
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2012/0589 (PA) & 3/2012/0590 (LBC)

	Development Proposed:
	Barn 2 to be converted into a four bedroom dwelling involving the removal of the more recent addition to the barn and restoration of various elements to restore its former character.  Barn 1 to be converted to a two bedroom dwelling.  Externally, a number of low profile conservation style roof lights have been provided.  Two staircases have been provided to avoid cutting king trusses as these are seen as integral to the character of the property.  All existing openings are to be retained. No new openings are to be created.  The proposal incorporates an alternative access point located off Shire Lane which is a private road with limited vehicular traffic (3/2012/0590) at Greengore Farm, Hill Lane, Hurst Green

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No comments received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Lancashire County Council (Highways) – No objections (verbal comments 10 August 2012).

No objection. This proposal for two and four bedroom barn conversions respectively would not generate significant additional traffic to the site. Access from Shire Lane is via Hill Lane, a 1.2km single track private road with a tarmac surface as far as Hill Farm and a good quality stone surface thereafter to Greengore Farm. There are three passing places along the length of Hill Lane which are considered adequate for the likely levels of traffic. The two barn conversions appear to have adequate parking and turning space provided within the curtilage (7 November 2012).
 
Lancashire County Council (Archaeology) – Barn 1 is a designated heritage asset, a Grade II listed building (Lancashire Historic Environment Record PRN17610), latterly a cottage but formerly an agricultural building, thought to date to the 17th century.

A building of a similar shape and size as Barn 2 is shown on the first edition Ordnance Survey (Lancashire Sheet 54) surveyed in 1844.  Consequently the building is considered to be of some historical interest, probably dating to the first half of the 19th century.  The period 1750 – 1880 has been recognised as the most important period of farm building development in England.

The two buildings lie to the north and south respectively of Greengore, another designated heritage asset, a Grade II* listed building (PRN2885), thought to date to circa. 1600 and reputedly once a shooting box of Henry VI.  

National Planning Policy Framework is clear that where proposals which affect heritage assets (both designated and non designated) the applicant must ‘describe the significance of any heritage assets affected’ (section 128) and ‘identify and assess the particular significance of any heritage asset that may be affected by a proposal (including by development affecting the setting of a heritage asset)’ (section 129).  Such an assessment is usually provided in the form of a Heritage Statement.  PPS5 Planning Practice Guide (which was not cancelled in March 2012 and is still valid) sections 181 – 192 make it clear that the importance of a building does not just lie in its appearance but also encompasses other elements such as planform, historic sub division, position of original openings and construction details.  The statement that accompanies the current application for planning permission and listed building consent does not adequately meet the requirements of NPPF as it fails to identify areas of significance or deal with any of the aforementioned elements of interest, and is simply a description of the proposals.

Consequently, LCAS is of the opinion that the Borough Council remains unable to determine the impact of the current proposals and cannot currently meet the requirements of NPPF section 132 ‘as heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and convincing justification.  Substantial harm to … a Grade II listed building, park or garden should be exceptional’ and saved Local Plan Policy ENV20 ‘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’.

LCAS would therefore recommend that the Borough Council does not determine the current applications but rather the applicant be requested to submit an amended heritage statement which addresses the requirements of NPPF sections 128 and 129.  The applicant may wish to consider the use of a professional buildings archaeologist for this purpose (22 August 2012). 

No further comment received following receipt of the Heritage Statement. 

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 specialist conservation advice.

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.

NPPF

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 ENV13 - Landscape Protection.

Policy H2 - Dwellings in the Open Countryside.

Policy H15 - Building Conversions - Location.

Policy H16 - Building Conversions - Building to be Converted.

Policy H17 - Building Conversions - Design Matters.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Harmful to the character (including historic fabric and setting) of the listed buildings and the character of the AONB. ENV20, ENV19, H2(2), G1(a), H15(ii), H16(a), H17(a,b) and ENV1.



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

	‘Greengore’ is a Grade II* listed house of c. 1600. LCC (Archaeology) suggest that it is reputedly once a shooting box of Henry VI. Pevsner in ‘The Buildings of England: North Lancashire’ describes Greengore as ‘a strange house, said to be of the C15’.

‘The Flat’ (Barn 1 in the application) is an adjacent Grade II listed ‘cottage, formerly an agricultural building, of C17 origin … in the loft are 3 C17 king-post trusses with raking queen struts’ (list description).

Barn 2 is not individually listed. It is an important contributor to the character of the historic farm steading which includes strong inter-visibility between buildings. 

Greengore is in an isolated location within the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty but is prominent in public views because of its elevation above the surrounding landscape and nodality to the public right of way network (FP17, FP9 and BW8 traverses; FP10 and BW7 are close by).

Site history

Pre-application advice was provided in April 2012 - it was suggested that the scheme was acceptable in principle.

3/1996/0532 – CONVERSION OF PART OF ROOFSPACE INTO BEDROOM INCLUDING ROOFLIGHT. CONVERTED BARN, ADJACENT GREENGORE FARM. LBC granted 29 November 1996.

3/1990/0805 – REMOVAL OF AGRICULTURAL WORKERS CONDITION IMPOSED ON 3/79/1519. AGRICULTURAL WORKERS, BEDSITTER, GREENGORE FARM. PP granted 14 February 1991.

3/1989/0317 – CHANGE OF USE OF REDUNDANT SHIPPON TO A CAMPING BARN. GREENGORE FARM. PP granted 2 August 1989.

3/1989//0316 – Change of use and alterations of redundant shippon to camping barn at Greengore Farm. LBC granted 2 August 1989.

3/1986/0123 – Erection of cubicle house silo clamp and reception pit, Greengore Farm. PP granted 15 April 1985.

3/1979/1519 – Formation of bed sitter. Greengore Farm. PP granted 27 March 1980.

3/1979/1479 – Extension and general improvement works i.e. dpc, rewiring etc., new chimney, re-roofing, west gable to be underpinned, walls to be re-pointed. Greengore Farm. LBC granted 25 January 1980.

6/10/1761 – Re-roofing of Greengore Farm. LBC granted 5 August 1969.

Legislation, policy and guidance

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.

Mindful of the status of the emerging LDF, note is made of the opinions in Mynors C., 'Listed Buildings, Conservation Areas and Monuments' (2006) and the discussion of 'Applications for planning permission' and 'Overlapping statutory duties' at 14.2 ff. He concludes that 'the order of preference must be: 

(1) the development plan, so far as material; 
(2) the effect of the proposed development on any listed buildings or their setting or on any conservation area; 
(3) the responses to publicity and consultation; and then 
(4) any other material considerations'. 

Mynors states that 'It follows that the duties under the Listed Buildings Act are subordinate to the duty to have regard to the plan, but that they are still more important than the duty to have regard to any other material consideration'. Other material considerations would appear to include the NPPF.

The Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan (June 1998) is particularly relevant at Policies ENV20, ENV19, G1 (a & h), ENV1, ENV13, H2 (2), H15 (ii), H16 (a) and H17 (a & b).

The NPPF is particularly relevant at paragraph 6, 7, 8, 14, 17, 49, 55, 56, 60, 61, 64, 115, 126, 128, 129, 131, 132, 134 and 138.

The HEPPG is particularly relevant at paragraph 182, 183, 189, 178, 152, 153, 185, 179, 180, 181, 186, 187, 188, 80, 114, 116, 117, 89 and 142.
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”;

(g)   “farm buildings are simple and unfussy. Suburban paraphernalia, patio equipment, interwoven fencing, greenhouses, swimming pools and sheds can detract from their agricultural setting. The curtilage of a converted farm building should remain open and uncluttered”;

(e) “rain is often allowed to run off the eaves of farm buildings without a roof drainage system. Therefore any new rainwater gutters and downpipes should be discreet and mounted if possible using stirrup brackets rather than a fascia board”.

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).

The Inspector’s recent consideration (APP/T2350/A/12/2174422, Cherry Hall, Grindleton) of the Forest of Bowland AONB as an acknowledged heritage asset (paragraph 12) is noted (see also NPPF paragraph 115).

“Energy Efficiency and Historic Buildings: Application of Part L of the Building Regulations to Historic and Traditionally Constructed Buildings” (EH, November 2010) states : “where there are rooms in the roof, a 50mm ventilation path is recommended beneath the roof finish, insulation, vapour control layer and an internal lining (Stirling 2002).  It is important to maintain the through-flow of air when detailing new dormers or rooflights.  Few historic buildings would be able to meet these requirements” (page 57). 

‘Conservation Principles, Policies and Guidance for the Sustainable Management of 

the Historic Environment’ (English Heritage, 2008) identifies four groups of heritage 

values: Evidential, Historical, Aesthetic and Communal.

‘Constructive Conservation in Practice’ (English Heritage, 2008) states “Constructive 

Conservation is the broad term adopted by English Heritage for a positive and 

collaborative approach to conservation that focuses on actively managing change. 

The aim is to recognise and reinforce the historic significance of places, while 

accommodating the changes necessary to ensure their continued use and enjoyment … 

… The Principles also underline the importance of a systematic and consistent 

approach to conservation. In order to provide this consistency, we are guided by a 

values-based approach to assessing heritage significance”.

Submitted information

A Heritage Statement has been submitted (10 October 2012). This states:

(i) ‘The barn is listed by virtue of being a curtilage structure of Greengore, and the former shippon is listed Grade II in its own right’ (Executive Summary);

(ii) ‘The former shippon is C17, perhaps contemporary with the house, and although clearly an ancillary agricultural structure, its original function is unclear. However, it contains threee kingpost roof trusses indicative of a high-status building’ (Executive Summary);

(iii) ‘By the early C19, Greengore had become a working farm, and the combination barn, which is dated 1818, testifies to this … the barn is of a type familiar in Lancashire, comprising a threshing bay, hay barn and a shippon, the latter with characteristic triple entrances and a hayloft above. A two-bay cartshed appears to have been added subsequently, and was existing by the mid-1840s along with a small lean-to. The former shippon also experienced alteration during the C19. The final addition to the farmyard was a garage and store, built south of the barn in the early C20’ (Executive Summary);

(iv) ‘While Greengore forms the principal heritage asset of the site, the former shippon and the barn are also of high significance for their architectural and historic interest, along with their value as a historic ensemble’ (Executive Summary);
(v) ‘Distant views allow the farm to be experienced in its historic upland setting’ (Location & Setting);
(vi)  Significance of Greengore (Grade II* listed House): Group value: Greengore has group value with the former shippon as an ancillary building surviving from its gentry status epoch; and with the barn as demonstrating the farming role which had emerged by the early 19th century; taken together they all form an ensemble which illustrates the changing role and character of the site over this period. Setting: Greengore can be experienced in an isolated fellside setting which evokes its ancient origins, and with outbuildings which illustrate its evolving role;

(vii) Significance of Former Shippon: High significance - a. Exterior:• All elevations, including all original or early (17th-19th century) openings and features Reason: establish historic agricultural function and character of the building; all elevations are visible from public realm b. Interior: • Roof structure Reason: important original feature of early 17th century • Stop-chamfered beam in camping barn Reason: important original feature of early 17th century;
(viii) Significance of Former Shippon: Medium significance • Former stalls structure in camping barn Reason: evidence illustrating earlier phase of building, but now ex situ and significance thus compromised;
(ix) Significance of Barn: Conclusions - the barn is considered to be of at least regional significance, architecturally as a representative of the type of barn built in Lancashire from the 17th to the 19th centuries; and historically as it embodies the later phase of Greengore’s existence when its role had shifted to an agricultural one.

(x) Significance of Barn: High significance - a. Exterior: • All original or early elements and elevations, including openings and features (excluding lean-to store) Reason: establish historic agricultural function and character of the building; all elevations are visible from public realm b. Interior: • Roof structure Reason: important original feature of circa 1818 • Internal spaces (threshing bay, hay store, shippon, hayloft, cart shed) Reason: provide evidence of original arrangement and functions within the building • Ceiling beams of shippon Reason: provide evidence of internal stall arrangement and passages;
(xi) Significance of Barn: Medium significance - Lean-to on north wall Reason: appears to be an addition, subsequently rebuilt or reduced; interior of no interest.
A Structural Survey has been submitted:

(i) Camping Barn/Holiday Cottage – ‘consideration to improving lateral restraint will form part of the structural design for the scheme’;

(ii) Main Barn – ‘Replacement of the concrete tiles with much lighter slates should              allow removal of the brick piers’;

(iii) Main Barn – ‘a slightly more significant bulge is evident on the east elevation, which would benefit from some re-building’;
(iv) Main Barn – ‘rotation has occurred to the outside wall of the northern single storey portion. This is likely to be due to failure of the foundation in this area. It is proposed to demolish this portion’;

(v) Main Barn – ‘Ground and first floor are not suitable for domestic use and will therefore be replaced’. It is noted from site inspection that the threshing floor consists of large stone slabs;

(vi) Camping Barn/Holiday Cottage and Main Barn – ‘further investigation will be required to confirm freedom from current woodworm and the suitability of some roof timbers/supports to support new roof coverings/insulation and plasterboard etc. will be required’. Camping Barn/Holiday Cottage – ‘internally inspection reveals the timber rafters are hidden from view by linings and we cannot therefore comment upon their condition’.

Design & Access Statements have been submitted:

(i) Main Barn – ‘the design incorporates large open plan areas to reduce the introduction of new walls and therefore minimize the need to create additional openings’. 

(ii) Main Barn – ‘the main living area will also use borrowed light from the study area as the internal dividing wall will be constructed from glazed blockwork’;

(iii) Main Barn – ‘Existing windows and doors will be replaced with stained timber glazed designs’.

A Widlife Survey for Bats and Owls has been submitted. It concludes that no special mitigation or wildlife enhancement is required (bats) and no recommendations are necessary (Barn Owls).

Conclusions
The extent of listing is not clear but it is noted that the Heritage Statement Executive Summary identifies the main barn to be a curtilage structure of the Grade II* listed house. Furthermore, Question 11 of the application form identifies the listed building in question to be Grade II* listed.

The proposals include the public benefit of the provision of two new residential units and the removal of redundant and utilitarian late C20 farming structures. The replacement of the Main Barn roof is welcome in principle but it is assumed that ‘slate’ refers to the post-1840s (railways) and ubiquitous metamorphic material rather than the vernacular, costly and difficult to source ‘stone slate’ (note is made of the Planning Inspector’s acceptance of artificial stone slate to replace natural blue slate at an adjoining  barn to the Grade II listed Bolton Hall, Copster Green APP/T2350/E/03/1132264); the impact on the proposed new roof of roof light insertion is also noted.

In consideration of proposed works to the interior of the Main Barn, account has been taken of interior fabric changes being beyond planning permission requirements. Furthermore and as a curtilage structure to Greengore, works to the Main Barn interior only require listed building consent where they affect the special character of the listed building as a whole (see Mynors, page 127). However in this latter respect, note is made of the Heritage Statement’s conclusions that the barn is significant because ‘by the early C19, Greengore had become a working farm, and the combination barn, which is dated 1818, testifies to this’.

The application does not discount other and less damaging options for re-use of the Main Barn. The structural survey does not suggest that this is a building at risk in need of immediate intervention or rescue.

In my opinion, the proposed scheme of conversion of the Main Barn will not result in its optimum viable use (see NPPF paragraph 55 and 134) because there is unnecessary and unduly harmful loss of character and historic fabric. Whilst the Heritage Assessment identifies the prominent lean-to at the north elevation facing Greengore to be an element of Medium Significance, no information is submitted to show if the rotation/possible foundation failure can be ameliorated. Both roofslopes are very prominent and the number, ordered arrangement and size of proposed rooflights detract from their expanse and simplicity and the high architectural and historic significance of the barn attributed by the Heritage Assessment; English Heritage’s ‘Conversion of Traditional Farm buildings’ reference to the over-pressurisation of space would appear relevant. The large expanses of glazing, no retention/modification of historic doors or shutters; treatment of the porch (no set back to enclosure of French Doors; loss of exposed stonework to south cheek and replacement of north cheek with glass block; what is to happen to the niches not illustrated on the existing plans?), no apparent set back of new openings and stained timber finish results in an overtly domestic appearance contrary to English Heritage good practice. The modification of the existing east front (shown as North Elevation on the plans) middle window appears unnecessary and results in an ordered arrangement which affects building legibility and is contrary to guidance at HEPPG paragraph 180. The two new windows appear unnecessary and will break up the distinct pattern of breather openings in these areas. The treatment of the interior (including demolition of original walling adjacent the study) does not reflect upon the character of internal spaces, ceiling beams or roof structure identified as of high significance in the Heritage Statement and is contrary to guidance at HEPPG paragraph 183 and 184, Local Plan paragraph 5.13.19 and ‘Conversion of Traditional Farm buildings’ page 10.   No information has been submitted in respect to the location/form of flues or treatment of the curtilage – the latter is large, does not conform to existing or historic land parcels and suggests modifications to field boundaries and provision of a new access within the immediate setting of the listed building ensemble and the forefront of public views.
The proposed conversion of the Camping Barn/Holiday Cottage is ostensibly a less damaging scheme and the possibility of a split decision on the planning application has been considered. However, it would appear difficult to resolve all of the following issues by means of condition:

(i) natural lighting of the proposed lounge would appear dependant upon the creation of three breather-type openings in the ground floor of the north wall (shown on existing plans but not in existence), the removal of the first floor (probably recent but 3/79/1519 report refers to ‘a hay loft floor exists throughout the building’ and the floor coincides with the C17 chamfered and stopped beam) and the insertion of half-glazed ‘stable doors’ (reflecting neither the agricultural or residential history of this building). It is also unclear whether the ex situ stalls structure (Medium Significance in the Heritage Statement) is to be retained in any form in the ‘large open plan living area’ as it is not shown on existing or proposed plans;

(ii) a 1.5m high dog-legged wall is proposed to separate Greengore from its possibly contemporary outbuilding. Whilst the 1844 and 1891 OS maps suggest a possible precedent for some sort of enclosure, the courtyard has been open from at least 1931. This separation of elements of the ensemble and obscuring of views of the front elevation of the Grade II listed building would be harmful to an element of high significance; no details of the form of construction of the ‘matching’ stone wall have been submitted;

(iii) the Heritage Statement does not include an assessment of the holiday cottage. The ground floor was inspected by officers (shouldered fireplace) but no access was gained to the first floor as holiday cottage visitors were in residence - it was noted that the ‘proposed’ stairs on the plans are in situ and the ‘existing’ stairs do not exist. There is concern at the impact upon the chimney stack of the apparent first floor fireplace (no details of existing or proposed submitted; 3/79/1519 report identifies ‘there is a chimney breast, but the stack has been taken-down at some time and finishes just below the roof’). Negotiation would also be desirable in respect of room arrangement so as to seek the retention of the existing internal wall opening in the C17 fabric and avoidance of the proposed new opening;

(iv) what are the implications of the lateral restraint improvements suggested in the Structural Survey?

(v) whilst an additional roof light might be acceptable, its apparent size and form (to match the existing?) would appear unnecessarily damaging;

(vi) no details have been submitted of the proposed new access immediately adjoining the west gable – will this retain the informal and agricultural setting? Will construction impact on probable shallow foundations?



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


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO
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