
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: GT

	Application No: 
	3/2010/0893/P

	Development Proposed:
	Retrospective application for the insertion of a window to gable front elevation at first floor of existing semi-detached dwelling at Roadside Farm, Preston Road, Alston, Lancashire, PR3 3BL.



	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Longridge Town Council - No objection.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	N/A



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No additional representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV3 – Development in Open Countryside.

Policy H10 – Residential Extensions.

Policy H17 – Building Conversions – Design Matters.

PPS1 – Delivering Sustainable Development.

PPS5 – Planning for the Historic Environment.

PPS7 – Sustainable Development in Rural Areas.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Contrary to PPS1 and PPS5, and Local Plan Policies G1, ENV3 and H17. The proposed new opening in the prominent gable end elevation of the property would be visually harmful to the detriment of the character of the building, visually affecting its character, appearance and setting at this location, without sufficient justification.



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

	The application site is to the north of Preston Road heading out of Longridge, on the edge of the Borough boundary with Preston City Council. It lies within land designated as open countryside by the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan. Consent was granted in 2008 for the conversion, alteration and extension of the building for use as rural offices, with permission also being granted for a new build workshop building on the same site. This permission remains extant. The site has been subject to a number of other proposals in the past two years for conversion of the buildings to residential accommodation, with some applications being withdrawn by the Applicant prior to formal decisions being made by the Council based on various concerns with the various schemes submitted. Planning permission was granted in July 2010 to convert the stone built barn and outbuilding (subject to this application) into two residential properties with a detached double garage also approved. This proposal seeks retrospective consent for a window in the gable end of the property closest to Preston Road, with the window clearly visible from the adjacent highway and footway. The Agent initial proposed this alteration as a non-material amendment to the approved conversion (3/2010/0480/P) in July 2010, and they were advised then that this would not be accepted as a non-material amendment. The work was subsequently carried out by the Applicant, and following the commencement of enforcement action by the Council, this application has been submitted.

The main concern with this proposal is impact on the character, appearance and setting of the building in question, especially given the planning history involved with the site. Therefore, in order to assess the scheme the following Policies must be considered.

PPS1 refers to the plan-led system and the certainty and predictability which it aims to provide being central to planning, with paragraph 8 noting,

‘Where the Development Plan contains relevant policies, applications for planning permissions should be determined in line with the plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise.’
In respect of protection and enhancement of the environment, the statement also makes clear in paragraph 17 that, ‘The Government is committed to protecting and enhancing the quality of the natural and historic environment, in both rural and urban areas. Planning policy should seek to protect and enhance the quality, character and amenity value of the countryside and urban areas as whole.’

Ministerial advice on development in the countryside is contained within PPS7 which states as one of its key principles,

‘(iv) All development in rural areas should be well designed and inclusive, in keeping and scale with its location, and sensitive to the character of the countryside and local distinctiveness.’

With respect to the Local Plan Policies, Policy G1 states that,

‘Proposals will be expected to provide a high standard of building design and landscape quality, and development which does so will be permitted unless it adversely affect the amenities of the surrounding area’, and also that,

‘Particular emphasis will be placed upon visual appearance and the relationship to surroundings as well as the effects of development on existing amenities.’

Policy ENV3 states that,

‘In the open countryside outside the AONB and areas immediately adjacent to it, development will be required to be in keeping with the character of the landscape area and should reflect local vernacular, scale, style, features and building materials.’

Policy H17 discusses the importance of good design to protect the rural environment, and that traditional farm buildings should remain largely unaltered and remain looking like farm buildings after conversion. It notes more specifically that ‘Planning permission for the conversion of buildings will be granted providing the design is of a high standard, in keeping with local tradition, particularly in terms of materials, geometric window form and window and door openings,’ and that ‘The impact of the development shall not harm the appearance or function of the area in which it is situated. ’In addition, it also notes that ‘Most farm buildings have unbroken roof spaces, a limited number of windows and largely open interiors. It is possible to convert farm buildings without changing their character by recognising these principal features and by not trying to achieve maximum floor space. It should be remembered that these are not new buildings, and this should be reflected in the final scheme. Too many doors and windows, the insertion of dormers, roof lights and chimneys and the alterations of roof trusses will devalue the character of traditional farm buildings and that of the surrounding environment.’

The building is also considered to be a Heritage Asset (see PPS5) and of historical interest, showing the development of the building in response to changing agricultural practices. The Applicant has submitted little information regarding the proposed alteration and its effect on the historic character of the building, in line with PPS5: Planning for the Historic Environment, and this is an important material consideration when assessing this application. With respect to PPS5, the following Policies and their considerations are relevant,

· Policy HE7.1 states that ‘such identification and assessment of the particular significance of each element of the historic environment is fundamental to decision making’,

· Policy HE7.4 requires consideration of the sustaining and enhancement of the significance of heritage assets and of the consideration of the positive role of heritage assets in place-shaping,

· Policy HE 9.1 states that: “there should be a presumption in favour of the conservation of designated heritage assets and the more significant the designated asset, the greater the presumption in favour of its conservation should be.  Once lost, heritage assets cannot be replaced and their loss is a cultural, environmental, economic and social impact.  Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting.  Loss affecting any designated heritage asset should require clear and convincing justification”,
· Policy HE9.2 states that where the application will lead to substantial harm to or total loss of significance local planning authorities should refuse consent unless it can be demonstrated that:

(i)

the substantial harm to or loss of significance is necessary in order to deliver substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss; and

(ii)

(a)

the nature of the heritage asset prevents reasonable uses of the site; 

(b)

no viable use of the heritage asset itself can be found in the medium term that will enable its conservation;

(c)

conservation through grant-funding or some form of charitable or public ownership is not possible;  and

(d) 

the harm to or loss of the heritage asset is outweighed by the      benefits of bringing the site back into use”.

· Policy HE9.4 states that “Where a proposal has a harmful impact on the significance of a designated heritage asset which is less than substantial harm, in all cases local planning authorities should;

(i)

weigh the public benefit of the proposal (for example, that it helps to secure the optimum viable use of the heritage asset in the interests of its long term conservation) against the harm; and recognise that the greater the harm to the significance of the heritage asset the greater the justification will be needed for any loss”, and

(ii)

recognise that the greater the harm to the significance of the heritage asset the greater the justification will be needed for any loss”.

Having assessed the proposal on site, whilst the materials used and the dimensions of the window reflect the other first floor window in the southeast facing elevation, this additional window in what was previously a blank gable end is considered an inappropriate addition that does not compliment or enhance the more traditional form of the residential property. The property as originally stood, had very few openings within the existing structure, either at first or ground floor level, and the scheme to convert it to two dwellings was proposed and approved, and concerns were raised at this stage that the character of the barn would be detrimentally affected by the insertion of additional openings.

To conclude, the proposal is not considered to reflect the character of the building in terms of its design, location and materials, and would subsequently harm the character, appearance and setting of the existing dwelling and the surrounding area, to its visual detriment. The proposal is therefore unacceptable and contrary to Local Plan Policy, and the application is recommended accordingly.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 07/12/2010





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO
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