
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2012/0040 (LBC) & 0041 (PA)

	Development Proposed:
	Demolition of existing dilapidated modern extension and replacement with a similar size store and glazed orangery with modest internal alteration to the kitchen at Browsholme Cotes, Clitheroe Road, Cow Ark

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council – Bowland Forest Lower Division - No objections.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

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

                           (LBC) – Do not consider it necessary for English Heritage to be consulted.

United Utilities – No objection at this stage.  The applicant should be made aware that the proposed developments may fall within a required access strip of a public sewer; suggest that the applicant contacts a building control body at an early stage.  

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.

ENV1 – Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty

Draft NPPF

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The proposal would be unduly harmful to the character (including setting) of Browsholme Cotes, the setting of Browsholme Hall and the significance of the historic designed landscape heritage asset because of its prominence, size, dominant form, obscuring of architectural detail and loss of important historic fabric. This would be contrary to Policies ENV20, ENV19 and G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and Supplementary Planning Guidance 'Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings'.



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

	Browsholme Hall is a Grade I house of the early 17th century, with early 18th century east wing, west cross-wig rebuilt 1805 to designs by Geoffrey Wyatt and dining room added in 1807.  

The approach to Browsholme Hall from the West Lodge (Grade II listed) passes through a collection of former hall ancillary buildings (Stables, Mews Farmyard, Browsholme Farmhouse, Barn, Pair of houses and barn) all of which are Grade II listed.  The proposed development relates to the ‘Pair of houses at east of southern side of farmyard, and barn adjoining to west’.  The list description identifies the houses to be late 17th century and altered.  The barn adjoining to the right is possibly early 19th century.  

Browsholme Hall is set within a historic designed landscape (Category B i.e. worthy of further investigation but of less priority, in the Historic Designed Landscapes of Lancashire, Manchester Metropolitan University, 1998).  The South (Front) Lodge is Grade II listed and is shown on the 1909-14 OS at the start of a sweeping approach to the front of the hall from the south. This map also appears to show that the southern service buildings were hidden from the south approach by walling. 

The proposal is accompanied by a heritage statement.  This includes an aerial photograph from March 1960 which shows a long and uninterrupted single range without garage, conservatory and drawing room wings at the south (rear) elevation.  This elevation has few openings.  A perpendicular boundary wall (to a walled garden) is not hidden, as today, by vegetation.  This statement identifies:

i)
The building was in use as a farm building when bought by a local architect in 1970;

ii) 
The architect radically altered the interior. 

iii) “the rear wall was refaced with reused 19th century watershot sandstone”; “the south elevation .. appears to have been completely rebuilt in the 1970s”; “it seems that the entire wall was refaced with reused stone at that time”.

iv)  “the chamfered window surrounds of 19th century type (now with concrete sills) must also be reclaimed as they are not shown in the photograph”.

BO1464 - convert existing outbuildings into private residential accommodation.  Permission granted 23 July 1969.  I note that the existing building was referred to as ‘carpenters shop and garages’; the plans refer to ‘reclaimed, reconstructed surrounds’; there is no reference to a refacing and the new drawing room extension stonework is to ‘match existing’.  

BO1516 – amend details of conversion of outbuildings.  Permission granted 23 February 1970. I note ‘new window’ and ‘new door’ shown at ground floor and new windows at first floor; at the other end of the building there is reference to ‘existing stone wall reconstructed as required’.

BO1917 – new garage, store and conservatory.  Permission granted 26 January 1973.

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

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’
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 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 that “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 advises that “The insertion of new elements such as doors and windows is quite likely to adversely affect the building’s significance … new elements may be more acceptable if account is taken of the character of the building, the roofline and significant fabric”.

Paragraph 179, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG refers to historic fabric and significance.


“179 – 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’’.

Paragraph 187, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG states ‘Small-scale features, inside and out … will frequently contribute strongly to a building’s significance and removing or obscuring them is likely to affect the asset’s signiificance’.
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’.

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 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 (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’’.

‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’ (Ribble Valley Borough Council Supplementary Planning Guidance, adopted September 2000) states:

‘Any extension should reflect the character of the original house and the wider locality’ (5.2);

‘As a general rule any extension should not dominate the original house. This is particularly important in relation to buildings of historic or architectural importance’ (5.2);

‘Size – the size of an extension is an important consideration. Over-large extensions can dominate the original dwelling, they are also more likely to harm the amenities of neighbours’ (5.2)  

‘In Conservation Areas and open countryside size controls will be more strictly applied. Extensions which lead to properties becoming significantly more prominent will not be allowed. Part of the character of these areas is the stock of relatively small cottages .. it should be noted that even small extensions can be prominent if they are not carefully sited and designed … the cumulative impact of a number of smaller extensions can be as damaging as single over intensive proposals. Therefore all applications will be assessed with regard to the original dwelling’’ (5.2);

‘Windows and doors - The type of windows and doors used, and their positioning are an important part of any development. It is often best to follow the style of the original house’ (5.2).

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

‘.. 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).
‘where the significance of a heritage asset has been compromised in the past by unsympathetic development affecting its setting, to accord with PPS5 policies, consideration still needs to be given to whether additional change will further detract from … the significance of the asset (2.4)’

 ‘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).

‘Vehicle Parking and Access’ (Garden History Society, Planning Conservation Advice Note 6) states:

 ‘increasingly from the late 17th century onwards, as designed grounds expanded, the approach to a status residence, through wider estate land, became a designed feature’ (1.2).
‘The advent of the landscape park demanded alteration ... any movement had to be carefully tailored to the composition. Owners of even small estates went to great lengths to remove all public, domestic and service traffic from across the new scenes’ (1.4).
‘Estate workers and estate traffic were considered unsightly and separate service entrances were constructed. Where existing stables and service courts remained in use, a house might be ‘turned’, with the former garden facade becoming the main facade, approached across the new landscape park, and the old main façade becoming the service entrance, with all service facilities suitably screened’ (1.5).
‘Those vehicular routes which did cross the ornamental landscape were carefully integrated with the design and their exclusivity ensured limited use’ (1.6).
‘These essential divisions between public, service and more exclusive traffic were largely maintained on individually owned private landscapes in succeeding centuries. Even villa residences in urban settings usually had some sort of separate service access’ (1.7).

The planning history confirms the rear elevation openings to be a product of the early 1970s works.  The heritage statement is equivocal in respect of the treatment of the rear wall at this time (rebuilding or refacing). However, the planning history does not suggest that the wall was rebuilt. It is also indicated that the ‘watershot’ stonework of the new drawing room wing matched previous stonework – a refacing of the rear elevation might already have been undertaken.  

In my opinion, the existing conservatory (see BO1917) is an unfortunate aberration.  However, I note:

i) 
The building was added to the list on 16 November 1983 with and despite the extensive alterations of the early 1970s (the list description suggests that its importance goes beyond group value);

ii) 
The proposed demolition of the walling at ground floor door and window would appear to result in the loss of further historic fabric and create a large and incongruous opening.

iii) 
Whilst first floor window openings are not historic, they are in sympathy with the windows at the front elevation.  Their obscuring by the proposed extension appears awkward.

iv) I note the Georgian Group’s opinion (Townhead, Slaidburn) that conservatories and glazed links are far from transparent (reflectiveness; characteristic tendency of any vitreous material to read as an opaque mass). However, the proposal appears imposing and permanent in comparison to the existing extension i.e. significantly greater width, depth and height; large vertically emphasised openings set within stonework; classically inspired design in contrast to the character of the barn and 17th century house (horizontally emphasised windows).  This conspicuousness is harmful to the surviving historic character of the listed building (simple rectilinear range) and further compromises the character of the intended approach to Browsholme Hall from the south.

v) I am mindful of proposed conservatory replacement at Dove Syke Farm, West Bradford (APP/T2350/E/06/2025406) where the Inspector was concerned at the harmful impact of a larger but more sympathetically designed addition to the listed building.



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


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














