
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2011/0804(PA) & 3/2011/0805(LBC)

	Development Proposed:
	Creation of a ground floor kitchen, dining room, utility and toilet from the attached garage, with a hobby room above in order to make better use of internal space at Rodhill Lodge, Bolton-by-Bowland

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish  Council – Query the need for 4 roof lights above lobby room.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

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

Historic amenity societies – consulted, no representations received.



	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 H17 - Building Conversions - Design Matters.

Policy ENV1 - Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Draft NPPS



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The proposal would be unduly harmful to the agricultural character (including setting) and significance of the listed building because of the insertion of conspicuous, incongruous and visually intrusive rooflights in the generally unbroken and prominent historic front elevation roof slope, the insertion of an overtly domestic-style window into the garage door opening and the creation of an unnecessarily wide internal opening between the former shippon and  outshut. This is contrary to Policies ENV20 and ENV19 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.



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

	Rodhill Gate Farmhouse is a Grade II listed house of the early 18th century.  It is conjoined with former agricultural buildings in a single rectilinear range in the local vernacular farmstead plan form.  Whilst the former agricultural elements are not referred to in the list description, the planning history (including Planning Inspector’s opinion at appeal) indicates that they should be considered to be part of the listing by virtue of Section 1(5) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.  


Rodhill Lodge is a 1990 residential conversion of the south west gable end section of the range. The submitted heritage statement suggests that this element was the shippon and hayloft to the combination barn built contemporaneously with the early C18 house; the existing garage was added outshut-style in the late C18 or early C19.

Public rights of way pass the site along the south west and south east boundaries.  The site is within the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The silver birch to the rear of Rodhill Lodge is the subject of a TPO. 

3/1990/0622 and 3/1990/0800 - listed building consent and planning permission granted for the residential conversion of the south west end of the farm range to form Rodhill Lodge.  


3/2001/008 and 3/2001/009 - listed building consent and planning permission refused for the proposed incorporation of an eaves dormer and roof lights in the south elevation of Rodhill Lodge.  The associated committee report states that “the previously approved barn conversion scheme, dating from 1990, would not meet current design standards in so far as it introduces a very strong domestic appearance to the gable end elevation”.  


3/2001/0506 – listed building consent granted for a studio in the roof space and three large roof lights in the south elevation of Rodhill Lodge.  


3/2006/0995 and 3/2006/0994 listed building consent and planning permission - refused for a proposed conservatory (two storey proposal) at the north elevation of Rodhill Lodge because of its size and domestic form and appearance.

3/2007/0736 (LBC) & 3/2007/0737 (PA) - listed building consent and planning permission refused for the erection of a conservatory at the north west elevation of Rodhill Lodge.  Appeals dismissed 8 August 2008. The Inspector states ‘I agree that the works of conversion that formed Rodhill Lodge were not particularly sensitive. The fenestration, in particular, is domestic in nature. However, while these works dimmed them to an extent, the agricultural origins of Rodhill Lodge are still readily discernible and an important constituent of the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building … The vertical glazing …would appear suburban and incongruous. They would introduce further domestication that would harm the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building … I accept that views of the proposed conservatory from the public realm would be very limited but listed buildings are protected for their intrinsic value. The fact that the conservatory would be barely visible to anyone but the appellants is not a matter to which any great weight can be attached, therefore’.

3/2009/0178 (LBC) & 3/2009/0179 (PA) - listed building consent and planning permission refused for the erection of a lounge extension at the north west elevation of Rodhill Lodge.

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 HE7.5 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 HE9.1 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 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 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 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 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’’.

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, headroom may be restricted and daylight levels may be lower than usually expected’’.

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 44 of the HEPPG relates to design and states ‘..it is important to recognise that new development that relates well to its surroundings is likely to last longer before its replacement is considered and therefore make a greater contribution to sustainability. Local planning authorities are encouraged to seek well-conceived and inspirational design that is founded on a full understanding of local context’.

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’.

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 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. 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..’’. 

This is expanded upon in subtext 5.13.17 – 5.13.19. Paragraph 5.13.19 states ‘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’. Paragraph 5.13.18 states ‘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’.

Policy ENV2 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. 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 considferations in the assessment of any development proposal. Regard will also be had to the economic and social well-being of the area’.

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’.

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).

‘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).

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

‘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 (page 15)

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 characterised 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 (page 21)

Adding new elements to the roof – As the roof forms such a sensitive part of the character of most farm buildings, interventions to the roof itself need to be particularly carefully considered. One of the most sensitive issues with any farm building conversion is the insertion of roof lights. Farm buildings rarely had any form of glazing at roof level, though sometimes glazed tiles/slates were used. 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)’.

The application submission includes a design and access statement and a heritage statement. The latter concludes that the significance of Rodhill Lodge and the garage has been compromised by the process of domestic conversion in the 1990s and ‘it is considered therefore that the proposal for alterations to the garage will not injure the architectural or historic significance of the site, or any of the buildings upon it’. Confusingly, the heritage statement at first emphasises the significance of the close association and contemporaneous nature of the house and combination barn (‘a laithehouse’) typical of the vernacular but then (page 31ff ) differentiates the range into ‘buildings’.

I would concur with the Planning Inspector’s comments above in respect to the listed building retaining its agricultural character despite the remodelling works undertaken as part of 3/1990/0622 & 0800. I would suggest that the relatively unchanged front elevation, with its large and expansive stone slate roof, is critical to this. 

In my opinion the proposal would be unduly harmful to the character (including setting) and significance of the listed building because:

(i) the roof lights are conspicuous, incongruous and visually intrusive in the generally (modern chimneys) unbroken and prominent historic front elevation roof slope; this further compromises agricultural character;

(ii) the existing west gable triple-light windows are incongruous and overtly domestic in appearance; this is compounded by the matching garage door treatment;

(iii) important historic fabric is to be lost; the proposed knock-through to dining area appears excessively  wide. 

I do not believe that the proposal would result in significant public benefits (PPS5 HE9.4).



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


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














