
 

 
 

Consultation Response from KC, Conservation & Design 
2023/92112 Lumb Lane Nurseries, Lumb Lane, Almondbury, Huddersfield, HD4 6SZ 
Erection of one detached dwelling and detached garage, demolition of existing greenhouses 
and flat roofed timber clad building 
Date Responded: 23.08.2023 
Responding Officer: SP 
Responding Ref: 
 
The application site relates to the site of Lumb Lane Nurseries. The site is formed of a mix of 
greenhouses, polytunnels and a small building, which is constructed of mixed materials including 
vertical timber cladding. 
 
The site is within a rural setting. There is some development surrounding the site, which is very much 
of a vernacular of the area. To the immediate west of the property is a nice example of a late 19th 
century dwelling, constructed in course stone. The building is shown on the mapping as being Clough 
Ings. The dwelling has nice decorative barge boarding to the front dormers and side gable. There is 
also a detached barn with a catslide roof and rear detached outbuilding. 
 
Directly opposite to the south of the site is Yew Croft House. This is a nice example of a possibly late 
18th or early 19th-century dwelling. It is constructed in a more polite style of architecture and does 
show some details of the more Georgian style of architecture. To the south of the house, there is a 
formalised garden, which is shown on the historic maps. Between the house and the nurseries is a 
detached double-pile former barn. 
 
Clough Ings and Yew Croft are considered to be of merit as non-designated heritage. 
 
To the immediate east of the site is a row of terraces. Each terraces is listed at grade II and include 
Bottoms, 50 Lumb Lane, Bottoms, 48 Lumb Lane, Bottoms, 46 Lumb Lane, Bottoms, 44 Lumb Lane, 
Bottoms, 42 Lumb Lane, Bottoms, 40 Lumb Lane. 
 
To the north east of the site just set behind the tree band on the hillside is the Grade II Bottoms Farm 
House. This is understood to be an early 17th century Farm building, which was formerly a longhouse 
with an attached barn. 
 
Set further up the hillside with clear views over the site is the Grade II Wheat Royd. This is again dated 
to the early 17th century. 
 
It is therefore clear that the site has a high degree of sensitivity, and the site does contribute to the 
setting of the stated listed and non-designated heritage. Within the submitted documents, including the 
Design and Access Statement there is no mention or recognition of the stated designated and non-
designated heritage assets. Given the nature of the site, we would consider it necessary for a Heritage 
impact assessment to have been submitted. We, therefore, consider that the application does not 
meet the requirements of 194 of the NPPF. We note that in the comments at the pre-application stage, 
it was noted that a Heritage Statement would be required. This further establishes that this is a 
requirement. 
 
As set out the site is with the setting of the stated assets and therefore there is a high degree of 
sensitivity. 
 
The proposals are for the redevelopment of the site for residential use, with the erection of a 
contemporary-style dwelling. The proposed dwelling appears to be trying to create a dwelling with an 
agricultural style feel but in a contemporary design. 
 



 

 
 

Conservation and Design do not agree with the submitted details and consider that the proposed 
dwelling would be entirely incongruous to the character of the area and would lead to a negative and 
harmful impact to the listed and non-designated assets. 
While there may be a reuse for the site, which maybe residential use, a more considered approach is 
required, which gives greater consideration to the setting of the listed and non-designated assets and 
also the character of the area. 
 
As proposed, we consider that the proposals do not accord with Policy 16(2) of the Planning (Listed 
Building and Conservation Areas) Act. The proposal would not seek to preserve or enhance the 
setting of the listed buildings. 
 
We would also consider that the proposals would not accord with policies LP24 (a) or LP35 3(a) of the 
Local Plan as they would not respect the character of the area, nor seek to preserve or enhance the 
setting. 
 
We also consider the proposals to be contrary to 194, as set out in our main comments and 200, 202 
and 203 of the NPPF. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 


