
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2006/0173 (PP) & 3/2006/0172 (LBC)

	Development Proposed:
	PROPOSED ORANGERY AT GREAT MITTON HALL, GREAT MITTON, CLITHEROE 

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council – Bashall Eaves & Mitton Parish Council – Whilst sympathetic to the owners desire to extend their property, some of the Members of the Council felt that the proposed conservatory would not be in-keeping with the historic nature and construction of the building.  However, the objections were not major and the decision should take account of guidelines in respect of listed buildings.  

                       - 26/4/6 confirmed that not a formal objection.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC (Archaeology) – Do not consider any further archaeological response necessary.



	CONSULTATIONS: Nearby Residents

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings & Conservation Areas) Act 1990

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings.

Joint Lancashire Structure Plan 2001-2016, Policy 21



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The proposal would be harmful to the character and setting of the listed building and the setting of the adjacent grade I listed building because of its imposing size and incongruity with Hall north west and north east elevations, its disruption to building plan form, and its contribution to the visual clutter of the setting of the listed buildings.  This is contrary to Policy ENV19 of the Districtwide Local Plan and Policy 21 of the Joint Lancashire Structure Plan.



	COMMENTS/ENVIRONMENTAL/AONB/HUMAN RIGHTS ISSUES/RECOMMENDATION:

	Great Mitton Hall is a Grade II listed building of circa 1600.  It forms part of an interesting and prominent assemblage of historic buildings – best views are from Mitton Bridge and from the public space which is adjacent to Great Mitton Hall and to the front of the west tower of All Hallows Church (Grade I listed).  

In 1996 PP and LBC was granted for works/development including demolition of single storey extension (garage) at the south west roadside elevation and replacement with a larger single storey snooker room and double garage extension.  

In 1998 PP and LBC was granted for an extension of the same size as above to accommodate reception area, consulting room and garage.  The file includes comments from The Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings which include “… a building of a particularly distinctive form and interest .. not clear from our records whether potentially inappropriate remedial works included in the previous application were carried out.  Historic buildings can only withstand a limited degree of alteration, before suffering damage to their original character …  in our experience the simpler building forms such as this are particularly vulnerable.  With this in mind we consider the current proposals to be unacceptable as they little respect the proportion and personality of the building and more importantly they increase the footprint of the building by over 75% …”   A file note would suggest that SPAB’s previous comments were interpreted as advice only, with those concerning the use of artificial materials being acted upon.  

In 2003 PP was refused for the erection of a greenhouse to side garden (between shop/tea rooms and front of west tower of All Hallows) because of the detrimental impact upon the setting of the Grade I listed building.

In 2004 PP was refused for the retention of a 1.6m to 1.95m fence at the boundary of the Hall and Church.  

In my opinion the proposed orangery is unacceptable.  I am mindful of the comments of SPAB in respect of the sensitivity of this building to extension and of paragraph 3.13 of PPG15 which warns that successive alteration or extension can cumulatively be very destructive of a building’s special interest.  The proposal is large and prominently sited (or would be if not for the recent erection of a shed and the planting of a conifer hedge adjacent to the boundary wall with the road and public space, and further planting/trellising at the boundary with the Church’s west tower).  The proposal is another significant disruption to the plan form of this single range building and appears particularly incongruous from roadside views towards the north west gable, and from the Church’s west tower towards the pleasantly detailed north east wall.

In my opinion the proposed orangery would also contribute to the erosion of the formerly distinct and pleasant setting of both the Hall and grade I listed Church.

I can find no record of LBC for the door opening proposed to be encapsulated by the orangery (not shown on existing plans 96/208).  I can find no record of PP for the shed adjacent to the roadside boundary wall (recently built).



	RECOMMENDATION: That listed building consent and planning permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














