convincing justification for the replacement of the historic fabric of a 

designated heritage asset.  

9 The applicant has submitted a report from Gulliver’s, who are a timber treatment 

specialist.  The report does not deal with the windows individually but has 

grouped them by their rooms.  Therefore it is not apparent to the individual 

condition of each and every window.  It implies that the condition of every window 

in each room is the same.   

10 The report does not discuss any possibility of repairing the windows, just simply 

referring to the need to replace the windows.  The report does make reference to 

“all the single windows are liable to condensation, which in turn will cause further 

decay”.  This seems to imply that single glazed windows are fundamentally flawed 

and need to be replaced rather than repaired. Single glazed windows are entirely 

appropriate and form part of the key characteristics of many many Listed 

Buildings.   

11 The report has essentially been produced by a timber treatment specialist, rather 

a historic building specialist, as the possibility of repairs these historic windows 

have been disregarded.    

12 The Gulliver’s report concludes that there are two reasons why it is felt all the 

windows should be replaced are put forward; 

13 The first reason stated is the improved energy efficiency of the dwelling.  This was 

discussed in paragraphs 31-33 and paragraph 40 of the previous report. It was 

concluded that little weight could be given to this as other options to improve the 

energy efficiency of the property had not been fully explored. These options were 

outlined in paragraph 38 of the previous report, such as secondary glazing.  The 

applicant has not advanced any additional information to support their position in 

this respect.   

14 The second reason submitted by the applicant, is that replacing all the windows 

will keep a uniform appearance on the building.  However there is no requirement 

for uniformity under any conservation, listed buildings or historic building policies.  

The reason why many properties are listed is in part due to their individual, 
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special and unique appearance, which again comes in part as to how they have 

evolved over time.  So whilst practically this may seem the obvious solution to 

provide a uniform set of windows all existing at the time, this runs contrary to how 

many Listed Buildings have evolved over time, including this property.  

15 Members now have a survey report of the condition of the windows in question, 

which shows that these windows are suffering from wet rot and/or are swollen.  

No assessment has been made that the windows can not be repaired and 

therefore this proposal will result in partial loss of this heritage asset through the 

loss of windows which are specifically referred to in the list description of this 

property in paragraph 3 of my original report.  In particular I draw Members 

attention to paragraph 35 of my original report which deals with repairs guidance.  

The applicant has not submitted any further justification or evidence in support of 

case beyond that of the Gulliver’s report  

Conclusion 

16 In light of my original report and the above considerations, my recommendation 

remains unchanged.  Therefore Listed Building Consent application should be 

refused.  

Background Papers 

Site Plan 

Contact Officer(s): Deborah Miles  Extension: 7360 

Kristen Paterson 

Community and Planning Services Director 

Link to application details: 

http://pa.sevenoaks.gov.uk/online-

applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=M0KMGGBK0CR00  

Link to associated documents: 

http://pa.sevenoaks.gov.uk/online-

applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=M0KMGGBK0CR00 
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APPENDIX A 
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APPENDIX B 
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