Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: RH

	Application No: 
	3/2011/0208

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed construction of a porch extension at Carr Meadow Barn, Carr Lane, Balderstone.

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	No observations received

	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	N/A

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations have been received.

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	G1 – Development Control

ENV3 – Development in Open Countryside

H10 – Residential Extensions

H17 – Building Conversions – Design Matters

SPG – ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	G1, ENV3 & H17 – Detrimental visual impact upon the traditional character of the barn to the visual detriment of the Open Countryside.

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

	Carr Meadow Barn is a traditional building, which has been converted into a residential dwelling. Two applications have been submitted previously for a porch extension at the property in the same location, of which one was a delegated refusal and the other was dismissed at appeal.

The porch extension as proposed is to be determined on the basis of whether the development satisfies concerns that have been expressed in previous decisions that have been made. It is to be sited on the southern gable elevation of the property, set back 1.6 metres from the front building line of the property, measuring 2.5m x 4.8m x 3.4m in height with a lean-to roof and constructed of materials to match the property. A distance of over 60 metres exists between the applicant’s property and the nearest neighbouring residential property, ensuring that any impact of the proposal upon the amenity of neighbouring residents will be minimal

The extension would be viewed as a subservient addition to this residential property by virtue of its size and design as well as being set back from the front building line, thus complying with Policy H10 and the Councils SPG ‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’. However, whilst the principle of a proposal of this nature may prove acceptable to a suburban property, due regard should be made to the fact that the extension as proposed is to a converted barn. 

The barn occupies an isolated field setting and is viewed prominently within the public realm by virtue of the public footpath running across the frontage of the property. Considering that the original conversion scheme has retained its simple vernacular nature it is considered that any extension to the property, no matter how minor in nature, could potentially have a significant visual impact upon the character and appearance of this traditional farm building and subsequently the visual appearance of this area of designated Open Countryside.

The applicant has sought to address previous concerns by reducing the width of the porch from that which was previously refused (appn. 3/2007/0810) by 0.5 metres and amending the hipped roof design to that of a lean-to. The applicant makes reference to the appeal decision which was made for the refused pitched roof porch extension (appn. 3/2006/0715) and in particular the Inspectors comments that ‘small simple ancillary buildings…….are more likely to be built as lean-to against the barn’.  I note that the applicant has sought to address this statement by ensuring that the extension has a lean-to roof more akin with extensions found on traditional farm buildings.

However, the supporting text of Policy H17 which relates to the decision matters of schemes for the conversion of farm building states that conversions should be carried out ‘without changing their character and by recognising [their] principal features; and that these are not new buildings, they are conversions of special buildings and this should be reflected in the final scheme’. It is recognised that the policy in the first instance is used to guide initial schemes of conversion but its design principles are of equal relevance to the submission of schemes after the initial conversion works have been carried out. It offers specific guidance on alterations and extensions to conversions and comments that ‘farm buildings are operational structures with a functional simplicity which is part of their appeal’. The addition of porches is considered to contribute to complexity and loss of original character. In respect of such additions the policy concludes that it is ‘important that farm buildings are preserved in their original form without alien urban additions or alterations’.

The principle is that even once occupied as a dwelling, the host building should not shed its history as a converted farm building.  Therefore it is still considered that by virtue of the location of the proposed porch it will be viewed as a prominent addition and as such introduces complexity to the existing simplistic form of the building. The appearance of the extension will ‘jar’ against, and create visual imbalance to the uninterrupted and dominant southern gable elevation of the property as viewed within the public realm. It is considered that this gable elevation contributes to the character of this traditional, and presently simplistic building, which I am of the opinion, should be retained, as the barn in its current form makes a positive contribution to the visual amenity of the area. By introducing additional built form, which has no relationship with the historic use of this traditional building will dilute the simplistic character of the property as a traditional barn conversion and appear instead as a modern and domesticated property, undermining its simplistic form, thus losing its integrity and visual appearance as a traditional farm building contrary to Policy G1 and H17 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.  

I therefore conclude that the proposal would have a materially harmful effect upon the visual appearance and character of what appears as a simplistic and traditional farm building and the appearance of this area of designated Open Countryside.

I therefore recommend that planning permission be refused for the above reasons.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 20/05/2011




















