
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD

	Application No: 
	3/2011/0647/P (PA) & 3/2011/0648/P (LBC)

	Development Proposed:
	Conversion of barn into two dwellings at Chadwick’s Farm, Settle Road, Bolton-by-Bowland

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No comments or observations received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Lancashire County Council (Archaeology) – The first edition Ordnance Survey (1847) shows a building in a similar location and to the same scale and plan as the barn proposed for conversion.  The accompanying Heritage, Design and Access Statement suggests that the presence of quoins, the thickness of the external walls and the type of roof truss used all point to the barn being much older than the mapping, possibly 16th or 17th century in date.

The building is considered to be a non-designated heritage asset and as being of historic interest, showing the development of the building in response to changing agricultural practices.  The proposed conversion will have a significant impact on the historic character and appearance of the building, and may result in the loss of some historic fabric.

The Council for British Archaeology’s “An Archaeological Research Framework for North-West England: Volume 2, Research Agenda and Strategy” states that: “there is an urgent need for all local authorities to ensure that farm buildings undergoing adaption are at least considered for recording” (page 140) so that “a regional database of farm buildings can be derived and variations across the region examined” (ibid).  

Consequently should the Local Planning Authority be minded to grant planning permission for this or any other scheme, the Lancashire Archaeology Service would recommend that an archaeological record be made of the building (condition suggested).

This is in accordance with PPS5 Policy HE12.3 (where the loss of the whole or a material part of a heritage asset’s significance is justified, local planning authorities should require the developer to record and advance understanding of the significance of the heritage asset before it is lost, using planning conditions or obligations as appropriate).

English Heritage – Do not consider it necessary for this application to be notified to English Heritage.

RVBC Countyside Officer – Protected species condition suggested:

The actions, methods and timings included in mitigation notes (1-10 inclusive, page 17/18 and 19) attached to the protected species survey dated 21 June 2011 shall be adhered to and in the event that any bats are found or disturbed during any part of the development work shall cease until further advice has been sought from a licensed ecologist.

Reason: To protect the bat population from damaging activities and reduce or remove the impact of development.

To ensure that there are no adverse effects on the favourable status of a bat population before and during the development.

Lancashire County Council (Highways) – Consulted, no representations received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	United Utilities have no objection to the proposed development.  Information notes are attached to their comments.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

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

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings (setting).

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV1 - Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Policy H2 - Dwellings in the Open Countryside.

Policy H15 - Building Conversions - Location.

Policy H16 - Building Conversions - Building to be Converted.

Policy H17 - Building Conversions - Design Matters.

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

PPS5

HEPPG

Draft NPPF



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The proposal would be unduly harmful to the character (including setting) and significance of the listed building and heritage asset because of the loss and alteration to the barn's important historic fabric and agricultural appearance as a result of the number, prominence and incongruous domestic style of openings. This would be contrary to Policies ENV20, ENV19 and H17 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.



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

	Chadwicks Farmhouse is a Grade II listed (16 November 1954) house of the 19th century within the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The site is on a ridge (the land falls away to both the east and west) and buildings are prominent within the landscape.  A public footpath runs immediately to the south of the farmhouse and to the west of the farmstead.

In November 2009, pre-application advice was provided.  It was suggested that the barn met the stipulations of Policy H15 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan because of its proximity to other buildings in a group. It was advised that any scheme would need to comply with Policies H16 and H17 of the RVDLP.  Policy ENV1 and the importance of a high standard of design was also emphasised “applications should seek to utilize all existing opening within buildings, with very few new openings being allowed as these are considered to detract from the building’s character and history of use.  Similarly, the policy guards against allowing extensions to buildings and careful consideration would be given to additional curtilage buildings.  Typically such buildings had open yard settings and thus detached out buildings ie garages, can detract from their setting.”  It was also conveyed that: “given that the primary use of a barn is employment /commercial (unless it can be shown that is has had an intervening use for the storage of residential paraphernalia/garden equipment etc), we will require the barn to have been marketed for a minimum of 6 months, and details of this will be requested with an application.  This is in order to meet the requirements of PPS7 ‘Sustainable Development in Rural Areas’ that outlines Central Government’s policy to support the re-use of appropriately located and suitably constructed existing buildings in the countryside.  Re-use for economic development purposes will usually be preferable hence the need to market the building for such use at a realistic price for a realistic period of time”.
In respect to 1(5) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act and the extent of listing I note that: no information has been submitted in response to the suggested marketing of the property as an agricultural building; site inspection shows the building to be used for domestic storage purposes and the applicant has unilaterally submitted an LBC application (cf. Lancashire County Council Archaeology reference to ‘non-designated heritage asset’ above).

A Conversion Assessment and Method Statement has been submitted.  This confirms that the building is “structurally sound generally” but:

(1)
“underpinning (is) to be carried out where necessary”;

(2)
“on conversion the roof structure should be thoroughly checked and it should be established that it is structurally capable of carrying the proposed roofloads” and

(3)
on commencement “carry out local external and internal exploratory ground excavations to establish the depth and condition of existing foundation details at external walls” and “if considered necessary commission a structural report … on all structural aspects of the conversion”.

A Design and Access Statement has been submitted.  This identifies a stone built rear extension for removal but does not discuss its significance.

HEPPG paragraph 110 advises that there is no statutory requirement to have regard to the provisions of the development plan for decisions on applications for listed building consent. HEPPG paragraph 110 advices that in accordance with section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, the determination of planning applications must be made in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

Section 16(2) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and 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.

Section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states that in considering whether to grant planning permission for development that affects a listed building or its setting, the local planning authority shall have special regard 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..’’; and the conservation of  “.. 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 ..(and).. whenever possible, heritage assets are put to an appropriate and viable use that is consistent with their conservation”.

PPS5 Policy HE7.1 states  “in decision making local planning authorities should seek to identify and assess the particular significance of any element of the historic environment that may be affected by the relevant proposal”.  

PPS5 Policy HE7.4 states “Local planning authorities should take into account .. the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets ..”.

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, 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 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 Policy HE7.5 states “Local planning authorities should take into account the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to the character and local distinctiveness of the historic environment.  The consideration of design should include scale, height, massing, alignment, materials and use”.

PPS5 Policy HE9.4 states “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: 

1.
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

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

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 54-56 of the HEPPG reiterate PPS5 HE7.1 and the importance of understanding the significance of a heritage asset before works are proposed.


‘’..being able to properly assess the nature, extent and importance of the significance of a heritage asset and the contribution of its setting is very important to an applicant in order to conceive of and design a successful development and to the local planning authority in order to make decisions in line with the objectives of the PPS and the development plan (paragraph 54)’’.

‘’understanding the extent of the fabric that holds that interest is also important because this can, amongst other things, lead to a better understanding of how adaptable the asset may be.. (paragraph 56)’’.

Paragraphs 179, 182 and 183, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG refer to historic fabric, plan form and significance.


“the fabric will always be an important part of the asset’s significance.  Retention of as much historic fabric as possible is therefore a fundamental part of any good alteration or conversion, together with the use of appropriate materials and methods of repair.  It is not appropriate to sacrifice old work simply to accommodate the new (paragraph 179)”. 

‘’the plan form of a building is frequently one of its most important characteristics and internal partitions, staircases (whether decorated or plain, principal or secondary) and other features are likely to form part of its significance.  Indeed, they may be its most significant feature.  Proposals to remove or modify internal arrangements, including the insertion of new openings or extension underground, will be subject to the same considerations of impact on the significance (particularly architectural interest) as for externally visible alterations (paragraph 182)”. 

 ‘’the sub-division of buildings, such as threshing barns and churches, that are significant for their open interiors, impressive proportions and long sight lines, may have a considerable impact on significance. In these circumstances the use of pods or other design devices that allow the entirety of the space to be read may be appropriate’’ (paragraph 183).

Paragraph 185 and 152 of the HEPPG relates to doors and windows:

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

 “doors and windows are frequently key to the significance of a building.  Change is therefore advisable only where the original is beyond repair, it minimises the loss of historic fabric and matches the original in detail”(paragraph 152).

Paragraph 114 and 116-117 of the HEPPG relate to setting.

‘’the extent and importance of setting is often expressed by reference to visual considerations. Although views of or from an asset will play an important part, the way in which we experience an asset in its setting is also influenced by other environmental factors such as noise, dust and vibration; by spatial associations; and by our understanding of the historic relationship between places..’(paragraph 114)’.

“the setting of a heritage asset can enhance its significance whether or not it was designed to do so”(paragraph 116).

‘’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…Nevertheless, proper evaluation of the effect of change within the setting of a heritage asset will usually need to consider the implications, if any, for public appreciation of its significance’(paragraph 117)’.

PPS3 ‘Housing’ (June 2011) advices that in the absence of a 5 year supply of residential land, consideration should be made of a proposal’s ‘environmental sustainability’ and whether it achieves ‘high quality housing’ (paragraph 69 and 71).

Paragraph 177 of the draft National Planning Policy Framework (July 2011) states ‘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 states ‘..as heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and convincing justification..’.

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 involving the demolition or partial demolition of listed buildings will be refused unless the demolition is unavoidable. In assessing such proposals the Borough Council will take the following factors into account:

1. The condition of the building, the cost of repairing and maintaining it in relation to its importance and the value derived from its continued use. Any assessment will be based on consistent and long term assumptions;

2. The adequacy of efforts made to retain the building in use;

3. The merits of alternative proposals for the site.

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”.

Policy H17 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan is a ‘saved policy’. It states that’’ planning permission for the conversion of buildings will be granted providing:

(a) the design of the conversion is of a high standard and is in keeping with local tradition, particularly in terms of materials, geometric form and window and door openings..’’. This is expanded upon in subtext 5.13.17 – 5.13.19.

The draft ‘Setting of Heritage Assets: English Heritage Guidance’ (EH, 2011) states:

(27) ‘the intervisibility between historic places can be an important aspect of views and setting. Some heritage assets, whether contemporaneous or constructed in different periods, were intended to be seen from one another for aesthetic, functional, ceremonial or religious reasons’;

(35) ‘where the significance of a heritage asset has been compromised by cumulative and unsympathetic change in its setting over time, consideration should be given to whether additional change will further detract from its heritage significance’;

(55) ‘the cumulative impact of incremental small or medium-scale change may have as great an effect on the setting of a heritage asset as a single large-scale development’.

English Heritage’s ‘Conversion of Traditional Farm buildings: A Guide to Good Practice’ (October 2006) suggests:

“Understanding farm buildings – farmsteads and their buildings are typically designed to serve one or more purposes, which are clearly expressed in their siting, scale, arrangements and features. When significant changes to a building are envisaged it is important to come to an early understanding of its landscape setting, character and significance, including the value of its constituent parts. This will help to establish the degree to which the building as a whole is capable of absorbing change without substantial and lasting damage to its character and interest.. if adaptive reuse is the most sustainable option it will help to determine which elements of the building are most worthy of retention, and which may be lost with little or no detriment – sometimes indeed with beneficial effect.. Farmsteads and their buildings must be understood in terms of the function or functions they were intended to house. Their scale and form are directly related to the historic land use of the area, which is also reflected in the wider landscape. Buildings may in addition need to be understood as reflections of a particular vernacular building tradition or as expressions of a wider architectural or landscape design embracing a whole farmstead or perhaps an entire estate.. 

Openings – The historic pattern of openings is a direct product of the function of the building over time, and its present mass and character. It has been noted that ventilation was a more important consideration in determining the external form of most farm buildings than light. Consequently farm buildings are characterised by few external openings. Those that do exist form a fundamental element of a farm building’s character and give legibility to the original form and function of the building. There should always be a presumption in favour of maximising the use of these existing openings without changing their size, and limiting the formation of new ones. When new openings are added or new windows inserted within existing door openings, great care needs to be given to their placing and design.

If a new opening is to be inserted the correct proportions and detailing are a crucial aspect of the design. In many cases it is probably best to follow existing patterns on the building or other similar farm buildings. New openings can be expressed as modern interventions without resorting to making them appear “historic”. This, however, requires some skill on behalf of the designer. With any new opening in a masonry structure the design of the lintel and sill needs some careful consideration. The large doors, to the threshing bays of barns, which are invariably the focal point of the building, pose a particular challenge in conversion schemes. The problem is one of scale and reflection of a large area of glazing..” 

‘Historic Farm Buildings: Extending the Evidence Base’ (University of Sheffield, Forum Heritage Services and the Countryside and Community Research Institute, May 2009; for English Heritage) suggests that “until now there has been an unhelpful lack of robust evidence about the character and condition of the traditional (farm) building stock in different parts of rural England. Without such basic information, informed and sensitive management of change and effective targeting of scarce resources for conservation will not be possible”. This compilation of studies found that the relative impact of residential barn conversions on the historic farm building stock of the Bowland Fringe and Pendle Hill National Character Area was nationally distinct (ie. at its highest!): “the number of ‘addressable barns’ is substantially higher than the overall population of listed barns might predict, this appears to reflect both market pressure and the character of the stock itself. …here, small linear farmsteads incorporating unlisted stone barns are particularly well suited, in terms of capacity, to residential conversion” (page 16). 

In my opinion, the proposed conversion is of undue harm to the character (including setting) and significance of the historic barn.  I note:

(1)
two historic doors (now partially blocked to form window openings) in the south gable are proposed to be repositioned “to suit new lining wall”;

(2)
the traditionally constructed stone lean-to at the west elevation is proposed for demolition; its significance, as part of the evolution in historic agricultural practices, has not been considered;

(3)
the impact of the unfortunate aberration of the 1950’s window openings is proposed to be compounded by the creation of a large number of new, prominent and overtly domestic openings in the historic fabric.  This includes the west elevation where existing modern openings are shown to be blocked and new openings created immediately adjacent in the undisturbed historic fabric;

(4)
the incorporation of an archway to the modern north elevation ground floor opening appears misleading to the understanding of building history and evolution;

(5)
whilst the re-use of the modern openings to the north and south gables is to be welcomed, it is considered that the proposed fully glazed treatment is uncharacteristic of this historic building type.

It is acknowledged that existing character and plan form includes the vertical division of the barn by a relatively modern first floor.  However, it is disappointing that opportunities for the enhancement of significance do not appear to have been considered.  The Design and Access Statement refers to an original arch-headed doorway in the centre of the east elevation; it is also noted from site inspection that an apparently full height arch-headed opening of similar age exists opposite in the west elevation (evidence for threshing and the full-height use of this part of the barn?). In the absence of a thorough historic building survey, I am concerned that the form of two-storey accommodation proposed appears excessive and unsympathetic. I am also concerned that important structural issues (need for underpinning; capability of historic roof structure to take new loadings) have not yet been considered.



	RECOMMENDATION: That listed building consent and planning permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














