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1.0 Summary of Heritage Assessment

1.1 Introduction 

Donald Insall Associates was commissioned by Mr M Dent and Adrian 
James Architects in January 2020 to assist them in understanding the 
heritage significance of the site and the capacity of the building for 
enlargement and remodelling. The site is a former agricultural building, 
converted in 1976 to residential accommodation and now known as 
Meadow Larkins, Larkins Lane, Headington, Oxford.

The investigation has comprised historical research, using both archival 
and secondary material, and a site inspection. A brief illustrated history 
of the site and building, with sources of reference and bibliography, is in 
Section 2; the site survey findings are in Section 3. The investigation has 
established the significance of the site/building, which is set out in Section 
4 and summarised below. 

Historic buildings are protected by law and in planning policy; the specific 
constraints for this building are summarised below. This report has been 
drafted to inform the design of proposals for the site, by Adrian James 
Architects, so that they comply with these requirements. In due course, 
Section 5 will provide a justification of the scheme according to the 
relevant legislation, planning policy and guidance. 

1.2 The Building and its Legal Status

The building is a non-designated heritage asset that makes a positive 
contribution to the character and appearance of the Old Headington 
Conservation Area in the planning jurisdiction of the City of Oxford. It is in 
the setting of a number of listed buildings and structures, which are set out 
on the plan on Page 1 of this Report. Development in conservation areas 
or within the setting of a listed building or conservation area requires local 
authorities to assess the implications of proposals on built heritage. 

The statutory list descriptions of adjacent listed buildings are included in 
Appendix I and a summary of guidance on the conservation area provided 
by the local planning authority is in Appendix II, along with extracts from 
the relevant legislation and planning policy documents. 

The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 is 
the legislative basis for decision-making on applications that relate 
to the historic environment. Sections 66 and 72 of the Act impose 
statutory duties upon local planning authorities which, with regard to 
listed buildings, require the planning authority to have ‘special regard 
to the desirability of preserving the listed building or its setting or any 
features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses’ 
and, in respect of conservation areas, that ‘special attention shall be 
paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or 
appearance of that area’.
 
In considering applications for planning permission, local authorities are 
also required to consider the policies on the historic environment set 
out in the National Planning Policy Framework 2019. At the heart of the 

1



Framework is ‘a presumption in favour of sustainable development’ and 
there are also specific policies relating to the historic environment. The 
Framework states that heritage 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’. The Glossary to the National Planning Policy 
Framework defines a heritage asset as:

A building, monument, site, place, area or landscape identified as 
having a degree of significance meriting consideration in planning 
decisions, because of its heritage interest. It includes designated 
heritage assets and assets identified by the local planning 
authority (including local listing).

The Framework, in paragraph 189, states that:

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.

Section 4 of this report – the assessment of significance – meets this 
requirement and is based on the research and site surveys presented in 
sections 2 and 3, which are of a sufficient level of detail to understand the 
potential impact of the proposals. 

The Framework also, in paragraph 193, requires that:

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.   

In this case the designated assets in question are the conservation 
area and the nearby listed buildings. The Framework goes on to state at 
paragraph 194 that:

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.

Section 5 of this report provides this clear and convincing justification.

The Framework requires that local planning authorities categorise 
harm as either ‘substantial’ or ‘less than substantial’. Where a 
proposed development will lead to ‘substantial harm to (or total loss of 
significance of) a designated heritage asset’, the Framework states, in 
paragraph 195, that:

… local planning authorities should refuse consent, unless it can 
be demonstrated that the substantial harm or loss is necessary 
to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or 
loss, or all of the following apply: 
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a) the nature of the heritage asset prevents all reasonable uses of 
the site; and 
b) no viable use of the heritage asset itself can be found in the 
medium term through appropriate marketing that will enable its 
conservation; and 
c) conservation by grant-funding or some form of charitable or 
public ownership is demonstrably not possible; and 
d) the harm or loss is outweighed by the benefit of bringing the 
site back into use.

Where a development proposal will lead to ‘less than substantial harm’ to 
the significance of a designated heritage asset, the Framework states, in 
paragraph 196, that:

…this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the 
proposal including, where appropriate, securing its optimum viable 
use.

The Framework also requires that the effect of an application on the 
significance of ‘a non-designated heritage asset’ should be taken into 
account in determining the application. A non-designated asset is 
defined as ‘a building, monument, site, place, area or landscape identified 
as having a degree of significance meriting consideration in planning 
decisions, because of its heritage interest’, with non-designated heritage 
assets including ‘assets identified by the local planning authority ’, such 
as those added to a local list. In weighing applications that affect directly 
or indirectly non-designated heritage assets, the Framework states, in 
paragraph 197, that:

… a balanced judgement will be required having regard to the 
scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the heritage 
asset.

The Framework requires local planning authorities to look for 
opportunities for new development within conservation areas and 
within the setting of heritage assets to enhance or better reveal their 
significance. Paragraph 200 states that: 

Proposals that preserve those elements of the setting that make 
a positive contribution to the asset (or which better reveal its 
significance) should be treated favourably.

Concerning conservation areas it states, in paragraph 201, that: 

Not all elements of a Conservation Area… will necessarily 
contribute to its significance. Loss of a building (or other element) 
which makes a positive contribution to the significance of the 
Conservation Area should be treated either as substantial 
harm under paragraph 195 or less than substantial harm under 
paragraph 196, as appropriate, taking into account the relative 
significance of the element affected and its contribution to the 
significance of the Conservation Area …as a whole.

1.3 Summary Assessment of Significance 

An assessment of significance with guidance on the relative significance 
of elements of fabric and plan form and the extent to which these 
elements may be altered is included in Section 4.0 of this report. The 
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following paragraphs are a summary explaining why the building and the 
conservation area are considered to be of locally-important architectural 
and historical interest.

The Old Headington Conservation Area, which was designated in 1971, 
protects the distinctive rural and historic character of this ancient 
village, which is now within the limits of the City of Oxford. An important 
component of the conservation area is the built heritage relating to the 
agricultural past of the village, and this is the context for the building that 
is the subject of this study.

Meadow Larkins is a house, created in in 1976 out of parts of two 
agricultural buildings originally belonging to Mather’s Farm, referred 
to in 1721 as ‘the chief farm in Headington’. The living part of the 
accommodation was created out of the former stables building, while 
the garage and utility area were converted from a part of an adjacent 
agricultural building that may have been a cow house.

The principal material of the building is limestone rubble, probably all from 
the buildings on the site, but some of it rebuilt. The south elevation of the 
house is of a modern yellow brick. The roof is covered with tiles.

Whilst the conversion of the building did not take place until the mid-
1970s, the principle was established as early as 1954, when permission 
was originally granted for residential use.  In the process of its conversion 
in 1976 the building has lost much of its identity as an agricultural building, 
but it has significance as a marker, within the conservation area, of the 
agriculture that was once at the heart of village life. There is potential for a 
redevelopment scheme to enhance significance by implementing a design 
that is more sympathetic to the building’s original purpose and context. 

1.4 Summary of Proposals and Justification 

The proposals have been brought forward in the light of the research 
contained in this document, and what this tells us about the significance 
of the site and the buildings.  They have also been further developed 
and refined in the light of advice received as part of the pre-application 
consultation process. 

It is proposed to rebuild the cow shed, which is now a derelict structure, 
on the same footprint and to the same height as previously.  The listed wall 
which forms its western side would be retained, and the building (which 
is already partially incorporated into the 1970s conversion of the former 
stables) would be fully incorporated into the house.  This would enable the 
retention of this structure and allow it to contribute to the understanding 
of the development of the farm.

The former stables, which are now the main part of the house, would be 
minimally altered.  The 1976 porch addition would be removed, which 
would be beneficial and would help to reveal the original agricultural 
character of the building.  The lost passageway between the stables 
and the cow shed (see sections 2 and 3 for more details) would be 
reinstated and the gable of the cow shed would be re-built.  None of this is 
controversial with respect to heritage and all would be beneficial in terms 
of the presentation of the buildings and their contribution to the character 
and appearance of the conservation area.
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The vehicular opening onto Larkins Lane would be widened because at 
present deliveries cannot access the site and their vans block the lane.  
This wall is listed Grade II but has been previously altered and it is these 
altered sections which would be removed to make the splay wider.

Finally, a new, linear extension would be constructed to the east of the 
converted stables.  The building has been carefully sited so that views to 
the listed barn beyond from Larkins Lane would be maintained, to ensure 
the primacy of the historic stables in the same views and to appear as a 
building with an agricultural character within the conservation area.

In our assessment, no harm is cause to the conservation area, the setting 
of the listed building/ wall or the former stables as a ‘non-designated 
heritage asset’, and this is explained more fully in section 5.0 below. 
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2.0 Historical Background

2.1 Brief History of the Area

Headington sits on a limestone ridge – known as the Oxford Heights – 
overlooking the Thames valley, and the old parish is bounded on two sides 
by the Bayswater Brook and the river Cherwell.

The village of Headington came before the city of Oxford; indeed, Oxford 
was created from it. Archaeological finds attest to the existence in and 
around the modern settlement of a Roman centre of pottery manufacture, 
but the roots of the current settlement are probably to be found in the 
Saxon period, when Headington was the ‘caput’ of a large Royal estate. 
The first documentary reference to the settlement is in a Royal charter of 
1004 confirming a grant of land to St Frideswide’s monastery in the early 
eighth century. This land – almost certainly carved out of the Royal Manor 
of Headington – was the kernel at the heart of the future burh of Oxford. 

The settlement was clearly one of some importance. The Domesday Book 
(1086) shows the manor to be large, with ten hides (roughly equivalent 
to 1,200 acres), making it considerably larger than the modern parish. 
The manor remained in the hands of the Crown until after the death of 
Henry I in 1135 (by which time the principal royal residence in Oxfordshire 
was Woodstock). It passed through the hands of numerous lords in the 
medieval period, many of whom struggled to make the manor pay. Farming 
was on a three-field system, with the large open fields situated to the 
south and west of the village. Over the centuries – and particularly in 
the wake of the shock to the system that was the Black Death – wealthy 
yeoman emerged as the chief farmers, and established valuable land 
holdings among the open fields. 

In the Civil War Headington’s commanding position over the eastern 
approaches to Oxford gave it considerable strategic importance, and it 
was garrisoned by parliamentary troops while Oxford, in the valley below, 
was in the control of the King. But after the war the village was the scene 
of no notable events, until the changes precipitated by the construction 
of the turnpike road (the present London Road) to the south of the village, 
and the enclosure of the open fields between 1802 and 1804. These two 
events would have a profound impact on the appearance of the village, 
and the way in which it functioned.

The old village of Headington is notable for its very tight geographical 
plan, perhaps influenced by the historic lack of important routes from the 
settlement to elsewhere: despite its proximity to Oxford, the link between 
Headington and the city was little more than a lane right up to the end 
of the eighteenth-century, and development in the village spread slowly 
along the various routes out to the open fields. Later, expansion of the 
core was prevented by the several large houses and their grounds that 
came to encircle the village.

Headington is notable for the lack of very early buildings. The middle ages 
have left almost no trace, and many of the village’s key historic buildings 
were built (or rebuilt) in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. It has 
been suggested that fire may have been a major factor in the failure of 
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early buildings – which were likely to have been timber-built and thatched 
– to survive.1 Today stone, from local quarries, is the dominant building 
material, and clay tile, and stone and Welsh slate the usual roofing material.

2.1.2  Larkins Lane 

The road now known as Larkins Lane is today the eastern part of a road in 
the north-east of the old village which runs on a north-westerly course, 
before turning sharply to the south-west and returning to St Andrew’s 
Road a short distance to the west. The whole of this road was until the 
early part of the twentieth century known as Church Lane: this is clear 
from early censuses, and from the first edition OS map. On the 1911 
revision of the six-inch OS map the eastern part of the road is marked 
as Grange Lane, but on the 1937 Map it is marked as Larkin’s Lane. The 
nineteenth-century house to the north of Mather’s Farm now known as 
The Grange was formerly named Elmbank, and was only given its current 
name in or shortly after 1894, when the house came into possession of 
Miss Louisa Boss. Larkins Lane may be a former unofficial name for the 
eastern part of the road – three sisters named Larking are recorded living 
there in the 1861 census and the 1864 Post Office Directory – that was 
used again after the death of Miss Boss.

2.2 The Building

Meadow Larkins is a single-storey house, converted in c.1976 from parts 
of two of the agricultural buildings which were formerly part of Mather’s 
Farm. To understand the building and its site it is necessary to summarise 
the history of the farm, and the layout and purpose of its buildings.

2.2.1 Mather’s Farm

The farm that become known as Mather’s Farm was part of the property 
that came into the hands of Magdalen College, Oxford in 1456–8, when 
it appropriated the Hospital of St John the Baptist.2 This hospital, which 
was on the site now occupied by the college, had as part of its endowment 
land in Headington that included the farm. Known for some of its history 
as Magdalen Farm, the farm was leased in 1673 to Robert Pawling, an 
Oxford mercer, and future mayor of the city.3 [Plate 1]This would seem to 
be an early case of Headington providing a desirable residence for wealthy 
individuals whose business was in the city. Pawling was still living in the 
house in 1707, but in 1721 the ‘chief farm in Headington’ was leased by 
Magdalen to the Revd Dr John Mather, President of Corpus Christi College 
from 1714–1748.4 The farm remained in the Mather family until the very 
end of the eighteenth century, but by the time of the Enclosure Award 
of 1804 it was let to Theophilus Wharton. At that time the farm seems to 
have comprised 68 acres to the east and south of the farmhouse. The 
first reference to the ‘Mather’s Farm’ comes in the 1850 Headington Rate-

1 J. Cook, L. Taylor (eds), A Village Within a City: The Story of Old Headington, 
Oxford, 1987, p.33.

2 ‘Magdalen College’, in A History of the County of Oxford: Volume 3, the 
University of Oxford, ed. H E Salter and Mary D Lobel (London, 1954), pp. 
193-207. British History Online http://www.british-history.ac.uk/vch/oxon/
vol3/pp193-207 [accessed 8 February 2020].

3 S. Jenkins, ‘Mather’s Farmhouse, Barton Lane’ in www.oldheadington.org.uk 
(accessed 7.2.20)

4 Ibid.
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2. Detail from the Land Tax Valuation map of 1912 showing Mather’s Farm (Oxfordshire History Centre)

1. Postcard showing Mather’s Farmhouse, c. 1900 (Collection Stephanie Jenkins)
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Book, which records William Scarlett as the occupant of the farmhouse. 
The 1851 census records Scarlett as a farmer employing six men and 
farming 140 acres.5 

In May 1866 the leasehold of the farm was offered for sale, and the notice 
of the auction, which appeared in Jackson’s Oxford Journal included the 
following description of the buildings:

The Property consists of a capital Stone-built and Slated FARM 
HOUSE, situate in the village, with suitable Buildings, Garden 
and Premises, together with 10 Enclosures of excellent ARABLE, 
PASTURE, and MEADOW LAND

The next occupant of the house was William Berry, described in the 1871 
census as Master Baker and the occupier of 20 acres. In the 1880s he 
was farming fields to the east of the farmyard, including the site of the 
present Chestnut and Hawthorn Avenues.6 But following William’s death in 
1888 the land became separated from the farmhouse, which continued to 
function (only) as the base of the family baking business.

The returns of the Land Tax Valuation, compiled for Headington in 1912, 
show that the holding of William John Berry (William Berry’s son, born 
1874) comprised the farm house and two small enclosures: one to the left 
of the farm gate is almost certainly the farmhouse garden, and another 
adjoining it on the west and running parallel with Larkins Lane may have 
functioned as a yard. [Plate 2]The map also shows Berry to have been in 
possession of the southern one-third of the threshing barn, and part of 
the building that lies to the south of the cow house (see below). The rest of 
the buildings of the farm, the farmyard, and the land is noted as being the 
possession of Magdalen College.

The Berry family ran their bakery from the farmhouse until around 1915, 
when Walter James Wheeler, who was already farming Mather’s Farm, 
moved into the house. Jim Wheeler became well known in the village 
for his herd of dairy shorthorn cattle, and memories of the arrival in 
the barn of the threshing machine attest to the continued use of the 
farmyard for the storage and processing of the arable crop during the 
Second World War.7 

By the mid-1940s the farm was in the hands of William Kimber, but after 
this the farmhouse and its land were once again functionally separated 
with the letting of the house by Magdalen College to two of its fellows: 
John Austin (listed there in 1949 and 1952), and Revd Arthur White Adams, 
from 1954 to 1970.

In 1954 a planning application was made which established the principle of 
creating a bungalow on the site.

Magdalen College sold the farm circa 1970, and the farmhouse was at 
this point divided once again not only from its land but also from its farm 
buildings. The former threshing barn was sold to Norman Allen, and then 
sold on to Michael Heggie, who converted it into a house in 1974/5.

5 Ibid.
6 L. Taylor and G. Taylor, Within Living Memory: Recollections of Old Headington, Oxford 

(Oxford, 1978), p. 43.
7 Ibid, p. 67.
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In October 1975 permission was granted by Oxford City Council for the 
conversion scheme that created ‘Meadow Larkins’. The application was 
made by Michael Harrison of Kidlington, architect to Oxford University, 
on behalf of Ralph Lewin, who had purchased the building and land to 
its north, east and south from Magdalen College in the previous year. 
The conversion of former agricultural buildings into the present house 
probably took place during 1976.

In 1988 permission was granted to divide the farmhouse into two separate 
dwellings and to erect a single-storey dwelling and garage. This latter 
structure was erected in the middle of the former farmyard.

2.2.2  The Farm Buildings 

The principal standing buildings associated with the historic Mather’s 
Farm are the farmhouse, the former threshing barn and the building 
that has been referred to as a stable, and which forms the subject of 
this study. There is also a ruined building, which may once have been a 
cattle or cowshed.

Old maps show that these – or other buildings on their site – have been the 
principal buildings of the farm since the time of drafting of Davis’s 1797 
map of Oxfordshire.[Plate 3] While this map cannot be relied upon in its 
detail, it clearly shows buildings that match the approximate location and 
plan of the house and threshing barn. To their north a third building runs 
eastwards from the boundary wall.

The enclosure map of 1804 does not show the building to the north, but 
the representation of the house (which had almost certainly acquired 
its L-shaped form by this time) as a simple rectangle calls into question 
the reliability of this document as an accurate representation of the farm 
buildings as they then existed.[Plate 4]

The first edition six-inch Ordnance Survey map, surveyed in 1876, clearly 
shows the farmhouse and barn, and to the north two buildings, attached 
and at 90 degrees to one another.[Plate 5] The building on an east/west 
axis is apparently the study building, while a part of the building on a 
north-south axis can be identified with the ruin. A wall is indicated running 
between the south-eastern corner of the stable and the north-western 
corner of the barn: thus the area of the farmyard is delineated by this 
wall, the west wall of the barn, the north and east walls of the farmhouse 
garden, a short length of wall on Larkins Lane, the east wall of the cattle 
shed, and the south wall of the stable. The farmyard was accessed from 
Barton Lane, to the east of the farmhouse.

The identification of the greater part of the study building as a stable is 
based on no evidence other than the planning applications submitted in 
connection with the proposed conversion of the building in 1975. These 
applications refer to the conversion of ‘the existing stable block’. However, 
there is some evidence to suggest that prior to its use as a stable the 
building stood detached from its neighbour, and (possibly) that it was 
previously an open-fronted shed (see below).

The interpretation of the ruin as a former cattle shed is informed by form 
and appearance, with a low, dark ground floor, with a loft above, and by the 
necessity of such a building on a farm of this type.
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5. Ordnance Survey six-inch map, 1876 (National Library of Scotland)

3. Mather’s Farm, Old Headington, on Davis’s map of Oxfordshire, 1797 4. Headington Enclosure map, showing Mather’s Farm (Oxfordshire 
History Centre)
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The first edition six-inch OS map (1898) shows a further building to 
the north-east of the threshing barn. This last building appears in a 
slightly different position in subsequent editions of the OS map, and it is 
reasonable to assume that this probably indicates the correction of an 
error in the first map, rather than the replacement of the first building with 
a second on a slightly different site. The parcel of land to the north of the 
stable and cattle shed is shown irregularly planted with trees – the 1899 
edition of the same map also shows paths in this area [Plate 6].

Later editions of the six-inch OS map show the same five principal 
buildings, though there is some change indicated in the boundaries 
within the farmyard. [Plate 7]The 1911 map shows (for the first time) a 
further building to the east of the threshing barn, and the 1972 map shows 
another building to the south of that, which is probably the triple pig sty 
that was given planning permission in 1954. By this time the farmyard had 
probably ceased to be used for agricultural purposes (see below).

The only photograph that has been found that shows the buildings of the 
farmyard is an aerial view of 1947 [Plate 8]. This shows the cattle barn fully 
roofed. The same building is shown as a ‘ruin’ on the 1956 OS map, thus 
allowing us to narrow down the date when the building became a ruin. The 
ruination of this building was hastened by Magdalen College’s removal of 
its roof covering for use in the refurbishment of another building.8

The 1956 OS shows trees planted in the southern half of the farmyard, 
including the entranceway. This corroborates what we know about 
the separation of the farmhouse from its land at the end of the 1940s, 
but provides evidence that the farmyard ceased to be used as such at 
this time also.

The sale of the farm by Magdalen College seems to have involved the 
splitting of the farmyard into three parts: the farmhouse, with its garden 
and the southern part of the farmyard; the threshing barn, with land to the 
east; and the former stable and cattle barn together with the northern part 
of the farmyard, and land to the north and east. This division of land must 
have assumed a new northern entrance from the outset, and the planning 
application associated with the conversion of the stable included a 
request for permission to create a new opening in the wall on Larkins Lane 
adjacent to the north-west corner of the cattle shed. This wall had been 
listed Grade II in June 1972.   

8 Personal recollection, Lanna Cheng, February 2020.
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7. Ordnance Survey six-inch map, 1911 revision (National Library of 
Scotland)

6. Ordnance Survey six-inch map, 1898 revision (National Library of 
Scotland)

8. Aerial view of Mather’s Farm, 1947 (AerofilmsHistoric England)
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2.2.3 The Building now known as Meadow Larkins 

The date of first construction is unknown, but the footprint of Meadow 
Larkins corresponds in its greater part with the building shown at the 
north of the farmyard on the first Ordnance Survey six-inch map. The 
Ordnance Survey maps all show this building as being attached to the 
building running southwards on the west side (the cattle shed), and most 
editions use a line to indicate that the two buildings were separate, with 
the cattle shed running the full length from south to north, and the stable 
attached to this, and running eastwards from it. The aerial photograph 
from 1947 clearly shows the roof of the western arm extending to a gable 
at the northern end. This photograph also shows that the cattle shed was 
taller, such that the roof of the stable ran entirely beneath the wall-head 
of the shed, and there is a suggestion of a passageway, beneath the roof, 
between the two buildings. The aerial photograph also appears to show 
square louvres on the roof of the eastern arm. Such louvres are typical of 
those fitted to nineteenth-century stables, and provide some evidence 
that this building was indeed a stable.

In 1975 a planning application was submitted, seeking permission for 
the ‘adaptation of existing stable block to form dwelling house involving 
alterations and erection of entrance through boundary wall’. The scheme 
included the remains of the northern part of the cattle shed, which 
had been partially demolished some years before. The plans which 
accompanied this application do not survive in Oxford City Council’s 
planning records, but the house that resulted was built on the footprint of 
the stable and on part of that of the cattle shed, and includes elements of 
both buildings. The scheme was commissioned by Ralph Lewin, and was 
probably constructed in 1976.

Writing in February 2020 Lanna Cheng, Ralph Lewin’s partner, 
recalled the following:

‘When we bought the property from Magdalen College the “cow 
shed” or stables was listed [described in the sales particulars] 
as a ruin. The architect who worked with us on the present building 
is Michael Harrison9, who was then the Oxford University architect. 
We preserved the former cow shed [referred to in this report as 
the stable] measured 72 x 16 feet with 6 stalls were converted 
into 6 rooms. The only new addition was the entrance Hall.

‘We were told the adjoining barn was a 2 storey building. However, 
the college removed the slate roof shingles for renovation of a 
building some years before our purchase and allowed the wall 
facing the inner garden to crumble. We kept part of the area as a 
fern garden and the other half was converted into the utility room 
and the garage. The high wall facing the garden became unstable. 
It was lowered to its present height and restored some 30 years 
ago.’ 

The house remained in the family until it was sold in 2019 [Plates 9-11]. 

9 In preparing this report we contacted the University Architecture Department to see 
whether any of Michael Harrison’s drawings with regard to the conversion of this build-
ing have survived.  At the time of writing nothing had been found.
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9. The ruin, from the west, in 1974. (Lanna Cheng)

10. The cow house and the west end of the stable, from Larkins Lane, 1974. (Lanna Cheng)
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11. The north elevation of the stable, before conversion, 1974. (Lanna Cheng)

12. Group photo showing the door to the passageway, behind. 1974. 
(Lanna Cheng)
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2.3 Planning Application History

Ref. No: 54/00253/D_H  1954 Land at Larkins Lane - Bungalow. 
(In principle)  

Meadow Larkins Larkins Lane Oxford Oxfordshire OX3 9DW 
75/00351/A_H  1975  Approved
Conversion of existing stable block to form dwelling house with 
integral garage

75/00553/L_H  1975  Approved
Adaptation of existing stable block to form dwelling house involving 
alterations and creation of entrance access through boundary wall

18/02588/FUL  2018  Withdrawn
Erection of 3 x 3-bed dwellings (Use Class C3) and alterations to the 
width of the existing entrance on the west boundary wall. Provision of 
shared forecourt, private amenity space, parking and bin and cycle stores. 
Associated landscaping. 

2.4  Sources and Bibliography 

Oxford City Council planning archives
Consent notices (applications themselves lost)

Oxfordshire History Centre
Land Valuation records
Census records
Street and business directories
Photographs

Published Sources
J. Cook, L. Taylor (eds), A Village Within a City: The Story of Old 
Headington, (Oxford, 1987)
L. Taylor and G. Taylor, Within Living Memory: Recollections of Old 
Headington, Oxford (Oxford, 1978)
M. Lobel (ed), Victoria County History: Oxfordshire, vol. 5, ‘Bullingdon 
Hundred’ (1957)
headington.org.uk/history (accessed Feb 2020)

R.W. Brunskill, Traditional Farm Buildings of Britain (London, 1982)
J. Lake, Historic Farm Buildings (London, 1989)
C. Powell, Stables and Stable Blocks (Princes Risborough, 1991)

Other Sources 
Magdalen College Archives – at the time of writing no information 
had been found.
Oxford University Architect’s Department – at the time of writing no 
information had been found.
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3.0 Site Survey Descriptions

3.1 The Setting of the Building and the Conservation Area 
Context

3.1.1 The Wider Setting

Larkins Lane runs in a northerly direction from a crossroads, where the 
Old High Street, St Andrew’s Road, Barton Lane and Larkins Lane meet. It 
describes a gentle curve and drops in height towards its north end, where 
the lane turns sharply left to return to St Andrew’s road (this portion of the 
road is today known as St Andrew’s Lane). It was once on the edge of the 
village of Headington, and the land to its east still has a rural character. 
The parish church is situated a short distance to the west; to the east a 
lane leads to what was the hamlet of Barton, and is now a large post-war 
housing development.

3.1.2  The Immediate Setting

Meadow Larkins is situated on the right-hand side of Larkins Lane and is 
largely hidden from the road by a listed stone wall that formerly enclosed 
the farmyard, and which forms part of the fabric of the building. A narrow 
splayed opening in the wall gives access to the house, which presents 
a single-storey stone-built wall to passers-by. The house has a garden 
on its east side, and is enclosed by a wall on the south side. The former 
threshing barn of Mather’s Farm (listed Grade II) is close to the building and 
is very visible from house and garden. [Plate 13] 

3.2 The Building 

As will be explained in more detail below, the building now known as 
Meadow Larkins comprises parts of two separate former agricultural 
buildings: a single storey building that was (at least in its final stage of use) 
probably a stable, and a two-storey building that may have been a cattle 
barn or shed or similar. For the sake of clarity the former building will be 
referred to as the stable, and the latter as the cattle shed.
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13. Aerial view of the former farmyard of Mather’s Farm, 2017. (Google Earth)
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3.3 The Building Externally

3.3.1 North Elevation

[Plate 14] The front elevation of the building is a mixture of coursed and 
uncoursed rubble – the stone being the local Headington limestone. At 
the east end of this elevation there is a buttress, and near to the centre a 
projecting porch. Four modern high-level windows pierce this frontage, 
and at the far right is an up-and-over garage door.

The majority of the wall of this elevation belongs to the old stable building, 
though the considerable thickness of the wall, and variation in the nature 
of the coursing, suggest that it may in whole or in part predate the roof, 
and the function of the building as a stable. With the exception of the 
door to the passageway, it is not clear that there were any other openings 
on this side of the stable building prior to the 1976 conversion: certainly 
the windows are all recent insertions, and the porch is an addition. 
Now the front of the building, this elevation was previously the rear 
elevation of the stable.

[Plate 15] At the west end of this elevation, the wall is of modern 
blockwork construction, faced with uncoursed rubble. The transition from 
the original wall to the modern wall is marked by remnant quoins, indicating 
that there was once a 90 degree turn in the wall here. The quoins that 
belong to the return of this wall have been removed, which would not have 
been necessary if this was simply an opening for a door. This, then, was 
probably the former end wall of the building. Between this wall and the 
east wall of the cow house was covered passageway, just visible as a dark 
shape on the 1947 aerial photograph. A hook fixed into the masonry a 
short distance east of the quoin stones is evidence that there was once 
an outwards-opening door at the end of the passage and indeed this door 
can be seen in both the aerial photograph and the photo provided by the 
former owner, Lanna Cheng (refer Plates 8, 11 and 12).

The independent end wall here is evidence that the walls of the stable 
building predate its roof, and that it was previously a separate building. 
The nature of the surviving masonry on the south elevation makes 
interpretation as some sort of open shelter plausible. The wall is likely to 
have survived until the 1976 conversion, though the gable must have been 
taken down when the building was re-roofed, permitting a through-loft.

To the right of the passageway was formerly the north-east corner 
of the cattle shed, and that building’s north gable. The north wall of 
the cow house was apparently removed almost entirely as part of the 
1976 conversion: the only surviving masonry on this elevation being 
the quoins at the far west end, which belong to the listed wall that runs 
along Larkins Lane.
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14. The north elevation. (NW)

15. The west end of the north elevation. (NW)
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3.3.2 East Elevation

[Plate 16]This elevation is, below eaves level, the surviving end wall of 
the stable building. Built of uncoursed rubble similar in character to that 
at the eastern end of the north wall, it runs at an angle somewhat over 
90 degrees from the north wall, and continues beyond the building as a 
freestanding wall that once connected with the corner of the threshing 
barn and formed the boundary of the farmyard. 

The gable, with its small window at the apex, was rebuilt as part of the 
1970s conversion.
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16. The east elevation. (NW)
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3.3.3 South Elevation

[Plate 17] This elevation mostly comprises modern buff brickwork, laid 
in stretcher bond, with deeply raked cement mortar joints. It is pierced 
by a number of modern windows, a door to the kitchen, and sliding 
glazed doors to the living room. The brickwork and all other details of 
this elevation date from the 1976 adaptation of the building, but there is 
evidence that this brickwork is a cosmetic skin, applied over the structural 
piers of the front of the stable; there is some suggestion that these piers 
may have been infilled with shiplap timber just prior to conversion (refer 
plate 9). The disposition of the windows of the house may have been 
dictated by and inserted into old openings [Plate 18].

[Plate 19] At the western end of the south wall, there is a forward 
projection of the building, contained utility rooms, and the entrance to the 
rear of the garage. Historically this was part of the cattle shed, which can 
be seen to extend in a ruined form, up to the southern boundary of the 
site. This building is described in brief detail below. The west wall of this 
projection is part of the listed wall on Larkins Lane, and its east wall has 
been adapted from the wall of the cattle shed. The rest of the structure, 
including the south wall, internal partitions and roof date from the 1976 
rebuild [Plate 20].
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20. Projection at west end of south elevation. (NW)

19. The south elevation, from the south-west. (NW)

18. South elevation. (NW)17. The roof of the south elevation, showing inserted chimney. (NW)
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3.3.4 West Elevation

[Plate 21]The western end wall of the building comprises part of the 
listed wall on Larkins Lane. A large part of this wall – and the whole of its 
length between the north-western corner of Meadow Larkins and the 
south-west corner of the site – was formerly the west wall of the cattle 
shed. The northern end of the shed, which was already a ruin by 1975, was 
brought within the footprint of Meadow Larkins by building (in rubble-faced 
blockwork) a small gable on top of the wall, reducing the height of the 
wall on the other side of the building to the height of the wallhead of the 
stables, adding blockwork to the profile of the roof on top of that wall, and 
running the line of the stable’s roof all the way to the western boundary 
wall. Inside the garage the modern work is very evident, sitting on top of 
the remains of the west and east walls of the cattle shed[Plate 22]. 

3.3.5 Roof

The roof is pitched under clay tiles, rebuilt over the section which used to 
be the separate cattle shed.

26 Donald Insall Associates | Meadow Larkins, Larkins Lane, Headington Oxford



27

22. West elevation, from Larkins Lane. (NW)

21. Projection on south elevation, with the ruins to the left. (NW)



3.3.6 The Ruins

[Plate 23] Running south from the south-east corner of the utility room 
is a ruined wall, enclosing a courtyard garden. This wall, constructed 
in solid coursed rubble is the lower part of the eastern wall of the 
(putative) cattle shed. It contains two doorways, formed of dressed 
stone. Between the doors is a wide opening, which may represent a later 
modification [Plate 24]. 

[Plate 25] In the wall beyond the doors – the former west wall of the 
building – the remains of two stout timber beam-ends are visible. These 
are too low for roof tie-beams, so they were probably cross-beams, which 
once supported the floor of a loft. The wall above these beam ends must 
have been reduced in height, and the 1947 aerial photograph, which 
shows the building fully roofed, bears this out. The wall-tops were formerly 
roughly at the height of the ridge of the stable.

On the outside of the west wall three cross-shaped anchor plates are 
visible: evidence of former tie rods installed in an effort to stop the walls 
from bowing out.
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23. West wall, from inside the garage. (NW)

24. The ruins, from the east. (NW)

25. Doorway in ruins, from inside the former building. (NW)



4.0 Assessment of Significance 

4.1 Introduction

The purpose of this section is to provide an assessment of significance 
of Meadow Larkins, so that proposals for change to the building are fully 
informed as to its significance and so that the effect of the proposals 
on that significance can be evaluated. The assessment begins with a 
general summary of the building’s history and significance; then the 
various elements of the building and its site are assessed according to a 
sliding scale of significance, reflecting the extent to which they contribute 
to the character and appearance of the conservation area and other 
Listed Buildings.

This assessment responds to the requirement of the National Planning 
Policy Framework to ‘recognise that heritage assets are an irreplaceable 
resource and conserve them in a manner appropriate to their significance’. 
The NPPF defines significance as; 

‘The value of a heritage asset to this and future generations because of its 
heritage interest. That interest may be archaeological (potential to yield 
evidence about the past), architectural, artistic or historic. Significance 
derives not only from a heritage asset’s physical presence, but also 
from its setting’.

4.2 Meadow Larkins, Headington

Meadow Larkins is a 1970s residential conversion of a former stables 
building belonging to Mather’s Farm, Headington. The building is partly 
within in the footprint – and comprises some fabric – of a second building, 
also formerly part of the farm.

The present building is substantially a conversion of the former stable, 
though in that conversion some elements were demolished and rebuilt, 
and others were added. At the west end of the building, parts of the former 
cow house have been incorporated into the building, with much new 
material. Distinctive features relating to the buildings’ former use, such 
as stable doors, roof ventilators, and internal divisions and fittings have 
been lost, although the general plan was retained. The orientation of the 
building has also changed, with its front door now placed in what was the 
rear elevation. Thus the building is difficult to read in detail as a former 
agricultural building. However, its scale, and the materials that it presents 
to the street are unchanged, and in plan the building continues to define 
the northern edge of the farmyard of Mather’s Farm.

[Plate 26]The division of the farmhouse from the farmyard, and of 
the farmyard into two further plots in the 1970s, and the subsequent 
construction of a single-storey building in the middle of the farmyard, to 
the south of Meadow Larkins, has largely obscured the original function 
of the space, the relationships of the buildings to one another, and made 
it very difficult to ‘read’ the space as a farmyard.  However, the individual 
buildings are still recognisable as agricultural in origin, and therefore 
contribute to the character of the area.
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26. Joist socket in west wall of former cow house. (NW)



The significance of the Old Headington Conservation Area is as a well 
preserved example of a rural village – albeit one with an unusually compact 
plan – now surrounded by later suburban development. The buildings 
relating to the agricultural heritage of the village form an important part of 
the area’s significance, and as such the buildings belonging to the former 
perhaps have a particular importance. 

However, the division and infilling of the farmyard, and the extensive 
rebuilding of the building now known as Meadow Larkins in the 1970s 
has diminished the contribution made by the former farm buildings to 
the conservation area. Notwithstanding this, it is noted that the building 
is categorised in the conservation area appraisal as making a positive 
contribution to the conservation area, and certainly the contribution of 
Meadow Larkins is made by its historic site, and the traditional materials 
used on its north elevation, which is visible from Larkins Lane. The listed 
wall continues to make a positive contribution, despite having been altered 
where the roof of the current building meets it, and the opening formed to 
access Meadow Larkins.

The south elevation of Meadow Larkins is unsympathetic in its character, 
and where it can be seen within the conservation area (in private views 
across it for example) it detracts from the character and appearance of the 
area; it also has a negative impact on the setting of the listed buildings of 
the former farm, especially the barn.

An opportunity exists to enhance the contribution made by the building 
by redesigning aspects of the 1970s conversion better to reflect 
the agricultural heritage of the site and the building. There is also an 
opportunity to incorporate more of the former cow house into the 
development, and in so doing regain for that building its identity as a 
separate structure, and halting the deterioration of this structure that has 
continued since it was de-roofed some decades ago [Plate 27].
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28. Meadow Larkins from the north-east. (NW)

27. Meadow Larkins from the north east, showing threshing barn to left. (NW)



5.0 Description of the Proposals and their Impact 
on the Heritage Assets

5.1 The Proposals

The proposals consist of four main parts:

1. Re-constructing the derelict cattle shed as an annexe to the main 
house (this was partially carried out as part of the 1976 conversion);

2. Making alterations to the converted house, including restoring the lost 
passageway between it and the cattleshed, removing the 1976 porch 
addition and taking down the 1976 brick elevation on the south side;

3. Creating a wider opening in the listed boundary wall to Larkins Lane for 
highways safety reasons; and

4. Constructing a new two-storey extension to the east of the house, in a 
linear and agricultural form, to complement the appearance of the his-
toric farm buildings.

This section will look at each of these in turn and consider the impact it 
would have on heritage assets.

5.1.1 Re-construction of cattle shed

This report has explained that the cattle shed was constructed as part 
of Mathers Farm, probably in the late 18th century and was, apparently, 
deliberately ruined when its roof was removed prior to the 1970s for use 
elsewhere.  The 1976 conversion of the building incorporated the northern 
section of this building into the new house as a garage, utility and WC, 
rebuilding the roof and gable end as part of the process.  It is proposed 
to reverse these changes, restore the original pitched roof and gable 
arrangement, and re-build the cattle shed on its former footings and 
alignment.  The listed wall which forms the western side of the shed would 
not be altered.

These proposals would help to reveal the significance of the site as 
a collection of former agricultural buildings.  They would restore the 
relationship of the stables to the cattle shed across a courtyard and would 
help to ensure the site was better understood as a result.

5.1.2 Alterations to the former stable

One of the biggest changes in the 70s conversion was the addition of a 
modern porch on the northern side which did much to obscure the true 
origins of the building.  The proposals would remove the porch and restore 
a much plainer elevation closer in appearance to its original design; this 
would result in an improvement to the building.  The lost passageway 
between the cattle shed and the stables, shown by the 1947 aerial 
photograph and the archaeological evidence of the northern wall, would 
be reinstated.  Again, this is a positive outcome, and one which would be 
glimpsed through the opening in the boundary wall on Larkins Lane. The 
southern elevation, which was apparently formed by creating a brick skin 
over the load-bearing piers which supported the roof and the openings in 
this wall, would revert to a much closer version of its original appearance.  
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Glass would be used where there were once large openings in the wall, 
with stone in between.  The southern elevation is perhaps the least 
successful element of the 70s work, and the brickwork is now rather dated; 
the proposals would ensure that the agricultural origins of the building 
were more immediately apparent.

5.1.3 Alterations to the listed boundary wall

It has become necessary to make alterations to the listed boundary 
wall to widen the vehicular opening onto Larkins Lane and increase the 
visibility splay. This is in no small part due to the changing pattern of living, 
where we now rely increasingly on deliveries to our houses.  In the case of 
Meadow Larkins, delivery vans cannot turn into the site due to the width 
of the opening, meaning that they stay in the lane, blocking it.  These 
alterations would therefore be necessary even if no other changes to the 
site were proposed.  

The wall has been altered and partially rebuilt when the original vehicular 
opening was made.  It is proposed to only remove stonework which 
relates to these previously alterations so that no historic stonework is 
affected.  The proposals therefore cause no harm to the significance of 
the listed wall.

5.1.4 Extension

It is proposed to construct a new, two-storey linear extension attached 
to the eastern gable end of the former stables, to increase the living 
accommodation. The extension takes the form of a simple stone-faced 
barn-like structure, with a vertical rhythm of windows set in stone 
reveals. The building has been carefully located on the site, so that when 
glimpsed from Larkins Lane the view of the listed barn beyond (part of 
the original Mathers Farm) is not interrupted and the converted stable 
remains as a marker within the conservation area.  The style of the new 
building is intended to underline the agricultural origins of the collection 
of buildings. The 1911 OS map shows a building in similar location and, 
although this structure is smaller than what is now proposed, it is clear 
that there have been additional, now lost, buildings across this part of the 
site.  The existing boundary wall which formed the north-east corner of the 
stockyard (and appears on the 1898 OS map) would be retained, with the 
new structure being to the east of this.  This would be in a similar location 
to the building (subsequently demolished) shown in the 1947 aerial photo 
(refer plate 8).  The character of the site, as a collection of agricultural 
buildings, would be reinforced; in the limited views where it could be 
seen, the new extension would appear as a thoughtful and attractive 
addition, and would cause no harm to the character and appearance of the 
conservation area.  

In developing these proposals, the impact from Barton’s Lane and the 
listed barn have also been carefully considered.  The listed barn is unusual 
in that it is very long and narrow and the extension has been designed 
so that it is lower (by some 2m), and shorter than the existing building.  In 
some views from Barton’s Lane the proposed extension would be visible 
behind the listed barn, but the listed building would maintain prominence 
in the streetscene by being both larger and taller, and because the 
new building would be set much further away from the viewer.  Where 
it would be seen, it would appear as an addition which followed the 
agricultural form of the other buildings, and would, therefore, appear as 
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an appropriate new structure within the context.  In the context of this it 
is noted that there is a dense and tall leylandii hedge between the listed 
building and the site. 
The design of this part of the proposals has been refined and developed 
as a result of feedback on the pre-application proposals and is now lower 
and takes a greater cue from other agricultural buildings. 

5.2 Responding to Previous Comments on Proposed 
Development on the Site

Comments have been reviewed from proposals which were submitted 
for advice in 2017/18.  The key heritage issues to emerge from these 
discussions and our response to them in terms of the current scheme, 
are set out below.

i) Further contextual and historical analysis does need to be carried out 
to assess the impact on the Conservation Area and setting of adjoining 
listed buildings.

 Comment: this report has set out in some detail the history, develop-
ment and significance of the conservation area, the individual buildings 
and their settings.  The impact of the current proposals on all of these 
are examined.

ii) The built form of the proposed dwellings can be more harmful to the 
character of the area than the subdivision of plots. The proposed de-
velopment should pick up on the width of buildings within the historic 
farm complex (e.g. Meadow Larkins and the listed barn).

 Comment: this has been noted and addressed.  The site is not sub-di-
vided.  The proposals involve the careful repair and restoration of the 
two main buildings so that their original character and appearance, and 
therefore their significance, can be better understood.  These are all 
key benefits of the proposals.  The new extension has taken its inspi-
ration from the agricultural buildings both in terms of scale and width, 
and in terms of its relationship to the existing buildings both listed and 
unlisted.

iii) The submitted plan alone does not demonstrate that a more efficient 
use of the site would be harmful.

 Comment: this observation is not relevant to the current proposals.

iv) They would recommend that a professional heritage consultant carries 
out an appraisal of the area to inform the development of the design.

 Comment: this has been done with our appointment and assessment.

v) It was considered that the view from Larkins Lane through the site gate 
to the open space beyond made a contribution to the conservation 
area.

Comment: this view is, in essence, modern, as it was only created 
in 1976 when the opening was made in the wall to allow access 
to the site.  Notwithstanding this, the proposals would respect 
this glimpse of greenery from Larkins Lane as the proposed 
building would be site so as not to interfere with it, and ensure 
the sense of there being open land adjacent to the former 
stables was retained.
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5.3 Justification of the Proposals

The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 is 
the legislative basis for decision making on applications that relate 
to the historic environment. Sections 66 and 72 of the Act impose a 
statutory duty upon local planning authorities to consider the impact 
of proposals upon listed buildings and their setting and conservation 
areas and also to have special regard to the desirability of preserving 
the special architectural or historic interest of listed buildings and 
preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a conservation 
area. These proposals would overall preserve the special interest of 
the listed buildings and preserve the character and appearance of the 
conservation area. 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF 2019) has crystallised 
previous policy approaches to the historic environment. At the heart of 
the National Planning Policy Framework is a presumption in favour of 
sustainable development and it emphasises the need to take account 
of the pros and cons of any proposal to alter and adapt buildings of 
‘special’ architectural and historical interest and to ensure that any harm 
to a designated heritage asset is outweighed by the public benefits 
of the proposal. 

In this case, it is considered that, due to the careful siting and design of 
the proposed extension, there would be no harm to what is significant 
about the conservation area.  The other changes are wholly beneficial 
and positive because they return the buildings and the site overall to 
something closer to its original appearance.  If any harm is perceived 
to accrue from the proposals, it should be considered as ‘less than 
substantial’ in accordance with the terminology of the NPPF and should be 
weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, including securing its 
optimum viable use.

In terms of Oxford’s local policies, the following are engaged:

Policy CS18 ‘Urban design, townscape character and the historic 
environment’.  This policy states that planning permission will only 
be granted for development that demonstrates high-quality urban 
design through: 

• responding appropriately to the site and its surroundings; 
• creating a strong sense of place;
• being easy to understand and to move through; 
• being adaptable, in terms of providing buildings and spaces that 

could have alternative uses in future; 
• contributing to an attractive public realm; 
• high quality architecture. 

It is considered that the proposals meet the requirements of this policy, 
particularly the first and last bullets, due to the careful restoration and the 
considered modern addition.
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Policy HE.3 Listed buildings and their setting, the relevant part 
of which states:

Planning permission will only be granted for works involving an 
alteration or extension to a listed building that is sympathetic to 
and respects its history, character and setting. 

Planning permission will only be granted for development which 
is appropriate in terms of its scale and location and which 
uses materials and colours that respect the character of the 
surroundings, and have due regard to the setting of any listed 
building.

The proposals meet this policy because i) the alteration to the listed wall 
is restricted to fabric which is not original and has already been altered, ii) 
the proposals are very sensitive to the setting of the listed barn and are 
smaller and lower than this building, as well as respecting the context of 
agricultural buildings, albeit which have been converted. 

Policy HE.6 Buildings of local interest, which states: 

Planning permission will only be granted for development that 
involves the demolition of a Building of Local Interest, or that 
would have an adverse impact on the building or its setting, if: 
a. the applicant can justify why the existing building cannot be 
retained or altered to form part of the redevelopment; and b. 
the development will make a more positive contribution to the 
character and appearance of the area.

This policy is satisfied because far from demolishing the locally important 
building, it would be carefully restored to a much closer version of its 
original appearance, and the relationship between the cattle shed and the 
stables would be reinstated.  The new extension would make just such a 
positive contribution as an attractive and thoughtful new addition.

Policy HE.7 refers to conservation areas, and the relevant part says:

Planning permission will only be granted for development that 
preserves or enhances the special character and appearance of 
the conservation areas or their setting. 

This policy is also satisfied by the proposals; the restorative elements 
would enhance the conservation area and help to reveal its significance 
and the proposed new developed would preserve the area’s agricultural 
character by an appropriate form of building, carefully located on the site.

5.4 Conclusion

In accordance with the statutory duties outlined in the Planning (Listed 
Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, Sections 66 and 72 are 
engaged and satisfied. It is considered that the proposals would not result 
in any harm to the conservation area, the listed wall, the setting of listed 
buildings or the non-designated heritage asset, and moreover, that any 
perceived harm could only be considered to be ‘less than substantial’ in 
accordance with the terminology of the NPPF. If it is considered that any, 
slight, harm is caused, the benefits offered by the scheme would outweigh 
this. In accordance with paragraph 134 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework, the proposals may be considered the type of sustainable 
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development encouraged by the NPPF and are also considered to be 
acceptable in heritage terms.  Oxford City Council’s own policies are also 
satisfied by the proposals and no conflict arises in heritage policy terms.
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Appendix I - Statutory List Descriptions

Wall of Mathers Farm Fronting Larkins Lane

Heritage Category: Listed Building
Grade: II
List Entry Number: 1185015
Date first listed: 28-Jun-1972
Statutory Address: WALL OF MATHERS FARM FRONTING LARKINS 
LANE, BARTON LANE
County: Oxfordshire
District: Oxford (District Authority)
National Grid Reference: SP 54582 07670

Details
BARTON LANE 1. 1485 Wall of Mather’s Farm fronting Larkins Lane SP 
5407 18/56A II 2. C17. Rubble, brick and stone coping. About 10 ft high.
Listing NGR: SP5458207670

Barn of Mather’s Farm

Heritage Category: Listed Building
Grade: II
List Entry Number: 1047368
Date first listed: 28-Jun-1972
Statutory Address: BARN OF MATHERS FARM, BARTON LANE
Statutory Address: BARN OF MATHERS FARM, BARTON LANE
County: Oxfordshire
District: Oxford (District Authority)
National Grid Reference: SP 54609 07619

Details
BARTON LANE 1. 1485 Barn of Mather’s Farm SP 5407 18/670 II 2. C18. 
Stone, with weatherboarded gable ends. 8 bays with slit vent in each, the 
slits on the West side are blocked. 2 pairs of corrugated iron cast doors. 
Welsh slate roof.
Listing NGR: SP5460907619

Mathers Farmhouse

Heritage Category: Listed Building
Grade: II
List Entry Number: 1047367
Date first listed: 12-Jan-1954
Statutory Address: MATHERS FARMHOUSE, BARTON LANE
County: Oxfordshire
District: Oxford (District Authority)
National Grid Reference: SP 54568 07598

Details
BARTON LANE 1. 1485 Mather’s Farmhouse SP 5407 18/56 12.1.54. II 2. 
RCHM 278. On the East corner of Larkins Lane. C17. In double rectangular 
L-shaped plan with a wing on North West extending down Larkins Lane. 
2-storeyed rubble with a stone slate roof. On the West end of the South 
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elevation is a projecting stone stack with a modern red brick shaft. 4 
2-light stone mullioned windows with partly renewed cavetto mouldings. 
The South doorway has a moulded flat hood on scrolled and enriched 
brackets. The North West wing has a central stone-based C17 stack 
with a Brick shaft, a modern tiled roof and casement windows in modern 
yellow brick frames. interior: RCHM p 186 b. Includes some C18 and 
earlier panelling.

Listing NGR: SP5456807598

41



Appendix II - Planning Policy and Guidance

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990

The Act is legislative basis for decision making on applications that relate 
to the historic environment. 

Sections 66 and 72 of the Act impose a statutory duty upon local planning 
authorities to consider the impact of proposals upon listed buildings and 
conservation areas. 

Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 
1990 states that:

in considering whether to grant permission for development which 
affects a listed building or its setting, the local planning authority, 
or as the case may be the Secretary of State shall have special 
regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting 
or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it 
possesses.

Similarly, section 72(I) of the above Act states that:

… with respect to any buildings or other land in a conservation 
area, special attention shall be paid to the desirability of 
preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a 
conservation area.

National Planning Policy Framework

Any proposals for consent relating to heritage assets are subject to the 
policies of the NPPF (February 2019). This sets out the Government’s 
planning policies for England and how these are expected to be applied. 
With regard to ‘Conserving and enhancing the historic environment’, 
the framework requires proposals relating to heritage assets to be 
justified and an explanation of their effect on the heritage asset’s 
significance provided.

Paragraph 7 of the Framework states that the purpose of the planning 
system is to ‘contribute to the achievement of sustainable development’ 
and that, at a very high level, ‘the objective of sustainable development 
can be summarised as meeting the needs of the present without 
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs. 

At paragraph 8, the document expands on this as follows:

Achieving sustainable development means that the planning 
system has three overarching objectives, which are 
interdependent and need to be pursued in mutually supportive 
ways (so that opportunities can be taken to secure net gains 
across each of the different objectives: 
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a) an economic objective – to help build a strong, responsive 
and competitive economy, by ensuring that sufficient land of the 
right types is available in the right places and at the right time to 
support growth, innovation and improved productivity; and by 
identifying and coordinating the provision of infrastructure;
 
b) a social objective – to support strong, vibrant and healthy 
communities, by ensuring that a sufficient number and range of 
homes can be provided to meet the needs of present and future 
generations; and by fostering a well-designed and safe built 
environment, with accessible services and open spaces that 
reflect current and future needs and support communities’ health, 
social and cultural well-being; and
 
c) an environmental objective – to contribute to protecting and 
enhancing our natural, built and historic environment; including 
making effective use of land, helping to improve biodiversity, using 
natural resources prudently, minimising waste and pollution, and 
mitigating and adapting to climate change, including moving to a 
low carbon economy.

and notes at paragraph 10: 

10. So that sustainable development is pursued in a positive 
way, at the heart of the Framework is a presumption in favour of 
sustainable development (paragraph 11). 

With regard to the significance of a heritage asset, the framework contains 
the following policies:

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 assessment into 
account when considering the impact of a proposal on a heritage 
asset, to avoid or minimise conflict between the heritage asset’s 
conservation and any aspect of the proposal.

In determining applications local planning authorities are required to take 
account of significance, viability, sustainability and local character and 
distinctiveness. Paragraph 192 of the NPPF identifies the following criteria 
in relation to this:

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.

With regard to potential ‘harm’ to the significance designated heritage 
asset, in paragraph 193 the framework states the following:
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…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 the any potential harm amounts 
to substantial harm, total loss or less than substantial harm to its 
significance.   

The Framework goes on to state at paragraph 194 that:

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.

Where a proposed development will lead to ‘substantial harm’ to or total 
loss of significance of a designated heritage asset paragraph 195 of the 
NPPF states that:

…local planning authorities should refuse consent, unless it can 
be demonstrated that the substantial harm or loss is necessary 
to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or 
loss, or all of the following apply: 

a) the nature of the heritage asset prevents all reasonable uses of 
the site; and 
b) no viable use of the heritage asset itself can be found in the 
medium term through appropriate marketing that will enable its 
conservation; and 
c) conservation by grant-funding or some form of charitable or 
public ownership is demonstrably not possible; and 
d) the harm or loss is outweighed by the benefit of bringing the 
site back into use.

With regard to ‘less than substantial harm’ to the significance of a 
designated heritage asset, of the NPPF states the following;

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.

In terms of non-designated heritage assets, the NPPF states:

197. The effect of an application on the significance of a non-
designated heritage asset should be taken into account in 
determining the application. In weighing applications that affect 
directly or indirectly non-designated heritage assets, a balance 
judgement will be required having regard to the scale of any harm 
or loss and the significance of the heritage asset.  

The Framework requires local planning authorities to look for 
opportunities for new development within conservation areas and world 
heritage sites and within the setting of heritage assets to enhance or 
better reveal their significance. Paragraph 200 states that: 

Proposals that preserve those elements of the setting that make 
a positive contribution to the asset (or which better reveal its 
significance) should be treated favourably.
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Concerning conservation areas and world heritage sites it states, in 
paragraph 201, that: 

Not all elements of a Conservation Area or World Heritage Site 
will necessarily contribute to its significance. Loss of a building 
(or other element) which makes a positive contribution to the 
significance of the Conservation Area or World Heritage Site 
should be treated either as substantial harm under paragraph 
195 or less than substantial harm under paragraph 196, as 
appropriate, taking into account the relative significance of the 
element affected and its contribution to the significance of the 
Conservation Area or World Heritage Site as a whole.

National Planning Practice Guidance 

The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) was published on the 
23rd July 2019 to support the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
2019 and the planning system. It includes particular guidance on matters 
relating to protecting the historic environment in the section: Conserving 
and Enhancing the Historic Environment.

The relevant guidance is as follows:

Paragraph 2: What is meant by the conservation and enhancement of 
the historic environment?

Conservation is an active process of maintenance and managing change. 
It requires a flexible and thoughtful approach to get the best out of assets 
as diverse as listed buildings in every day use and as yet undiscovered, 
undesignated buried remains of archaeological interest.

In the case of buildings, generally the risks of neglect and decay of 
heritage assets are best addressed through ensuring that they remain 
in active use that is consistent with their conservation. Ensuring such 
heritage assets remain used and valued is likely to require sympathetic 
changes to be made from time to time. In the case of archaeological sites, 
many have no active use, and so for those kinds of sites, periodic changes 
may not be necessary, though on-going management remains important.

Where changes are proposed, the National Planning Policy Framework 
sets out a clear framework for both plan-making and decision-making in 
respect of applications for planning permission and listed building consent 
to ensure that heritage assets are conserved, and where appropriate 
enhanced, in a manner that is consistent with their significance and 
thereby achieving sustainable development. Heritage assets are either 
designated heritage assets or non-designated heritage assets.
Part of the public value of heritage assets is the contribution that they can 
make to understanding and interpreting our past. So where the complete 
or partial loss of a heritage asset is justified (noting that the ability to 
record evidence of our past should not be a factor in deciding whether 
such loss should be permitted), the aim then is to:

	capture and record the evidence of the asset’s significance which 
is to be lost

	interpret its contribution to the understanding of our past; and
	make that publicly available (National Planning Policy Framework 

paragraph 199)
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Paragraph 6: What is “significance”?

‘Significance’ in terms of heritage-related planning policy is defined in 
the Glossary of the National Planning Policy Framework as the value of 
a heritage asset to this and future generations because of its heritage 
interest. Significance derives not only from a heritage asset’s physical 
presence, but also from its setting.

The National Planning Policy Framework definition further states 
that in the planning context heritage interest may be archaeological, 
architectural, artistic or historic. This can be interpreted as follows:

	archaeological interest: As defined in the Glossary to the 
National Planning Policy Framework, there will be archaeological 
interest in a heritage asset if it holds, or potentially holds, 
evidence of past human activity worthy of expert investigation at 
some point.

	architectural and artistic interest: These are interests in the 
design and general aesthetics of a place. They can arise from 
conscious design or fortuitously from the way the heritage asset 
has evolved. More specifically, architectural interest is an interest 
in the art or science of the design, construction, craftsmanship 
and decoration of buildings and structures of all types. Artistic 
interest is an interest in other human creative skill, like sculpture.

	historic interest: An interest in past lives and events (including 
pre-historic). Heritage assets can illustrate or be associated 
with them. Heritage assets with historic interest not only provide 
a material record of our nation’s history, but can also provide 
meaning for communities derived from their collective experience 
of a place and can symbolise wider values such as faith and 
cultural identity.

In legislation and designation criteria, the terms ‘special architectural 
or historic interest’ of a listed building and the ‘national importance’ of a 
scheduled monument are used to describe all or part of what, in planning 
terms, is referred to as the identified heritage asset’s significance.

Paragraph 7: Why is ‘significance’ important in decision-taking?

Heritage assets may be affected by direct physical change or by change 
in their setting. Being able to properly assess the nature, extent and 
importance of the significance of a heritage asset, and the contribution 
of its setting, is very important to understanding the potential impact and 
acceptability of development proposals.

Paragraph 13: What is the setting of a heritage asset and how should it 
be taken into account?

The setting of a heritage asset is defined in the Glossary of the National 
Planning Policy Framework.

All heritage assets have a setting, irrespective of the form in which they 
survive and whether they are designated or not. The setting of a heritage 
asset and the asset’s curtilage may not have the same extent.

The extent and importance of setting is often expressed by reference to 
the visual relationship between the asset and the proposed development 
and associated visual/physical considerations. Although views of or 
from an asset will play an important part in the assessment of impacts 
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on setting, the way in which we experience an asset in its setting is also 
influenced by other environmental factors such as noise, dust, smell and 
vibration from other land uses in the vicinity, and by our understanding 
of the historic relationship between places. For example, buildings that 
are in close proximity but are not visible from each other may have a 
historic or aesthetic connection that amplifies the experience of the 
significance of each.

The contribution that setting makes to the significance of the heritage 
asset does not depend on there being public rights of way or an ability 
to otherwise access or experience that setting. The contribution may 
vary over time.

When assessing any application which may affect the setting of a heritage 
asset, local planning authorities may need to consider the implications 
of cumulative change. They may also need to consider the fact that 
developments which materially detract from the asset’s significance 
may also damage its economic viability now, or in the future, thereby 
threatening its ongoing conservation.

Paragraph 15: What is the optimum viable use for a heritage asset and 
how is it taken into account in planning decisions?

The vast majority of heritage assets are in private hands. Thus, sustaining 
heritage assets in the long term often requires an incentive for their 
active conservation. Putting heritage assets to a viable use is likely to 
lead to the investment in their maintenance necessary for their long-
term conservation.

By their nature, some heritage assets have limited or even no economic 
end use. A scheduled monument in a rural area may preclude any 
use of the land other than as a pasture, whereas a listed building 
may potentially have a variety of alternative uses such as residential, 
commercial and leisure.

In a small number of cases a heritage asset may be capable of active use 
in theory but be so important and sensitive to change that alterations 
to accommodate a viable use would lead to an unacceptable loss 
of significance.

It is important that any use is viable, not just for the owner, but also for the 
future conservation of the asset: a series of failed ventures could result in 
a number of unnecessary harmful changes being made to the asset.

If there is only one viable use, that use is the optimum viable use. If there is 
a range of alternative economically viable uses, the optimum viable use is 
the one likely to cause the least harm to the significance of the asset, not 
just through necessary initial changes, but also as a result of subsequent 
wear and tear and likely future changes. The optimum viable use may 
not necessarily be the most economically viable one. Nor need it be the 
original use. However, if from a conservation point of view there is no real 
difference between alternative economically viable uses, then the choice 
of use is a decision for the owner, subject of course to obtaining any 
necessary consents.
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Harmful development may sometimes be justified in the interests of 
realising the optimum viable use of an asset, notwithstanding the loss 
of significance caused, and provided the harm is minimised. The policy 
on addressing substantial and less than substantial harm is set out in 
paragraphs193-196 of the National Planning Policy Framework.

Paragraph 18: How can the possibility of harm to a heritage asset be 
assessed?

What matters in assessing whether a proposal might cause harm is the 
impact on the significance of the heritage asset. As the National Planning 
Policy Framework makes clear, significance derives not only from a 
heritage asset’s physical presence, but also from its setting.

Proposed development affecting a heritage asset may have no impact 
on its significance or may enhance its significance and therefore cause 
no harm to the heritage asset. Where potential harm to designated 
heritage assets is identified, it needs to be categorised as either less 
than substantial harm or substantial harm (which includes total loss) in 
order to identify which policies in the National Planning Policy Framework 
(paragraphs 194-196) apply.

Within each category of harm (which category applies should be 
explicitly identified), the extent of the harm may vary and should be 
clearly articulated.

Whether a proposal causes substantial harm will be a judgment for the 
decision-maker, having regard to the circumstances of the case and 
the policy in the National Planning Policy Framework. In general terms, 
substantial harm is a high test, so it may not arise in many cases. For 
example, in determining whether works to a listed building constitute 
substantial harm, an important consideration would be whether the 
adverse impact seriously affects a key element of its special architectural 
or historic interest. It is the degree of harm to the asset’s significance 
rather than the scale of the development that is to be assessed. The harm 
may arise from works to the asset or from development within its setting.

While the impact of total destruction is obvious, partial destruction is likely 
to have a considerable impact but, depending on the circumstances, it 
may still be less than substantial harm or conceivably not harmful at all, 
for example, when removing later additions to historic buildings where 
those additions are inappropriate and harm the buildings’ significance. 
Similarly, works that are moderate or minor in scale are likely to cause less 
than substantial harm or no harm at all. However, even minor works have 
the potential to cause substantial harm, depending on the nature of their 
impact on the asset and its setting.

The National Planning Policy Framework confirms that 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). It 
also makes clear that any harm to a designated heritage asset requires 
clear and convincing justification and sets out certain assets in respect 
of which harm should be exceptional/wholly exceptional (see National 
Planning Policy Framework, paragraph 194).
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Paragraph 20: What is meant by the term public benefits?

The National Planning Policy Framework requires any harm to designated 
heritage assets to be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal.

Public benefits may follow from many developments and could be 
anything that delivers economic, social or environmental objectives as 
described in the National Planning Policy Framework (paragraph 8). Public 
benefits should flow from the proposed development. They should be 
of a nature or scale to be of benefit to the public at large and not just 
be a private benefit. However, benefits do not always have to be visible 
or accessible to the public in order to be genuine public benefits, for 
example, works to a listed private dwelling which secure its future as a 
designated heritage asset could be a public benefit.
Examples of heritage benefits may include:

	sustaining or enhancing the significance of a heritage asset and 
the contribution of its setting

	reducing or removing risks to a heritage asset
	securing the optimum viable use of a heritage asset in support of 

its long term conservation

Paragraph 39: What are non-designated heritage assets and how 
important are they?

Non-designated heritage assets are buildings, monuments, sites, places, 
areas or landscapes identified by plan-making bodies as having a degree 
of heritage significance meriting consideration in planning decisions but 
which do not meet the criteria for designated heritage assets.

A substantial majority of buildings have little or no heritage significance 
and thus do not constitute heritage assets. Only a minority have 
enough heritage significance to merit identification as non-designated 
heritage assets.

Paragraph 40: How are non-designated heritage assets identified?

There are a number of processes through which non-designated heritage 
assets may be identified, including the local and neighbourhood plan-
making processes and conservation area appraisals and reviews. 
Irrespective of how they are identified, it is important that the decisions 
to identify them as non-designated heritage assets are based on 
sound evidence.

Plan-making bodies should make clear and up to date information on non-
designated heritage assets accessible to the public to provide greater 
clarity and certainty for developers and decision-makers. This includes 
information on the criteria used to select non-designated heritage assets 
and information about the location of existing assets.

It is important that all non-designated heritage assets are clearly identified 
as such. In this context, it can be helpful if local planning authorities keep 
a local list of non-designated heritage assets, incorporating any such 
assets which are identified by neighbourhood planning bodies. (Advice on 
local lists can be found on Historic England’s website.) They should also 
ensure that up to date information about non-designated heritage assets 
is included in the local historic environment record.
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In some cases, local planning authorities may also identify non-
designated heritage assets as part of the decision-making process 
on planning applications, for example, following archaeological 
investigations. It is helpful if plans note areas with potential for the 
discovery of non-designated heritage assets with archaeological interest. 
The historic environment record will be a useful indicator of archaeological 
potential in the area.

Historic England: Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in 
Planning (March 2015)

The purpose of the Good Practice Advice note is to provide information on 
good practice to assist in implementing historic environment policy in the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the relate guidance given 
in the National Planning Practice Guide (NPPG).

Note 2 ‘Managing Significance in Decision-Taking’

This note provides information on:

	assessing the significance of heritage assets, using appropriate 
expertise, historic environment records, recording and furthering 
understanding, neglect and unauthorised works, marketing and 
design and distinctiveness. 

It states that:

The advice in this document, in accordance with the NPPF, 
emphasises that the information required in support of 
applications for planning permission and listed building consent 
should be no more than is necessary to reach an informed 
decision, and that activities to conserve or investigate the asset 
needs to be proportionate to the significance of the heritage 
assets affected and the impact on that significance.

In their general advice on decision-taking, this note advises that:

Development proposals that affect the historic environment are 
much more likely to gain the necessary permissions and create 
successful places if they are designed with the knowledge and 
understanding of the significance of the heritage assets they 
may affect. The first step for all applicants is to understand the 
significance of any affected heritage asset and, if relevant, the 
contribution of its setting to its significance. The significance of 
a heritage asset is the sum of its archaeological, architectural, 
historic, and artistic interest. 

Paragraph 6 highlights the NPPF and NPPG’s promotion of early 
engagement and pre-application discussion, and the early consideration 
of significance of the heritage asset in order to ensure that any issues can 
be properly identified and addressed. Furthermore, the note advises that:

As part of this process, these discussions and subsequent 
applications usually benefit from a structured approach to the 
assembly and analysis of relevant information. The stages below 
indicate the order in which this process can be approached – it 
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is good practice to check individual stages of this list but they 
may not be appropriate in all cases and the level of detail applied 
should be proportionate.

	Understand the significance of the affected assets;
	Understand the impact of the proposal on that significance;
	Avoid, minimise and mitigate impact in a way that meets the 

objectives of the NPPF;
	Look for opportunities to better reveal or enhance significance;
	Justify any harmful impacts in terms of the sustainable 

development objective of conserving significance   and the need 
for change;

	Offset negative impacts on aspects of significance by enhancing 
others through recording, disseminating and archiving 
archaeological and historical interest of the important elements 
of the heritage assets affected.

The Assessment of Significance as part of the Application Process 

Paragraph 7 emphasises the need to properly assess the nature, 
extent and importance of the significance of a heritage asset and 
the contribution of its setting early in the process, in order to form a 
successful development, and in order for the local planning authority 
to make decisions in line with legal objectives and the objectives of the 
development plan and the policy requirements of the NPPF. 

8.   Understanding the nature of the significance is important to 
understanding the need for and best means of conservation. 
For example, a modern building of high architectural interest 
will have quite different sensitivities from an archaeological site 
where the interest arises from the possibility of gaining new 
understanding of the past. 

9.  Understanding the extent of that significance is also important 
because this can, among other things, lead to a better 
understanding of how adaptable the asset may be and therefore 
improve viability and the prospects for long term conservation. 

10.  Understanding the level of significance is important as it provides 
the essential guide to how the policies should be applied. This is 
intrinsic to decision-taking where there is unavoidable conflict 
with other planning objectives.

11.  To accord with the NPPF, an applicant will need to undertake an 
assessment of significance to inform the application process to 
an extent necessary to understand the potential impact (positive 
or negative) of the proposal and to a level of thoroughness 
proportionate to the relative importance of the asset whose fabric 
or setting is affected.

Curtilage Structures

15.  Some buildings and structures are deemed designated as listed 
buildings by being fixed to the principal building or by being 
ancillary within its curtilage and pre-dating 1 July 1948. Whether 
alteration, extension or demolition of such buildings amounts to 
harm or substantial harm to the designated heritage asset (i.e. the 
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listed building together with its curtilage and attached buildings) 
needs careful consideration. Some curtilage structures are of 
high significance, which should be taken fully into account in 
decisions, but some are of little or none. Thus, like other forms 
of heritage asset, curtilage structures should be considered 
in proportion to their significance. Listed buildings designated 
very recently (after 25 June 2013) are likely to define curtilage 
definitively; where this is (or is not) the case will be noted in the 
list description.

Cumulative Impact

28.  The cumulative impact of incremental small-scale changes may 
have as great an effect on the significance of a heritage asset 
as a larger scale change. Where the significance of a heritage 
asset has been compromised in the past by unsympathetic 
development to the asset itself or its setting, consideration 
still needs to be given to whether additional change will further 
detract from, or can enhance, the significance of the asset in 
order to accord with NPPF policies. Negative change could 
include severing the last link to part of the history of an asset or 
between the asset and its original setting. Conversely, positive 
change could include the restoration of a building’s plan form or 
an original designed landscape.

Listed Building Consent Regime

29.  Change to heritage assets is inevitable but it is only harmful 
when significance is damaged. The nature and importance of 
the significance that is affected will dictate the proportionate 
response to assessing that change, its justification, mitigation 
and any recording which may be needed if it is to go ahead. In 
the case of listed buildings, the need for owners to receive listed 
building consent in advance of works which affect special interest 
is a simple mechanism but it is not always clear which kinds of 
works would require consent. In certain circumstances there are 
alternative means of granting listed building consent under the 
Enterprise & Regulatory Reform Act 2013.

Opportunities to Enhance Assets, their Settings and Local Distinctiveness

52.  Sustainable development can involve seeking positive 
improvements in the quality of the historic environment. There 
will not always be opportunities to enhance the significance or 
improve a heritage asset but the larger the asset the more likely 
there will be. Most conservation areas, for example, will have 
sites within them that could add to the character and value of the 
area through development, while listed buildings may often have 
extensions or other alterations that have a negative impact on 
the significance. Similarly, the setting of all heritage assets will 
frequently have elements that detract from the significance of the 
asset or hamper its appreciation.

Design and Local Distinctiveness

53.  Both the NPPF (section 7) and PPG (section ID26) contain detail 
on why good design is important and how it can be achieved. In 
terms of the historic environment, some or all of the following 
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factors may influence what will make the scale, height, massing, 
alignment, materials and proposed use of new development 
successful in its context:

	The history of the place
	The relationship of the proposal to its specific site
	The significance of nearby assets and the contribution of their 

setting, recognising that this is a dynamic concept
	The general character and distinctiveness of the area in its widest 

sense, including the general character of local buildings, spaces, 
public realm and the landscape, the grain of the surroundings, 
which includes, for example the street pattern and plot size

	The size and density of the proposal related to that of the existing 
and neighbouring uses

	Landmarks and other built or landscape features which are key to 
a sense of place

	The diversity or uniformity in style, construction, materials, colour, 
detailing, decoration and period of existing buildings and spaces

	The topography
	Views into, through and from the site and its surroundings
	Landscape design
	The current and historic uses in the area and the urban grain
	The quality of the materials

Note 3 ‘The Setting of Heritage Assets’ (December 2017)

This note provides guidance on the setting of heritage assets, which is 
separate to issues of curtilage, character or context.

The Extent of Setting

8. The NPPF makes it clear that the extent of the setting of a 
heritage asset ‘is not fixed and may change as the asset and 
its surroundings evolve’. All of the following matters may affect 
considerations of the extent of setting:

	While setting can be mapped in the context of an individual 
application or proposal, it cannot be definitively and permanently 
described for all time as a spatially bounded area or as lying 
within a set distance of a heritage asset. This is because the 
surroundings of a heritage asset will change over time, and 
because new information on heritage assets may alter what might 
previously have been understood to comprise their setting and 
the values placed on that setting and therefore the significance of 
the heritage asset.

	Extensive heritage assets, such as historic parks and gardens, 
landscapes and townscapes, can include many heritage assets, 
historic associations between them and their nested and 
overlapping settings, as well as having a setting of their own. 
A conservation area is likely to include the settings of listed 
buildings and have its own setting, as will the hamlet, village or 
urban area in which it is situated (explicitly recognised in green 
belt designations). 

	Consideration of setting in urban areas, given the potential 
numbers and proximity of heritage assets, often overlaps with 
considerations both of townscape/urban design and of the 
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character and appearance of conservation areas. Conflict 
between impacts on setting and other aspects of a proposal can 
be avoided or mitigated by working collaboratively and openly 
with interested parties at an early stage.

Views and Setting

10. The contribution of setting to the significance of a heritage 
asset is often expressed by reference to views, a purely visual 
impression of an asset or place which can be static or dynamic, 
long, short or of lateral spread, and include a variety of views of, 
from, across, or including that asset.

 
11. Views which contribute more to understanding the significance of 

a heritage asset include:

	those where the composition within the view was a fundamental 
aspect of the design or function of the heritage asset

	those where town- or village-scape reveals views with unplanned 
or unintended beauty

	those with historical associations, including viewing points and 
the topography of battlefields

	those with cultural associations, including landscapes known 
historically for their picturesque and landscape beauty, those 
which became subjects for paintings of the English landscape 
tradition, and those views which have otherwise become 
historically cherished and protected

	those where relationships between the asset and other heritage 
assets or natural features or phenomena such as solar or lunar 
events are particularly relevant

12. Assets, whether contemporaneous or otherwise, which were 
intended to be seen from one another for aesthetic, functional, 
ceremonial or religious reasons include:

	military and defensive sites
	telegraphs or beacons
	prehistoric funerary and ceremonial sites
	historic parks and gardens with deliberate links to other designed 

landscapes and remote ‘eye-catching’ features or ‘borrowed’ 
landmarks beyond the park boundary

13. Views may be identified and protected by local planning policies 
and guidance for the part they play in shaping our appreciation 
and understanding of England’s historic environment, whether 
in rural or urban areas and whether designed to be seen 
as a unity or as the cumulative result of a long process of 
development. This does not mean that additional views or other 
elements or attributes of setting do not merit consideration. 
Such views include:

	views identified as part of the plan-making process, such as those 
identified in the London View Management Framework (LVMF, 
Mayor of London 2010) and Oxford City Council’s View Cones 
(2005) and Assessment of the Oxford View Cones (2015 Report)
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	views identified in character area appraisals or in management 
plans, for example of World Heritage Sites

	important designed views from, to and within historic parks and 
gardens that have been identified as part of the evidence base for 
development plans, and

	views that are identified by local planning authorities when 
assessing development proposals

Where complex issues involving views come into play in the assessment 
of such views – whether for the purposes of providing a baseline for 
plan-making or for development management – a formal views analysis 
may be merited.

Setting and the Significance of Heritage Assets

9. Setting is not itself a heritage asset, nor a heritage designation, 
although land comprising a setting may itself be designated 
(see below Designed settings). Its importance lies in what it 
contributes to the significance of the heritage asset or to the 
ability to appreciate that significance. The following paragraphs 
examine some more general considerations relating to setting 
and significance.

Cumulative Change 

Where the significance of a heritage asset has been compromised in the 
past by unsympathetic development affecting its setting, to accord with 
NPPF policies consideration still needs to be given to whether additional 
change will further detract from, or can enhance, the significance of 
the asset. Negative change could include severing the last link between 
an asset and its original setting; positive change could include the 
restoration of a building’s original designed landscape or the removal of 
structures impairing key views of it (see also paragraph 40 for screening of 
intrusive developments).

Change over Time 

Settings of heritage assets change over time. Understanding this history 
of change will help to determine how further development within the 
asset’s setting is likely to affect the contribution made by setting to the 
significance of the heritage asset. Settings of heritage assets which 
closely resemble the setting at the time the asset was constructed or 
formed are likely to contribute particularly strongly to significance but 
settings which have changed may also themselves enhance significance, 
for instance where townscape character has been shaped by cycles of 
change over the long term. Settings may also have suffered negative 
impact from inappropriate past developments and may be enhanced by 
the removal of the inappropriate structure(s).

Access and Setting

Because the contribution of setting to significance does not depend 
on public rights or ability to access it, significance is not dependent on 
numbers of people visiting it; this would downplay such qualitative issues 
as the importance of quiet and tranquillity as an attribute of setting, 
constraints on access such as remoteness or challenging terrain, and the 
importance of the setting to a local community who may be few in number. 
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The potential for appreciation of the asset’s significance may increase 
once it is interpreted or mediated in some way, or if access to currently 
inaccessible land becomes possible.

Buried Assets and Setting 

Heritage assets that comprise only buried remains may not be readily 
appreciated by a casual observer. They nonetheless retain a presence 
in the landscape and, like other heritage assets, may have a setting. 
These points apply equally, in some rare cases, to designated heritage 
assets such as scheduled monuments or Protected Wreck Sites that 
are periodically, partly or wholly submerged, eg in the intertidal zone 
on the foreshore.

The location and setting of historic battles, otherwise with no visible 
traces, may include important strategic views, routes by which opposing 
forces approached each other and a topography and landscape features 
that played a part in the outcome.

Buried archaeological remains may also be appreciated in historic street 
or boundary patterns, in relation to their surrounding topography or other 
heritage assets or through the long- term continuity in the use of the land 
that surrounds them. While the form of survival of an asset may influence 
the degree to which its setting contributes to significance and the weight 
placed on it, it does not necessarily follow that the contribution is nullified 
if the asset is obscured or not readily visible.

Designed Settings 

Many heritage assets have settings that have been designed to enhance 
their presence and visual interest or to create experiences of drama or 
surprise. In these special circumstances, these designed settings may be 
regarded as heritage assets in their own right, for instance the designed 
landscape around a country house. Furthermore they may, themselves, 
have a wider setting: a park may form the immediate surroundings of 
a great house, while having its own setting that includes lines-of-sight 
to more distant heritage assets or natural features beyond the park 
boundary. Given that the designated area is often restricted to the ‘core’ 
elements, such as a formal park, it is important that the extended and 
remote elements of the design are included in the evaluation of the setting 
of a designed landscape. Reference is sometimes made to the ‘immediate’, 
‘wider’ and ‘extended’ setting of heritage assets, but the terms should not 
be regarded as having any particular formal meaning. While many day-to-
day cases will be concerned with development in the vicinity of an asset, 
development further afield may also affect significance, particularly where 
it is large- scale, prominent or intrusive. The setting of a historic park or 
garden, for instance, may include land beyond its boundary which adds 
to its significance but which need not be confined to land visible from the 
site, nor necessarily the same as the site’s visual boundary. It can include:

	land which is not part of the park or garden but which is 
associated with it by being adjacent and visible from it

	land which is not part of the site but which is adjacent and 
associated with it because it makes an important contribution to 
the historic character of the site in some other way than by being 
visible from it, and
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	land which is a detached part of the site and makes an important 
contribution to its historic character either by being visible from it 
or in some other way, perhaps by historical association

Setting and Urban Design

As mentioned above (paragraph 8, The extent of setting), the numbers 
and proximity of heritage assets in urban areas mean that the protection 
and enhancement of setting is intimately linked to townscape and urban 
design considerations. These include the degree of conscious design 
or fortuitous beauty and the consequent visual harmony or congruity 
of development, and often relates to townscape attributes such as 
enclosure, definition of streets and spaces and spatial qualities as 
well as lighting, trees, and verges, or the treatments of boundaries or 
street surfaces.

Setting and Economic and Social Viability 

Sustainable development under the NPPF can have important positive 
impacts on heritage assets and their settings, for example by bringing 
an abandoned building back into use or giving a heritage asset further 
life. However, the economic viability of a heritage asset can be reduced 
if the contribution made by its setting is diminished by badly designed 
or insensitively located development. For instance, a new road scheme 
affecting the setting of a heritage asset, while in some cases increasing 
the public’s ability or inclination to visit and/or use it, thereby boosting 
its economic viability and enhancing the options for the marketing or 
adaptive re-use of a building, may in other cases have the opposite effect.

Landscape Assessment and Amenity

14. Analysis of setting is different from landscape assessment. While 
landscapes include everything within them, the entirety of very 
extensive settings may not contribute equally to the significance 
of a heritage asset, if at all. Careful analysis is therefore required 
to assess whether one heritage asset at a considerable distance 
from another, though intervisible with it – a church spire, for 
instance – is a major component of the setting, rather than just an 
incidental element within the wider landscape.

15. Assessment and management of both setting and views are 
related to consideration of the wider landscape, which is 
outside the scope of this advice note. Additional advice on 
views is available in Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact 
Assessment, 3rd edition, published by the Landscape Institute and 
the Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment (in 
partnership with Historic England).

16. Similarly, setting is different from general amenity. Views out 
from heritage assets that neither contribute to significance nor 
allow appreciation of significance are a matter of amenity rather 
than of setting.

A Staged Approach to Proportionate Decision-taking

17. All heritage assets have significance, some of which have 
particular significance and are designated. The contribution made 
by their setting to their significance also varies. Although many 
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settings may be enhanced by development, not all settings have 
the same capacity to accommodate change without harm to 
the significance of the heritage asset or the ability to appreciate 
it. This capacity may vary between designated assets of the 
same grade or of the same type or according to the nature of 
the change. It can also depend on the location of the asset: an 
elevated or overlooked location; a riverbank, coastal or island 
location; or a location within an extensive tract of flat land may 
increase the sensitivity of the setting (ie the capacity of the 
setting to accommodate change without harm to the heritage 
asset’s significance) or of views of the asset. This requires the 
implications of development affecting the setting of heritage 
assets to be considered on a case-by-case basis.

18. Conserving or enhancing heritage assets by taking their settings 
into account need not prevent change; indeed change may be 
positive, for instance where the setting has been compromised 
by poor development. Many places coincide with the setting 
of a heritage asset and are subject to some degree of change 
over time. NPPF policies, together with the guidance on their 
implementation in the Planning Policy Guidance (PPG), provide the 
framework for the consideration of change affecting the setting 
of undesignated and designated heritage assets as part of the 
decision-taking process (NPPF, paragraphs 131-135 and 137).

19. Amongst the Government’s planning policies for the historic 
environment is that conservation decisions are based on 
a proportionate assessment of the particular significance 
of any heritage asset that may be affected by a proposal, 
including by development affecting the setting of a heritage 
asset. Historic England recommends the following broad 
approach to assessment, undertaken as a series of steps 
that apply proportionately to the complexity of the case, from 
straightforward to complex:

Step 1: Identify which heritage assets and their 
settings are affected
Step 2: Assess the degree to which these settings make a 
contribution to the significance of the heritage asset(s) or allow 
significance to be appreciated
Step 3: Assess the effects of the proposed development, whether 
beneficial or harmful, on that significance or on the ability 
to appreciate it
Step 4: Explore ways to maximise enhancement and avoid 
or minimise harm
Step 5: Make and document the decision and monitor outcomes

Historic England: Conservation Principles and Assessment (2008)

Conservation Principles (2008) explores, on a more philosophical level, the 
reason why society places a value on heritage assets beyond their mere 
utility. It identifies four types of heritage value that an asset may hold: 
aesthetic, communal, historic and evidential value. This is simply another 
way of analysing its significance. These values can help shape the most 
efficient and effective way of managing the heritage asset so as to sustain 
its overall value to society. 
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Evidential Value

35.  Evidential value derives from the potential of a place to yield 
evidence about past human activity. 

36.  Physical remains of past human activity are the primary source 
of evidence about the substance and evolution of places, and of 
the people and cultures that made them. These remains are part 
of a record of the past that begins with traces of early humans 
and continues to be created and destroyed. Their evidential 
value is proportionate to their potential to contribute to people’s 
understanding of the past. 

37.  In the absence of written records, the material record, particularly 
archaeological deposits, provides the only source of evidence 
about the distant past. Age is therefore a strong indicator 
of relative evidential value, but is not paramount, since the 
material record is the primary source of evidence about poorly 
documented aspects of any period. Geology, landforms, species 
and habitats similarly have value as sources of information about 
the evolution of the planet and life upon it. 

38.  Evidential value derives from the physical remains or genetic lines 
that have been inherited from the past. The ability to understand 
and interpret the evidence tends to be diminished in proportion to 
the extent of its removal or replacement.

Historical Value

39.  Historical value derives from the ways in which past people, 
events and aspects of life can be connected through a place to 
the present. It tends to be illustrative or associative. 

40.  The idea of illustrating aspects of history or prehistory – the 
perception of a place as a link between past and present people 
– is different from purely evidential value. Illustration depends 
on visibility in a way that evidential value (for example, of buried 
remains) does not. Places with illustrative value will normally 
also have evidential value, but it may be of a different order 
of importance. An historic building that is one of many similar 
examples may provide little unique evidence about the past, 
although each illustrates the intentions of its creators equally 
well. However, their distribution, like that of planned landscapes, 
may be of considerable evidential value, as well as demonstrating, 
for instance, the distinctiveness of regions and aspects of their 
social organisation.

41.  Illustrative value has the power to aid interpretation of the 
past through making connections with, and providing insights 
into, past communities and their activities through shared 
experience of a place. The illustrative value of places tends 
to be greater if they incorporate the first, or only surviving, 
example of an innovation of consequence, whether related 
to design, technology or social organisation. The concept is 
similarly applicable to the natural heritage values of a place, for 
example geological strata visible in an exposure, the survival of 
veteran trees, or the observable interdependence of species in a 
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particular habitat. Illustrative value is often described in relation 
to the subject illustrated, for example, a structural system or a 
machine might be said to have ‘technological value’. 

42.  Association with a notable family, person, event, or movement 
gives historical value a particular resonance. Being at the place 
where something momentous happened can increase and 
intensify understanding through linking historical accounts of 
events with the place where they happened – provided, of course, 
that the place still retains some semblance of its appearance 
at the time. The way in which an individual built or furnished 
their house, or made a garden, often provides insight into their 
personality, or demonstrates their political or cultural affiliations. 
It can suggest aspects of their character and motivation 
that extend, or even contradict, what they or others wrote, or 
are recorded as having said, at the time, and so also provide 
evidential value. 

43.  Many buildings and landscapes are associated with the 
development of other aspects of cultural heritage, such as 
literature, art, music or film. Recognition of such associative 
values tends in turn to inform people’s responses to these places. 
Associative value also attaches to places closely connected 
with the work of people who have made important discoveries or 
advances in thought about the natural world. 

44.  The historical value of places depends upon both sound 
identification and direct experience of fabric or landscape 
that has survived from the past, but is not as easily diminished 
by change or partial replacement as evidential value. The 
authenticity of a place indeed often lies in visible evidence 
of change as a result of people responding to changing 
circumstances. Historical values are harmed only to the extent 
that adaptation has obliterated or concealed them, although 
completeness does tend to strengthen illustrative value.

45.  The use and appropriate management of a place for its original 
purpose, for example as a place of recreation or worship, or, like 
a watermill, as a machine, illustrates the relationship between 
design and function, and so may make a major contribution to 
its historical values. If so, cessation of that activity will diminish 
those values and, in the case of some specialised landscapes 
and buildings, may essentially destroy them. Conversely, 
abandonment, as of, for example, a medieval village site, may 
illustrate important historical events.

Aesthetic Value

46.  Aesthetic value derives from the ways in which people draw 
sensory and intellectual stimulation from a place. 

47.  Aesthetic values can be the result of the conscious design of 
a place, including artistic endeavour. Equally, they can be the 
seemingly fortuitous outcome of the way in which a place has 
evolved and been used over time. Many places combine these 
two aspects – for example, where the qualities of an already 
attractive landscape have been reinforced by artifice – while 
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others may inspire awe or fear. Aesthetic values tend to be 
specific to a time and cultural context, but appreciation of them is 
not culturally exclusive.

48.  Design value relates primarily to the aesthetic qualities generated 
by the conscious design of a building, structure or landscape as 
a whole. It embraces composition (form, proportions, massing, 
silhouette, views and vistas, circulation) and usually materials 
or planting, decoration or detailing, and craftsmanship. It may 
extend to an intellectual programme governing the design (for 
example, a building as an expression of the Holy Trinity), and the 
choice or influence of sources from which it was derived. It may 
be attributed to a known patron, architect, designer, gardener 
or craftsman (and so have associational value), or be a mature 
product of a vernacular tradition of building or land management. 
Strong indicators of importance are quality of design and 
execution, and innovation, particularly if influential. 

49.  Sustaining design value tends to depend on appropriate 
stewardship to maintain the integrity of a designed concept, be it 
landscape, architecture, or structure.

50.  It can be useful to draw a distinction between design created 
through detailed instructions (such as architectural drawings) 
and the direct creation of a work of art by a designer who is also 
in significant part the craftsman. The value of the artwork is 
proportionate to the extent that it remains the actual product 
of the artist’s hand. While the difference between design and 
‘artistic’ value can be clear-cut, for example statues on pedestals 
(artistic value) in a formal garden (design value), it is often far less 
so, as with repetitive ornament on a medieval building.

51.  Some aesthetic values are not substantially the product of 
formal design, but develop more or less fortuitously over time, 
as the result of a succession of responses within a particular 
cultural framework. They include, for example, the seemingly 
organic form of an urban or rural landscape; the relationship of 
vernacular buildings and structures and their materials to their 
setting; or a harmonious, expressive or dramatic quality in the 
juxtaposition of vernacular or industrial buildings and spaces. 
Design in accordance with Picturesque theory is best considered 
a design value. 

52.  Aesthetic value resulting from the action of nature on human 
works, particularly the enhancement of the appearance of a place 
by the passage of time (‘the patina of age’), may overlie the values 
of a conscious design. It may simply add to the range and depth 
of values, the significance, of the whole; but on occasion may be 
in conflict with some of them, for example, when physical damage 
is caused by vegetation charmingly rooting in masonry. 53 While 
aesthetic values may be related to the age of a place, they may 
also (apart from artistic value) be amenable to restoration and 
enhancement. This reality is reflected both in the definition of 
conservation areas (areas whose ‘character or appearance it is 
desirable to preserve or enhance’) and in current practice in the 
conservation of historic landscapes.
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Communal Value

54. Communal value derives from the meanings of a place for the 
people who relate to it, or for whom it figures in their collective 
experience or memory. Communal values are closely bound up 
with historical (particularly associative) and aesthetic values, but 
tend to have additional and specific aspects.

55. Commemorative and symbolic values reflect the meanings of 
a place for those who draw part of their identity from it, or have 
emotional links to it. The most obvious examples are war and 
other memorials raised by community effort, which consciously 
evoke past lives and events, but some buildings and places, such 
as the Palace of Westminster, can symbolise wider values. Such 
values tend to change over time, and are not always affirmative. 
Some places may be important for reminding us of uncomfortable 
events, attitudes or periods in England’s history. They are 
important aspects of collective memory and identity, places of 
remembrance whose meanings should not be forgotten. In some 
cases, that meaning can only be understood through information 
and interpretation, whereas, in others, the character of the place 
itself tells most of the story.

56.  Social value is associated with places that people perceive 
as a source of identity, distinctiveness, social interaction and 
coherence. Some may be comparatively modest, acquiring 
communal significance through the passage of time as a result 
of a collective memory of stories linked to them. They tend to 
gain value through the resonance of past events in the present, 
providing reference points for a community’s identity or sense 
of itself. They may have fulfilled a community function that 
has generated a deeper attachment, or shaped some aspect 
of community behaviour or attitudes. Social value can also 
be expressed on a large scale, with great time-depth, through 
regional and national identity. 

57.  The social values of places are not always clearly recognised 
by those who share them, and may only be articulated when the 
future of a place is threatened. They may relate to an activity that 
is associated with the place, rather than with its physical fabric. 
The social value of a place may indeed have no direct relationship 
to any formal historical or aesthetic values that may have been 
ascribed to it. 

58.  Compared with other heritage values, social values tend to be 
less dependent on the survival of historic fabric. They may survive 
the replacement of the original physical structure, so long as its 
key social and cultural characteristics are maintained; and can 
be the popular driving force for the re-creation of lost (and often 
deliberately destroyed or desecrated) places with high symbolic 
value, although this is rare in England. 

59.  Spiritual value attached to places can emanate from the beliefs 
and teachings of an organised religion, or reflect past or present-
day perceptions of the spirit of place. It includes the sense of 
inspiration and wonder that can arise from personal contact with 
places long revered, or newly revealed. 
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60. Spiritual value is often associated with places sanctified by 
longstanding veneration or worship, or wild places with few 
obvious signs of modern life. Their value is generally dependent 
on the perceived survival of the historic fabric or character of the 
place, and can be extremely sensitive to modest changes to that 
character, particularly to the activities that happen there.

63



Local Policy

Oxford City Council Core Strategy (2011)

Policy CS18

Urban design, townscape character and the historic environment 

Planning permission will only be granted for development that 
demonstrates high-quality urban design through: • responding 
appropriately to the site and its surroundings; 

• creating a strong sense of place; • being easy to understand and 
to move through; 

• being adaptable, in terms of providing buildings and spaces that 
could have alternative uses in future; 

• contributing to an attractive public realm; 
• high quality architecture. 

Development proposals should respect and draw inspiration from 
Oxford’s unique historic environment (above and below ground), 
responding positively to the character and distinctiveness of the locality.  
Development must not result in loss or damage to important historic 
features, or their settings, particularly those of national importance 
and, where appropriate, should include proposals for enhancement 
of the historic environment, particularly where these address local 
issues identified in, for example, conservation area character appraisal 
or management plans. Views of the skyline of the historic centre 
will be protected. 

6.1.1 

New development in Oxford will be expected to be of a high design quality 
that respects and enhances the character and appearance of the area in 
which it is located. In addition to the specific considerations that apply 
to a historic and unique built environment such as Oxford, developments 
should respect the fundamental principles of good urban design. 
Developments should be designed to respond appropriately to the site 
and its surroundings, create a sense of place, be easy to understand and 
move through, be capable of adaptation for alternative uses, and help to 
create an attractive public realm. 

6.1.2 

The historic core has a distinctive pattern of streets of Saxon origin, and 
much of Oxford’s history, especially in the City Centre Archaeological 
Area, lies buried beneath the streets. Oxford has a wealth of fine buildings 
from the 11th century to the present, many that contribute to a world-
famous and unique skyline, of which there are important views from within 
Oxford and the surrounding meadows and hillsides. Oxford has grown 
within the river valleys of the Thames and Cherwell and extends to the ring 
of surrounding hills that give the city its green setting, which are of great 
importance for views out of the city. The views of the skyline of the historic 
centre are fundamentally important to Oxford and must be protected.
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6.1.3 

Outside the internationally famous historic core, a diversity of townscapes 
and landscapes make up today’s Oxford. Over time, the phases of growth 
of the city have contributed to Oxford’s character as a whole, and created 
diverse areas of distinct local character and townscape. These are 
formally recognised by the city’s Conservation Areas, but good design 
respecting and enhancing the historic character of the city is important 
in maintaining its significance and how it is valued. Oxford’s historic 
environment and local townscapes are the product of change and should 
be considered as an inspiration for good urban design, respecting the old 
but also perpetuating the tradition of creating great modern buildings of 
such quality that they last as world-class buildings. The emphasis will be 
on the positive management of change, reflecting the city’s capacity to 
move forward while preserving its irreplaceable heritage. 

6.1.4 

New development will be expected to respect the unique townscape 
characteristics of each area of Oxford. The City Council has prepared 
supporting studies that provide further details on townscape and 
local character in individual areas of Oxford. The Landscape Character 
Assessment helps to draw out the features that create the special 
character of each area and identifies improvements that can be made. 
Proposals for new developments should be designed with these features 
and possible improvements in mind.

6.1.5 

Conservation Area Appraisals will be carried out for all of the Conservation 
Areas. These appraisals will provide detail on how the design of new 
development in Conservation Areas should seek to preserve and 
enhance the existing built character of the Conservation Area. A heritage 
plan will be drawn up as a basis for decision-making and initiatives that 
will help ensure that development in Oxford sustains and enhances 
the archaeological, architectural and landscape resource in a manner 
compatible with its status as a historic city of international renown. 

6.1.6 

Design and Access Statements are required for certain types of 
planning applications. These set out the thinking behind planning 
applications. They should provide details on the use of land, the amount 
of development, and the layout, scale, landscaping and appearance 
of development2 . Building for Life3 provides a useful tool for local 
authorities and developers to assess the design quality of new housing 
developments. The criteria go beyond aesthetic considerations and 
emphasise the need to ensure the new housing developments meet the 
needs of communities that they will serve.

65



City of Oxford Local Plan (2001-2016)

Local plan currently undergoing consultation. Once adopted the Oxford 
Local Plan 2036 will replace the Local Plan 2001-2016, the Core Strategy 
2026 and the Sites and Housing Plan.

5.0 Historic Environment 

POLICY HE.1 - NATIONALLY IMPORTANT MONUMENTS 

Planning permission will not be granted for any development that would 
have an unacceptable effect on a nationally important monument (whether 
or not it is scheduled) or its setting. The scheduled monuments are shown 
on the Proposals Map.

POLICY HE.2 - ARCHAEOLOGY 

Where archaeological deposits that are potentially significant to the 
historic environment of Oxford are known or suspected to exist anywhere 
in Oxford but in particular the City centre Archaeological Area, planning 
applications should incorporate sufficient information to define the 
character and extent of such deposits as far as reasonably practicable, 
including, where appropriate: 

a. the results of an evaluation by fieldwork; and 

b. an assessment of the effect of the proposals on the deposits or 
their setting. If the existence and significance of deposits is confirmed, 
planning permission will only be granted where the proposal includes: 

c. provision to preserve the archaeological remains in situ, so far as 
reasonably practicable, by sensitive layout and design (particularly 
foundations, drainage and hard landscaping); and 

d. provision for the investigation and recording of any archaeological 
remains that cannot be preserved, including the publication of results, 
in accordance with a detailed scheme approved before the start of 
the development. 

The City Centre Archaeological Area is defined on the Proposals Map.

POLICY HE.3 - LISTED BUILDINGS AND THEIR SETTING 

Planning permission will be granted for the re-use of redundant or 
unused listed buildings for new purposes compatible with their character, 
architectural integrity and setting. 

Planning permission will not be granted for proposals involving demolition 
of a statutory listed building. Planning permission will only be granted 
for works involving an alteration or extension to a listed building that is 
sympathetic to and respects its history, character and setting. 

Planning permission will only be granted for development which is 
appropriate in terms of its scale and location and which uses materials 
and colours that respect the character of the surroundings, and have due 
regard to the setting of any listed building.
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POLICY HE.4 - ARCHAEOLOGICAL REMAINS WITHIN LISTED 
BUILDINGS 

Where the structure of a listed building is considered to conceal 
important archaeological evidence or remains, planning permission 
will not be granted for works that would have a significant effect 
on the structure, or offer an opportunity to better understand the 
building, unless the applicant has agreed a programme of investigation, 
recording of the structure and publication of the results, which will be 
secured by conditions.

POLICY HE.5 - FIRE SAFETY IN LISTED BUILDINGS 

Planning permission will only be granted for proposals affecting a listed 
building which involve fire precautions, and in particular fire escapes, if the 
City Council is satisfied that both design and fire safety requirements can 
be met without harm to the special interest of the building or setting.

POLICY HE.6 - BUILDINGS OF LOCAL INTEREST 

Planning permission will only be granted for development that involves 
the demolition of a Building of Local Interest, or that would have an 
adverse impact on the building or its setting, if: a. the applicant can justify 
why the existing building cannot be retained or altered to form part of 
the redevelopment; and b. the development will make a more positive 
contribution to the character and appearance of the area.

POLICY HE.7 - CONSERVATION AREAS 

Planning permission will only be granted for development that preserves 
or enhances the special character and appearance of the conservation 
areas or their setting. Planning permission will not be granted for 
proposals involving the substantial demolition of a building or structure 
that contributes to the special interest of the conservation areas. 

The boundaries of the conservation areas are shown on the Proposals Map.

POLICY HE.8 - IMPORTANT PARKS AND GARDENS 

Planning permission will not be granted for any development that will 
adversely affect the visual, historical or horticultural character of an 
historic park or garden or its setting, whether or not it is included on the 
statutory register. Planning permission will be granted for development 
that avoids the loss of key features, retains the essential character of 
the site and assists with the protection, management and restoration of 
important parks and gardens. Management plans, where appropriate, will 
be secured by a planning condition or planning obligation. Historic Parks 
and Gardens on the statutory register are indicated on the Proposals Map.

POLICY HE.9 - HIGH BUILDING AREA 

Planning permission will not be granted for any development within a 
1,200 metre radius of Carfax which exceeds 18.2 m (60 ft) in height or 
ordnance datum (height above sea level) 79.3 m (260 ft) (which ever is 
the lower) except for minor elements of no great bulk. A lesser height 
may be considered more appropriate for buildings that have to fit into the 
existing townscape. If existing buildings (at, or in excess of, these limits) 
are redeveloped, the City Council will consider carefully whether rebuilding 
to their previous height is acceptable in terms of how it would affect the 
appearance of the existing townscape and skyline. 
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The area covered by the 1,200-metre radius of Carfax is identified on 
the Proposals Map.

POLICY HE.10 - VIEW CONES OF OXFORD 

The City Council will seek to retain significant views both within Oxford 
and from outside, and protect the green backcloth from any adverse 
impact. Planning permission will not be granted for buildings or structures 
proposed within or close to the areas that are of special importance for 
the preservation of views of Oxford (the view cones) or buildings that are 
of a height which would detract from these views. 
The View Cones of Oxford are indicated on the Proposals Map.

POLICY HE.11 - ARCHITECTURAL LIGHTING 

The City Council will support the lighting of landmark features and 
buildings subject to the following criteria: a. the means of lighting will 
be unobtrusively sited; b. the level and type of lighting will enhance the 
feature itself and the character and amenity of the surrounding area; and c. 
there must be adequate safeguards to prevent light pollution and spillage.

2.11 Achieving Quality Design 

2.11.1

The City Council’s policies and guidance will help applicants understand 
and address urban design objectives and achieve high quality 
development. Further guidance may be produced for individual sites, 
applying these urban design principles. 

2.11.2 

The City Council wishes to ensure developments are of a suitable quality 
by seeking to achieve the following four urban design principles: 

• improved quality of life through development that takes into 
account the needs of its users; 

• buildings and spaces designed together to make a whole which 
is greater than the sum of its parts and which enriches local 
character; 

• development that is connected to and integrated with the 
surrounding area; and 

• neighbourhoods laid out to be safe, secure and sociable, that 
work well for their users and help to create a community. 

2.11.3 

The quality of new development is ultimately judged by how: 

• efficiently it uses resources; 
• long it lasts; 
• enjoyable it is to use or visit; 
• easy it is to find your way in and through; 
• safe and secure it feels; 
• the buildings and adjacent spaces are related to each other; and 
• attractive it looks as a whole.
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Context 

2.11.4 

New development should respect its neighbours, relate to its local context 
and enhance its character. Each new development, of whatever scale, 
has a potentially significant effect on the appearance and character of 
the area. All development is part of the continuing process of reshaping, 
infilling, extending or enhancing the built form and landscape of a locality, 
to nurture a more coherent and distinctive sense of place. 

2.11.5 

A building is always seen in relation to its surroundings, not just by 
itself. An extension is always seen in relation to its host building. New 
development should relate to the siting, scale, form and appearance of 
surrounding development. The design of development should respect the 
defining form and grain of the local area.

2.11.6 

How far design should be influenced by context will depend on: 

• the degree of visibility of the development; 
• the sensitivity of its built or landscape setting; 
• the coherence and consistency of the setting in terms of spatial 

quality, building lines, sky lines, building forms, scale, details, 
materials, and space between buildings; and 

• the design objectives relevant to the specific area. 

2.11.7 

Some areas have a strongly defined townscape character or possess 
a very consistent pattern of development that needs to be respected, 
while other areas rely on new development to improve their physical 
form or bring out their character. Detailed information on the townscape 
character of the different parts of Oxford is contained in a report entitled 
“A Character Assessment of Oxford in its Landscape Setting”. Further 
guidance on these matters will be produced from time to time as a 
Supplementary Planning Document. 

2.11.8 

The Council will require high standards of design, and where appropriate 
will ask for details of materials and large-scale drawings of architectural 
detail to ensure an appropriate appearance.

POLICY CP.8 - DESIGNING DEVELOPMENT TO RELATE TO ITS 
CONTEXT 

All new and extended buildings should relate to their setting to strengthen, 
enhance and protect local character. Planning permission will only be 
granted where: a. new development is well connected to, and integrated 
with, the wider area; b. the siting, massing and design of proposed 
development creates an appropriate visual relationship with the form, 
grain, scale, materials and details of the surrounding area; c. building 
design is specific to the site and its context and should respect, without 
necessarily replicating, local characteristics, and should not rule out 
innovative design; and d. proposed development on sites with a high 
public visibility enhances the style and perception of the area, particularly 
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by retaining features which are important to, and remove features which 
detract from, the character of the local area. In addition, in and adjacent 
to conservation areas, new development needs to have special regard for 
the character and appearance of the area.
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