
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2011/0780/P

	Development Proposed:
	En suite by means of an extension over the existing single storey larder to the rear of the property at Rawsthorne House, Main Street, Grindleton

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No objections to this proposal.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	RVBC (Countryside Officer) – A protected species (bats) condition is suggested.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	United Utilities – no objection. Note for applicant concerning the required access strip of a public sewer.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy ENV16 - Development Within Conservation Areas.

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

PPS5.

HEPPG.

Draft NPPF.

Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings – RVBC SPG (adopted September 2000)


	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The proposal has an unduly harmful impact upon the character, appearance and significance of Grindleton Conservation Area because of the dominance and prominence of the extension, the loss of views of the important stair window and the compromise to the medieval street plan. This would be contrary to Policies ENV16 and G1 (a) of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and Ribble Valley Borough Council supplementary planning guidance 'Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings' (adopted September 2000).



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

	Rawsthorne House is very prominently sited within Grindleton Conservation Area (gable at back edge of highway; both front and rear elevations highly visible from Main Street).

The Grindleton Conservation Area Appraisal (The Conservation Studio consultants 2005; subject to public consultation 2006/7) identifies Rawsthorne House as a ‘building of note’ amongst the Buildings of Townscape Merit making a positive contribution to the character and appearance of Grindleton Conservation Area.  The Conservation Studio describe Rawsthorne House (which is featured on the front cover of the Grindleton Conservation Area Appraisal) as “mid 19th century with original doors, windows and conservatory” and suggest to the Borough Council that its important architectural details be protected by means of article 4 direction.  The Appraisal describes the view downhill and towards Pendle Hill as an Important View.

The Appraisal Summary of Special Interest refers to the survival within Grindleton of the mediaeval (possibly Saxon) street plan, with tenement pots running at right-angles to the main street, linked by side alleys to a back road.  Neil (historical statement concerning Cherry Hall, 2011) confirms that ‘the nucleated plan of Grindleton village contains the text-book features of planned villages in the north of England: ‘’a single main street, with narrow lanes extending out, and strip-like crofts extend away from the central communal village space, and often there is a back lane facilitating access to the rear of the crofts (Roberts 1990)’’.

The Appraisal “SWOT” analysis identifies the Threat to the conservation area of the “Continuing loss of original architectural details and use of inappropriate, modern materials or details”.

3/2011/0075/P – Prune back four Poplars, one Conifer, one Spruce and one Larch tree.  Granted 8 February 2011.

3/1997/0466/P – Study and bedroom extension with internal modifications.  Planning permission granted 16 September 1997.

No pre-application advice has been sought in respect to the proposal.

The submitted Design and Access Statement notes: “This large house has a bathroom, toilet downstairs but does not have an en suite to the main bedroom which houses of this size in these modern times demand”.

The submitted Heritage Statement describes properties in this part of Grindleton Conservation Area as being architecturally modest (paragraph H3).

The submitted plans do not show clearly what is intended to happen to the existing gable wall quoins (a previous ground floor larder extension has led to the loss of original quoin details and a blurring of the evolution of the historic building).

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states that the determination of planning applications must be made in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

Policy ENV16 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan is ‘saved’ and concerns development proposals within conservation areas: 

‘’Within conservation areas development will be strictly controlled to ensure that it reflects the character of the area in terms of scale, size, design and materials. Trees, important open spaces and natural features will also be protected as appropriate. The desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a conservation area will also be a material consideration in deciding development proposals outside the designated area which would affect its setting or views into or out of the area’’.

The accompanying text at 4.7.8 states that ‘the main elements of Council policy are retention and enhancement’.

Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan is a ‘saved policy’. This states ‘’In determining planning applications the following criteria will be applied:

(a) Development should be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of its size, intensity and nature ’’.

Section 72 (1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states that in the exercise of planning functions special attention shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a conservation area.

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 HE9.5 states ‘’Not all elements of a World Heritage Site or Conservation Area will necessarily contribute to its significance. The policies in HE9.1 to HE9.4 and HE10 apply to those elements that do contribute to the significance. When considering proposals, local planning authorities should take into account the relative significance of the element affected and its contribution to the significance of the World Heritage Site or Conservation Area as a whole. Where an element does not positively contribute to its significance, local planning authorities should take into account the desirability of enhancing or better revealing the significance of the World Heritage Site or Conservation Area …’’.

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..”.

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 178, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG 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’.

Paragraph 179, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG states “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 187, Addition and alteration, of the HEPPG states ‘’small-scale features, inside and out, such as historic painting schemes, ornamental plasterwork, carpenter’s and mason’s marks, chimney breasts and stacks, inscriptions and signs, will frequently contribute strongly to a building’s significance and removing or obscuring them is likely to affect the asset’s significance’’.

Paragraph 185, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG states: ‘’the insertion of new elements such as doors and windows, (including dormers and roof lights to bring roof spaces into more intensive use) is quite likely to adversely affect the building’s significance. Harm might be avoided if roof lights are located on less prominent roof slopes. New elements may be more acceptable if account is taken of the character of the building, the roofline and significant fabric.. in some circumstances the unbroken line of a roof may be an important contributor to its significance’’.

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..’.

Paragraph 114 of the draft NPPF states ‘the Government’s objective for the planning system is to promote good design that ensures attractive, usable and durable places. This is a key element in achieving sustainable development’.

Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings: Ribble Valley Borough Council supplementary planning guidance (adopted September 2000) states ‘In Conservation Areas and open countryside size controls will be more strictly applied. Extensions which lead to properties becoming significantly more prominent will not be allowed. Part of the character of these areas is the stock of relatively small cottages .. it should be noted that even small extensions can be prominent if they are not carefully sited and designed .. the cumulative impact of a number of smaller extensions can be as damaging as single over intensive proposals. Therefore all applications will be assessed with regard to the original dwelling’’.
Modern extension to the north and west elevations has significantly modified the appearance of Rawsthorne House.  However, it is fortunate that the north elevation retains its historic form and appearance where it adjoins the prominent east roadside gable and this would appear to have been a factor in Building of Townscape Merit status.  

The proposals would result in the obscuring of the important and original stair window detail and the dominance of a conspicuous, intrusive and complicated array of modern two-storey extensions.  The latter detracts from the rectilinear form of the property and its tenement/plot and harms the mediaeval street plan of Grindleton. The proposals would not appear to result in public benefit (PPS5 HE 9.4).



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














