Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - APPROVAL

	Ref: AD/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2006/0777/P

	Development Proposed:
	Demolition of a dilapidated corrugated tin clad lean-to extension and replacement with a stone built single storey mono-pitched extension at Jumbles Cottage, Stonyhurst

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council – No objection. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Agency – Standard response as domestic extension within Flood Zone 3.EA consultation unnecessary.Proposal is more than 8m from the river bank.However, a FRA should have been provided (could be reason for refusal).The LPA should determine the adequacy of the FRA without further reference to the Agency.Susceptability to flooding is a material consideration.PPG25 para 58 – minor extensions shouldn’t raise significant issues unless direct and adverse effect on watercourse or its flood defences, would impede access to flood defence and management facilities or where cumulative impact of such developments would have a significant effect on flood storage capacity or flood flows.



	CONSULTATIONS: Nearby Residents

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990

Policy ENV19 –Listed buildings

Policy ENV9 – Important wildlife sites

Policy ENV3 – Open countryside

Policy G5 – Development outside the main settlement boundaries



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

	Jumbles is a grade II listed house probably of the late 17th century and altered.  It comprises a west cross-wing with 17th century windows and an east wing with 18th century windows (list description).  

In September 2006 listed building consent was granted for this development.

The list description and a photo from the early 1990’s show that unauthorised, apparently recent, works have been undertaken to the property.  Render has been removed from the west and south (front) elevations of the west wing and the south elevation of the east wing.  Whilst the photo may well show potentially damaging cement based render, as still found at the rear of the west wing, the treatment of walls during and post render removal appears to have been harsh ie no traces of render left on stone, stone appears new, smooth reddish coloured cement based pointing.  Whilst the watershot elevations appear to justify cement render removal at least aesthetically, the front elevation of the east wing now has exposed random rubble brought to course.  The exposure of this front elevation stonework appears strange and is detrimental to the character and setting of the building.  The 17th century hood mould to west wing front elevation ground floor has been replaced.  The 2/2 sash window at east wing front elevation first floor has been replaced with a window devoid of glazing bars or meeting rail.

In my opinion the principle of an extension to replace the existing lean-to is acceptable.  The existing catslide roofed lean-to provides an acceptable precedent.  This form appears to sit comfortably with a building of several architectural styles and periods (the 17th century build may be the remnant of a much larger building of this period?).  A new extension no more than 1m deeper than existing would be preferable, but I do not believe that refusal of the current proposal (2m deeper) would be sustainable at appeal.  ‘Stone to match existing’ requires qualification given the various surface finishes on the building.  Both existing and (presumably) proposed rear elevation drawings are shown incorrectly in respect of the roof leaning to the rear elevation of the west wing.  

The proposals also include ‘Rake-off existing render to expose stone’ in respect of the rear elevation of the west wing.  The agent has briefly responded in respect of a request to justify this proposal.  The render is cement based and potentially damaging.  However, I am also mindful of the Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings’ usual advice in this regard to consider whether cement render is actually causing current damp problems and to consider the impact upon historic stonework of its removal.  Whilst not wishing to dissuade the applicants from investigating an actual problem, I am concerned that an unconditioned approval of render removal would result in similar damage as for other elevations of the building.  

I am mindful that the application should have included a Flood Risk Assessment.However, I do not believe a refusal in this respect could be sustained.The proposed extension has a slightly larger footprint than existing, and would not appear to impact significantly on the flood risk variables referred to above.



	SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL:

	The proposal would have an acceptable impact upon the character and setting of the listed building.



	RECOMMENDATION: That planning permission be granted conditionally.


DATE INSPECTED: 














