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OASTHOUSE TO THE NORTH WEST
OF BIRD IN EYE FARMHOUSE

Official list entry

Heritage Category: Listed Building

Grade: Il

List Entry Number: 1028381

Date first listed: 31-Dec-1982

List Entry Name: OASTHOUSE TO THE NORTH WEST OF BIRD IN EYE FARMHOUSE

Statutory Address 1: OASTHOUSE TO THE NORTH WEST OF BIRD IN EYE FARMHOUSE, BIRD IN EYE HILL

This List entry helps identify the building designated at this address for its special architectural or historic interest.

Unless the List entry states otherwise, it includes both the structure itself and any object or structure fixed to it (whether
inside or outside) as well as any object or structure within the curtilage of the building.

For these purposes, to be included within the curtilage of the building, the object or structure must have formed part of
the land since before 1st July 1948.

Understanding list entries (https://historicengland.org.uk/listing/the-list/understanding-list-entries/)

Corrections and minor amendments (https://historicengland.org.uk/listing/the-list/minor-amendments/)

Location

Statutory Address: OASTHOUSE TO THE NORTH WEST OF BIRD IN EYE FARMHOUSE, BIRD IN EYE HILL

The building or site itself may lie within the boundary of more than one authority.

County: East Sussex


https://historicengland.org.uk/listing/the-list/understanding-list-entries/
https://historicengland.org.uk/listing/the-list/minor-amendments/

District: Wealden (District Authority)
Parish: Framfield

National Grid Reference: TQ 48385 20780

Details

FRAMFIELD BIRD IN EYE HILL 1. 5208 Uckfield Oasthouse to the north- west of Bird in Eye Farmhouse TQ 4820 43/860
I12. C19. Square stone building with slate roof and retaining its cowl. Inside, a flue (still intact) winds round the walls
of the kiln. Fresh air entering at intakes near the floor was heated indirectly from the hot flue wall before rising
through the hop-drying floor. Said to be the only fresh air oast surviving in Sussex. Listed for technical rarity.

Listing NGR: TQ4838520780

Legacy

The contents of this record have been generated from a legacy data system.
Legacy System number: 296085

Legacy System: LBS

Legal

This building is listed under the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 as amended for its
special architectural or historic interest.



Map

This map is for quick reference purposes only and may not be to scale.
This copy shows the entry on 01-Aug-2023 at 11:52:52.

© Crown Copyright and database right 2023. All rights reserved. Ordnance Survey
Licence number 100024900.© British Crown and SeaZone Solutions Limited 2023. All
rights reserved. Licence number 102006.006.

Use of this data is subject to Terms and Conditions

(https://historicengland.org.uk/terms/website-terms-conditions/).

End of official list entry
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Figure 1: Extract from the 1841 Framfield Tithe map, showing Bird in Eye Farm and the surrounding land. The
farm at this time comprised an oast house (the listed building), barn, stable, dairy, cowshed, enclosed yard
and tackle store. The entire farm was owned by Robert Stone, with the farmhouse (described as house and
garden) occupied by James Jeffrys. The wider farm was occupied by Henry Shapley and is a mixture of arable
and pasture land.
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Figure 2: The 1911 Ordnance Survey (1:10,560). This shows a similar arrangement to the Tithe map, although
the Oast House appears to have been extended by this point and is shown with a square plan form.
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Figure 3: 2002 Ordnance Survey (1:10,000). This shows the expansion of the farmstead to include additional
commercial buildings to the east, with the new farmhouse to the south.
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Plate 1: The Oast House and neighbouring farm buildings seen from within the area of the Appeal Site to the
west. The original form of the listed building is visible, with the square stone building topped with a steeply
pitched roof and cowl above. The timber clad, 20" century cooling room is visible to the left (north). The former
farmhouse and historic barn are visible to the right (south). This area of the Site will be retained as open space,
with this view retained and made publicly accessible. The understanding of the Oast House may be aided by
interpretation boards and information.
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Plate 2: The Oast House viewed from within the farmstead looking north-west. This includes the altered east
elevation and the later cooling room to the north.
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Plate 3: A long-distance view of the Oast House (indicated with red arrow) permitted from Framfield Road,
looking south-east.

Heritage Proof of Evidence Appendices | 1 | July 2023
rpsgroup.com



TC HERITAGE PROOF OF EVIDENCE

Appendix D: Jones article

Heritage Proof of Evidence Appendices | 1 | July 2023
rpsgroup.com



AN EXAMPLE OF EARLY NINETEENTH-CENTURY TECHNOLOGY:
BIRD-IN-EYE OASTHOUSE, FRAMFIELD PARISH, EAST SUSSEX.

Gwen Jones
Introduction

After the establishment of hops as a commercial crop towards the end of the
sixteenth century, hop drying practices continually evolved in order to eliminate
loss or failure during drying and to maximise, thereby, the profits made from
hop sales. Loss or failure arose from difficulties in maintaining requisite
temperatures, in spreading the heat across the kiln, and in preventing
contamination of the hops by the products of combustion. Initially, a controlled
rise to about 60 degrees centigrade (140 degrees fahrenheit) is needed to drive
off the greater part of the moisture contained in the hops, while later on, a
gentler temperature - 49 degrees centigrade (120 degrees fahrenheit) - ensures
thorough drying. Wind speed and direction can change very rapidly so driers
using every type of open grates or braziers needed draught openings on all sides
of the kiln. That meant careful positioning of the building, and even with the
draught to keep the fires bright and achieve the right temperatures, a baffle
plate suspended above the grates was often needed to spread the heat more
evenly across the kiln. If, as often happened, pockets of cold or damp air
persisted, the hops dried unevenly and even a small amount of damp hops in
a bag could cause the rest to deteriorate. To compound these problems, the
burning of wood, coal, charcoal or *welsh coal’ (anthracite) on open grates
inevitably involved contamination of the hops to a greater or lesser extent.
Theories to combat this contamination were put forward from at least the
second half of the seventeenth century (1).

Experiments using enclosed stoves or furnaces began in the first half of the
eighteenth century. Although the later years of the century brought improved
stoves which are said to have been widely used, many driers found it harder to
judge the state of the fire and, therefore, harder to raise and maintain the
temperatures proper to each stage of drying. Many are known from both
documentary and building evidence to have continued with the use of open
grates despite improvements to stoves such as added pipework designed to carry
the heat up towards the drying floor (2). It was against a background of
persistent problems that John Read, gardener, inventor and native of a large
hop-growing parish, Horsmonden, turned his attention to perfecting a new type
of oasthouse in which many such problems would be eliminated.

Read’s Design (Fig 1)

He eventually submitted his perfected design to John Claudius Loudon for
inclusion in his "Encyclopaedia of Cottage, Farm and Villa Architecture’ in 1835
and sent him the ground plan and sections of an oasthouse actually erected in
1832 in Teston, near Maidstone (3). His first experiments had been made in
1796; it had indeed taken him "many years of experiment and adaptation".
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Fig. 1

The plan and section of the casthouse at Teston as published in
Loudon's ‘Encyclopaedia of Couage, Vilia and Famm

Architecture.
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Loudon was clearly excited by the originality of the design. Read’s experience
as a gardener, of using smoke flues in hothouses and steam in pineries had
brought him to an inventive application of similar principles for the drying of
hops. Once his ideas had been perfected in practice, he adopted a circular kiln
because of its greater strength and economy in the use of brick. He is not
known to have claimed to have invented the circular kiln, but its invention has
since frequently, and erroneously, been attributed to him (4). (Round kilns have
been in use since prehistoric times for the drying of grain, malt, seeds and
various other substances.)

The illustrations and accompanying explanations in Loudon’s Encyclopaedia
demonstrate a system of brick flues supported by brick piers and arches built
about 150 - 200mm away from the internal face of the wall of the kiln. The
flues were designed to carry the heated air not only right up to the drying floor,
but also all round the kiln. With open grates, such proximity would have
resulted in poor draught and in scorching the bottom layer of the hops. The
brick flues, however, were to produce and maintain a controlled and even heat
emanating from the side walls of the kiln, thus eliminating pockets of cold or
damp air, whilst heat rising from the furnace itself would more than adequately
spread across the centre of the kiln.

The Kiln

The pages of the Encyclopaedia set out in general terms the specification for
every part of the kiln, giving some dimensions and omitting others. The walls
were of 225mm brickwork on 450mm footings. A door on both ground and first
floor opened from the stowage into the kiln. The one provided on the ground
floor was kept low, not more than 1.37m maximum, because Read held that a
low door improved the draught. Fumes from the furnace were ducted away into
a chimney built on the outside wall immediately opposite the door.

Plenum Chamber

A cockle or furnace of cast iron stood at the end of a short, covered entrance
passage with two doors, one on either side of the furnace, leading into the area
behind (5). The furnace itself had two doors, one to the fire box, and one to
the ash pit below. Both furnace and flues were blackened on the outside in
order to increase the radiation of heat, and the inside face of the walls was
whitened in order to prevent the bricks from absorbing heat.

From the rear of the fire box two horizontal sections of pipe constructed of
either iron or firebrick and of just less than a metre in length, conducted the
heat towards the wall of the kiln where it entered the flues which immediately
separated and started to rise round the wall. Each flue passed half way round
the kiln in opposing directions and came together again when they reached the
piers above the entrance passage. Here each one rose vertically for a short
distance and then returned back round the kiln, still rising, until they connected
with the chimney flue at a point just below the drying floor. The side walls of
the flues were built directly upon the piers or arches which supported them.
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They were constructed of three courses of brick-on-edge and sealed across the
top by either brick or tile. Initially it is stated that either could be used, but
later in the description, tile is said to be preferable because duty could be
saved. Two courses of tiles 150mm by 75mm are stipulated, the joints staggered
in order to prevent smoke from penetrating into the plenum chamber. The piers
which supported the flues were also built of open brick-on-edge work and
between them stretched an arch 110mm deep. Read suggests that the flues
could easily be cleaned, either by removing one or two of the covering-tiles to
insert a brush, or by burning in the furnace a few handfuls of dry brushwood
or dried hop-bine which would create sufficient draught to carry all the soot out
of the chimney.

Drying‘ Floor and Cone

The joists for the drying floor were lodged on a course of corbelled brickwork.
Across them were laid iron laths, 50mm across the top, roach bellied
underneath, and shallow, being only 6.25mm at their thickest. Perforated tiles
such as were used in malt kilns were laid across the top of the laths and the
weight of this floor was supported by one or perhaps two iron girders with iron
stanchions where necessary. When the drying floor was laden, the hops were
prevented from falling out at the doorway by boards slotted between guides
nailed to the door frame.

No firm dimensions are given for the height of either the eaves or the top of
the conical roof, but Read appears to have considered it crucial that the circular
roof should start gathering in at a point 450mm above the top of the tiles.
Where the roof gathered in, the opening was closed by a pair of doors which
could be lifted and laid back on the slope. A collar beam across the kiln just
above the opening carried the pivot of the spindle of the cowl. The rafters,
rising from a plate Jaid on top of the kiln wall and tapering from 100mm x
50mm at the bottom to 75mm x 37mm at the top, rose to an iron curb which
also supported the stay for the cowl.

The Stowage

Very few details were given of the stowage, probably because there was little
to improve in the traditional ideas for stowage building. The introductory
remarks proclaim the necessity of having a "..cool well-ventilated loft
adjoining...formed over a cart-shed, or some other building open on one or on
all sides", and the section through the two larger kilns shows in outline the sort
of building considered necessary. The level of the cooling floor was considerably
below that of the drying floor. Access to that was via a pair of movable steps
which could be hooked to the wall just below the door opening. When the hops
were dry the steps were to be removed and the hops shovelled out of the kiln
down on to the floor. They would lie on this floor until deemed to be
sufficiently cooled, at which point they were to be trodden into pockets or bags
at a treading hole fashioned into the floorboards. The ground floor of the
building perhaps served as the 'shed’ whence the hops were sent to market. The
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'store loft’ prescribed for those hops which were not to be sent until prices were
right, was probably in another building, given that the bags needed to be
‘carefully excluded from the air’.

A Surviving Example of a ‘Read Kiln’

Given firstly, the published design, and secondly, the numbers of round kilns
known to have been constructed in Kent and Sussex, it might have been
thought that Read’s ideas were finally considered suitable only for circular kilns.
Necessarily, however, his early experiments must have been conducted in the
square or rectangular kilns traditional at the end of the eighteenth century and
at the beginning of the nineteenth. The recent recording of an oast in which a
"Read kiln’ survives intact finally dispels any doubt: it has one square kiln. And,
as if to underline this fact, another oasthouse nearby which has two square
kilns, also reveals remnants of Read’s system.

Fig. 2

Bird-in-Eye oasthouse. The kiln remains unconverted. The
stowage is used on the ground floor by a saddlery firm, on the
first floor by an upholstery firm whose workshop occupies the

former stable building nearby.
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Bird-in-Eye Farm QOasthouse, Framfield Parish, Sussex. (Fig.2)

The farm was part of the Buxted Park Estate and documentary evidence shows
that Bird-in-Eye farm (formerly spelt Budny/Budney), always moderate in size
- roughly 70 acres - was established at the very end of the eighteenth century
on land originally farmed with Gatehouse farm. A mixed farming economy was
adopted and the farmstead eventually acquired a brick-built barn, oasthouse,
stable, dairy, cowshed, tackle-store and enclosed yard (6).

The oasthouse, first mentioned in a lease of 1838, originally comprised a single

kiln and stowage on a north-west/south-east axis (assumed west/east for the
convenience of this discussion) with a covered entrance and storage area on the
south wall. To the north a lean-to was added and subsequently altered and
enlarged (Fig.3).

Stowage

The stowage measures 4.6m by 4.36m. The north, south and west walls at both
ground floor and first floor levels were originally of dressed and coursed stone
blocks, 225mm thick. The east wall was open at ground floor level and at first
floor level was timber-framed and weatherboarded. Owing to later alterations,
only a fragment of the north wall now survives at first floor level. There may
initially have been a north window, but at the present time just one window in
the east wall lights this floor.

Access to the cooling floor is by an external staircase on the south wall. There
is a press, by Drake and Muirhead, and its position slightly off-centre suggests
that the original treading hole may have been re-used for the press. At
wall-plate level dragon-ties brace each corner and the hipped roof has two main
trusses, one at the hip and the other positioned just before three Jack-rafters
join the main roof to the slope of the kiln. Externally the roof is of slate on
battens (Fig.4).

Kiln

The kiln measures 4.32m by 4.05m. The walls are of stone with some brick
coursing in the north, east and south walls.

A two-leaf external door originally opened into the plenum chamber. Its
entrance arch has a single brick lining and two metal doors, one either side of
the furnace, are hung on the internal face of the entrance. These open into the
area to the rear of the furnace where the system of flues supported on piers
and arches rises from a concrete floor 460mm above ground level (Fig.5).

The drying floor is 0.87m above the cooling floor and a short flight of steps
gives access to it. At the base of the door a board slotted into guides nailed
to the jambs keeps the hops in the kiln: Above, a door hung on the right-hand
jamb closed the gap to the point where the roof starts to slope inwards. Here
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two other side-hung doors open and fold back on to the slope (Fig.6). The ends
of the joists to the drying floor are supported on brick corbelling on the north
and south walls and are strengthened centrally by a timber girder. The drying
floor has timber laths over which an oast haircloth was spread. The roof is of
slate on battens. The rafters are lathed and plastered internally. Dragon-ties
brace each corner. Three metres above the drying floor two cross-beams
support the spindle of the cowl.

Lobby

The covered entrance and storage area or lobby is brick-floored. It is a single
storey building which is contemporary with the stowage and kiln. It has a blank
entrance opening in its east wall and a window in the south wall. Below this
window is a draught opening. (There there is now another draught opening in
the west wall where formerly there was a door). The roof is of slate on battens,
underfelted, and the rafters are supported on a central purlin. Both half-gable
ends are weather-boarded. The building shields the entrance to the kiln and was
also used as a sleeping area for the drier (Fig.7).

Firing System

The fire was lit in a rectangular metal furnace whose fire bars were set level
with the concrete floor over a sunken ash pit at natural ground floor level. Two
openings in the roof of the furnace connect with two short lengths of parallel
brick ducts supported by brick piers between curved arches. These ducts carry
the warm air from the furnace to the flues at the inner face of the external wall
(Figs.8 & 9).

The flue walls are constructed of three courses of brick-on-edge which rise
directly off the piers and arches which support them and they are covered at
the top with special bricks 310x145x56mm. From a central point in the north
wall they are taken in opposing directions round the perimeter of the kiln and
gradually rise towards the underside of the drying floor. Where they come
together above the door on the south wall, the ducts rise vertically and
independently for approximately one metre, and then turn and again follow
opposing directions, running horizontally round the perimeter of the kiln
supported by a second series of brick piers and arches. Where they meet, at the
central point on the north wall, they turn to enter an external brick chimney
(Fig.10).

The ducts were cleaned via removable plates set in the face of each straight
length and the system’s construction is stabilised by occasional brick spacers set
between the internal face of the kiln and the walls of the flue. There are
two draught openings in each of the south and north walls and one central
opening in the west wall.
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Discussion

The two most obvious differences between Bird-in-Eye and Read’s building are
in the use of stone rather than brick and in the kiln shape. Building stone is
found in the locality and this may explain its use, especially as stone was also
used in other parts of the farmstead. The choice of a square, rather than a
round kiln, must presumably have been the landowner’s and we shall never
know why it was made.

The inspiration for the system used must, however, have been Read’s. Since he
described his stowage in only the most general and traditional terms, the one
at Bird-in-Eye can be said to conform with the principles he laid down: it was
originally open-ended on the ground floor; the level of the cooling floor is
below that of the drying floor, and given the small scale of the building, the
roof is sufficiently high to render it airy.

The flue system is so nearly identical to the one published that it is quite
possible that Read actually supervised the building of the oasthouse himself: he
is known to have overseen the construction of many, making visits to the
owners both at the design stage and after completion of the building (7). It
would not have been possible for him to expect each owner to adopt exactly the
same template. Each oasthouse built had to respond to constraints both
financial and topographical. Read’s design had to be capable of alteration and
adjustment. Here the shape of the kiln is used to institute a major change: the
way in which the flues return horizontally round the top of the kiln. This may,
indeed, have been intended as an improvement as the heat is maintained at a
constant level beneath the drying floor.

Other changes are less fundamental. The pillars are not constructed in
brick-on-edge work. The need to take the flues across the angle of the corners
occasioned the use of unusual curved bricks. Furthermore those bricks, 310mm
by 145mm which are placed across the top 'of the flues may well have also been
specially made for use in such kilns (8). Either these were just easier to lay, or
the double tile course recommended in the Encyclopaedia was not found to be
adequate in practice. As a result of the adoption of these bricks, mortared
together to prevent the smoke from penetrating into the kiln, it became
necessary to provide a front opening in each length of the flues so that they
could be swept clean.

The furnace used follows Read’s design closely except that its ash pit has no
door (9). There are still two doors, however, but at Bird-in-Eye the top door
opened to allow a pan of sulphur to be placed on top of the fire-box. As
sulphur was already in use by the end of the eighteenth century, it may be that
it was not mentioned by Read because he thought that to recognise the need
for cosmetic improvement of the colour of the dried hops would reveal an
inherent weakness in his system (10).
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The door into the kiln, at 1.97m above ground level, is not as low as Read
stipulated, but since both the brick floor of the lobby and the floor on which
the furnace stood were respectively 230mm and 460mm above ground level, a
better draught may have been achieved without making entry into the kiln so
difficult. As for his recommended blackening, "in order to increase the radiation
of heat", the furnace at Bird-in-Eye is blackened externally but the flues are
not. Indeed they show some signs of having been whitened.

Corbelled brickwork is used to support the ends of the joists to the drying floor
but they are strengthened by a timber, not metal girder. They are also more
numerous because this drying floor was designed to have timber slats and a hair
cloth rather than metal slats and terracotta tiles. It may be, of course, that the
original *malting’ floor had to be replaced, perhaps at a time when perforated
terracotta tiles were less easily obtained. In that case, the slatted floor must
have been put in before 1906 when a valuation surviving in East Sussex Record
Office lists an oasthair amongst the fitments (11).

It is true that Bird-in-Eye Farm is not in a major hop-growing area, and that
is perhaps one reason why it never needed to be replaced or refurbished, but
the fact that this oasthouse remained in use until 1965 is testimony to the
soundness of Read’s conception. The kiln’s capacity was increased in 1945 by
putting in a 'puller’ fan which augmented the air speed by drawing the hot air
through the kiln more quickly. This not only reduced the time taken to dry the
hops, but made it possible, when conditions were right, to load them more
deeply. To cope with this extra capacity, the cooling area was extended to the
north.

In view of the numbers of such kilns which must have been built, it perhaps
seems surprising that this is the only complete example discovered so far. The
reason is that most kilns have been stripped of their fitments when the industry
in the twentieth century was revolutionised first by electric fans, then by ’pure’
hot air blown through’ the kiln and finally by diesel firing. It is to be hoped that
what is described above will make it possible for other recorders to recognise
fragmentary remains of the same system elsewhere. It would be particularly
interesting to know whether any such kilns were ever built in hop-growing areas
other than Kent and Sussex. As we have seen, the kilns did not need to be
round.
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Fig. 3

Bird-in-Eye ocasthouse: plans. The first floor plan shows the
extra cocling area added after the installation of a ‘puller’ fan.

This addition replaced a lean-to added 10 the north wall between

1899 and 1910.

29



Fig. 4

Bird-in-Eye oasthouse: section A-A.

Fig. 5
The eatrance arch and the icon {furnace at the end of the short
passageway. The long-handled rake placed against the right-
hand wall allowed the drier to rake out the ast without standing

100 close 10 the furnace.

Fig. 6
The entrance 10 the kiln on the {irst floor. The steps are not the
original flight. The guide naited o the left-hand jamb indicates
the height of the board slotied in to keep the hops in the kiln.
The rides on the right-hand jamb mark the former position of the
door above. The doors which closed across the slope of the kiln

are still in situ.
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Fig. 9

Diagram to show the circulation of the heated air round the kiln.

et

Lo 5m

Fig. 10

10i: The furnace. The photograph shows the herizontal ducts

feading 1o the flues on the north wall.
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10ii1: The rise of the flues on the west side of the kiln.

iQii: The north wall of the kiln. The separation of the flues is
visible at the lower level. The point at which they cptered the
chimrey is shown at the top: the curved bricks are intact on the

east side hut have coilapsed on the west side.

10iv: The south wall of the kiln. A draught opening is visible in
the stone wall at ground level, The vertical rise of the flues is
marked by the hricks-on-edge in the centee between the two

upper arches.
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History of an Industry’, Sussex Archaeological Collections, vol. 126,(1988)

(8) Beswick, M. Brickmaking in Sussex, personal communication.

(9) The Berry family who have worked the farm since 1908 recall that a replica
furnace was specially made by a local craftsman when the one then in the kiln
became too old to use.

(10) William Marshall mentions sulphur burning as an established practice in
The Rural Economy of the Southern Counties, (1798)

(11) East Sussex Record Office (BMW A2 Vol.151)

The metal girders and stanchions which Read suggested might be necessary to
support the weight of a tiled drying floor were found in a nearby oasthouse
although even there, close-set timber slats had replaced the original widely
spaced metal ones. The kilns had been enlarged, perhaps expressly to
accommodate the new concept of hop drying. They reveal further adaptation
of the published design. They have a lower drying floor and the flues appear
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only to have made one circuit of the kiln. The chimney is above the entrance
door rather than opposite to it. The evidence for it having dried according to
Read’s system is incontrovertible, however: excavation of the floor revealed the
bases of the piers and the sunken ash-pit towards the centre of the kiln.

The grandfather of the present owner became tenant in 1908. The owner’s
father bought the farm in 1922 when the Buxted Park Estate was sold.
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1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

1.7

1.8

1.9

INTRODUCTION

My name is Thomas Copp and | am a Director of Built Heritage at RPS, having been at RPS for 9
years. | hold a first degree (Bachelor of Arts with Honours) in History from the University of Leicester
and a postgraduate degree (Master of Arts with Distinction) in Urban Conservation from the
University of Leicester. | am an IHBC Associate, accredited in conservation practice that evaluates
change in the built and historic environment, and have experience of acting for various clients in the
private, public and charity sectors, alongside experience working in the public sector. In my current
position | have appeared as a built heritage expert withess at Examinations in Public, Appeal
Hearings, Public Inquiries and in the Magistrates Court.

| was instructed to provide evidence at this Inquiry related to Land at Bird in Eye Farm, South of Bird
in Eye Hill, Framfield, Uckfield TN22 5HA (referred to as the Appeal Site within this Proof) in July
2023, following the Case Management Conference (CMC) held in June 2023.

Prior to my involvement, my colleague Mrs Joanne Evans, provided a Built Heritage Statement
(BHS) (RPS; 2021) (CDA.29) as part of the planning application. An updated Statement was
provided in March 2022 (the updated BHS) (CDA.45) following comments made by the Council and
revisions to the proposed development. The BHS was prepared following of an earlier assessment,
which identified the key heritage-related opportunities and constraints associated with the
development of the Appeal Site.

| have reviewed the application documents, including both the BHS and updated BHS. | have set
out my assessment within this Proof of Evidence to assist with the determination of this Appeal.

| have visited the Appeal Site and surrounding area and conducted a review of the relevant heritage
asset from within the Appeal Site on the 14" July 2023. | have also reviewed the site photographs
taken by Mrs Evans related to previous site visits.

In preparing this Proof, | have reviewed the application documents and comments, including the
consultation comment prepared by the Council’s Senior Heritage Officer. | have also reviewed the
Council’s Statement of Case and the CMC Note issued by the Inspector.

The evidence | have prepared and provide for this Appeal (PINS reference
APP/C1435/W/22/3307820) in this Proof of Evidence is true and has been prepared and is given in
accordance with the guidance of my professional institution, the Institute of Historic Building
Conservation. | confirm that the opinions expressed are my true and professional opinions.

Background and Scope of Evidence

The Appeal Scheme comprises:

“Outline planning application for the erection of up to 290 dwellings, associated landscaping,
informal open space and strategic SANG, with access from the B2102".

The Appeal is made against Wealden District Council’s failure to determine the planning application
and there are therefore no reasons for refusal. However, the Council have produced a Statement of
Case (CDC.2) which sets out their case for the Appeal. No reference is made to heritage assets
within the Statement of Case and the Council have not identified any harm to the significance of any
heritage assets during the course of the application or appeal. The Senior Heritage Officer’s
Consultation letter (CDB.14; dated 22 November 2021) confirmed that:

There is one listed building located in the vicinity of the application site and this is the Grade Il
listed Oast House at Bird in Eye Farm. A robust and comprehensive heritage statement has been
submitted with the application that has considered the potential for impact on the setting of the
listed building and has followed guidance set out with the Historic England Guidance on assessing
‘Setting’ within GPAS3.
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Subject to a layout at reserved matters that is informed by a thorough understanding of the setting
of the listed building, it should be possible to accommodate development proposed within the red
line area without harm to the significance of the listed building. | note all matters are reserved
accept for access which would therefore allow the amount of units and their size (detached,
semidetached, terraced), layout (including positioning of buildings), appearance and landscaping
to be properly considered at reserved matters stage, fully informed by the constraints of the setting
of the listed building and to show heritage benefits in the development of this site.

No heritage harm has therefore been identified by the Council in relation to this application and
appeal and, instead, the Council have acknowledged that the proposed development offers the
opportunity for heritage benefits. | also note that the Rule 6 party’s Statement of Case (CDC.6
makes no comment on heritage matters, and does not allege that the appeal scheme will cause any
heritage harm.

The Inspector has, however, requested in their CMC Note that a round table session should be held
(see paragraph 12). The Inspector stated:

Although not raised in the conference, now the Inspector is in receipt of the appellant’s Heritage
Statement, please be put on notice that it is likely that there will be a round table session on heritage

This Proof of Evidence has been prepared to provide detailed consideration of the heritage matters
relevant to this Appeal, to assist the discussion of heritage matters at the Inquiry. Given the findings
of the updated BHS, which identified impacts to only one heritage asset (the Grade Il listed Oast
House to the north-west of Bird in Eye Farmhouse), and the comments provided by the Senior
Council’s Heritage Officer, which only discussed the Oast House, it is considered that the Oast
House at Bird in Eye Farm is the only heritage asset relevant to this Appeal. Consideration is given
to that listed building only. It is described throughout this report as the Oast House (capitalised) with
more general references to the building typology in lower case.

This Proof of Evidence provides an assessment of the significance of the Oast House and the
impacts that the proposed development of the Appeal Site will have on that significance, in
accordance with the “5-step” process set out in GPA3: The Setting of Heritage Assets. This includes
a response to the points raised by the Council in their evidence.

All plans and photographs within the Appendices to this Proof are provided for illustrative purposes
only.

Heritage Proof of Evidence | 3 | August 2023

Page 5

rpsgroup.com



TC HERITAGE PROOF OF EVIDENCE

2

21

2.2

23

2.4

25

2.6

APPEAL SITE AND RELEVANT HERITAGE ASSETS

The Appeal Site is located to the south of Bird in Eye Hill and surrounds Bird in Eye Farm, located
to the east of Uckfield on elevated land. Bird in Eye Farm was established in the late 18" century on
land held by the Buxted Park Estate. It was a mixed agricultural operation, with the 1841 Framfield
Tithe map providing the first detailed account of the farm. At this time the entire farm was owned by
Robert Stone, with the farmhouse (described as house and garden) occupied by James Jeffrys. The
wider farm was occupied by Henry Shapley and is a mixture of arable and pasture land. The farm
at this time comprised an oast house (the listed building), barn, stable, dairy, cowshed, enclosed
yard and tackle store.

The farmstead has seen considerable alteration in the 20" century, with the latter part of the 20%"
century seeing the conversion and significant alteration of the original farmhouse and the
construction of a new building further east. The historic barn (which likely dates from the late 18" or
early 19" century) has also seen substantial alteration to adapt to a new use as a radio studio and
offices. The Oast House has been converted to use as a chiropractors, while to the east a number
of commercial buildings have been constructed.

The wider land is now a mixture of pasture and grazing land for horses, with the land to the west of
the Oast House (within the Appeal Site) used for grazing. This has changed the character of the
farm from a mixed agricultural enterprise to a commercial venture with paddocks for horses, which
has led to the further subdivision of fields and the construction of associated facilities including
stabling and a manege. The Appeal Site is privately held land, and there is no public right of access
to the parts of the Site from which material views of the Oast House are permitted. The Appeal
Scheme will change this.

The BHS identified that the Appeal Site forms part of the setting of the following heritage assets:

e The Oast House to the north west of Bird in Eye Farmhouse (Grade Il; NHLE 1028381),
described as the Oast House within this Proof of Evidence

e  Framfield Place (Grade II*; NHLE 1028364)
e  The Stables to the north west of Framfield Place (Grade Il; NHLE 1192036)

However, it concluded that due to the enclosed settings of Framfield Place and the Stables, the
distance from the Site and strength of intervening planting the proposals would have no impact on
the significance of these listed buildings. | agree with these conclusions.

The BHS also assessed the existing former farm buildings within Bird in Eye farm, but concluded
that due to the extent of alteration (both to the buildings and their settings), they are of little
significance and their importance primarily lies in what they contribute to our understanding of the
listed Oast House. Again, | agree with these conclusions. They are not therefore considered to be
non-designated heritage assets and are not assessed within this Proof, which focuses solely on the
Oast House. No other heritage assets have been identified by the Council or the Inspector as being
relevant to this Appeal and no additional heritage assets were identified at the previous appeal which
considered part of the Appeal Site. Section 4 considers the Oast House in more detail.
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3

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

3.10

RELEVANT LEGISLATION, POLICY AND
GUIDANCE

The following legislation, policy and guidance is directly relevant to this Proof of Evidence.
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990

Section 66 of the Act states:

In considering whether to grant planning permission [F152or permission in principle] 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.

National Planning Policy Framework (Ministry of Housing,
Communities and Local Government, July 2021)

The NPPF 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’. This includes both designated and non-designated heritage assets.

Section 16: Conserving and Enhancing the Historic Environment relates to the conservation of
heritage assets in the production of local plans and decision taking. It emphasises that heritage
assets are ‘an irreplaceable resource, and should be conserved in a manner appropriate to their
significance’.

For proposals that have the potential to affect the significance of a heritage asset, paragraph 194
requires applicants to identify and describe the significance of any heritage assets that may be
affected, including any contribution made by their setting. The level of detail provided should be
proportionate to the significance of the heritage assets affected. This is supported by paragraph 195,
which requires LPAs to take this assessment into account when considering applications.

Under ‘Considering potential impacts’ paragraph 199 states that ‘great weight’ should be given to
the conservation of designated heritage assets, irrespective of whether any potential impact equates
to total loss, substantial harm or less than substantial harm to the significance of the heritage assets.

Paragraph 201 states that where a development will result in substantial harm to, or total loss of,
the significance of a designated heritage asset, permission should be refused, unless this harm is
necessary to achieve substantial public benefits, or a number of criteria are met. Where less than
substantial harm is identified paragraph 202 requires this harm to be weighed against the public
benefits of the proposed development.

Paragraph 206 states that local planning authorities should look for opportunities for new
development within the setting of heritage assets, to enhance or better reveal their significance and
that proposals that better reveal the significance of an asset should be treated favourably.

The meaning and effect of the 1990 Act and its relationship with the NPPF have been tested in the
Courts on numerous occasions. The Bramshill judgment (CDF.10, full citation Bramshill v SSHCLG
[2021] EWCA Civ 320) considered the paragraph 202 balance, where less than substantial harm to
a designated heritage asset is identified, in detail.

At paragraph 78, it was concluded that cases vary and that:

[tlhere might, for example, be benefits to the heritage asset itself exceeding any adverse effects to
it, so that there would be no “harm” of the kind envisaged in paragraph 196.
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3.11

3.12

3.13

3.14

3.15

3.16

3.17

3.18

This illustrates that heritage harms and benefits can appropriately be considered together to judge
whether there is any harm to the significance of the asset. This allows an understanding of the
residual impact to the significance of the heritage asset, whereby heritage benefits, or
enhancements, may offset or outweigh any heritage harms.

Planning Practice Guidance (DCLG)

The PPG defines the different heritage interests as follows:

o 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.

e  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.

e 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.

The PPG also expands on the NPPF and provides guidance related to harm to significance and the
definition of “less than substantial harm”.

This is confirmed by paragraph 018 of the PPG (full text provided at CDF.1) which states:

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

GPA3: The Setting of Heritage Assets (Second Edition; December
2017) (CDF.5)

This advice note focuses on the management of change within the setting of heritage assets, to aid
practitioners with the implementation of national legislation, policies and guidance relating to the
setting of heritage assets found in the 1990 Act, the NPPF and PPG.

As with the NPPF the document defines setting as ‘the surroundings in which a heritage asset is
experienced. Its extent is not fixed and may change as the asset and its surroundings evolve’.
Setting is also described as being a separate term to curtilage, character and context. The guidance
emphasises that setting is not a heritage asset, nor a heritage designation, and that its importance
lies in what it contributes to the significance of the heritage asset, or the ability to appreciate that
significance. It also states that elements of setting may make a positive, negative or neutral
contribution to the significance of the heritage asset.

While setting is largely a visual term, with views considered to be an important consideration in any
assessment of the contribution that setting makes to the significance of an asset, and thus the way
in which an asset is experienced, setting also encompasses other environmental factors including
noise, vibration and odour. Historical and cultural associations may also form part of the asset’s
setting, which can inform or enhance the significance of a heritage asset.

This document provides guidance on practical and proportionate decision making with regards to
the management of change within the setting of heritage assets. It is stated that the protection of
the setting of a heritage asset need not prevent change and that decisions relating to such issues
need to be based on the nature, extent and level of the significance of a heritage asset, further
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3.19

3.20

3.21

3.22

3.23

weighing up the potential public benefits associated with the proposals. It is further stated that
changes within the setting of a heritage asset may have positive or neutral effects.

Positive changes may include the restoration of historic features or views, the removal of negative
elements within the setting of a heritage asset, or the provision of public access and public views,
aiding the interpretation and appreciation of the asset.

The document also states that the contribution made to the significance of heritage assets by their
settings will vary depending on the nature of the heritage asset and its setting, and that different
heritage assets may have different abilities to accommodate change without harming their
significance. Setting should, therefore, be assessed on a case-by-case basis.

Historic England recommends using a series of detailed steps in order to assess the potential effects
of a proposed development on significance of a heritage asset. The 5-step process is as follows:

1. Identify which heritage assets and their settings are affected;

2. Assess the degree to which these settings and views make a contribution to the significance of
a heritage asset(s) or allow significance to be appreciated;

3. Assess the effects of the proposed development, whether beneficial or harmful, on the
significance or on the ability to appreciate it;

4. Explore ways to maximise enhancement and avoid or minimise harm; and

5. Make and document the decision and monitor outcomes.

Wealden Local Plan (adopted 1998)

Policy EN22

In order to protect the character and appearance of buildings listed as being of special architectural
or historic interest:

(1) proposals for any external or internal alteration, change of use, addition to a listed building, or
display of signs and advertisements which would have an adverse effect on its character and
appearance will be resisted;

(2) all building materials, doors, windows and other architectural features should respect the
character and appearance of the listed building;

(3) proposals which would adversely affect the setting of a listed building will be resisted;

(4) in very exceptional cases and where demonstrated to be necessary in order to secure the
retention of a listed building, the Council may relax normal development control policies.

The above policy, specifically clause three, does not allow for any benefit between heritage harms
and wider benefits, as required by paragraphs 202 and 203 of the NPPF. It is therefore considered
to be out of date in this regard.

Wealden Core Strategy (2012)

The Wealden Core Strategy was adopted in 2012. The Core Strategy does not include any specific
policies in respect of the historic environment. However, SP02 states that,

We will ensure that the intrinsic quality of the historic environment is protected and that Wealden’s
environmental, heritage and cultural assets are used appropriately to encourage suitable tourism
development and support inward investment

Heritage Proof of Evidence | 3 | August 2023
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4 DESIGN DEVELOPMENT

4.1 To ensure the proposed development responds appropriately to the setting and significance of the
Oast House, an iterative design process has been undertaken. This included the production of an
initial heritage assessment, informed by a site visit, which identified important views of the Oast
House from the west. These views, taken from lower lying land, permit an experience of the listed
building set within its changed farmstead setting. The distinctive form of the building and its landmark
qualities, in a local context, can be experienced from here.

4.2 The proposals have therefore been designed to maintain these views from the west, allowing for
new public views and a greater appreciation of the listed building. This enables an understanding of
its significance. The parameters and layout of the proposals, including this generous open space to
the west, are similar to those presented at the previous appeal.

Q@Q

Bird in Eye Farm

3

Figure 1: Extract from Design and Access Statement illustrating the opportunity to create new public
views and an associated public open space to better appreciate the Oast House
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Figure 2: Extract from the illustrative masterplan, showing the open space which will provide publicly
accessible views of the Oast House

4.3 This follows the design approach undertaken for a previous application (and subsequent appeal)
which included the western part of the Appeal Site. The appeal was heard by way of a joint Inquiry

(APP/C1435/A/07/2053422). At paragraph 792, the Inspector summarise the heritage
considerations as follows:

Effects on listed buildings: There are no listed buildings on or in close proximity to Downlands or
BIEN. There is a grade 2 listed oast house immediately adjacent to the east of BIES [Bird in Eye
South], which would be close to the proposed housing. However, neither the Council nor any other
party suggests that the setting of this building would be materially harmed by the BIES proposals,
which have been developed with it in mind. | agree with that.

4.4 This was confirmed by the Secretary of State at paragraph 13 of the decision letter.

4.5 The proposals therefore continue this design approach and include embedded mitigation measures,

which assist in retaining an element of the Oast House’s rural setting and providing new public views
of the listed building from the west.
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5

5.1

5.2

53

5.4

5.5

5.6

5.7

HERITAGE ASSESSMENT

The following section provides an assessment of the significance of the Oast House and the impacts
to this significance arising from the development proposals. This is undertaken in accordance with
the “5-step” process set out in GPA3: The Setting of Heritage Assets (see paragraph 3.16 for more
information).

As set out at Section 2 of this Proof, the only heritage asset relevant to this Appeal is the Grade Il
listed Oast House. The listing citation is provided at Appendix D.

The Oast House

Step 1: Identify which heritage assets and their settings are affected

The listing description for the Oast House is brief and states:

C19. Square stone building with slate roof and retaining its cowl. Inside, a flue (still intact) winds
round the walls of the kiln. Fresh air entering at intakes near the floor was heated indirectly from the
hot flue wall before rising through the hop-drying floor. Said to be the only fresh air oast surviving in
Sussex. Listed for technical rarity.

The Oast House has been considered in detail by Jones in An Example of Early 19th Century
Technology: Bird in Eye Oasthouse, Framfield Parish, East Sussex'. The document provides useful
background information and is included in full at Appendix E. The significance of the Oast House
was also considered in detail within the submitted BHS and updated BHS.

Together this information demonstrates that the Oast House was constructed in the early 19™
century and is a rare surviving square kiln, which dried hops using a flue based system with an
upturned funnel above the kiln. Therefore, while the listing description is correct to ascribe technical
rarity to the listed building, it is not, in fact, correct to state that it is a fresh air oast house, which are
extremely rare in England.

The form of the building is described in detail, with relevant drawings provided, at Appendix E. It was
originally developed as a square building, which incorporated the kiln and stowage building in the
1820s or 1830s. Square oast houses were common in the 18" and early 19" centuries, before being
supplanted by the now more common and recognisable conical buildings. The Oast House was
developed to utilise John Read’s invention of a kiln connected to a system of flues within the building
which would carry warm air up to and around the drying floor, providing a more gentle and consistent
heat than the more traditional conical kiln, which would direct warm air straight at the hops above.
The more consistent temperature provided by this method would assist in evenly drying the hops,
reducing the risk of leaving pockets of moisture which could spoil a batch of beer when used for
brewing. The Read system became well-used in conical oasts, with the listed building at Bird in Eye
farm providing rare evidence of a square Oast House utilising the Read system.

The original range, which sits to the west, is constructed from stone with a pyramidal roof and cowl
above, with the distinctive shape of the cowl indicating the historic use of the building. An additional
cooling room was added to the north of the building in the early 20™ century to provide the overall
square plan form seen today. This has a half-hipped roof which adjoins the pyramidal roof to the
original building. There is a small lean-to extension to the south, with this whole elevation
constructed from stone. The later structure, housing the cooling room, is constructed from brick

"Historic Farmbuildings Group Journal 1987, “An Example of Early 19th Century Technology: Bird in Eye Oasthouse, Framfield Parish,
East Sussex” by Jones, G.
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5.8

5.9

5.10

5.11

5.12

which contrasts with the earlier stone structure, while the north elevation is finished in timber
weatherboarding, which was replaced relatively recently. The fenestration to this range is also a
later intervention, as is the external stair which provides access to the first floor.

The significance of the Oast House is strongly related to its historic and architectural interest as a
rare survivor of Read’s kiln design, which survives almost entirely in tact, with the internal flue system
and kiln also still extant. Many oast houses have seen alteration and adaptation, as well as
conversion to differing uses, which has led to the loss of internal fittings and the original systems.
The almost complete survival of the Oast House at Bird in Eye is therefore rare and clearly exhibits
both architectural and historic interest through illustrating this technological innovation. The square
form of the building and use of stone is also unusual and lends further rarity to the structure. In
architectural terms, the building is a clear example of form following function, and its significance
therefore lies in its use and the technological innovation expressed in the building, rather than any
particular aesthetic qualities. However, much of this technology is obscured from view externally
with the distinctive cowl the only clear evidence of the historic use of the structure.

The setting of the listed building, including the relationship between the Oast and surrounding land,
has undergone significant changes in the 20" century. This has included the evolution of the
farmstead, with numerous large-scale buildings constructed to the east, while the historic farm
buildings (including the Oast House) have all been converted to non-agricultural uses. These
buildings have also seen significant alterations to facilitate these new uses. The Oast House itself
has been converted to use as a chiropractors, with associated internal alterations. However, it is
understood that the kilns and flues remain in situ.

The listed building is now experienced from within the surrounding, altered farmyard, the
neighbouring fields which are used as paddocks and in some longer-distance views. The height and
location of the Oast House, with Bird in Eye farm set on a hill overlooking Uckfield, mean that there
are views of the listed building permitted from Framfield Road to the north-west, where the Oast
House can be seen on the horizon.

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

The surviving pre-20" century elements of the farmstead (the converted farmhouse and barn to the
east) illustrate the development of the original farm and provide some historic context. However,
these buildings have seen extensive changes and are no longer appreciated as part of a working
farm. The changed uses of the buildings are reinforced by the provision of large areas of car parking
and modern signage which collectively mean that these buildings, and the farmstead setting of the
listed building, now makes only a limited contribution to the historic interest, and overall significance,
of the Oast House.

The building is also experienced in medium and longer-distance range views from the Appeal Site
and the lower lying land to the north-west (as described at paragraph 5.10 above). These views
allow for an appreciation of the building as an oast house, distinguished by the distinctive cowl which
is unique to the building typology and its unusual (though not unique) square form. The building is
experienced as a local landmark which reflects one of the key historic industries in Sussex, which
heavily relied on hop growing, picking and drying to supply numerous breweries. Therefore, these
views allow for some appreciation of the listed building, with its historic use immediately apparent.
The Appeal Site, despite its changes in appearance and use, continues to provide some rural context
to the listed building and views of it from the west. This experience makes a limited contribution to
the historic interest of the listed building. However, the views from the Appeal Site and further afield
do not provide any understanding or appreciation of the historic and technological interest of the
building, with this innovation and the system of flues not apparent from external views. The core
significance of the listed building, which is tied to this technological innovation, cannot therefore be
appreciated from within its setting.
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5.13

5.14

5.15

5.16

5.17

5.18

5.19

The surviving elements of the listed building’s rural setting make a limited contribution to the
building’s historic interest, although it is not possible to fully appreciate or understand its core
significance, which is tied to the role of the building as a technologically innovative and influential
oast house.

Step 3: Assess the effects of the proposed development, whether beneficial or harmful, on
the significance or on the ability to appreciate it

The development proposals will cause changes to the setting of the listed Oast House. This will
include an alteration to parts of its wider rural setting and the provision of public space, providing
new public views of the listed building.

The setting of the building has seen notable change through the 19" and 20" centuries, including
the construction of large-scale agricultural and commercial buildings, together with the conversion
of the listed building and the historic agricultural buildings that formed Bird in Eye farm. The wider
landscape has also been changed, moving from a productive landscape for the growth of hops, to
paddocks primarily used for horse grazing (with associated paraphernalia including fencing and a
manege). In addition, for the reasons set out at paragraph 5.11 and 5.12, the setting of the listed
building does not strongly contribute to its significance given the core significance of the building lies
in its architectural and historic interest as a rare and technologically innovative oast house, which is
now functionally divorced from its setting.

The loss of parts of this rural setting will therefore not notably diminish the ability to appreciate the
historic interest of the listed building and its important technological role. In addition, the
development includes increased public access and informal views of the asset, providing greater
opportunities to experience and appreciate the listed building from the surrounding area. Although
setting is not dependent on public access or views, in this case the landmark function of the building
(which is seen from a broad area) and its role in the historic agricultural development of the area,
mean that public access will assist in appreciating its historic role (if not the full technological
importance of the building) and landmark qualities. Overall, therefore, there is considered to be a
neutral impact on the significance of the building with any potential adverse impacts that arise from
the reduction in rural context, offset by the provision of new views and enhanced public access which
will enhance the ability to appreciate the significance of the listed building.

Paragraph 206 of the NPPF states:

Local planning authorities should 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. 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.

This is supported by paragraph 38 of GPA3, which states that “enhancement may be achieved by
actions including:

e introducing new views (including glimpses or better framed views) that add to the public
experience of the asset,

e improving public access to, or interpretation of, the asset including its setting”

The opportunity to provide new, public views and public appreciation of the heritage asset is
therefore a benefit that stems from the proposed development and will offset any potential slight
harm that may arise from the development within parts of the rural setting of the listed Oast House.
The public open space could be complemented with an interpretation board (or similar) to explain
the historic development, function and technological innovation of the Oast House, allowing for users
of the space to better understand the significance of the listed building. This could be secured by
condition.
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5.20

5.21

5.22

In summary, the current setting of the listed building does not strongly contribute to its significance,
the loss of some rural context will have a limited impact on the building’s historic interest (judged on
its own, this impact would be at the lowest end of the “less than substantial harm” scale, in my view),
but will in any event be offset by the provision of public access and an enhanced appreciation of the
listed building. There will be a net neutral effect with no heritage harm arising from the proposed
development.

Step 4: Explore ways to maximise enhancement and avoid or minimise harm

The proposals have been developed to respond to the setting of the listed building. A large area of
public open space will be provided to the west to retain a degree of the building’s rural setting and
provide new public views and appreciation of the listed building from here.

Step 5: Make and document the decision and monitor outcomes

The proposals will preserve the special architectural and historic interest, and therefore significance,
of the listed Oast House. The proposals comply with section 66(1) of the Planning (Lusted Buildings
and Conservation Areas) Act, 1990 and have been informed by the special interest and setting of
the listed building.
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6 CONCLUSIONS

6.1 The Appeal Site forms part of the setting of the Grade Il listed Oast House at Bird in Eye Farm. The
listed building is an extremely rare example of a square oast house, utilising Read’s system of flues
for drying hops. It is an unusual survivor and derives its significance from the technological
innovation it displays.

6.2 The setting of the building does not strongly contribute to the significance of the listed building,
largely due to the reasons for its designation, as well as the significant changes seen to its once
agricultural setting. The development proposals represent a further change to this historic rural
setting, while also introducing significant public open space to the west, allowing for an increased
appreciation of the listed building, better revealing its significance.

6.3 The development proposals will therefore result in a neutral impact to the significance of the listed
building, with its special architectural and historic interest preserved.
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