
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2011/0789/P (LBC) & 3/2011/0788/P (PA)

	Development Proposed:
	Conversion of barn to form a residential dwelling at South Barn, Bashall Hall, Twitter Lane, Bashall Eaves

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No comments or observations received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Lancashire County Council (Highways) – No objection.

Lancashire County Council (Archaeology) – The historic building report is considered to have adequately addressed any recording requirements.  No further comments.

English Heritage – Do not wish to offer any comments on this occasion.  Determine in accordance with national and local policy guidance, and on the basis of RVBC expert conservation advice.

United Utilities – No objection; notes for applicant attached (14 November 2011).

No objection as the application states that foul sewage will be disposed of by a private package treatment plant (21 November 2011).



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

PPS5.

HEPPG.

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 H15 - Building Conversions - Location.

Policy H16 - Building Conversions - Building to be Converted.

Policy H17 - Building Conversions - Design Matters.

Draft NPPF.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The proposal would be unduly harmful to the character (including setting) of the listed barn and the setting of other listed buildings at Bashall Hall because of the insertion of conspicuous, incongruous and visually intrusive rooflights, the loss of important historic fabric (including original walling), the unsympathetic form and treatment of openings and the unsympathetic treatment of the large and open interior. This would be contrary to Policies ENV20, ENV19, H17 and G1(a) of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.



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

	Bashall Hall is within the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and forms an impressive assemblage of historic buildings in Bashall Brook valley bottom.  A public footpath (FP18) passes immediately to the east of Bashall Hall.

In ‘The Buildings of England: Yorkshire West Riding’ (2001) Pevsner suggests Bashall Hall to be “an uncommonly interesting and impressive house … it consists of parts of various dates and is surrounded by walled gardens and accessory buildings also of interest”.

Bashall Hall is a Grade II* house “probably c. 1600 with early 18th century alterations, but with detailed development unclear” (list description).

The “Barn, approximately 60m south of Bashall Hall” is a Grade II listed barn “probably early 18th century with later alterations … the south east wall is shown in a drawing of Bashall Hall c. 1720” (list description).  This barn is currently used as a horse riding ménage.

The “Bridge approximately 50m north of farm building to north of Bashall Hall” is a Grade II listed building of the early 19th century.

The “Farm building 12m north of Bashall Hall (formerly listed as retainers quarters)” is a Grade II* “farm building c. 1600, probably originally retainers quarters and stables … timber framed upper storey” (list description).

The “Garden pavilion, approximately 90m south of Bashall Hall (formerly listed as garden house at Bashall Hall)” is a Grade II* listed garden pavilion of the early 18th century.

The “Walls on north and west side of garden, to east of Bashall Hall” are Grade II listed.  “garden walls, with early 18th century details” (list description).

The “Walls on north, south, east and west side of paddock to south of Bashall Hall” are Grade II listed “garden walls, possibly early 18th century” (list description).

A historic building record and heritage statement have been submitted.  From the former I note of the barn:

(i)
standing by about 1720 but may be of earlier date;

(ii)
extended in about 1900 (lean-to shippon);

(iii)
some architectural embellishment but it contains no internal structures or fixtures and its roof is probably 19th century;

(iv)
the south-east gable was rebuilt after 1995;

(v)
forms one side of a courtyard around which other farm buildings stand;

(vi)
the barn’s north-west gable forms part of the hall’s gardens;

(vii)
the barn is shown in a sketch by Samuel Buck of 1720;

(viii)
in 1909, an observer wrote “the barn, which is of Tudor date, and which was altered when the house was altered (in Queen Ann’s reign), should be noted’’;

(ix)
the owners believe the barn’s roof trusses to have the longest span for a barn in the district;

(x)
the dairy (including flue) and milking machine shed post-date 1906 (paragraph 4.3);

(xi)
NE elevation – “pair of windows and a large forking hole of similar date … have concrete sills and are clearly 20th century insertions” (paragraph 6.2);

(xii)
NW gable – ‘the two ground floor windows are evidently 20th century” (paragraph 6.3);

(xiii)
SE gable – ‘there are a number of differences apparent between the present appearance and that shown in the 1995 photographs” (paragraph 6.4);

(xiv)
SW side of the barn “contains a pedestrian doorway opposite the cart entrance, with monolithic jambs of 18th century appearance, and no evidence for there having been a bigger opening there previously, as might have been expected.  A small forking hole to the south-east of this has hollow chamfered jambs (no doubt re-used), and there are also two doorways near the north-west end which have clearly never been external openings ie inserted after additional of lean-to” (paragraph 6.5);

(xv)
formerly shippons with lofts at both ends of the barn.  Of different forms which may be a temporal difference (paragraph 6.6);

(xvi)
roof trusses are 19th century or early 20th century (paragraph 6.7).  Previous trusses?  Large span – could barn have been of ‘aisled construction, which would have allowed the span to have been achieved with local timber, and would fit with the possibility that the eaves have been raised” (paragraph 6.8);

(xvii)
“to a cursory view, the barn at Bashall Hall would appear to be a relatively straight forward building in terms of historical development, but there are some interesting questions about it which remain unanswered, and although its present appearance is ostensibly early 18th century, to assume that the barn was built from new at that date is probably over simplistic, as there are hints that it has earlier origins, as Parker suggested in 1909 when he referred to it as of Tudor date (1485-1603).  The archaeological evidence for this earlier date is very scant indeed, but includes the signs of alteration to the front cart entrance, and to the north-west gable where the eaves may have been raised, the presence of re-used oak timbers with mortices in the roof, and a clear indication that the roof trusses were replaced in the 19th century.  It may be, therefore, that the barn has originals as an aisled barn perhaps of 17th century date, at that time a favoured building type among large landowners in Pennine regions, which was altered about 1700, and again perhaps in the 19th century, and around 1995” (paragraph 7.1).

I note from the heritage statement:

(i)
“as a Grade II listed building since 1954, the barn at Bashall Hall is nationally important as a large barn, extensively of the early 18th century, and closely associated with Bashall Hall itself both historically and architecturally.  As well as being of some individual architectural significance, it is valuable in the contribution it makes to the coherent group of historic buildings and structures at the hall (the wider site of which includes 7 individually listed items), by its size, architectural features, and position in relation to the hall and its grounds” (paragraph 3.1)

A design and access statement has been submitted from which I note:

(i)
“there is no relevant planning history to the barn the subject of this application” (paragraph 1.3)

(ii)
”the proposal’s compliance with adopted policy has not necessitated pre-application discussion with the local authority” (paragraph 2.1).

A building inspection report has been submitted from which I note

i) 
“structurally the building is of a serviceable standard.  There are no signs of foundation movement visible and it is thought that they are performing as intended” (paragraph 2.2).

ii) 
“the walls to the dairy .. structurally the majority of the walls appear to be in sound condition” (paragraph 3.2).

iii) 
“replacement windows will be timber side hung casements with double or triple glazing” (paragraph 3.2).

iv) 
“proposed – additional chimneys” (3.5).  NB – the application form states Not Applicable for this element.

The submitted plans would appear to incorrectly label the ground floor and first floor plans and to incorrectly show existing window style to the north west gable.

No pre-application advice has been sought in respect of the proposals.

3/1996/0449 – creation of archway between farmyard and garden.  LBC granted 2 September 1996.  This would appear to confirm that the archway is a new construct rather than a replacement as suggested in the historic building assessment.

BO166 – overhead line.

3/1988/0017 – removal of gateposts and re-erection for new entrance at Bashall Hall.  LBC granted 1 March 1988.

3/1984/0398 – completion of alterations previously approved.  Layout amended as plan submitted with application showing new arrangement of first floor wing at Bashall Hall.  LBC approved 24 August 1984.

3/1978/1056 – new window opening in part of former doorway (now walled up) on east elevation of Bashall Hall.  LBC granted 16 October 1978.

BO2097 – alterations at Bashall Hall.  Permission granted 28 February 1974.

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) wherever 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 HE7.5 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”.

Policy HE9.1 of PPS5 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 assets 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 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 182, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG states ‘The plan form of a building is frequently one of its most important characteristics and internal partitions, staircases (where decorated or plain, principle 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 significance (particularly architectural interest) as for externally visible alterations’.

Paragraph 183, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG states  ‘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 189, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG states ‘new services, both internal and external can have a considerable, and often cumulative, effect on the appearance of a building and can affect significance’.

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 152, Repair, of the HEPPG states  “Doors and windows are frequently key to the significance of the 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 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 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 180, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG states ’The junction between new work and the existing fabric needs particular attention, both for is impact on the significance of the existing asset and the impact on the contribution of its setting…  New openings need to be considered in the context of the architectural and historic significance of that part of the asset. Where new work or additions make elements with significance redundant, such as doors or decorative features, there is likely to be less impact on the asset’s aesthetic, historic or evidential value if they are left in place’’.

Paragraph 181, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG states ‘‘when a building is adapted for new uses, its form as well as its external and internal features may impose constraints. Some degree of compromise in use may assist in retaining significance. For example …  daylight levels may be lower than usually expected’’.

Paragraph 80 of the HEPPG, New development: design in context, states 

‘Policies HE7.5, HE9.5 and HE10 require attention to the extent to which the design of new development contributes positively to the character, distinctiveness and significance of the historic environment. A successful scheme will be one whose design has taken account of the following characteristics of the surroundings, where appropriate:

(i) 
The significance of nearby assets and the contribution of their setting.

(ii) 
The general character and distinctiveness of the local buildings, spaces, public realm and the landscape.

(iii) 
Landmarks and other features that are key to a sense of place.

(iv) 
The diversity or uniformity in style, construction, materials, detailing, decoration and period of existing buildings and spaces.

(v) 
The topography.

(vi) 
Views into and from the site and its surroundings.

(vii) 
Green landscaping

(viii) 
The current and historic uses in the area and the urban grain’.

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).

Paragraph 87 of the HEPPG, Considerations for Designated Heritage Assets, advises:

“Where a proposal causes minor harm there will still be a loss of value to society caused by that harm.  This is a loss of public benefit that needs to be weighed against any other public benefits the proposal will bring, including, possibly, the conservation benefit of the proposal being part of realising the optimal viable use of the asset. … Some works may seem individually to be of little importance but can cumulatively be destructive of a heritage asset’s significance’’.

Paragraph 64 of the HEPPG concerns the expectation for the ‘optimum viable use’ of heritage assets and advocates pre-application discussion  “understanding the significance of affected heritage assets is vital to a successful scheme – one that proposes the optimum viable use to a design that takes advantage of the asset’s significance while also conserving it.  Early engagement can lead to an agreed understanding of the nature, extent and the importance of the significance of the asset or assets affected by a proposal, and identify the likely impacts before the details of the scheme are firmed up ..”.

Paragraph 89 of the HEPPG is entitled “Alterations to realise the optimum viable use of an asset” and states “it is important that any use is viable, not just for the owner but also for the future conservation of the asset.  Viable uses will fund future maintenance.  It is obviously desirable to avoid successive harmful changes carried out in the interests of successive speculative and failed uses.  If there are a range of alternative ways in which an asset could viably be used, the optimum use is the one that causes the least harm to the significance of the asset, not just through necessary initial changes but also as a result of subsequent wear and tear and likely future changes.  The optimum viable use is not necessarily the most profitable one.  It might be the original use, but that may no longer be economically viable or even the most compatible with the long term conservation of the asset”.

Paragraph 142 of the HEPPG, Changes to Heritage Assets, states “each heritage asset and group of heritage assets has its own characteristics that are usually related to an original or subsequent function.  These can include orientation, layout, plan form, setting, materials, the disposition of openings, external detailing and internal fittings”.  

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 states ‘..as heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and convincing justification..’.

Paragraph 114 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’.

Policy ENV20 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan is a ‘saved’ policy and states “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:

(i) 
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;

(ii) 
The adequacy of efforts made to retain the building in use;

(iii) 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 “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. In assessing harm caused by any proposal the following factors will be taken into account:

(i) 
the desirability of preserving the setting of the building;

(ii) 
the effect of the proposed development on the character of the listed building;

(iii) 
any effect on the economic viability of the listed building;

(iv) 
the contribution which the listed building makes to the townscape or countryside;

(v) 
the extent to which the proposed works would bring substantial benefits to the community including economic benefits and enhancement of the environment”.

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 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;

b.
the impact of the development or the effects of the creation of a garden area, together with any garaging or car parking facilities or other additions, will not harm the appearance or function of the area in which it  is situated’’. 

This is expanded upon in subtext 5.13.17 – 5.13.19. 

Paragraph 5.13.17 states ‘Conversion of listed farm buildings to residential use can seldom be carried out without significant damage to the fabric of the building. Such development will only be allowed as a last resort in securing their conservation. Policy EMP9 refers to alternative uses which may be more sympathetic’.

Paragraph 5.13.18 states ‘Most farm buildings have unbroken roof spaces, a limited number of windows and largely open interiors. It is possible to convert farm buildings without changing their character by recognizing these principal features and by not trying to achieve maximum possible floorspace. It should be remembered that these are not new buildings, they are conversions of special buildings. This should be reflected in the final scheme. Too many doors and windows, the insertion of dormers, roof lights and chimneys and the alteration of roof trusses will devalue the character of traditional farm buildings and that of the surrounding environment’.

Paragraph 5.13.19 states: 

(a) 
‘The single most important element of a traditional farm building is the roof, seen at a distance, they tend to dominate elevations. Large unbroken roof slopes are a characteristic within the Borough which should be respected…even small roof lights catch the eye by reflecting open sky or sunlight … single storey farm buildings should remain single storey accommodation’;

(f)  
“traditional farm buildings will most effectively retain their character if the interior is left open, at least in part, to give an impression of the pre-converted space. Open layouts help natural light penetrate from a limited number of openings to illuminate a relatively large area of floorspace. Internal divisions should be kept to a minimum in sympathy with the structural main divisions of the building”. 

Policy ENV1 of the Local Plan states ‘The landscape and character of the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty will be protected, conserved and enhanced. In addition development will also need to contribute to the conservation of the natural beauty of the area. 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. The protection, conservation and enhancement of the natural environment will be the most important considerations in the assessment of any development proposal. Regard will also be had to the economic and social well-being of the area’.

Policy ENV13 of the Local Plan states ‘The Borough Council will refuse development proposals which harm important landscape features including traditional stone walls, ponds, characteristic herb rich meadows and pastures, woodlands, copses, hedgerows and individual trees other than in exceptional circumstances where satisfactory works of mitigation or enhancement would be achieved, including rebuilding, replanting and landscape management’.
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).

.. arguments about the sensitivity of a setting to change should not be based on the numbers of people visiting it. This will not adequately take account of qualitative issues, such as the importance of quiet and tranquillity as an attribute of setting; constraints on the public to routinely gain access to a setting because of remoteness or challenging terrain; or the importance of the setting to a local community who may be few in number’ (2.4).

‘’many heritage assets have settings that have been designed to enhance their presence and visual interest or to create experiences of drama or surprise. Views and vistas, or their deliberate screening, are key features of these designed settings, providing design axes and establishing their scale, structure, layout and character. These designed settings may also be regarded as heritage assets in their own rights, which, themselves, have a wider setting: a park may form the immediate setting for a great house, while having its own setting that includes lines-of-sight to more distant heritage assets or natural features beyond the park boundary’’ (2.5).
The compilation of studies ‘Historic Farm Buildings: Extending the Evidence Base’ (University of Sheffield, Forum Heritage Services and the Countryside and Community Research Institute, May 2009) 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 in the country) “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” (page 16).

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

(i) 
‘A small proportion of buildings – whether protected through listing … set within designated landscapes … will not be capable of adaptive reuse, because their scale precludes this and/or they are of such intrinsic importance that new use cannot be absorbed without serious compromise to their fabric or the wider landscape setting’ (pg 3);

(ii) 
Design issues – subdivision ‘how to incorporate various functions that require subdivision or compartmentation, particularly if a building is characterized and is significant for its open interior, impressive proportions and long sight lines. This is especially the case with threshing barns, including the upper floors of combination barns and loft areas’ (pg 10);

(iii) 
Design issues – setting ‘a good understanding of the building’s relationship with its immediate surroundings and landscape character will help to ensure that the new works conserve the relationship with the landscape. This understanding can then inform detailed design decisions’ (pg 11);

(iv) 
Retaining distinctive features – openings ‘farm buildings are characterized by few external openings. But 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 … the large doors common 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 the reflection of a large area of glazing’ (pg 15);

(v) 
Windows and doors – ‘standard ‘domestic style’ windows can have a very adverse impact on the majority of farm buildings, and unless the building already has such windows they should be avoided’ (pg 18);

(vi) 
Glazing design – ‘in masonry structures setting glazing deep in the reveal of existing openings (which were rarely glazed) creates shadow lines and minimizes reflections and impact’ (pg 19);

(vii) 
Roof character/features -  ‘the roofs of farm buildings are often highly visible in the landscape and represent a very significant aspect of their character. Farm buildings are often characterized by long unbroken roof profiles with undulating ridges across the various bays of the building. It is vital to be sensitive to this historical and dominant characteristic’ (pg 21);
(viii) 
Adding new elements to the roof -  ‘Roof lights can have an intrusive impact on the character of farm building roofs, particularly those where the roof is the dominant characteristic and is steeply pitched. Many designers go to great lengths to introduce light by other means rather than resort to the introduction of roof lights, such as the careful insertion of new openings and the use of borrowed light. A farm building roof with roof lights spaced regularly or in different positions can undermine the original simplicity of form so fundamental to these buildings. The need for a large number of roof lights suggests the use has over-pressurised the space available or light levels are unnecessarily high’ (page 22);
(ix) 
Setting and surroundings – ‘with any type of conversion the impact on the setting is a vital aspect of a successful project. A sensitive conversion respects the ties the building has with its landscape setting and avoids imposing alien features … attention to detail is a key aspect and a consideration of public views of the farmstead is particularly important in areas of high landscape value’ (pg 29);
(x) 
Respecting the farmstead setting and grouping – ‘nearly all farmsteads, therefore, have some form of enclosure either by the buildings themselves in the form of a courtyard or by connecting structures such as walls or gates … conversions can create problems of how to delineate shared space or space occupied by part of the farmstead which still acts as a working farm. Subdivision of fold yards or removal of boundary walls should be avoided’ (pg 30).
Swallow P (Leicester DMU, 1999) states ‘Aisled construction – roof trusses can only span a limited width (approx. 5.5m). If larger widths are required these can be achieved by dividing the structure into a central nave with side aisles’.

Brunskill R.W. ‘Illustrated Handbook of Vernacular Architecture’ (1982; page 148-153) provides examples of small ‘winnowing’ doors at one end of the threshing floor. Historic Farmsteads Preliminary Character Statement: North West Region (English Heritage et al, 2006; page 49) states ‘in some parts of the country the crop would be forked into the barn through pitching holes, and the threshing doors would be much smaller. Small winnowing doors sufficed in many pastoral-farming areas’. At page 51ff it is also stated ‘Aisled barns – the form of the aisled barn offered great versatility. It provided a large floor area that could serve a multi-purpose function … the survival of fittings such as stall divisions is rare’.

I note of the proposals:

(i) Nine rooflights, some close to the ridge (bedroom 3 and 4 both have three existing sources of light in the vent holes);

(ii) No detail of new flues or the impact of the introduction of services;

(iii) new openings in the original historic fabric of the west wall whereas adjacent existing openings are shown to be blocked and/or concealed;

(iv) a remodelling of the west elevation wall to include two patio doors;

(v) limited details of window opening treatment - overtly domestic 4-light glazing with limited set-back in the reveal; removal of agricultural ‘hopper’ windows; high void:solid in cart door treatment;

(vi) demolition without justification of the early C20 dairy and machine room;

(vii) demolition of the curtilage defining traditionally constructed boundary walling to the front of the south gable and replacement with ‘1400 High wire mesh fence’; this exposes the proposed parking area (furthermore, will this parking arrangement be effective in limiting the impact of cars on agricultural character?);

(viii) the loss of the combination barn’s distinctive open interior, impressive proportions and long sight lines. The historic building assessment identifies that the barn has been subdivided in the past.  However, it also remarks on the unusual width of the barn (11.8 m) and suggests that it could originally have been aisled  - the existing open character of the interior does not therefore appear to be an aberration;
(ix) the historic building assessment identifies that the rebuilding of the south gable wall was not faithful (including breeze block inner leaf). The design and access statement identifies that there is no reference to the barn (listed in 1954) in the planning record;
(x) the barn is in use as an indoor ménage. The structural report identifies the building to be serviceable. No information has been submitted to either justify or suggest public benefit from the proposals.
The barn is prominent in the landscape and an important contributor to this unique and picturesque assemblage of historic buildings. In my opinion, the proposals would be unduly harmful to the character (including setting) of the listed barn and the setting of the other listed buildings at Bashall Hall.

  

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


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














