Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - APPROVAL

	Ref: AD/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2011/0782/P (LBC)

	Development Proposed:
	Take down unsafe retaining wall to the corner of Stork Cottage Garden, and rebuild to match existing.  Take down retaining wall fronting Wiswell Lane, adjoining Stork Cottage, build concrete block behind, then rebuild existing to match original at Stork Cottage, Pendleton

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No objections to this proposal.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Historic amenity societies – Consulted, no representations received.

RVBC (Countryside Officer) – mindful of proposals in consideration of 3/2011/0350.

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations.

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

PPS5.

HEPPG.

Draft NPPF.

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

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings (setting).

Policy ENV16 - Development Within Conservation Areas.

Policy ENV18 - Retention of Important Buildings Within Conservation Areas.

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Pendleton Conservation Area Appraisal.



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

	Stork Cottage is a Grade II listed house of 1840 prominently sited within Pendleton Conservation Area.  The list description states that it is listed for group value only.

The Pendleton Conservation Area Appraisal Map (The Conservation Studio consultants, 2006) shows: Stork House to be a Focal Building; the buildings opposite and adjoining to be either listed or Buildings of Townscape Merit and the gardens opposite at Rock Terrace to be Significant Open Space.  

The Appraisal Summary of Special Interest includes:

· Local details such as .. stone gate piers and stone stile;

· Prevalent use of local stone as a building material;
· Almost complete absence of 20th century development.
The Appraisal Local Details and Features states ‘ There are a number of local features which add to the area’s distinct identity and form part of the special interest of the conservation area. It is highly desirable that these features are retained:

· boundary walls and gate piers built with local stone..even simple stone piers add to the area’s local identity, for example those at Stork House’.

The Appraisal ‘SWOT’ analysis suggests the Threat to Pendleton Conservation Area is the ‘Continuing loss of original architectural details and use of inappropriate modern materials or details .. many of the unlisted, and some of the listed, buildings in the conservation area have been adversely affected by the use of inappropriate modern materials or details. Common faults include: 

- inappropriate pointing of stone work. 

3/2011/0350 - Fell trees along roadside to allow rebuilding of the retaining wall.  Field fence to be set back with a Lancashire mixed hedge planted to the non-field side of the fence. Current application.

3/2010/0067/P - Replacement of existing timber framed windows with PVC double glazed windows.  Design and appearance of windows will be similar to existing. LBC refused 20 April 2010.

3/1993/0395/P – Erection of lean-to conservatory and enlargement of existing window into doorway. LBC granted 20 July 1993.

3/1993/0368/P – Erection of lean-to conservatory and enlargement of existing window to form doorway.  Planning permission granted 20 July 1993.

In ‘Dry Stone Walls’ (2003) Garner suggests that 1.37m is the standard height for a dry stone wall (page 7); whilst there are regional variations, they consist of two sides tapering towards the top, with the cavity between the sides filled with small stones and with throughstones at regular intervals to tie the sides together.  He also suggests that by 1850 virtually all of the country’s agricultural walls had been built. In ‘The Story of The Pennine Walls’ (1954) Raistrick suggests that traditions and changes in agriculture (including Enclosure) has been reflected in wall construction and has produced distinct patterns in the landscape (page 4).

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. 

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.

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 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 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”.

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, 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 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)’.

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’.  This states ‘’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 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’’.

Policy ENV1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan is a ‘saved policy’. It states that ‘the landscape and character of the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty will be protected, conserved and enhanced … The environmental effects of proposals will be a major consideration and the design, materials, scale, massing and landscaping of development will be important factors in deciding planning applications’.

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..’.

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

‘the cumulative impact of incremental small-scale changes may have as great an effect on the setting of a heritage asset as a large-scale development’ (4.5).

The submission of the listed building consent application would suggest that the applicant considers the walling to be part of the listing for Stork Cottage by virtue of section 1(5) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 (would conservation area consent be more appropriate for the section on Wiswell Lane?). 

Stork House is listed for group value and is a Focal Building in the Pendleton Conservation Area Appraisal suggesting significance to be largely derived from external appearance. In my opinion, the revised proposal to rebuild the traditional dry-stone wall on a like-for-like basis (letter from agent received 9 December 2011) is to be welcomed and will safeguard the wall’s important contribution to the character of the listed building, Pendleton Conservation Area and the boundary of the Forest of Bowland AONB.



	SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL:

	The proposal has an acceptable impact upon the character (including setting) and significance of the listed building and the character, appearance and significance of Pendleton Conservation Area.



	RECOMMENDATION: That listed building consent be granted conditionally.


DATE INSPECTED: 














