
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: SW/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2010/0142/P

	Development Proposed:
	Conversion of redundant cottage and adjacent barn into a residential dwelling at Moornook Farm, Clitheroe Road, Knowle Green.

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No objections to this proposal. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) - No objection in principle on highway safety grounds.

County Archaeologist – No objections subject to imposition of conditions.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G5 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV3 - Development in Open Countryside.

Policy ENV7 - Species Protection.

Policy H2 - Dwellings in the Open Countryside.

Policy H15 - Building Conversions - Location.

Policy H16 - Building Conversions - Building to be Converted.

Policy H17 - Building Conversions - Design Matters.

PPS7 – Sustainable Development in Rural Areas.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	G1, ENV3, H16 and H17 – Extensions and alterations to detriment of original character of building and visual amenities of open countryside.



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

	Consent is sought for the conversion of a rural building to dwelling within the open countryside of the borough.  The building is set gable on to the roadside to the immediate south of the B6243 with there being a dwelling to its south (Moor Nook Farm) and other dwellings to the east.  The landform is such that the B6243 drops in an easterly direction with the majority of the ground floor of the building being set lower than the roadside.  

There is an existing gateway access on to the B6243 to the immediate east of the building with the plans showing this to be closed up with the existing hedgerow extended across it.  The access to the main road is be gained by a site access to the west of the building which also serves the dwelling to its rear with a separate track leading down to the building that runs parallel to the main road.  

In terms of works to the building, a small lean-to is to be removed on the eastern elevation with all existing openings in that elevation re-used.  The southern gable would have its existing series of small windows extended into a single opening with the main physical alteration being to the western elevation.  It is proposed to erect a lean-to extension across over ¾ of the rear elevation to accommodate sitting room, hall, bath and cloaks.  This element incorporates an overhang canopy supported on posts that means the lean-to extends beyond the gable building line of the main building.  Construction materials of this element would be stone and cedar cladding under a slate roof.  It is also proposed to insert a flush patent roof lighting system into both the eastern and western roofscapes.

In terms of assessing this proposal it is important to have regard to the principle of development, highway safety, visual and residential amenity.

Having regard to the principle of development an examination of the planning history of the site leads me to conclude that whilst historically reference is being made to a redundant barn with adjacent two storey cottage, an established residential use cannot be proven.  Thus, the proposal should be assessed as the conversion of a rural building to dwellings so saved Policies H15, H16 and H17 apply.  I am also mindful of the advice offered in PPS7 – sustainable development in rural areas.  The latter comments in paragraph 17 that reuse for economic development purposes will usually be preferable, but residential conversions may be more appropriate in some locations, and for some types of buildings. The building has not been in productive use for many years and whilst planning consent has previously been granted for holiday accommodation, this has never been implemented.  The barn has been part of a marketing exercise over the past year with the applicant providing copies of the marketing information where it has been offered for sale either individually or together with the farmhouse.  It is understood that the only interest in the barn has been from those exploring its potential for conversion to a residential dwelling with no expressions of interest for any other use.  Thus, I am satisfied that attempts have been made to secure an alternative use to that now applied for.  

In terms of the location of the building to be converted (H15) I am of the opinion that given the relationship with the dwelling to the south, the building is seen to form part of an already defined group of buildings and thus is satisfactory.  

Adopted and saved plan policy requires the building to be structurally sound and a structural survey has been submitted to indicate that only a small percentage of walls are to be demolished.  

It is with regard to the extent of new build in the rear lean-to extension that concern is raised having regard to the requirements of Policies H16 and H17.  Policy H16 requires that 

(b) the building is of sufficient size to provide for a minimal living accommodation without the need for further extensions which would harm the character and appearance of the building.

Policy H17 offers guidance on design matters with the supporting text stating 

(d) Extensions and additions

Farm buildings are operational structures with a functional simplicity which is part of their appeal…it is important that farm buildings are preserved in their original form without alien, urban additions or alterations.  

The applicants have submitted that the lean-to on the western elevation was removed in 2007 (after 3/05/0024/P had been granted) as it had become unsafe with the intention being to reinstate this in a more contemporary style to compliment the existing building.  The applicants planning statement accepts in paragraph 5.12 that this element must be treated as an extension to the building given that the original structure no longer exists.  They consider that as such an extension or alteration is not tantamount to the construction of a new building, and cannot be seen as harmful to the character of the building, there can be no legitimate land use planning reason to resist its construction.  However, the LPA is of the opinion that an addition of this nature would be contrary to the requirements of H16, H17 and ENV3.  The extension does not reflect the simple lean-to that was there previously in terms of footprint or fenestration details.  Whilst recognising that the barns and other rural buildings undergo modifications over time, the shippon is no longer part of the built form and of greater relevance is the siting and surroundings as they currently exist.  The former barn is an uncomplicated structure on its western elevation of which the mass of the stone walls is a principal feature.  There are three single door height openings with evidence of the former gable walls of the shippon evident in the form of partially remaining areas of wall.  Whilst the stonework is in need of some attention, the building has a functional simplicity.  In contrast, the extension would include large areas of full height glazing, an overhanging entrance canopy and a built form which extends beyond the gable of the main building.  The applicants design and access statement outlines that this enclosure has been amended to reflect it is a modern replacement (as well as accommodating an entrance hall, WC and sitting room) but in my opinion it would damagingly alter a main elevation of the existing building thereby detracting from its intrinsic character and appearance.  For these reasons the new build single storey lean-to is considered at variance with saved policy and approval of this element would prove detrimental to the character of the barn and wider visual amenities.  

Having regard to the other elements of the detailed design of the conversion, the only elements that deviate from existing openings are the horizontal window to the southern gable (in place of a a series of three existing smaller openings) a new glazed doorway and the flush patent rooflight system to both east and west roofscapes.  It is not clear whether the three windows were original to the barn or have been inserted later and again inrespect of the doorway there are some details in the stonework which suggest this may have been a former feature, ie stone lintel.  However, after carefully assessing these, I do not consider that their implementation would significantly harm the character of the southern gable of the barn.  In respect of the rooflights, I did raise some concern at pre-application advice stage with the applicants but a 3D computer visual presentation of the scheme did not make them appear as pronounced as they do on plan form.  I am mindful that given the buildings orientation to the roadside the roofscape is the dominate element in long range views.  On balance, having had sight of the 3D computer model, I am of the opinion that the two panel rooflight to the master bedroom is unnecessary as there are two existing openings in the walls to give light to that room and that the glazing to the western roofslope would become an overdominant feature.  However, the glazing system shown to the eastern roofslope serving bedrooms 1, 2 and 3 would not, I consider, prove significantly detrimental to either the character of the building or visual amenities of the wider area.

In respect of curtilage and garaging, there is an existing building to the west of the barn which would be used for garaging with the extent of curtilage denoted as running to the rear of this structure and up the track in a westerly direction then following the line of the former farm yard apron to the south of the barn and incorporating the grassed area to its east.  I consider the extent of curtilage reasonable and that suitable conditions could be imposed regarding the treatment of the farmyard in order to provide a more appropriate surfacing.  An existing access to the east of the building would be blocked up and thus from a highway safety aspect, no objections are raised.

Having regard to residential amenity, there is a property to the south but I do not consider their amenity would be compromised as a result of this scheme’s implementation.  

Therefore, having regard to all the above, I am of the opinion that the scheme as submitted fails against plan policy in respect of the design of the conversion  - namely the introduction of a lean-to extension across its rear elevation and patent rooflight system to the western (rear) elevation.  Approval of such elements would not only prove damaging to the character of the barn but the visual amenities of the wider area.  it is for these reason that the proposal should be resisted.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.
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