Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - APPROVAL

	Ref: GT

	Application No: 
	3/2011/0065/P

	Development Proposed:
	Single storey rear extension utilising part of former lean-to built form and regularisation of residential curtilage at Willow Brook Barn, Cliheroe Road, Dutton, Lancashire.



	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No observations or comments have been received within the statutory 21-day consultation period.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	N/A


	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations.

	No additional representations received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G5 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV1 – Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Policy H17 - Building Conversions - Design Matters.

PPS5 – Planning for the Historic Environment.



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

	Willow Brook Barn is sited off Clitheroe Road, Dutton, and is accessed via track that lies to the east of New Row Cottages. The property was converted from a redundant building into a residential dwelling approx. 6 years ago (3/2003/0539/P), however evidence has been provided by the Agent within the Heritage Statement submitted, that notes there was historically a farmhouse and barn on this site. This proposal seeks permission to extend the existing dwelling to the rear (northwest facing) elevation of the property, by utilising the remains of a former lean-to shippon that are still visible on site, in order to create a second siting room and playroom at ground floor and a more usable space at first floor. This application also seeks the regularisation of the residential curtilage of the property following various landscaping works carried out since permission was granted in 2003 to bring the building back into use as a dwelling.

The main issues with this application relate to the principle of the development, what affect the proposed external/internal alterations may have with regards to its visual impact on the property and the A.O.N.B. and whether or not there is any harm caused by the proposed regularisation of the curtilage. This proposal will not cause a significant impact on the amenity of the occupiers of the adjacent dwellings.
The building is considered to be a Heritage Asset (see PPS5) and have historical interest, showing the development of the building in response to changing agricultural practices. The Agent has submitted a Design and Access & Heritage Statement regarding the proposal 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 HE9.4 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”.

This proposal was subject to Pre-Application Advice, Ref. No. RV\2010\ENQ\00079, and the Agent was provided with the following guidance.

“As you will be aware, planning permission was granted for the conversion of the former barn at this site into a single dwelling house in August 2003. Existing plans submitted at the time indicated the previous lean-to shippon on the northern elevation of the building, and the approved proposed plans indicate its removal in order to create patio area to the rear. This enclosed patio area was the only formal curtilage area approved by the Council at the time, and this was subject to a restrictive Condition (No. 12). Following discussion on site, it is your opinion that as part of the wall of the previous structure is still in situ (albeit without a roof), that your proposal should be considered as an extension ‘into’ a former lean-to extension as opposed to an extension ‘to’ the existing barn. However, given the % of previous structure left on site, I do not consider this to be an accurate way of assessing the proposal. Whilst the barn conversion does appear modern in appearance, the window and door openings provide evidence of its former use, with evidence of one of the former gable walls of the shippon evident in the form of partially remaining areas of wall. On this basis, it is accepted that a portion of the previous structure remains in sufficient form so it could be considered as part of the original barn building, and therefore have potential to be ‘extended into’ without having a detrimental impact on the character of the dwelling, subject to other design issues. Anything beyond this section must be considered as an extension to the building given that the original and visible structure no longer exists. 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 proposal submitted has taken into account the above advice, and the Agent has submitted helpful information within the Heritage Statement to help fully assess the scheme submitted. Taking into account the above Policies and guidance, the proposal is considered to be visually acceptable both in terms of the impact on the existing building and also on the character and setting of the A.O.N.B. at this location, by virtue of the clever utilisation of the existing built form retained on site and also by the sympathetic design proposed.

With regards to the regularisation of the residential curtilage, having visited and assessed the site and its layout, by virtue of the sympathetic landscaping of the land within the red edge and the use of a traditional post and rail fencing surrounding the site, I am satisfied that the curtilage indicated is visually acceptable and will cause no significant detrimental impact on the amenity of the A.O.N.B. Permitted Development rights have been removed from the property and as such any further development within this curtilage will automatically require permission, thus controlling further development on this site.

Therefore, on the basis of the above information, the application is recommended accordingly.



	SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL: 

	The proposal represents an appropriate form of development and given its design, size and location would not result in visual detriment to the surrounding countryside, nor would its use have an adverse impact on highway safety.



	RECOMMENDATION: That conditional planning permission be granted.


DATE INSPECTED: Various














