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SUMMARY 

 

Kavorna, 21 High Street, Hugh Town, is a Grade II-listed building of eighteenth-century origin. It 

has been subject to a number of nineteenth and twentieth-century alterations, and formerly 

comprised two dwellings in the later nineteenth century. As a vernacular structure, it comprises an 

important element within the historic core of Hugh Town, and its slate roofs contribute importantly 

to its historic character and significance.  

The scantle slate roof of the rear south wing of Kavorna suffered from displacement of slates and 

partial collapse, in August, 2021. Applications for the repair of the roof were submitted in 

November, 2021, for replacement with natural slates. Affected parts of the roof have now been 

temporarily secured, pending more detailed applications for repair and replacement. Internal 

inspection has confirmed that the basic timber frame of the roof is structurally sound, and that 

partial failure has been due to the corrosion of iron head-nails securing the slates, and of those 

securing the battens. The timber battens are of uneven dimensions and spacing, and have been 

subject to localised decay. The timber structural elements of the roof are of machine-cut softwood, 

and therefore of probable mid-nineteenth-century, or later, date. The existing roof is therefore not 

of eighteenth-century date, as suggested, but probably replaced an earlier thatched roof.  

 
Replacement with Natural ‘Camborne’ Slates, of suitable size and secured with copper nails, would 

be the most appropriate course of action These would closely replicate the colour and texture of the 

existing scantle slates, and would conserve the appearance and historic character of the building. 

The irregular and unevenly-spaced battens will require removal and replacement, before new natural 

slates are laid. The proposed replacement of the slate roof can be achieved in a manner which will 

preserve its historic character, and that of surrounding parts of the Conservation Area. While the 

south wing of Kavorna has only limited visual connections with surrounding historic buildings 

within this part of Hugh Street, it is evident that the proposed replacement of slates will have no 

adverse effects on any associated heritage settings, and will enhance the overall visual aspect of the 

building and surrounding area.  

 
These proposals are in accordance with the statutory requirements stated in Sections 66 of the 

Planning Act, National Planning Policy Framework and Policy OE7 of the Isles of Scilly Local Plan 

2015-2030. They would also be consistent with supplementary planning documents, including the 

Isles of Scilly Design Guide (2006) and the Isles of Scilly Conservation Area Character Statement 

and Supplementary Planning Document (2015).   
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 In June, 2022, Ridgeway Heritage Consultancy was commissioned by Mr Paul Osborne, to 

undertake a heritage statement to support applications for planning permission and Listed 

Building Consent for repairs to the roof  of  Kavorna, 21 Hugh Road, St Mary’s, Isles of  Scilly 

TR21 0PT (NGR 090184 010594) (Figs. 1, 2, 3 and 5). Kavorna is a substantial building which 

originally comprised two dwellings of  eighteenth-century date, which has been subject to a 

number of  nineteenth and twentieth-century alterations. It is listed at Grade II, in view of  its 

architectural and historic interest (NHLE 1218783), and comprises part of  the historic 

streetscape of  Hugh Street, which is located within the historic core of  Hugh Town and 

includes a significant number of  listed and non-listed historic buildings. Hugh Street 

comprises part of  a single Conservation Area, which includes the entire area under the 

jurisdiction of  the Council of  the Isles of  Scilly. 

 

 

Fig. 1: The north-east, front elevation of Kavorna, with the Grade II-listed Post Office to the 
left, and Grade II-listed Lloyds Bank to the right.  

 

1.2 Hugh Town, St Marys, comprises the only truly ‘urban’ settlement on the Scilly Isles. Within 

this, Hugh Street has possibly the greatest sense of  enclosure, which is partly relieved by an 

informal square at its eastern end (Figs. 3 and 5). Street frontages within Hugh Street are 

almost continuous, and include a number of  shopfronts and town houses of  predominantly 

nineteenth-century date (Fig. 12). The historic core of  Hugh Town is associated with fine 

urban grain and relatively high building density, with a focus on enclosed streets rather than 
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the harbour frontage (Figs. 3, 5, 10 and 11). Kavorna comprises part of  a succession of  

historic buildings along both sides of  Hugh Street, which include the nineteenth-century and 

Grade II-listed Lloyds Bank, immediately to the north-west (NHLE1141218) (Fig. 1), and the 

Grade II-listed Post Office immediately to the south-east (NHLE 1291788) (Figs. 1 and 6).  

 

 

Fig. 2: Location Plan (approximate scale 1:50,000). 

 

1.3 The rear, south wing of  Kavorna has suffered from severe rippling of  the slate scantle tiles 

on its northern side (Figs. 4, 15 and 16). The area affected by rippling finally collapsed during 

a storm in August, 2021. In 2019, the southern side of  the south wing also suffered from a 

rippling slip, which was successfully repaired at that time (Figs. 7 and 16). Accordingly, 
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applications for planning permission (ref. P/21/093/FUL) and Listed Building Consent (ref. 

P/21/094/LBC), which included the repair of  the affected slate roof, together with the 

removal of  an existing stricture to the rear of  the property, were submitted in November, 

2021. Both applications were consented, on February 25, 2022. 

 

 

   Fig. 3: The location of  Kavorna along Hugh Street (Approximate scale: 1: 2000).   

 

1.4 The applications were supported by a Heritage Impact Statement (Osborne 2021), which 

outlined the scope of  proposed works, and recommended the complete replacement of  the 

scantle slate roof  covering of  the southern part of  the building, with one of  Natural Slate, as 

recommended by the Isles of  Scilly Design Guide (2006). The applications also specified 

proposals for the removal of  an existing store building to the rear of  the property.   

 

1.5 A Delegated Planning Response from the local planning authority included the following 

comments: 
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‘Initially the proposal included a re-roofing of a section to the rear of the property, which runs 

to the south-east elevation, as a return on the main structure. This would have seen the loss 

of the wet-laid scantle roof, and its replacement with a dry-laid natural slate finish. While this 

existing scantle appears to have failed on the south roof slope, this is now not included in the 

application, as the applicant intends to carry out a temporary repair to this roof only, with a 

view to fully assessing the structure and applying separately for this work, where a permanent 

solution would be sought. Additionally, the proposal includes the removal of a large single-

storey modern outbuilding, which is situated close to the main building, but within the private 

rear garden. Internally, the works include alterations which will see the removal of two later 

stud-wall partitions that will see a current small kitchen and bedroom being opened up into 

one larger kitchen/dining space. 

 

 

Fig. 4: Slippage of  slates on the south roof  of  the rear south wing, in 2021 (Paul Osborne). 

 

Impact of  the proposals 

1.6 While the owner needs to urgently repair the rear south scantle roof, there is insufficient 

heritage assessment to conclude on whether permanent loss of  scantle is justified, or would 

result in harm to significance. The applicant is therefore seeking to temporarily secure the 

south roof  slope, and will apply separately for a permanent solution. Internally, the removal 

of  the stud-wall is not significant, as this is a much later insertion within the building, as 
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evidenced by its modern construction. The removal of  the 1970s outbuilding will be a positive 

change to the curtilage, as this is a large modern construction that in its current position, 

results in harm to the setting of  this building. 

 

1.7 Accordingly, the Delegated Planning Response recommended approval of the applications, as 

no harm to the designated heritage asset had been identified.  

 

 Local Planning Authority Advice 

1.8 The following Consultation advice was received on 22 November, 2021 regarding the initial 

proposals contained in applications ref P/21/093/FUL and P/21/094/LBC: 

 

Analysis of the c.1880 and c.1907 Ordnance Survey maps suggest that the building may have 

been subdivided in the late 19th/early 20th century. Both maps show the rear (south) wing, 

which is considered in the listing description to be potentially of 18th-century date. The scantle 

slate roof may date to this period, and is considered as a distinctive part of the building’s 

architectural significance and part of the reason for its designation. It is not properly described 

in the submitted Heritage Statement, with no details of the existing roof structure, the likely 

origin of the slate, potential date and construction details, including the lathes, roof trusses, 

hip details and whether the roof covering was originally wet laid and torched.  

 

1.9 This roof has the potential to be of 18th-century date, but evidence relating to the significance 

of this historic fabric has not been adequately assessed in the submitted Heritage Statement. 

Concern is also expressed that there is a lack of detail in the application documents about the 

proposed re-roofing scheme, including where will the ‘natural slate’ be sourced, the fixings, 

the sizing (random?) of the slates and if they will be laid in diminishing courses (as a scantle 

roof) and if not, the justification for the proposal (and why the existing roof material cannot 

be re-laid on new lathes and re-pegged?).  

 

1.10 The following comments were received from the Chief Planning Officer on January 17, 2022: 

• Firstly, the application does not include sufficient information in relation to 

understanding the existing roof  structure in the HIA (and its significance). It would 

appear that this section of  the building is particularly old, and therefore its 

construction (including photographs) should form part of  the heritage assessment;   
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• The details of  the proposed re-roofing scheme are also unclear in the submission (the 

nature of  the supporting structure, its timbers, whether they will be retained, and the 

size and type of  tiles to be used).   

• Secondly, the application includes the insertion of  a door and further information is 

requested as to where the proposed door is (ie within an existing window opening?).  

• In terms of  the roof, the proposed scheme appears to provide an inadequate level of  

detail in terms of  the significance of  the building.   

• Demonstrating understanding of  the significance of  the building is both a National 

Planning requirement (Para 194) and a requirement of  the Local Plan (Policy OE7).  

• It will be necessary to determine whether there is historic roof  fabric remaining within 

the structure. Photos of  the roof  space, trusses and underside of  the roof  covering 

should be supplied.  

• The justification for re-roofing and the loss of  the historic fabric, as the building is 

listed, should include a structural assessment to back up how the roof  needs to be 

treated, so an expert opinion should be provided if  this is the case.  

  

1.11    Following further consultation with the local panning authority, the client confirmed, in a 

communication of January 24, 2022, that he was now permitted to remove affected areas of 

scantle slate at that time, and make good with natural slate. This interim measure would allow 

further time to prepare and submit a further application, with supporting documentation, for 

the complete replacement of scantle with natural slate 

 

The Scope of  the Heritage Statement 

1.12 It proposed to re-roof  the southern part of  Kavorna with dry-laid natural slate, instead of  the 

existing scantle slates. This may potentially affect aspects of  historic fabric which could be of  

eighteenth-century date, and which are integral to the external appearance, historic character 

and appearance of  the listed building. Such proposed change may also have implications for 

the setting of  neighbouring heritage assets, and for the appearance and special interest of  

surrounding parts of  the Conservation Area.  

 
1.13 In considering applications for development which results in impacts to listed buildings, the 

statutory duty, under Sections 16 (2) and 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Building and 

Conservation Areas) Act 1990, is to have special regard to the “desirability of preserving the 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1005759/NPPF_July_2021.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1005759/NPPF_July_2021.pdf
https://www.scilly.gov.uk/sites/default/files/planning-apps/Modified%20Local%20Plan%20-%20No%20Maps%2C%20No%20pitcures%20March%202021%20PDF%20f.pdf
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building, or its setting, or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it 

possesses”. It will also be necessary to articulate the significance of this heritage asset and to 

assess the impact of the proposed works upon that significance, in accordance with Paragraph 

194 of the National Planning Policy Framework:  

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. 

 

 

Fig. 5: Aerial image of  2005, of  Kavorna, and its rear wing, within their built context 
(Geoinformation Systems).  

 

1.14 It will also be necessary to articulate the significance of this heritage asset and to assess the 

impact of the proposed works upon that significance, in accordance with Paragraph 195 of 

the National Planning Policy Framework:  

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 into account when considering the 

impact of a proposal on a heritage asset, to avoid or minimise any conflict between the heritage asset’s 

conservation and any aspect of the proposal. 
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1.15  In order to assess the potential effects of the proposed changes to slate roofing on the 

significance of Kavorna, and on the special interest of the associated Conservation Area, it 

will be necessary to: 

• provide a description of  the form, date and architectural interest of  the 

building; 

• provide a detailed articulation of  significance of  Kavorna, and of  those 

aspects of  architectural interest and historic fabric which most 

contribute to its significance;  

• to assess the current form condition and mode of  construction of  

relevant parts of  the roof  of  Kavorna, and to provide a clear 

understanding of  the effects of  the proposed alterations to the roof  on 

the form, fabric and significance of  the building;  

• to assess the effects of  the proposed changes to Kavorna on the 

significance of  surrounding heritage assets and Conservation Area, 

through changes to their appearance or setting; 

• to propose a suitable methodology of  replacement, including sourcing 

of  materials and treatment of  supporting timber elements; and 

• assess the effect of  the proposed alterations on the significance of  

Kavorna , and any resulting levels of  harm.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



@Ridgway Heritage Consultancy                                Kavorna, St Mary’s, Isles of Scilly: Heritage Statement 

10 
 

2.  PLANNING POLICY CONTEXT AND GUIDANCE  

 

2.1 This Heritage Statement has been compiled in accordance with the following statutory, 

planning policy and guidance documents: 

• National Heritage Act 1983 (amended 2002); 

• Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990; 

• National Planning Policy Framework 2012 (amended 2021); 

• National Planning Practice Guidance: Conserving and Enhancing the Historic 

Environment (2016 revised 2021); 

• English Heritage guidance: ‘Conservation Principles; polices and guidance for the 

sustainable management of the historic environment’ (2008);  

• Historic England guidance: ‘Historic Environment good practice advice in planning: 

Note 2; Managing significance in decision-taking in the historic environment’ 

(2015a); and 

• Historic England guidance: ‘Historic Environment good practice advice in planning: 

Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets’ (2015b). 

 

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act (1990) 

2.2 The 1990 Planning Act states that: 

‘in considering whether to grant planning permission for development which affects a listed building or its 

setting, the local planning authority shall, 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 that it possesses (Section 66)’.  

 

National Planning Policy Framework (2012, rev. 2021) 

2.3 The Framework sets out national planning policy relating to the conservation and 

enhancement of the historic environment. It defines the historic environment as: “all aspects 

of the  environment resulting from the interaction between people and places through time, 

including all surviving physical remains of past activity, whether visible, buried or submerged, 

and landscape and planted or managed flora.” Individual components of the historic 

environment are considered to constitute heritage assets: “buildings, monuments, sites, places, 

areas or  landscapes identified as having a degree of significance meriting consideration in 

planning decisions, because of their heritage interest”. 
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2.4 Key tenets of the Framework are that: 

• when considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a 

heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation. The more 

important the asset, the greater that weight should be (Paragraph 199). 

• heritage significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the 

heritage asset, or development within its setting. As heritage assets are irreplaceable, 

any harm or loss should require clear and convincing justification. Substantial harm 

to, or loss of, a Grade II-listed building, park or garden should be exceptional. 

Substantial harm to, or loss of, designated assets of the highest significance, notably 

scheduled monuments, protected wreck sites, battlefields, Grade I or II*-listed 

buildings, registered parks and gardens and World Heritage Sites should be wholly 

exceptional (Paragraph 200).  

• where a proposed development 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 (Paragraph 202). 

• With regard to non-designated heritage assets, a balanced judgement will be required 

having due regard to the scale of any harm or loss, and to the significance of the 

heritage asset affected (Paragraph 203).  

• 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 (Paragraph 206) 

 

2.5 Local Planning Authorities are urged to request applicants to describe the significance of any 

heritage assets affected by a proposed development, including any contribution made to 

significance by their setting. The level of detail required in the assessment should be 

“proportional to the assets’ importance, and no more than is sufficient to understand the 

potential impact of the proposal on their significance”. 
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Local Planning Policy 

The Isles of Scilly Local Plan 2015-2030 

2.6 Planning policies for the protection and conservation of the historic environment are 

contained within Policy OE7, of the Isles of Scilly Local Plan 2015-2030. Relevant aspects of 

Policy OE7 are as follows: 

Policy OE7: Historic Environment 

2.7 1) Great weight will be given to the conservation of the islands’ irreplaceable heritage assets. 

Where development is proposed that would lead to substantial harm to assets of the highest 

significance, including undesignated archaeology of national importance, this will only be 

justified in wholly exceptional circumstances, and substantial harm to all other nationally- 

designated assets will only be justified in exceptional circumstances. Any harm to the 

significance of a designated or non-designated heritage asset must be justified.  

 

2.8 2) Proposals causing harm will be weighed against the substantial public, not private, benefits 

of the proposal, and whether it has been demonstrated that all reasonable efforts have been 

made to sustain the existing use, find new uses, or mitigate the extent of the harm to the 

significance of the asset; and whether the works proposed are the minimum required to secure 

the long-term use of the asset.  

 

2.9 Development affecting Heritage  

    3) In those exceptional circumstances where harm to any heritage asset can be fully justified, 

and development would result in the partial or total loss of the asset and/or its setting, the 

applicant will be required to secure a programme of recording and analysis of that asset, and 

archaeological excavation where relevant, and ensure the publication of that record to an 

appropriate standard in a public archive.  

4) Proposals that will help to secure a sustainable future for the islands’ heritage assets, 

especially those identified as being at greatest risk of loss or decay, will be supported.  

 

2.10    Conservation Areas  

5) Development within the Isles of Scilly Conservation Area will be permitted where:  

a) it preserves or enhances the character or appearance of the area and its setting;  

b) the design and location of the proposal has taken account of:  

i. the development characteristics and context of the area, in terms of important buildings, 

spaces, landscapes, walls, trees and views within, into or out of the area; and  
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ii. the form, scale, size and massing of nearby buildings, together with materials of 

construction.  

 

2.11 Development affecting Listed Buildings  

         6) Development affecting Listed Buildings, including alterations or changes of use, will be 

supported where:  

    a) it protects the significance of the heritage asset and its setting, including impacts on the 

character, architectural merit or historic interest of the building; and  

    b) materials, layout, architectural features, scale and design respond to and do not detract 

from the Listed Building; and  

    c) a viable use is proposed that is compatible with the conservation of the fabric of the 

building and its setting. 

 

The Isles of Scilly Character Area Statement and Supplementary Planning Document 

2.12 This document provides descriptions of heritage assets and character areas within St Mary’s, 

together with a brief set of management prescriptions and actions (Isles of Scilly Council 

2015).  

 

 The Isles of Scilly Design Guide 2006 

2.13 This document provides guidance of new developments and alterations, and includes the 

following relevant points: 

             Traditional Materials 

• Granite is traditionally the main building material for all types of  buildings on the Isles 

of  Scilly. The local brown granite from which the islands are formed, is more granular 

and less durable than on the mainland.  

• Timber, which had been washed ashore from wrecks, has been used in buildings when 

available. Modern infill on the islands has developed a vernacular of  rough sawn 

vertical batten (flat wooden strips) and board timber extensions.  

• The traditional roofing material on the islands was thatch from reeds. Thatched roofs 

have all disappeared from the Isles of  Scilly. Slates imported from the mainland 

became popular in the 19th and 20th Centuries, particularly Delabole ‘smalls’ and 

‘peggies’. Slate roofs are frequently scantled (small slates cut roughly, at random widths 
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usually diminishing from bottom to top of  the roof  slopes, often bedded on mortar 

and trimmed all the way round).  

 

2.14            Roof materials and colours 

• Scantling slate (small slates cut roughly in random widths usually diminishing from 

bottom to top of  the roof  slope, often embedded in mortar and trimmed all the way 

round) is an established building tradition which should be used as first preference 

wherever possible. 

•  It is important however that the specification and detailing are correct, and that 

builders who are experienced in this work are selected.  

• Slate in larger more regular sizes can also be used. It is likely that a rough-edged type 

would be appropriate. Reconstituted slate may not be sufficiently robust in this 

exposed location. It may also fade in colour, over prolonged periods of  time 
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3.       METHODOLOGY 

 

3.1 The Historic England Planning Note No 3 (Historic England 2015b) provides key stages of 

consideration in regard to assessing the impact of a proposal on the setting of a heritage asset 

as follows: 

• Identify the degree to which setting makes a contribution to the significance or the 

heritage asset or allows its significance to be appreciated; 

• Assess the effects of  the proposed development, whether beneficial or harmful, on 

that significance or on the ability to appreciate it; 

• Explore ways to maximise enhancement and avoid or minimise harm; and  

• Make and document the decision.  

 

3.2 Paragraphs 9 and 10 of Note Number 3 also provide an overall and general understanding of 

‘Setting’. Paragraph 9 states ‘Setting is not itself a heritage asset, nor a heritage designation, 

although land comprising a setting may itself be designated. Its importance lies in what it 

contributes to the significance of the heritage asset or the ability to appreciate that 

significance’. While Paragraph 10 states ‘The contribution of a 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.’  

 

 General  

3.3  The methodology employed by this assessment is in accordance with key professional 

guidance, including the Standard and Guidance for Historic Environment Desk-Based Assessment 

(Chartered Institute for Archaeologists 2014), the Historic England guidance Conservation 

Principles (2008) and Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 2: Managing 

Significance in Decision-Taking in the Historic Environment (Historic England 2015). Impacts to 

heritage settings were assessed using the methodology detailed within the current Historic 

England guidance Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 3: the setting of heritage 

assets (2015). 
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Sources of data 

3.4  This Heritage Statement has involved detailed consultation of readily-available historical 

information drawn from documentary and cartographic sources. The major repositories of 

information consulted have comprised:  

• National Heritage List for England (EH);  

• Published and unpublished documentary sources;  

• Published and thematic studies relating the Isles of  Scilly and Hugh Town; 

• Local Authority Supplementary Planning Documents, including Conservation Area 

Appraisals and Design Guides; 

• Historic maps and photographs;  

• English Heritage Archives (EHA) and AMIE (Archives and Monuments 

Information, England) data;  

• Online sources, including Local Plan policies and information. 

  

3.5  A bibliography of documentary, archive and cartographic sources consulted is included in the 

References section of this report.  

  

Setting 

3.6 Paragraph 013 of the PPG notes that 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 curtilage of an asset may not have the same extent. 

 

3.7 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 setting impact, the way in which an asset is experienced in its setting is also 

influenced by other environmental factors, such as noise, dust, smell and vibration, 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 (PPG, paragraph 013). 
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The Significance of Heritage Assets  

3.8 Heritage assets are defined by the National Planning Policy Framework (henceforth, ‘the 

Framework’; revision of 2021) 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’. The term Heritage Asset includes both designated heritage 

assets and assets identified by the local planning authority as possessing heritage significance 

(including locally- listed structures)’. Designated heritage assets include: World Heritage Sites; 

Scheduled Monuments; Listed Buildings; Protected Wreck Sites; Registered Parks and 

Gardens; Registered Battlefields; and Conservation Areas. Non-designated heritage assets 

include sites held on the Historic Environment Record, in addition to other elements of the 

landscape understood to have a degree of significance meriting consideration in planning 

decisions.  

 

3.9 The assessment of the heritage value (significance) of a site determines the ways in which 

particular aspects of a place and different periods in its evolution contribute to, or detract 

from, those identified heritage values associated with the asset.  

 

3.10 Heritage significance is defined in Planning Practice Guidance (Annexe 2, 2021) as ‘the value 

of a heritage asset to this and future generations because of its heritage interest. That interest 

may be archaeological, architectural, artistic or historic. Significance derives not only from a 

heritage asset’s physical fabric, but also from its setting’  

 

3.11 Current national guidance for assessing the significance of heritage assets is based on the 

criteria provided by Historic England (formerly English Heritage) in Conservation Principles, 

Policies and Guidance for the Sustainable Management of the Historic Environment (English Heritage 

2008). Within this document, significance is weighed by the estimated potential for the asset 

to demonstrate the following criteria:  

• Evidential value derives from ‘the potential of  a place to yield evidence about past 

human activity’ (ibid, 28). It is primarily embodied by physical remains or historic 

fabric, but also includes buried archaeology;  

• Historical value derives from ‘the ways in which past people, events and aspects of  

life can be connected through a place to the present’ (ibid, 28). Illustrative historical 

values depend on visibility in a way that evidential value does not; and ‘have the 
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power to aid interpretation of  the past […] through shared experience of  a place’ 

(ibid, 29). Associative historical values relate to historical connections with a notable 

family, person, event or movement;  

• Aesthetic values derive from ‘the ways in which people draw sensory and intellectual 

stimulation from a place’ (ibid, 30). Aesthetic value might be generated through 

conscious design and artistic endeavour, fortuitous and organic change, and the 

relationship of  structures and materials to their setting; · Communal value is tied to 

historical (associative) value and aesthetic value, deriving from ‘the meanings of  a 

place for the people who relate to it, or for whom it figures in their collective 

experience or memory’ (ibid, 31); 

•  Communal values may be commemorative, symbolic or social. The latter is typically 

‘associated with places that people perceive as a source of  identity, distinctiveness, 

social interaction and coherence,’ and might only be articulated when the resource is 

under threat (ibid, 32).  

 

3.12  Further information on good practice in implementing historic environment policy in the 

NPPF is provided within the guidance Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in 

Planning Note 2: Managing Significance in Decision-Taking in the Historic Environment 

(Historic England 2015a). This document provides advice on the assessment of the 

significance of heritage assets in support of applications for planning permission, and 

emphasises that the information required regarding heritage significance should be no more 

than would be necessary to inform the planning decision. 

 

 Assessing levels of Impact 

3.13 Impact assessment addresses predicted changes in the existing condition of the environment, 

as a result of a proposed development. The significance of an impact is generally determined 

as the combination of the ‘sensitivity and/or value’ of the affected receptor, and the predicted 

magnitude of change. In this case, heritage receptors comprise a group of Grade II-listed 

buildings, which may be considered both as individual structures and as a coherent group of 

related assets. These are considered to represent receptors of medium to high sensitivity 

and/or value.  
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Magnitude of Impact 

3.14 The determination of the magnitude of change is based on the current level of survival, or 

condition, of the receptor. The variable factors which determine the magnitude of change 

include the vulnerability or sensitivity of the site or feature to change. The criteria commonly 

used to determine the magnitude of impact are as described in the following table: 

 

 

Magnitude of 
Impact 

 

Description 

 

Major 

 

 

The proposed development would cause a large change to existing 
environmental conditions. 
Complete destruction of  the site or feature. 
Change resulting in a fundamental change to the ability to understand or 
appreciate the asset and its context and setting.  

 

Moderate 

 

The proposed development would cause noticeable change to existing 
environmental conditions.  
Change resulting in appreciable change to the ability to understand or 
appreciate the asset and its context and setting. 

 

Minor 

 

The proposed development would cause small change to existing 
environmental conditions.  
Change resulting in small change to the ability to understand or appreciate 
the asset and its context and setting. 

 

Negligible 

 

The proposed development would result in no discernible change to existing 
environmental conditions.  
Negligible change or no material change to the site or feature. 
No change to the ability to understand or appreciate the asset and its context 
and setting. 

 Table 1: Criteria used to determine the level of impact. 

 

Significance of Impact 

3.15 The significance of impact and environmental effect is determined by two variables:  

• The importance or significance of  the receptor; and 

• The magnitude of  change affecting the receptor. 

Environmental effects may be either adverse or beneficial, depending on the nature of the 

impact. 
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Receptor 

sensitivity/value 

 

                                 Magnitude of  Impact 

      Major                 Moderate                  Minor                Negligible 

Very high Substantial Substantial Moderate Slight 

High Substantial Moderate Slight Negligible 

Medium Moderate Slight Negligible Negligible 

Low Slight Negligible Negligible Negligible 

Table 2: Criteria used to determine the significance of impact. 

  

Sectoral Guidance 

3.16 This Statement has been compiled in accordance with the following statutory, planning policy 

and guidance documents: 

• National Heritage Act 1983 (amended 2002); 

• Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990; 

• National Planning Policy Framework 2012 (revised 2021); 

• National Planning Practice Guidance: Conserving and Enhancing the Historic 

Environment 2016 (revised 2021); 

• English Heritage guidance: ‘Conservation Principles; polices and guidance for the 

sustainable management of the historic environment’ (2008);  

• Historic England guidance: ‘Historic Environment good practice advice in planning: 

Note 2; Managing significance in decision-taking in the historic environment’ 

(2015a); and 

• Historic England guidance: ‘Historic Environment good practice advice in planning: 

Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets’ (2015b). 
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4.    KAVORNA: ITS FORM, HISTORY AND SIGNIFICANCE 

 

 A Description of Kavorna 

4.1  Kavorna, No. 21 Hugh Street, St Marys, was added to the National List in December, 1992 

(NHLE 1218783), in view of its historic and architectural interest. The listing description is 

given as follows: 

House, possibly originally 2 dwellings, now shop and flat. C18, with C19 and C20 alterations. Coursed granite 

rubble, with colour-washed render to front; gabled scantled slate roof; granite end stacks. L-plan with C18 rear 

left wing. 2 storeys; 4-window first-floor range. Ground floor has 2 inserted mid C20 segmental shop windows, 

3/3-pane sash to right and 2 recessed doorways with half-glazed early C20 doors. Interior: plain C19 joists. 

 

 
 

Fig. 6: View, looking west, of the north-east, street-front elevation of Kavorna. 

 

4.2 The rear left wing referred to in the listing description comprises the south wing of the 

building, which is the principal subject of this Heritage Statement (Figs. 4, 7, 16, 18 and 19). 

This may be considered as an authentic vernacular structure, which incorporates local 

materials, including walls of roughcast brown granite (Fig. 4). Kavorna is broadly 

representative of a vernacular building type of the Isles of Scilly, as two-storeyed and double-

fronted, with sash windows, centrally-positioned doorways and internal chimneys (Isle of 

Scilly Council 2006). Slate has completely replaced traditional thatch as a roofing material, and 
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has been imported from the mainland, from the nineteenth century onwards. Traditionally, 

these slates often comprised ‘smalls’ or ‘peggies’.  Slate roofs, as here, were frequently scantled, 

with small slates cut roughly, and at random widths. These would diminish from top to bottom 

of the roof-slope, and were often bedded in mortar and trimmed all the way round.  

 

4.3 Kavorna has an L-shaped ground-plan, with the rear southern wing comprising an original 

element, with coursed, roughcast granite walls and a scantled slate roof (Figs. 4, 7 and 16). It 

is probable that the northern end of this original building extended, gable-end on, to the street 

frontage, although extensive nineteenth and twentieth-century alterations make it difficult to 

determine the precise structural relationship between the two principal phases of the building. 

The proportions and fenestration of the later, north range, although altered by later insertions, 

suggest a date not much later than c. 1800 (Figs. 1 and 6), and it is possible that the division 

of Kavorna into two separate dwellings may date from this phase of construction. The present 

internal floor-plan of the building is unfortunately not informative in this respect (Fig. 8).  

 

 
 

Fig. 7: The north-west elevation of the south wing of Kavorna, showing slate rippling, 
 with details of traditional vernacular construction.  
 

4.4 The 25-inch Ordnance Survey map of 1908 (Fig. 9) clearly shows the property as two separate 

dwellings, with the eastern of the two incorporating the earlier southern wing, and extending 

to the street frontage. The western dwelling occupies a noticeably smaller ground-plan, and 

has a small structure to the rear, possibly a privy.  
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Fig. 8: Existing ground-floor plan of Kavorna (approximate scale 1:100) (P. Osborne).  

 

4.5 It has been suggested that an existing house was subdivided in the later nineteenth century, 

although there is no evidence of this, and the current distribution of doors and windows on 

the front elevation of the building (Figs. 2 and 6)) suggests that the two dwellings were 

constructed to a plan. Kavorna had evidentially been converted to a single dwelling by the 

time of the Ordnance Survey map of 1931 (Fig. 11). There are no records of the original plan-

form of the building, or of the structural and internal changes that were made at that time. 

 

4.6 Consultation advice provided by the local planning authority (Paragraph 1.9 of this report) has 

identified the rear south wing of Kavorna as being of probable eighteenth-century date, and 

suggests that the slate scantle roof may also date from this time. This is contentious, as it is 

widely recognised (cf. Council of the Isles of Scilly 2006; 2015) that most Scilly Island roofs 

were of thatch at this time, and were commonly replaced by imported slates from the mid-

nineteenth century onwards.  
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Fig. 9: Extract from Ordnance Survey England and Wales six-inch series 1842-1952, published 1889 
(National Library of Scotland). 

 

 
Fig. 10: Extract from Ordnance Survey England and Wales s25-inch series 1842-1952, published 
1908 (National Library of Scotland). 
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Fig. 11: Extract from Ordnance Survey 25-inch England and Wales series 1842-1952, published 

1931 (Cornwall County Council). 

 

 The Significance of Kavorna 

4.7 The principal significance of Kavorna resides in its historic fabric and built form, as an historic 

building of eighteenth and nineteenth-century date, which is integral to the development of 

Hugh Town as a settlement. The significance of Kavorna as a heritage asset is articulated using 

the complementary group of heritage assets described in the English Heritage (Historic 

England) guidance Conservation Principles (2008).  

 

 Historical Illustrative Heritage Values 

4.8 Kavorna is associated with historical illustrative heritage values of high importance, which 

relate to its survival as a vernacular building displaying traditional methods of construction 

and use of local materials. It is also importantly illustrative of the eighteenth-century 

development of Hugh Town as a settlement, and the eighteenth-century shift in settlement 

focus away from Old Town (Fig. 21). Such changes also relate importantly to changes in 

economic activity within the Isles of Scilly in the early modern period. Kavorna, along with 

buildings of comparable date along Hugh Street, may therefore be considered to be 

representative of the early street-plan of the town (Figs. 3, 5 9 and 10). In terms of its form 

and fabric, Kavorna is also illustrative of long-term patterns of change and adaptation, and its 
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slate roofs provide evidence of this. These are also associated with historical illustrative values, 

which relate to historic traditions of roof construction and the sourcing of roofing materials. 

  

Design Aesthetic Heritage Values 

4.9 Kavorna displays the pleasing and harmonious design of a traditional vernacular building 

which reflects local historic character (Figs. 1, 6 and 7). As such, it is a building which makes 

a considerable contribution to the character and appearance of Hugh Street. It therefore 

comprises an important element within eastward and westward views along Hugh Street, and 

this aspect of setting contributes to the significance of the building (Fig. 12). The colour and 

texture of its slate roofs comprise an important aspect of the aesthetic quality of Kavorna, and 

thus contribute to its design aesthetic values and historic character (Figs. 1, 4, 6 and 16). In 

common with those of surrounding buildings, the slate roofs of Kavorna contribute to the 

appearance and character of surrounding streetscapes and this part of the wider Conservation 

Area. 

 . 

 
Fig. 12: A Postcard of c. 1930, looking east along Hugh Street, with Kavorna to the left of  
the picture. 

 

4.10 On the basis of this assessment, Kavorna is assessed as a heritage asset of high significance. 

Its historic fabric, including slate roofs, are integral to that significance, although it is 

recognised that these may not relate to the earliest phase of construction of the building. The 

proposed use of natural slate will assist in preserving the design aesthetic values of the building. 
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5. THE SLATE ROOF AND ITS REPAIR 

 

5.1 This section provides a description of the relevant parts of the slate roof of Kavorna, and the 

damage it has sustained, together with recommendations and prescriptions for repair.  

 

 The Structure of the Slate Roof 

5.2 The timber construction of the roof is not of high quality, and the timber members, which 

appear to be largely machine-cut, must be of mid-nineteenth-century, or later date (Figs. 13 

D, E and G; 14; 15 D and E). The quality of the roof structure must also cast doubt as to 

whether this part of the building was originally intended to comprise part of a dwelling, or was 

simply a storage or commercial structure of some kind.  The roof is supported by A-frame 

trusses of substantial machined softwood timbers, which test directly on wall-tops, rather than 

a timber wall-plate (Figs. 13 E and G; 15D). The trusses support two substantial purlins on 

each side, also of machined timber, and measuring approximately 100mm by 75mm in section 

(Figs.13 E and G; 14; 15 D andE). There is no ridge-board, and the upper pairs of purlins are 

located irregularly in relation to one another, and without supporting struts (Fig. 13E). They 

appear to be secured to trusses by large iron nails.   

 

5.3` The purlins support jack rafters, which are set at irregular intervals of between 300mm and 

400mm.  These are also of machined softwood, mostly measuring approximately 70mm by 

50mm in section, although some are of thinner, flatter section (Figs. 13 A-H; 14; 15 C and D). 

Battens are highly irregular, mostly comprising rough-sawn strips averaging 40mm to 50mm 

in width, and displaying considerable variation in thickness and section (Figs. 13 A-H; 14; 15 

A-F). These are set on rafters, at intervals of between 60mm and 100mm. In some areas, the 

condition of rafters and battens suggests relatively recent repair and replacement (Fig. 14).  

 

5.4 Fixing of timbers throughout appears to be with iron nails, and there is no evidence of 

mortising or pegging of major timber joints. Individual wet-laid slates are head-nailed and 

hung on battens, with nails protruding below battens in many cases (Figs. 13 A and D; 17 C 

and H). Occasionally, particularly at lower levels of the roof-slope, slates have been secured 

by wooden pegs. The scantle slates display considerable irregularity along the battens, and 

some display evidence of shifting in relation to battens. The slates are consistently of uneven, 
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grey-green colouration, presumably of imported, but otherwise unknown origin (Figs. 13 B, 

C and D; 15A; 17 A, D and F).  

 

 

Fig. 13, A-H: Internal details of  roof  construction.  



@Ridgway Heritage Consultancy                                Kavorna, St Mary’s, Isles of Scilly: Heritage Statement 

29 
 

 

Fig. 14: Internal details of roof construction: purlin, common rafters and battens. 

 

The Failure of the Slate Roof 

5.5 The failure of parts of the slate roof results from deficiencies in original roof construction and 

choice of materials. None of this work can reasonably be dated earlier than the mid-nineteenth 

century, when it is assumed that a thatched roof was replaced.  Within close proximity to the 

shoreline, the maritime climate has resulted in extensive corrosion of iron fixings, particularly 

of the iron nails securing the scantle slates (Fig. 13D). This is evident in the iron-staining 

visible on the undersides of a number of slates. In addition, it is clear that the smaller iron 

nails securing battens to rafters have also been subject to corrosion and failure, resulting in 

the downward slippage and displacement of battens under the accumulated weight of slates 

(Figs. 13F; 15B, C and F; 17B and F). A number of battens appear to be of insubstantial 

thickness, and are possibly not adequate to support the weight of slates, and a number of these 
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display evidence of in situ decay, possibly as a result of slight water ingress during winter storm 

conditions (Figs. 15A-F; 17A-H).  

 

Fig. 15, A-F: Internal evidence of deterioration of roof battens and slate slippage. 
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5.6 It is also possible that the corrosion and failure of head-nails has enabled downward slippage 

and displacement of slates which have imposed additional weight on battens further down the 

roof-slope, thus causing them to break or become displaced, particularly if iron fixings have 

become corroded (Figs. 15B, C, D and F; 16; 17B). Given the cumulative weight and down-

pressure of slates at mid-point on the roof-slope, this could result in a cumulative effect, 

causing the rippling noted on the north-west side of the south wing (Fig. 16).  

 

 

Fig. 16: Cumulative downward displacement of slates on the north-west side of  
the south wing of Kavorna.  
 

 Approaches to the Repair of the Slate Roof 
5.7 In a communication of January 17, 2022, the client considered that the local planning authority 

advice regarding a Structural Survey was deemed to be unnecessary, as the roof showed no 

sign of sagging, with the trusses, purlins and jack rafters all appearing to be in good condition. 

This inspection and photographic record confirmed that the purlins and jack rafters were of 

probable nineteenth-century date, due to the evidence of machine-cutting.  
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Fig. 17, A-H: Internal evidence of roof structure and deterioration. 
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5.8 Internal inspection further confirmed that damaged parts the roof were now affected by water 

ingress, but that the battens appeared to be in a moderate condition. Consequently, the roof 

failure was considered to be principally due to corrosion of the iron head-nails. It was also 

noted that many slates were in a poor condition, having become porous and fragmented, with 

some displaying a white, powdery texture. This may indicate the long-term exposure of these 

slates to weathering, particularly in a relatively exposed, coastal environment.   

 

5.9 Internal inspection has confirmed that timber structural elements are basically sound, and that 

the roof is not at risk of structural collapse. However, complete replacement with natural slate 

would offer a practical and acceptable solution, and would be appropriate to the historic 

character of the building and its Conservation Area setting (Figs. 18 and 19). The Scantle Slates 

on the northern side of the rear building were removed in February 2022, and replaced with 

natural slate. This was undertaken for reasons of safety, to prevent the collapse of the roof, 

and was agreed that these would be replaced with Natural Slate tiles, subject to an application 

for planning consent.  The current application now seeks to replace both northern and 

southern sides of the tear part of the building with Natural Slate, with the southern side to be 

removed during winter 2022/2023. Such repair is defined by Historic England as: 

‘Work beyond the scope of maintenance, to remedy defects caused by decay, damage or use, 

including minor adaptations, to secure a sustainable outcome, but not involving alteration 

or restoration’ (Conservation Principles 2008).  

 
5.10 Historic England has provided a series of broad guidance principles for the repair of historic 

buildings, which include the following:  

• A conservative approach is fundamental to good conservation - so retaining as much 

of  the significant historic fabric and keeping changes to a minimum are of  key 

importance when carrying out repair work to historic buildings. 

• The unnecessary replacement of  historic fabric, no matter how carefully the work is 

carried out, can in most situations have an adverse effect on character and significance. 

• The detailed design of  repairs should be preceded by a survey of  the building’s 

structure, together with an investigation of  the nature and condition of  its materials 

and the causes and processes of  decay. 

• Repair can also help to reveal significance. An inappropriate alteration may have been 

made in the past, which is causing damage and looks unsightly. 
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5.11 Approaches to repair: 

• Only techniques and materials which have been demonstrated to be appropriate to the 

fabric should be considered. These will normally be the same as the original or parent 

material, or where this is no longer available or appropriate, have compatible properties, 

both technically and aesthetically; 

• Interventions should maximise the life expectancy of significant building fabric 

consistent with sustaining its significance; 

• Interventions should be reversible, if technically feasible and practicable, or at least, re-

treatable and should not prejudice future interventions when these become necessary; 

• All works should be adequately recorded and the records made available for others; 

• Interventions should contribute to or at least not compromise the sustainability of 

future management and maintenance (Historic England 2013). 

Specifications for Repair 

5.12 Specific technical guidance for repairs to the roofing of historic buildings is contained within 

the publication Practical Building Conservation: Roofing, published by Historic England in 2018.  

This identifies the main source of technical advice for slating as BS 5534:2003 Code of practice 

for slating and tiling (British Standards Institute 2014). This deals thoroughly with tally-slate 

roofing, although the guidance provided is conservative and may, on occasions, be at variance 

with the construction of an existing historic roof. However, any change that significantly alters 

the historic integrity or the character of the roof is unlikely to be justified. On the whole, if 

traditional techniques have performed well, then these should be replicated in repair.  

 

5.13 It is recommended that Natural ‘Camborne’ Slate would represent an historically authentic 

source, which would be both durable and provide a good match for the existing scantle slates 

in terms of texture and colour. The local planning authority has approved the replacement of 

scantle slates with Natural Slates of this type on a number of historic buildings within Hugh 

Town and elsewhere. These have been used on both roofs and clad walls of the adjoining Post 

Office (Fig. 20). A standard size for natural slates of 195mm by 400mm would be appropriate 

to the removed scantle slates.  

 

5.14 Natural ‘Camborne’ slate is characterised by a distinctive texture and subtle variations in 

colour. This may have been a source of much imported nineteenth-century slate in the Isles 
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of Scilly. The use of the slate would therefore provide an appearance which would be 

consistent with the existing roofs of Kavorna and surrounding buildings. Individual slates can 

be cut or graded on site, using normal hand tools.  It is recommended that, while holing, slates 

should be graded by thickness, with the thicker slates used at eaves level, and the thinner at 

the top of the roof-slope. Slates should be fixed in accordance with BS:5543, Part 1, rev. 1990 

(British Standards Institute 2014), and BS:8000: Slating and Tiling Workmanship, and by an 

approved contractor.  

 

5.15 Replacement slates can be fixed with tingles or hidden fixings, rather than pegs or head-nails. 

Tingles are often made of lead strips nailed to the batten, and folded up over the tail of the 

slate, but they are liable to become unrolled by heating and cooling or by the weight of snow. 

Allowing an extra length of lead and folding it back down onto the slate below may be 

effective, but it is better to use a substantial copper strip – about 1 or 2 mm-thick – which is 

not so prone to this problem. Substantial copper strip is better, but the best option may be a 

strong non-corroding wire hooked under the tail of the slate. If the underside is accessible, 

similar wire can also be used to re-fix individual slates by tying them to the battens (Historic 

England 2018). In this case, copper nails are proposed as a means of securing slates, which 

will avoid the longer-term effects of corrosion. 

 

Fig. 18: Drawing of the rear, south-west elevation of Kavorna, with location of the south wing 
(Paul Osborne). 
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Fig. 19: Drawing of the side, south-east elevation of Kavorna, with the rear, south wing (Paul 
Osborne).  

 

 

Fig. 20: Natural ‘Camborne’ slates on the roof and clad wall of the adjoining Post Office  
building (Paul Osborne).  
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6. CONCLUSIONS 

 

6.1 Kavorna, 21 High Street, Hugh Town, is a building of  eighteenth-century origin, and is listed 

at Grade II. It has been subject to a number of  nineteenth and twentieth-century alterations, 

which have partly obscured its earlier form. Historic mapping indicates that the building 

comprised two dwellings in the later nineteenth century, but was subsequently converted to a 

single dwelling in the early twentieth century, when it became a retail premises. The building 

retains important historical illustrative and design aesthetic heritage values, which relate to its 

historic fabric and architectural interest as a vernacular structure, and to its location within the 

early street-plan of  Hugh Town. The slate roofs of  Kavorna represent an important part of  

the aesthetic value and historic character of  the building, and make an important contribution 

to its overall significance.  

 

6.2 The rear south wing of  Kavorna is of  eighteenth-century date, and comprises the earliest part 

of  the building. The scantle slate roof  of  the rear wing was found to have suffered from severe 

rippling and displacement of  slates on the north side, and this affected area subsequently 

collapsed, in August, 2021. Applications for the repair of  the roof  were submitted in 

November, 2021, and included proposals for the replacement of  the deteriorating scantle slate 

roofing, with natural slates. The applicant has subsequently agreed with the local planning 

authority to temporarily secure the affected parts of  the roof, pending further, more detailed 

applications for repair and replacement. Consultation advice from the local planning authority 

has identified the roof  as integral to the architectural interest of  the building, and potentially 

of  eighteenth-century date.  

 
6.3 Internal inspection within the roof-space of  the rear south wing of  the building has confirmed 

that the basic timber structure of  the roof, comprising trusses, purlins and jack-rafters, is 

basically sound, and therefore not in danger of  collapse. The failure of  parts of  the roof  has 

been due in large part to the corrosion of  the iron head-nails securing the slates, and of  those 

securing the battens. The timber battens themselves are of  uneven dimensions and spacing, 

and have been subject to localised decay. It is notable that all timber structural elements of  

the roof  are of  machine-cut softwood, and therefore of  probable mid-nineteenth-century 

date, or later. The affected roof  is therefore not an original, eighteenth-century feature, as 

suggested, but seems likely to have replaced an earlier thatched roof, in common with many 

other historic structures on the Isles of  Scilly. The relatively poor standard of  construction of  
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the roof  might suggest earlier use as a storage building or similar, rather than a domestic 

dwelling.  

 
6.4 This Heritage Statement will support further applications for planning permission and Listed 

Building Consent, and includes a description of  the building, and of  its history and 

significance, together with an assessment of  the damaged roof  and recommendations for 

repair. Replacement with Natural ‘Camborne’ Slates, of  suitable size, would be the most 

appropriate course of  action. These would closely replicate the colour and texture of  the 

existing scantle slates, and would offer a sustainable, long-term means of  conserving the fabric 

and historic character of  the building. Natural slates of  this type have been widely used on 

historic buildings in Hugh Town and elsewhere, including on the Post Office building directly 

adjacent to Kavorna.  

 
6.5 While integral to the appearance and significance of  Kavorna, the existing scantle slate roof  

is not an original eighteenth-century feature, and should not therefore represent an overriding 

constraint to the proposed replacement. Inspection has confirmed that the existing timber 

framework of  the roof  is in basically sound condition, and does not require replacement, 

although the irregular and unevenly-spaced battens will require removal and replacement, 

before new natural slates are laid. It is proposed that the scantle slates of  the repaired north 

roof  of  the affected rear wing will be left in situ, and repair and replacement undertaken on 

the south side.   

 
6.6 The proposed replacement of  the slate roof  of  the rear south wing of  Kavorna is necessary 

to preserve the integrity and appearance of  this building, and can be achieved in a manner 

which will preserve its historic character and that of  surrounding parts of  the Conservation 

Area. While the rear location of  the south wing of  Kavorna precludes much visual linkage 

with surrounding historic buildings within this part of  Hugh Street, it is evident that the 

proposed replacement will have no adverse effects on any associated heritage settings.  

 
6.7 The Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 requires that special regard 

be given to the desirability of preserving a listed building and any features of architectural or 

historic interest it possesses. This statutory approach is reflected in Policy OE7 of the Isles of 

Scilly Local Plan 2015-2030. Similarly, Paragraph 199 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF) states that, when considering the impact of development on the 

significance of a listed building, great weight should be given to its conservation. On the basis 



@Ridgway Heritage Consultancy                                Kavorna, St Mary’s, Isles of Scilly: Heritage Statement 

39 
 

of the assessment presented in this Heritage Statement, it is considered that the proposed 

changes to this Grade II listed building are wholly proportionate to its scale and character, 

and would result in an acceptably low level of harm to it significance. Such proposals are in 

accordance with the statutory requirements stated in Section 66 of the Planning Act, the 

National Planning Policy Framework and Policy OE7 of the Isles of Scilly Local Plan 2015-

2030. It would also be consistent with supplementary planning documents, including the Isles 

of Scilly Design Guide (2006) and the Isles of Scilly Conservation Area Character Statement 

and Supplementary Planning Document (2015).   

 

 

Fig. 21: Detail from an engraving of 1752, showing the harbour and settlement of Hugh 
Town, St Mary’s, possibly including Kavorna (English Heritage).  
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