
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: CS/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2011/0005/P

	Development Proposed:
	Removal of outbuilding and building of a two-storey extension onto the side of the existing building.  Reinstate the white windows to front of existing building.  Create drive from existing road access point.  This will require a change of use from agricultural to domestic for the access drive (resubmission of 3/2010/0418/P) at The Old School Room, Walker Fold, Chaigley

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council – Objects to the proposed new access due to the loss of agricultural land and because this is a fast road.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

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

The proposed change in location for the access to The Old School Room, will provide for improved sightlines in both directions and will utilize an existing field gate.  The available sightlines are in excess of 120m in both directions when measured from 2.4m back from the edge of the carriageway.

The alterations to the field gate will not have an adverse impact on the management of the adjacent land, as access is being retained within the new entrance.

The site plan and supporting documents indicate two off-street parking spaces, but the size of the dedicated parking area allows for the introduction of a third vehicle without any adverse impact on the ability of motorists to manoeuvre to and from the highway in a forward gear.

The existing access is shown as being physically and permanently closed to vehicular traffic and the land reinstated as verge.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV1 - Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”.

PPS5 – Planning for the Historic Environment.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Policies G1, ENV1, H10, SPG Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings, and PPS5 Planning for the Historic Environment – over prominent and discordant feature to the detriment of the appearance of the property itself and the appearance and character of the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and harm to a non-designated heritage asset.



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

	The application relates to a property that dates back to 1792 that was originally used as a chapel and school room.  It was converted into a dwelling in 1968.  The chapel had originally predominantly comprised one open space that was divided internally to form a 3 bedroomed dwelling.  There are single storey additions to the rear (south) and west of the main two storey buildings that comprise a study, storeroom, utility room and a garage.

The previous application (3/2010/0418/P) sought permission for the demolition of an existing front porch and the reinstatement of the original double height windows in the front elevation of the existing building.  There was no objection to those aspects of that previous proposal as they would return the building back towards its original character and appearance and this would seen to be an improvement on the existing situation.

That previous proposal also involved the formation of a new vehicular access to the west of the existing authorised curtilage.  The County Surveyor considered that the proposed new access (and the closure of the existing access) would result in highway safety benefits.  In view of such highway safety benefits, the small increase in the size of the residential curtilage was considered to be acceptable in this particular case.  There were therefore no objections to this element of the previous application.

The main element of the previous application, however, related to the demolition of the existing single storey additions at the west side/rear of the building and their replacement by a two-storey extension.

The existing additions project approximately 7.8m to the rear of the existing building and approximately 5.7m beyond its western side elevation.  They have a mixture of dual slope and single slope roofs with a variety of angles of pitch.  The highest part of these additions is approximately 4.7m (ie below the eaves of the main two storey part of the building).

The previously proposed replacement extension was two storeys high throughout.  It effectively comprised two sections, each having pitched roofs with gable elevations facing west.  The maximum height was approximately 7.3m which is similar to the ridge height of the existing building.  The extension was to project a maximum of approximately 13m to the rear of the existing two-storey building and approximately 8.5m beyond its western elevation.  This represented, respectively, increases of 5.2m and 2.8m over the same projections of the existing single storey additions.

That previous application was refused for the following reason:

“The proposed extension, due to its size and design would dominate the existing building rather than being subservient to it, and would represent an over prominent and discordant feature to the detriment of the appearance of the property itself, and the appearance and character of the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  As such the proposal is contrary to the requirements of Policies G1, ENV1 and H10 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and the Council’s Adopted Supplementary Planning Guidance: Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”.
The current application seeks to address that reason for refusal of the previous application.

Permission is again sought for the new vehicular access (involving a small extension of curtilage).  As with the previous proposal this element of the application is considered to be acceptable, as it would result in highway safety benefits.  The proposal again involves the demolition of the existing porch and the reinstatement of the original double height windows in the front elevation of the existing building to which there was no objection in the previous application.  As originally submitted in this current application, the plans showed the retention of the existing first floor accommodation in the main historic part of this building.  This, however, has been amended by the removal of that accommodation in order to restore this part of the building to its original form of one room.  In this regard, the current proposal represents an improvement on the previously refused scheme in respect of effects upon the building as a “heritage asset” (this particular consideration will be discussed in more detail towards the end of this delegated item file report). 

 However, as with the previous application, the main part of the proposal relates to the large two-storey extension of modern design onto the southwestern corner of the existing building.  It is slightly smaller than the previously refused extension.  It would still, however, project a maximum of approximately 11m to the rear of the existing two-storey building and a maximum of approximately 9.5m beyond its western side elevation.  When viewed from the west, the extension would include three gables – a small gable with a ridge height of approximately 6m and two larger gables both with a ridge height of approximately 7m.  This is slightly lower than the apex of the existing building that is approximately 7.5m high.

The overall length of the western side elevation (ie the existing building plus the extension) would be approximately 18.5m compared to the length of the existing two-storey building of 7.5m.  This elevation would be in the form of four gables (one existing and three proposed) with the new ones due to their size, fenestration details and external materials (the largest and most prominent gable would have vertical cedar cladding to the first floor of its western elevation) still dominating the existing building in my opinion.  Overall, I consider that, whilst the proposal has the benefit of restoring the existing building to its original character, this is negated by the fact that the existing building would actually appear as a minor and subservient element to the overall dwelling that would result from the approval and implementation of this proposal.  The extension would dominate, especially when viewed from the west, to the detriment of the appearance of the property itself.

By virtue of its size and design (including a predominance of glazing of various shapes and sizes on the western elevation and the use of timber cladding on that same prominent elevation) I consider that the proposal would result in a dwelling that would not reflect the appearance and character of other dwellings in the locality and that, as such, it would detract from the appearance and character of the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

These same objections to the proposal also have detrimental effects upon the existing building as a “Heritage Asset”. This particular consideration is examined in more detail below. 

The cosmetic attempts to address some of the unfortunate works undertaken in conversion are to be welcomed. However, they do not represent sufficient mitigation for the harm which would be caused by the proposed dominating extension (size, prominence, complexity and conspicuousness of form). This is a very humble building type on an elevated and prominent site; its provenance as a heritage asset would appear to be confirmed by the comments of the Church of Latter Day Saints (see HE7.3 of PPS5). 
 

Policy HE8 of PPS5 states that 'the effect of an application on the significance of such a heritage asset or its setting is a material consideration in determining the application..'. Paragraph 7 states the Government's objectives for planning for the historic environment '..decisions (should)..recognise that heritage assets are a non-renewable resource' and 'to conserve England's heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance by ensuring that..decisions are based on the nature, extent and level of that significance, investigated to a degree proportionate to the importance of the heritage asset..heritage assets are put to an appropriate and viable use that is consistent with their conservation..the positive contribution of such heritage assets to local character and sense of place is recognised and valued..'.
 

The HEPPG accompanies PPS5. Paragraph 178 states '..it would not normally be acceptable for new work to dominate the original asset or its setting in either scale, material or as a result of its siting. Assessment of an asset's significance and its relationship to its setting will usually suggest the forms of extension that might be appropriate'. Paragraph 180 states 'the junction between new work and the existing fabric needs particular attention, both for its impact on the significance of the existing asset and the impact on the contribution of its setting..'. Paragraph 182 states '..the planform of a building is frequently one of its most important characteristics..'. Paragraph 186 states 'new features added to a building are less likely to have an impact on the significance if they follow the character of the building..'. 
 These general objectives are repeated in Paragraph 177 of the Draft National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) which states that ‘the Government’s objectives for planning for the historic environment are to:

..conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance..’.

 

 Paragraph 183 of the draft NPPF also  states that ‘..as heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and convincing justification..’.

It is not considered that the proposed extension to this building complies with the advice in PPS5 but, rather, it is considered that the proposal would be unduly harmful to the significance of the heritage asset as a building of architectural and historic interest because of its domination in scale, siting and design. 
For the reasons given above it is considered that the application should be refused.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.
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