
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2011/0931/P (LBC)

	Development Proposed:
	Installation of 21 solar panels to south roof slope of a former barn at Dutton Hall, Gallows Lane, Ribchester

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No comments or observations received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	English Heritage – Dutton Hall is a Grade II* listed building which places it in the top 8% of buildings in the country listed for their architectural and historic interest.  The house dates from circa 1600 and the later 17th century.  It is a squared and coursed sandstone building with a slate roof.  The Grade II listed former barn, attached to the west of the hall, is early 19th century sandstone ashlar with a slate roof.  English Heritage believe the proposal would have a harmful impact on the significance of the Grade II listed barn and the setting of the Grade II* listed Dutton Hall.

The principal elevations of both the hall and former barn are viewed together from the south.  The Grade II listed stone gate piers on the roadside entrance, the two buildings flanking the garden to the south and the wall and gate piers connected to them are also Grade II listed and contribute to the rich, historic and traditional character to the immediate setting of the hall and the former barn.

No information has been provided to demonstrate the net environmental benefit of the panels or that other energy saving measures or other locations with less impact have been considered and are not viable.  However, English Heritage note from the Design and Access Statement that a new concrete blockwork building is being constructed to the north west of the barn to be used as a garage and swimming pool room and that solar panels are to be installed on the south roof slope of this building.

Government Policy is clear in its support for measures which tackle climate change but it is also clear that, where these have an impact on heritage assets, there is a balance to be drawn between the benefits to society in terms of responding to climate change and any harm caused to the heritage asset.  English Heritage therefore urge RVBC to consider PPS5, Policies HE1 and HE9.4 and the need for local planning authorities to weigh the public benefit of the proposal against the harm to significance.  English Heritage therefore objects to the listed building consent application and would advise alternative measures to reduce climate change be explored.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

PPS5.

HEPPG.

Draft NPPF.

PPS22.

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

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings (setting).

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV24 - Renewable Energy.

Policy ENV2 - Land Adjacent to Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The proposed photovoltaic array is unduly conspicuous, incongruous and visually intrusive to the prominent roof slope of the Grade II listed barn (further compromising the barn’s agricultural character and significance) and the harmonic setting of the listed building group (including disruption to the historic front elevation of the Grade II* listed Hall).


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

	Dutton Hall is a Grade II* listed house of circa 1600 and the later 17th century.  English Heritage note that Dutton Hall comprises a two storey hall with two cross-wings, the left hand one is probably older and has a 9 light window on the ground floor and 5 light window above on the first floor.  The square bay window to the hall has a 14 light mullion and transomed window on each floor and is topped by a balustrade.  The coped gables with ball finials of the cross-wings and balustrade give the roofscape particular architectural and visual interest and makes an important contribution to the significance of the Grade II* listed building.

The principal elevations of both the hall and the former barn are viewed together from the south.  The Grade II listed stone gate piers on the roadside entrance, the two buildings flanking the garden to the south and the wall and gate piers connected to them, are also Grade II listed and contribute to the rich historic and traditional character to the immediate setting of the hall and the former barn.

The site is prominently sited on a hillside in the area immediately adjacent to the Forest of Bowland AONB.  A public right of way (FP38) passes east-west in front of the hall.

3/2009/0473/P & 3/2009/0474/P - Partial conversion of barn to living accommodation, demolition of modern agricultural building and construction of new garage, swimming pool and tennis court. PP & LBC granted 4 September 2009.

3/2007/0894/P - Restoration of building (eastern farm building flanking the garden south of Dutton Hall) damaged by vehicle, reusing existing materials – stone slate and lime mortar. LBC granted 27 November 2007.

2000/0147 –Erection of access track to service rear of the Hall. Planning permission granted 21 August 2000. Comments from Lancashire County Council (Archaeology) that possible site of a deserted mediaeval village in the area of Dutton Hall.

2000/0233 & 0234 – Change of use of barn to form extended living accommodation.  Included insertion of multi-light mullioned windows in the gable. Planning permission and listed building consent granted 27 July 2000. Relevant concerns from English Heritage and the Council for British Archaeology. 

87/656 & 657 – Change of use of part of barn to extend living accommodation.  Planning permission and listed building consent granted 5 November 1987.  Proposal included insertion of a mullioned window with hood mould to the south elevation of the 19th century barn.

78/0209 – Proposed agricultural building.  Planning permission granted 12 June 1978.

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’
PPS5 Policy HE7.1 that “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”.

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”.

Policy HE1.1 of PPS5 states that  ‘Local planning authorities should identify opportunities to mitigate, and adapt to, the effects of climate change when …making decisions relating to heritage assets by seeking the reuse and, where appropriate, the modification of heritage assets so as to reduce carbon emissions and secure sustainable development..’. 

Policy HE1.2 states that ‘Where proposals that are promoted for their contribution to mitigating climate change have a potentially negative effect on heritage assets, local planning authorities should, prior to determination, and ideally during pre-application discussions, help the applicant to identify feasible solutions that deliver similar climate change mitigation but with less or no harm to the significance of the heritage asset and its setting’.

PPS5 HE1.3 states that 'Where conflict between climate change objectives and the conservation of heritage assets is unavoidable, the public benefit of mitigating the effects of climate change should be weighed against any harm to the significance of heritage assets in accordance with the development management principles in this PPS and national planning policy on climate change'.
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 25, Improving energy performance, of the HEPPG states ‘where the ongoing energy performance of a building is unsatisfactory, there will almost always be some scope for suitable adaptations to be made without harm to the asset’s significance. This will involve careful consideration of the most appropriate options for insulation, power use and power generation. Intrusive interventions, such as the external mounting of microgeneration technology, can harm the significance of a heritage asset’.

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).

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 78, Weighing up the proposals, of the HEPPG states ‘local authorities are advised to take into account the likely longevity of any public benefits claimed for a proposed scheme. Speculative, ill-conceived or short-term projects will not compare so favourably when considering an irreversible harm to the significance of a heritage asset’.

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..’.

PPS22 ‘Renewable Energy’ states ‘In sites with nationally recognised designations (Sites of Special Scientific Interest, National Nature Reserves, National Parks, Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Heritage Coasts, Scheduled Monuments, Conservation Areas, Listed Buildings, Registered Historic Battlefields and Registered Parks and Gardens) planning permission for renewable energy projects should only be granted where it can be demonstrated that the objectives of designation of the area will not be compromised by the development, and any significant adverse effects on the qualities for which the area has been designated are clearly outweighed by the environmental, social and economic benefits’.
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.

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 “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 those areas immediately adjacent to the Forest of Bowland Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty will be protected, conserved and wherever possible 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’.

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).

‘Energy Efficiency and Historic Buildings: Application of Part L of the Building Regulations to Historic and Traditionally Constructed Buildings’ (EH, November 2010) states ‘For historic buildings and those of traditional construction an appropriate balance needs to be achieved between building conservation and energy efficiency if lasting damage is to be avoided both to the building’s character and significance and its fabric…reducing carbon emissions from buildings is not just about heating and insulating the building. Much can be achieved by changing behaviour, avoiding waste, using energy efficient controls and managing the building to its optimum performance, all of which is as relevant to older buildings as new ones’ (Summary, page 4).
‘’English Heritage supports the Government’s aims to improve energy efficiency, provided that the application of the new Part L is exercised in a way that does not harm the special interest of historic buildings.. The new Part L makes it clear that the special characteristics of a historic building must be recognised. The aim of this revised part of the Building Regulations is to improve energy efficiency where practically possible, provided that this does not harm the character of the building or increase the risk of long-term deterioration to fabric or fittings. 
The special interest of a historic building would be compromised if its overall appearance were to be changed or significant features or qualities were to be lost as a result of compliance with the Requirements of the new Part L. To avert a threat of this kind, a number of questions need to be considered. Could improvements be made without the need to remove or substantially alter fabric? For example, could existing windows be repaired and draughtproofed as an alternative to inserting new double glazing? Could secondary glazing be inserted? If improvements to the existing windows are not practicable, could benign improvements be made elsewhere, for example by insulating under floors or by improving the efficiency of the heating system? ‘’ (Introduction to document on EH website).

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

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 … 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 (page 22)’.

‘Draft National Position Statement Photovoltaic Arrays’ (The National Association for Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty’ states:

‘(AONBs) in planning policy terms they have the same status as National Parks’;

 Photo Voltaic Arrays is another form of development, which if of an unsuitable scale, design or location, can cause substantial harm to the primary reason of designation of AONBs’;

Planning Policy Statement 22 on renewable energy recognises the importance of protected landscapes in paragraph 12 by stating ‘care should be taken to identify the scale of renewable energy developments that may be acceptable in particular areas. Small scale developments should be permitted in areas such as National Parks, Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and Heritage Coasts provided that there is no significant environmental detriment to the area concerned’;

Preference should be given in the first place to PV arrays being constructed on previously developed land.. Within protected landscapes such sites may include the site of old disused greenhouses or barns which have fallen beyond economic repair, quarries or former caravan parks;  

Accordingly the siting of PV on the roofs of existing houses, employment and farm buildings should normally be acceptable where suitably designed and located and where impact on heritage assets have been taken into consideration;

The landscape and visual impact of a proposed solar array is likely to be one of the most significant impacts of such a development. ..  Even on smaller schemes the NAAONB will still expect all applications to consider potential impact on AONBs, their character and landscape;

The NAAONB also acknowledge that PV sites located outside but close to AONBs may be considered to be within their setting.  There have also been examples of sites proposed between AONBs , looked down on to or from heritage assets within AONBs like hillforts.  The NAAONB therefore does not support sites, where visible or close to the edges of AONBs, which may result in landscape impact or character change when viewed looking into or out of AONBs…photomontages and line drawings are a valuable tool in assessing the ability of the landscape to accommodate change;

Conservation Officers should be approached early in the pre-application stages to consider any proposals;

In order to consider the impact of glint and glare on the protected landscape, a glint and glare assessment should be submitted as part of the planning application;

Any assessment of the potential impact of a proposal within a protected landscape, or adjacent to it as to form part of its setting, should be undertaken in accordance with the Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, second edition,  by the Landscape Institute and Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment’.  

‘Forest of Bowland AONB Renewable Energy Position Statement’ (April 2011) states:

‘Small scale installations, usually up to 10kW arrays, on commercial, farm or community buildings that have minor landscape and visual impacts should not normally be objected to within the Forest of Bowland AONB. Careful siting can minimise the visual impact of arrays, and panels can be integrated into the building design, especially on new build properties. Planned installations on historic buildings, or within conservation areas, should seek advice from the local planning authority’s building conservation officer’;

‘Small Scale Solar Electric (Photovoltaics) Energy and Traditional Buildings’ (EH, October 2010) states: 'It is generally not considered sympathetic to a building's appearance to have a solar panel or other equipment fixed to any of its main elevations, i.e. the face or faces seen from the principle viewpoint, towards which it is mainly viewed. Thus buildings with main elevations aligned in the direction of optimal solar radiation may present special installation problems with regards to visual impact’ (page 4'.

The design and access statement suggests that ‘no physical changes are proposed to the structure or detailing of the building, the proposed solar panels would be hung over the existing roof covering, without causing any physical damage … It would be possible to remove the solar panels at any time in the future without leaving any physical scar or damage to the building … the panels are constructed of black glass, and enclosed in an aluminium frame of a silver colour’. Unfortunately, there is a lack of information in respect to:

(i) how the panels will be attached;

(ii) whether the existing roof structure shall withstand the installation;
(iii) weather proofing of the installation
(iv) reflective detailing of the panels
(v) indication of the lifespan of panels
(vi) what will happen if/when the panels become disused. 
In my opinion, the proposed photovoltaic array is conspicuous, incongruous and visually intrusive to the prominent roof slope of the Grade II listed barn (further compromising the barn’s agricultural character and significance) and the harmonic setting of the listed building group (including disruption to the historic front elevation of the Grade II* listed Hall). Mindful of existing provision for renewable energy on this site, I do not believe the public benefit (PPS5 HE1 and HE9.4) of the current scheme outweighs the harm to the historic environment.



	RECOMMENDATION: That listed building consent be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














