
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2011/0010/P

	Development Proposed:
	Erection of a single storey ground floor extension to the rear of the property, to provide a new garden/day room access from the existing kitchen.  The existing rear door opening to be retained and none of the existing openings within the property will be altered.  4 no new conservation roof lights included in the application on the north east facing elevation at Yew Tree Farm, Preston Road, Ribchester

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Ribchester Parish Council – No objection.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Lancashire County Council (Archaeology) – Lies on the line of the Roman road from Ribchester to Lancaster a non-designated heritage asset.  The first edition Ordnance Survey clearly shows the road then surviving as a visible earthwork.  There is a potential for archaeological deposits associated with the Roman period to be encountered by the proposals.  Should the local planning authority be minded to grant consent, an archaeological watching brief should be undertaken (condition suggested).



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

PPS5

HEPPG

Policy ENV20 - Proposals Involving Partial Demolition/Alteration of Listed Buildings.

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings (Setting).

Policy ENV15 - Areas of High Archaeological Potential.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The proposed extension would be harmful to the character, setting and significance of the listed building because of its size, its incongruous and intrusive fenestration and doors and the obscuring of a large section of original walling.



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

	Yew Tree Farmhouse is a Grade II listed (11 November 1966) 3-unit plan late 17th century house within Buckley Gate hamlet.  The list description refers to it having been altered (the gable porch is 19th century; the rear wall has modern windows; no17th century features visible inside).  The farmhouse is on the line of the Roman road from Ribchester to Lancaster (see LCC comments, 1960’s aerial photo and 1844 OS map).

The rear of the property is highly visible from the surrounding countryside (including the adjacent public right of way).

1988/0487/B – No information available.

1988/0543 & 0540 – Two storey extension.  Listed building consent and planning permission granted 12 October 1988.  No ‘existing’ plans but officer’s report states “rendered at the front”.  Proposed specifications state “outer leaf of reclaimed stone to match existing” – the property would therefore appear to have suffered unauthorised cement rendering to three elevations.

The pre-application advice referred to on the current application form was a very general telephone conversion without reference to or knowledge of the site and its history.

The property has been subject to considerable and insensitive alterations since listing.  The 1988 two-storey extension is prominent, poorly detailed and not subservient.  Rendering is modern, harsh and apparently unauthorised.  However, the unbroken 17th century rectilinear form and the historic window and door openings of the northeast elevation have been retained.

Section 16(2) of the Planning (Listed Buildings & Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states that when considering applications for listed building consent, special regard shall be had to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses. 

Planning Policy Statement 5 ‘Planning for the Historic Environment’ (PPS5, March 2010) states at paragraph 7 that government objectives for planning for the historic environment include: the delivery of ‘’sustainable development by ensuring that policies and decisions concerning the historic environment ..recognise that heritage assets are a non-renewable resource..’’

PPS5, Policy HE7.2 states  “in considering the impact of a proposal on any heritage asset, local planning authorities should take into account the particular nature of the significance of the heritage asset and the value that it holds for this and future generations.  This understanding should be used by the local planning authority to avoid or minimise conflict between the heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of the proposal’’.

 PPS5 Policy HE9.1 states “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, environment, 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..”.

 PPS5, HE9.4  states that: “Where a proposal has a harmful impact on the significance of the designated heritage asset which is less than substantial harm, in all cases local planning authorities should:

(i) weigh the public benefit of the proposal … against the harm;

(ii) recognise that the greater the harm to the significance of the heritage asset the greater the justification will be needed for any loss’’.

PPS5 Policy HE10.1 states ‘when considering applications for development that affect the setting of a heritage asset, local planning authorities should treat favourably applications that preserve those elements of the setting that make a positive contribution to or better reveal the significance of the asset. When considering applications that do not do this, local planning authorities should weigh any such harm against the wider benefits of the application. The greater the negative impact on the significance of the heritage asset, the greater the benefits that will be needed to justify approval’.

PPS5 is accompanied by the Historic Environment Planning Practice Guide (HEPPG, March 2010).  Paragraph 2, Introduction, of the HEPPG states that the practice guidance may be “material to individual planning and heritage consent decisions”.

Paragraph 178, 180 and 185, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG state that:


178.  “The main issues to consider in proposals for additions to heritage assets are proportion, height, massing, bulk, use of materials, use, relationship with adjacent assets, alignment and treatment of setting …  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”.


180.  The junction between new work and the existing fabric needs particular attention, both for is impact on the significance of the existing asset and the impact on the contribution of its setting…  New openings need to be considered in the context of the architectural and historic significance of that part of the asset.


185.  The insertion of new elements such as doors and windows… is quite likely to adversely affect the building’s significance”.

Paragraph 152 of the HEPPG states “doors and windows are frequently key to the significance of the building..’’. 

Paragraph 116 of the HEPPG states ‘’the setting of a heritage asset can enhance its significance whether or not it was designed to do so’’. Paragraph 117 states ‘’ the contribution that setting makes to the significance does not depend on there being public rights or an ability to access or experience that setting. This will vary over time and according to circumstance. Nevertheless, proper evaluation of the effect of change within the setting of a heritage asset will usually need to consider the implications.. for public appreciation of its significance’’.

Policy ENV20 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan (adopted June 1998) has the status, following Government Office North West approval, of a ‘saved policy’.  It states that “proposals for the alteration or repair of listed buildings should be sympathetic to their character and appearance.  The most important features of any listed building will be preserved”.

Policy ENV19 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan is a ‘saved policy’.  It states that “development proposals on sites within the setting of buildings listed as being of special architectural or historic interest, which cause visual harm to the setting of the building, will be resisted”.  

In my opinion, the proposed extension would dominate the listed building because of its size and extent (obscuring two thirds of the 17th century rear wall) and detailed sign (the 4 doors, 4 windows and 4 roof lights are conspicuous, visually intrusive and incongruous).



	RECOMMENDATION: That listed building consent be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














