
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2012/0602/P (LBC) & 3/2012/0608/P (PA)

	Development Proposed:
	Conversion of barn and outbuildings into two no. dwellings, incorporating new garden room, entrance extension and package treatment plant at Bailey Hall Barn, Hurst Green

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish /Town Council – No objection.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Ribble Valley Borough Council Countryside Officer – Standard bat condition required at the determination stage.

United Utilities – No objection at this stage.  Make applicant aware that the proposed developments may fall within the required access strip of a public sewer.  United Utilities suggests the applicant contacts a building control body at an early stage to discuss (31 July 2012).

                          -  No objection (6 August 2012).

English Heritage – Do not object to the principle of conversion but asks for consideration of:

(i)
It is important that the cruck frame is retained in its entirety and that no process is undertaken that would degrade the surface of the beams either through chemical or physical abrasion (such as de-frassing);

(ii)
Request that English Heritage carry out dendrochronology on the cruck frame prior to any work commencing (to confirm/adjust dating of the various building phases given in the assessment);

(ii)
Desirable that padstones and dwarf walls are retained in situ as these represent architecturally interesting elements of the building that contribute to its significance;

(iv)
English Heritage do not support the removal or alteration of the closed truss box – frame;

(v)
Welcome freestanding and independent steel structure but request that the need for reintroducing steel tie rods between the cruck trusses is examined carefully (15 August 2012);

(vi)       Note that application makes reference to repairs to the barn framework 

           ‘where necessary’. Suggest that the applicant makes some initial investigations into the condition of the wood frame to better inform the nature and extent of repairs that are necessary, and this can be submitted in greater detail. This is in order to fully comply with the need to assess the impact of the proposal on the significance of the heritage asset;

(vii)    Any permission should be conditioned such that the applicant would be required to commission a suitably qualified professional (i.e. a buildings archaeologist) to produce a detailed plan of the barn – in particular the wooden frame – prior to commencement of any work. This would serve as a record of the historic building but would also be essential in any case as a tool for dendrochronology, which EH has recommended be carried out on the frame (10 September 2012).      

Lancashire County Council (Archaeology) – The Short Phased Description and Assessment of Significance by Colin Briden (December 2011) identifies the building as one of a group of high status Pennine cruck buildings, of a possible 16th century date, which unusually possesses a closed truss in the box – frame tradition of timber framing.  Survival of bark and sapwood also suggests that elements of the timber frame may be suitable for dating by means of dendrochronology, which English Heritage has offered to fund.

A brief search of the Lancashire Historic Environment Record suggests that there are only around 20 other buildings of a similar 16th century date surviving in the county.  The building is undoubtedly a rare and well-preserved example of this type of structure, the significance of which would be increased if it could be proved to date to the 16th century.

The conversion assessment that accompanies the application makes reference to works to repair/strengthen the roof structure in accordance with the Structural Engineer’s appraisal.  Although the general thrust of the application is one of minimal intervention with the timber frame, the admission in Section 2.4 of the appraisal that the rafters could not be closely inspected and there was evidence of rot, LCAS is of the opinion that the Borough Council does not have sufficient information to address the requirements of NPPF, Paragraph 132.

It is felt that a more definitive statement on exact nature and location of repairs needs to be submitted, in the form of a detailed annotated drawing of a timber frame, and that in this instance a detailed archaeological record of the frame would therefore be appropriate.  Such a record would include details such as individual joints, peg hole arrangement and any tool marks and carpenters marks, which as well as providing a permanent record of the structure, could also be used for the production of a survey indicating proposed areas of repair and replacement and to indicate the sample locations of the dendrochronological survey.

LCAS is of the opinion that it would be preferable for such information to be supplied prior to the determination of the application, in order to ensure that no significant fabric is needlessly lost and that any replacement is on a like-for-like basis (6 September 2012).

In respect to discussions as to the appropriateness of proposed division of the cruck-framed space and separation of the cruck and box-frame elements of the barn LCAS believe ‘this might be an issue that is dictated by the results of the building recording & dendrochronology’ (19 September 2012).
Lancashire County Council (Highways) - The site is accessed by an existing track which joins Longridge Road near The Punchbowl public house. Visibility along Longridge Road at the access point is reasonably good in both directions and, provided that the adjacent hedges are maintained appropriately, suitable for a development of this type and scale.  I therefore have no objection to this proposal.
Environment Agency – Under the Environmental Permitting (England & Wales) Regulations 2010 any discharge of sewage or trade effluent made to either surface water or groundwater will need to be registered as an exempt discharge activity or hold an environmental permit issued by the Environment Agency. This applies to any discharge to inland freshwaters, coastal waters or relevant territorial waters.

Domestic effluent discharged from a treatment plant/septic tank at 2 cubic metres or less to ground or 5 cubic metres or less to surface water in any 24 hour period may be registered as an exempt activity provided that no public sewer is available to serve the development and that the site is not within an inner Groundwater Source Protection Zone.

A soakaway used to serve a non-mains drainage system must be sited no less than 10 metres from the nearest watercourse, not less than 10 metres from any other foul soakaway and not less than 50 metres from the nearest potable water supply.

Where the proposed development involves the connection of foul drainage to an existing non-mains drainage system, the applicant should ensure that it is in a good state of repair, regularly de-sludged and of sufficient capacity to deal with any potential increase in flow and loading which may occur as a result of the development.

Historic amenity societies – no comments received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	A letter received from a resident of 1 Bailey Green Cottages which makes the following points:

(i)
Submitted plans do not illustrate the movement of the public footpath.

(ii)
Impact of new footpath route on occupants of the hall and farmhouse.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).

Historic Environment Planning Practice Guide (HEPPG).

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

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings (setting).

Policy G1 - Development Control.

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

Policy ENV14 - Ancient Monuments, other Important Archaeological Remains and their Settings.

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:

	The proposal would be unduly harmful to the agricultural character (including setting) and significance of the listed building, the setting of other listed buildings within the manorial complex and the cultural heritage of the area immediately adjacent to the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty because of the loss of the barn's open interior with its impressive proportions, long sight lines and interesting juxtaposition of contemporary cruck -frame and box-frame traditions, the break-up of its large and unbroken roofslopes by prominent, conspicuous and visually intrusive rooflights, and the introduction of prominent, conspicuous, visually intrusive and overtly domestic fenestration and garden room and glazed link extensions. This would be contrary to Policies ENV20, ENV19, ENV2, H15 (ii), H16 (a and b), H17 (a and b) and G1 (a and h) of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan. 
Insufficient information has been submitted to establish the impact of residential conversion upon the fabric, character and significance of the listed building's timber framing. This is contrary to Policy ENV20 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan which states that the most important features of any listed building will be preserved. 
The application form identifies that the proposed use will be particularly vulnerable to 

the presence of contamination but no risk assessment has been submitted for 

consideration in this regard. This is contrary to the Environment Agency's Standing 

Advice: Land Affected by Past Contaminative Uses and Policy G1 (a) of the Ribble 

Valley Local Plan.


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

	Bailey Hall Barn is a Grade II listed ‘Cruck barn, possibly C16th, with walls of sandstone rubble probably C19th … inside there are 3 cruck trusses on stone pads. The blades are not joined at the apex, but are held together by a collar. They have outriders, and spurs which once supported principal posts. To the north is a roof truss with tie beam, king post, and principal rafters. At the north and south ends are soft wood hay lofts over later shippons’ (List description).

Bailey Hall Barn is prominently sited and closely associated with Bailey Hall (House; C17th; Grade II listed) and Bailey Hall moated site, fishponds and chantry of St John the Baptist (scheduled monument; the latter also Grade II listed). 

The site is immediately adjacent to the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. A public right of way (FP 13) traverses the site.

Site history

Pre-application advice was sought in respect of the development. The Borough Council’s response letter of 22 November 2011 (prior to receipt of the Short Phased Description and Assessment of Significance by Colin Briden) states:

“I would have the following comments in respect of the proposed scheme:

(i)
The significance of the listed building is largely derived from its 3, possibly 16th century, full and open cruck trusses (the list description suggests the external walling is 19th century; the north and south end bays and roof covering also appear much later in date than the crucks).  The list description states that: “the blades are not joined at the apex, but are held together by a collar”.  I note from “Timber Building in Britain” (Brunskill RW, 1994) that “the classic cruck truss consists of slightly curved cruck blades carrying a ridge purlin at the apex and the wall-plates on an extended tie-beam.  Such a truss was used in a barn or any other building, domestic or otherwise, where a fairly low-set tie-beam would not be inconvenient or aesthetically undesirable.  The open truss had a collar in substitute for the tie-beam and the wall-plates were carried by cruck spurs, short cantilevered members representing the projecting ends of the missing tie-beam.  Open trusses were used in rooms open to the roof where a tie-beam would be awkward or unsightly”.  I am therefore concerned at the extent of enclosure/loss of full height space in the cruck framed element of the barn.  I would suggest that the character of this space would be retained if used as a lounge/dining/kitchen area in a one unit conversion;

(ii)
The re-use of existing openings is welcomed.  Mindful of the advice in English Heritage’s “Conversion of Traditional Farm Buildings: A guide to good practice” (EH, 2006) I would suggest that: glazing be recessed as far as possible in the wall; existing window shutters be retained with any necessary modification/repair/replacement; roof lights only be used where there is no alternative source of natural lighting and the provenance of the Yorkshire sliding sash windows be established – they are an unusual but interesting feature of the barn;

(iii)
A link between the north gable and the existing storage building range is acceptable in principle and I note from ‘’Conversion of Traditional Farm Buildings’’ that ‘there may be a good case for adding an extension to a historic farm building where this can safeguard the significance of the main building to be converted. An extension which houses ancillary functions requiring a high degree of partition can leave an undivided space free from subdivision, thus protecting its character’. However, the proposal appears overtly domestic. Furthermore, I would suggest that a fully glazed link would not be a “lightweight” intervention in this agricultural context;

(iv) In my opinion, the proposed west elevation extension would be prominent, incongruous and overtly domestic in character.”

The comments of LCC (Archaeology) and English Heritage were appended. The LCC advice includes:

“LCAS would consider it an essential part of any application that a detailed structural survey be undertaken to identify if any timbers are in need of repair or replacement, as there would be a concern that if this were the case important information such as carpenters marks, joints or the potential for dating by means of dendrochronology might be lost.

If this were the case then there might be the need for a detailed drawn survey of the crucks to be made, in order to ensure that repairs or replacement could be made on a like-for-like basis, and to assess whether or not there was a need for such dating to be undertaken (i.e. the works would require the removal of the only sections of timber that were deemed suitable for dendro dating). As an example of how such work can be of importance is demonstrated by a recent site in West Lancashire where a barn was dated by this method and found to date to the 1550s, rather than the early 18th century which had been suggested in the listing description”.

There was subsequently a discussion on the agent’s proposal to conduct 10 foundation trial pits. LCC advised on 23 February 2012:

“The proposals to look at the foundations raise a number of questions:
 

Why do they need to see the foundations, and why so many trial pits? I would expect the ground conditions and depth of foundations to be pretty consistent across such a small site.

 

A number of the pits will go through existing floor surfaces (stone or brick). Are they of any historic interest? If so, how are they to be removed and what is the proposed method of restoration?

 

It would therefore be useful to see a justification statement for the need for the work, an assessment of the potential damage that the works could cause to any historic fabric and a methodology stating how the pits will be excavated and the proposed means of restoration.

 

My initial reaction is that we should be looking for the absolute minimum necessary to be done, and which does not look to be the case at the moment. It may however be that the justification statement and their working methodology & means of reinstatement can allay any concerns we might have”.

The agent advised on 8 March 2012 that the trial pits were to “assess the extent of repairs required to the building and the structural implications of the proposed residential conversion … Evidence of some movement in the cruck frame and cracks in the masonry walls … whilst the ground conditions may be relatively consistent across the site, there is likely to be some variation in the foundation depth and detail relating to the different phases of development …Need to assess the structural implications of the two extensions”.

No further response was received from the agent or LCC (Archaeology) until 14 September 2012. LCC (Archaeology) advised ‘Although there is a good justification for the number and location of the proposed trial pits, the questions as to whether or not the trial pits will go through any historic floor surfaces hasn't been, although if there were an explicit statement that they will be put back as they were found then I don't see why we would not be able to agree to the proposals’. This has been reiterated ‘As for the excavation of the trial pits, so long as the site is reinstated to its current state, then LCAS would have no objection to the proposed investigation of the foundations’ (19 September 2012).
English Heritage suggested that any application provide clarity as to whether the scheduled monument was to be encroached upon.

On the 25 November 2011 the agent was also advised “We discussed the potential of the barn being reused for agricultural purposes on site. I would suggest that any application submission confirms why other less damaging re-uses would not be practicable and why residential use is considered to be the optimum viable use (see HEPPG paragraph 88 ff)”.
3/2009/0275 – (Bailey Hall) Structural repair to beam at ground floor level in south wing; structural repair to beam support in north wing; re-opening of built-up windows in north elevation; formation of en-suite bathroom within north wing; replacement of window frames in west elevation; external repointing and provision of lining to external walls. LBC granted 1 June 2009.

3/2008/0650 – Repairs to Grade II listed farmhouse (Bailey Hall) to bring it up to habitable standards. LBC refused 22 September 2008.

3/2008/0542 - Re-build gable end wall (Bailey Hall Barn) due to impending failure. LBC granted 11 September 2008.

Submitted information

A Short Phased Description and Assessment of Significance has been submitted which states:

(i) no scientific dating or documentary research has been carried out; hence the dates for the phasing, which are based on similar, dated, examples elsewhere, must remain provisional. The dating of Phase V relies on information from the owner whose family witnessed much of the work being carried out;

(ii) the barn formed part of a long established manorial complex;

(iii) As first constructed the barn was a five bay structure built wholly in timber frame. The north and south gable trusses have entirely disappeared in later rebuilding but there is sufficient information within the structure to confirm their former existence;

(iv) truss V is a king-post truss which at first sight closely resembles the type as it was developed in the late C18 and early C19 … However the constructional details … make it quite clear that truss V is coeval with the three cruck trusses, and that all form part of a single building campaign. The resulting barn was therefore of distinctive form and of unusually high status;

(v) Pegged to the south sides in all cases are tie-beams, cruck spurs, collars, and collar yokes … All three ties have been sawn out at some later date … Rather unusually the double side purlins are supported not on the backs of the cruck blades but on heavy principal rafters the feet of which are supported on the cruck spurs and the heads pegged to the backs of the cruck blades. This solution was clearly forced on the builders by the extreme profiles of the cruck trusses: the purpose of the principals is simply to ensure that all the purlins, further supported by wind-braces, lie along the planes of the roof pitches. To this end the profiles of the principals vary to suit. This is engineering in heavy timber of a high order;

(vi) On the east side of the barn there is some evidence for wall-framing. The upper section of a wall-post survives on that side of truss II … The head of the post carries

the only surviving section of wall-plate;

(vii) Truss V belongs to the box-frame tradition of carpentry: it retains a jowled east wallpost; a heavy mid-rail, for a first floor loft, supported by a brace up from the wallpost; a tie-beam; and a simple king-post truss with raked struts from the base of the king-post to the principal rafters at the point where they are crossed by the upper side purlins;

(viii) Truss V, defining the south end of the two storey-bay to the north, is of great interest. Firstly it is not, as might have been expected, a cruck truss. Secondly it is regularly pierced by augered sockets clearly designed to take light internal wattle-and-daub panels. The use of a closed truss of a different pattern in this part of the building is reminiscent of contemporary house construction, where a spere truss marks the line of the cross-passage at the low end of the hall. However the other signs of domestic accommodation, in particular smoke-blackened rafters, are absent; and in any case the barn is one bay longer than the conventional small C16 house of single-bay parlour, two-bay hall with cross-passage, and single-bay buttery and pantry. Although the possibility that the barn was first built as a house cannot be ruled out it is more likely that the carpenters – clearly a skilled and experienced team – were more used to building houses than barns. This may reflect the high status of the owners of Bailey Hall;

(ix) Assessment of significance:

The barn is one of a number of high-status Pennine cruck buildings built to support the agricultural work of small independent estates.

The barn and its outbuildings form an integral part of a closely-knit group of traditional manorial structures which also includes a manor house and chapel; the manor itself is an ancient one and a significant area of the manorial site, which is defined by a mediaeval moat, is a Scheduled Ancient Monument.

The barn in its earliest phase, which may be C16, was well engineered of sound oak cut and possibly grown for the purpose: much of the frame has survived in good condition, including three cruck trusses almost in their entirety, all of them numbered.

Unusually the barn also possesses a closed truss in the box-frame tradition of timber-framing.

There is convincing evidence for the form of the wall-framing and other lost components.

Some of the major components of the surviving Phase I frame retain bark and

sapwood and may therefore be suitable for scientific dating.

Most of the padstones and some lengths of the dwarf walls to the sill beam have survived.

The stone cladding of Phases II and III has been carried out to a good standard and includes massive stone surrounds, under heavily tooled lintels, to the major openings.

The piers in the north side of the cart-shed to the south of the barn indicate its original purpose.

The mid C20 work to the east elevation incorporates older material brought from elsewhere by a family known for its interest in salvaging items from other buildings.

Although of lesser interest the C20 outbuildings adjoining the barn to the west and north are traditionally constructed: they are in keeping with both their surroundings and the fabric of the barn itself.

A Design & Access Statement has been submitted which states:

(i) Within the main cruck barn there are C20 timber haylofts at the north and south ends, within bays 1, 2 and 5, with shippons below. The floor level in bay 5 at the north end of the barn is set lower than the rest of the barn and is separated from the southern bays by a stone wall—sections of which extend up to the underside of Truss V;

(ii) The king post truss V is contemporary with the cruck trusses but there is evidence that this was infilled with light internal wattle and daub panels—thus separating it from the southern end of the barn … The proposal is therefore to form the party wall between the two residential units along the line of Truss V;
(iii) There is evidence that the cruck frames had a tiebeam removed in the past. It is proposed to replicate the support offered by these tiebeams by using steel tie rods set below the level of the first floor. These rods can be inserted prior to the construction of the first floor and will be independent of any construction work undertaken as a result of the conversion.
A Brief Statement on Condition refers to ‘Evidence of insect infestation in trusses – probably historic’, ‘Detailed inspection of trusses by structural engineer required’, ‘Evidence of insect infestation in timber framing – probably historic’, ‘Detailed inspection of all embedded timbers in walls required’, ‘Note decay to base of wall post’.

An Appraisal of the Structural Condition of the Barn and Surrounding Outbuildings states:
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[image: image3.png]The rafters could not be inspected closely except at the eaves from the floor of the



 south loft.
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The foot of the blade on the east side of frame 2 has a marked slope down to the north … Further investigation is required to ensure its continued stability.

The foot of the blade on the east side of frame 3 … should be checked for its long-term stability.

The plinth supporting the foot of the west blade of frame 4 has tilted … there is no evidence of any recent movement but this situation is clearly not stable and strengthening works involving tying the timber/plinth back to the wall will be required.
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All three frames have a noticeable lean to the south … the north wall and the roof show no sign of this sway movement, and it is likely therefore that this lean developed before the walls were built and the roof renewed.

Other than the purlin braces there is no formal bracing within the roof construction … Further shrinkage will occur when the house is occupied and heated, loosening the connections. Measures involving additional bracing in the form of straps on the underside of the rafters will probably be required to ensure that further sway does not occur.

Truss 5 - [image: image6.wmf]
When the roof is stripped the timbers will need to be examined for local areas of rot/insect infestation (3.1).
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(3.2).

[image: image8.png]The cruck frames have all had a tiebeam removed in the past These frames are
substantial enough to cope with the changes in the way the loads are carried but this
does involve a large increase in the outwards horizontal thrust at the foot of the
{rame, in this case at the top of the plinths. As explained above there are problems at
plinth level and to reduce the loads these ties should be reinstated Alternatively
modern steel tierods could be installed within the depth of the new first floor. In the
proposed scheme frame 2 can readily be treated in this way. The floor stops short of
frames 3 and 4, but the frames could be anchored back to the walls and ties inserted

in the floor to restrain the walls.




(3.4)

The submitted application forms state:

(i) (incorrectly of pre-application advice) that ‘no objections were raised to the principle of conversion to residential, recommendations were given regarding the treatment of the internal space at first floor level and the design of the garden room and entrance extensions’.;

(ii) the proposed use would be particularly vulnerable to the presence of contamination (it is noted however, that the requested appropriate contamination assessment has not been submitted – NB the Environment Agency standing advice states ‘where development is proposed on land that is or may be affected by contamination, an assessment of risk should be carried out by the applicant for consideration by the Local Planning Authority before the application is determined’);

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.

Section 10(2) of the Act states that LBC applications should contain:

‘..b, such other plans and drawings as are necessary to describe the works which are the subject of the application..’  

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’.  It states that: 

“Proposals involving the demolition or partial demolition of listed buildings will be refused unless the demolition is unavoidable. In assessing such proposals the Borough Council will take the following factors into account:

1. The condition of the building, the cost of repairing and maintaining it in relation to its importance and the value derived from its continued use. Any assessment will be based on consistent and long term assumptions;

2. The adequacy of efforts made to retain the building in use;

3. The merits of alternative proposals for the site.

Proposals for the alteration or repair of listed buildings should be sympathetic to their character and appearance.  The most important features of any listed building will be preserved”.

Policy ENV19 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan is a ‘saved policy’. It states 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 ENV14 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan is a ‘saved policy’. This states “In considering development proposals, the Borough Council will apply a presumption in favour of the preservation of ancient monuments and other nationally important archaeological remains and their settings”

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;

(h) Materials used should be sympathetic to the character of the area”.

Policy H2 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan states:
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Policy H15 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan states:
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Policy H16 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan states:
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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”.

Policy ENV2 of the Local Plan states:

“The landscape and character of those areas immediately adjacent to the Forest of Bowland Area 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 (see Policy G1). The protection, conservation and compatibility with policies to enhance the natural beauty of the adjacent Forest of Bowland AONB will be the most important considerations in the assessment of any development proposal. Regard will also be had to the economic and social well-being of the area”.

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

The National Planning Policy Framework (27 March 2012) states:

“The purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development. The policies in paragraphs 18 to 219, taken as a whole, constitute the Government’s view of what sustainable development in England means in practice for the planning system” (paragraph 6);

“At the heart of the National Planning Policy Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable development, which should be seen as a golden thread running through both plan-making and decision-taking" (paragraph 14);

Paragraph 7 of the NPPF states that sustainable development has three dimensions. The creation of a high quality built environment and providing support to community cultural well being are part of the social role. Protecting and enhancing the built and historic environment and minimising pollution are part of the environmental role;

Paragraph 8 states that these roles (including economic) should not be taken in isolation as they are mutually dependent.

Paragraph 17 states “within the overarching roles that the planning system ought to play, a set of core land-use planning principles should underpin both plan-making and

decision-taking. These 12 principles are that planning should: 

 … conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance, so that they can be enjoyed for their contribution to the quality of life of this and future generations”
Paragraph 49 states “Housing applications should be considered in the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable development. Relevant policies for the supply of

housing should not be considered up-to-date if the local planning authority

cannot demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable housing sites”.

Paragraph 55 states “To promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing should be located where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities ...  Local planning authorities should avoid new isolated homes in the countryside unless there are special circumstances such as:

 - …or

 -  where such development would represent the optimal viable use of a

heritage asset or would be appropriate enabling development to secure

the future of heritage assets; or  

 - where the development would re-use redundant or disused buildings and

lead to an enhancement to the immediate setting …”.

Paragraph 56 states “The Government attaches great importance to the design of the built environment. Good design is a key aspect of sustainable development, is indivisible from good planning, and should contribute positively to making places better for people”;

Paragraph 60 states “Planning policies and decisions should not attempt to impose architectural styles or particular tastes and they should not stifle innovation, originality or initiative through unsubstantiated requirements to conform to certain development forms or styles. It is, however, proper to seek to promote or reinforce local distinctiveness” ;
Paragraph 61 states “Although visual appearance and the architecture of individual buildings are very important factors, securing high quality and inclusive design goes beyond aesthetic considerations. Therefore, planning policies and decisions should address the connections between people and places and the integration of new development into the natural, built and historic environment”;

Paragraph 64 states “Permission should be refused for development of poor design that fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character and quality of an area and the way it functions”;

Paragraph 115 states “Great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which have the highest status of protection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty. The conservation of wildlife and cultural heritage are important considerations in all these areas”;
Paragraph 126 states that local planning authorities should recognise that 'heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource' which should be conserved in a 'manner appropriate to their significance' . Local planning authorities should also take into account 'the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets ... the wider social, cultural, economic and environmental benefits that conservation of the historic environment can bring ...(and)… the opportunities to draw on the contribution made by the historic environment to the character of a place';

Paragraph 128 states “In determining applications, local planning authorities should require an applicant to describe the significance of any heritage assets affected, including any contribution made by their setting. The level of detail should be proportionate to the assets’ importance and no more than is sufficient to understand the potential impact of the proposal on their significance”.
Paragraph 129 states “Local planning authorities should 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) taking account of the available evidence and any necessary expertise. They should take this assessment into account when considering the impact of a proposal on a heritage asset, to avoid or minimise conflict between the heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of the proposal”.

Paragraph 131 states “In determining planning applications, local planning authorities should take account of:

●
 the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and putting them to viable uses consistent with their conservation;

● 
the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to sustainable communities including their economic vitality; and

● 
the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness”.

Paragraph 132 states “When considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation. The more important the asset, the greater the weight should be. Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting. As heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and convincing justification”;
Paragraph 134 states “Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, including securing its optimum viable use”.

Paragraph 153 states “Even the most minor repairs can sometimes have an impact on the archaeological interest of a heritage asset and may reveal new information relating to the significance of that asset. The recording of evidence revealed by such works may therefore be appropriate”.  

Paragraph 188 ‘Pre-application engagement and front loading’ states ‘Early engagement has significant potential to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the planning application system for all parties. Good quality pre-application discussion enables better coordination between public and private resources and improved outcomes for the community’.

Paragraph 192 ‘Pre-application engagement and front loading’ states “The right information is crucial to good decision-taking, particularly where formal assessments are required (such as Environmental Impact Assessment, Habitats Regulations Assessment and Flood Risk Assessment). To avoid delay, applicants should discuss what information is needed with the local planning authority and expert bodies as early as possible”.
The Planning Advisory Service ‘Things we think you should know about the NPPF’ (22 April 2012) advises “But many PPS and PPG had ‘companion guides’ or other forms of guidance notes produced alongside the policy document. If not listed in NPPF Annex 3, (and not previously deleted), these other documents are still extant … if a paragraph or section of the companion guide/annex refers you to a PPS or PPG which has been replaced, then that part can’t be considered relevant. The NPPF will always ‘trump’ other guidance notes where there is conflict However, most of the NPPF is not concerned with the ‘how’ question. Companion guides can contain useful information on how to deliver certain policies or carry out certain pieces of work”.

English Heritage (web-site 23 April 2012) advices “Following the publication of the National Planning Policy Framework, PPS5 was deleted. However the Practice Guide remains a valid and Government endorsed document pending Government's review of guidance supporting national planning policy as set out in its response to the select committee. The references in the document to PPS5 policies are obviously now redundant, but the policies in the NPPF are very similar and the intent is the same, so the Practice Guide remains almost entirely relevant and useful in the application of the NPPF”. 

Paragraph 182, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG states ‘The plan form of a building is frequently one of its most important characteristics and internal partitions, staircases (where decorated or plain, principle or secondary) and other features are likely to form part of its significance. Indeed they may be its most significant feature. Proposals to remove or modify internal arrangements, including the insertion of new openings or extension underground, will be subject to the same considerations of impact on significance (particularly architectural interest) as for externally visible alterations’.

Paragraph 183, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG states  ‘the sub-division of buildings, such as threshing barns and churches, that are significant for their open interiors, impressive proportions and long sight lines, may have a considerable impact on significance. In these circumstances the use of pods or other design devices that allow the entirety of the space to be read may be appropriate’.

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

Paragraph 178, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG states ‘..it would not normally be acceptable for new work to dominate the original asset or its setting in either scale, material or as a result of its siting’.

Paragraph 152, Repair, of the HEPPG states  “Doors and windows are frequently key to the significance of the building.  Change is therefore advisable only where the original is beyond repair, it minimises the loss of historic fabric and matches the original in detail. Secondary glazing is usually more appropriate than double-glazing where the window itself is of significance”.

Paragraph 153, Repair, of the HEPPG states “Even the most minor repairs can sometimes have an impact on the archaeological interest of a heritage asset and may reveal new information relating to the significance of that asset. The recording of evidence revealed by such works may therefore be appropriate”.  

Paragraph 185, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG states “the insertion of new elements such as doors and windows, (including dormers and roof lights to bring roof spaces into more intensive use) is quite likely to adversely affect the building’s significance. Harm might be avoided if roof lights are located on less prominent roof slopes. New elements may be more acceptable if account is taken of the character of the building, the roofline and significant fabric … In some circumstances the unbroken line of a roof may be an important contributor to its significance’.

Paragraph 179, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG states “the fabric will always be an important part of the asset’s significance.  Retention of as much historic fabric as possible is therefore a fundamental part of any good alteration or conversion, together with the use of appropriate materials and methods of repair.  It is not appropriate to sacrifice old work simply to accommodate the new”. 

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

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

Paragraph 186, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG states “New features added to a building are less likely to have an impact on the significance if they follow the character of the building. Thus in a barn conversion new doors and windows are more likely to be acceptable if they are agricultural rather than domestic in character, with the relationship of new glazing to the wall plane reflecting that of the existing and, where large door openings are to be glazed, with the former doors retained or replicated so that they can be closed”.
Paragraph 187, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG states “Small-scale features, inside and out, such as historic painting schemes, ornamental plasterwork, carpenters’ and mason’s marks, chimney breasts and stacks, inscriptions and signs, will frequently contribute strongly to a building’s significance and removing or obscuring them is likely to affect the asset’s significance”.

Paragraph 188, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG states “Extant flooring materials will often be of interest in themselves. Additional care is needed on lower floors to ensure that archaeological interest below the finished surface is not adversely affected by proposed works”.
Paragraph 80 of the HEPPG, New development: design in context, states 

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

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

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).

English Heritage’s ‘Historic Farmsteads: Preliminary Character Statement: North west Region (August, 2006) states: 


“Crucks in domestic buildings have a date range from the mid-13th to the mid-17th centuries, examples in the north of England being generally later in date, whereas in agricultural buildings the earliest survivals are 15th century and the latest (in the southern  Pennines) early 18th century. There is a wide variety of forms in cruck construction” (page 18).

‘English Vernacular Houses’ (RCHME, 1979) states:


“The distinguishing element of cruck building is the use of inclined timbers, rising from ground level to an apex and serving as the trusses of a roof, in contrast with other buildings practices where the roof is supported by lateral walls, of whatever material, from which it is structurally separate. The cruck timbers, known as ‘blades’, may be curved or straight; they may rise from a timber sill or from a low stone base; they may meet at the apex, or may cross at the apex, or may terminate below the apex and be joined by a short yoke … 

Must crucks today are in cottages or barns and it is a popular view that cruck construction was developed for men of very limited means. In fact the opposite is true; crucks have acquired a vernacular character in the course of their history and the earliest known examples, of the 14th century, are in houses of considerable standing. By about the mid 15th century crucks had been abandoned by the upper classes and had become common among wealthier peasantry. From the end of the 16th century they were being relegated to the homes of men in humble circumstances” (page 97).

English Heritage’s ‘Listing Selection Guide: Agricultural Buildings’ states: 

“Medieval 
Most medieval agricultural buildings are listed, many at a high grade … 
1540 – 1750 
… substantially complete pre 1750 farm buildings are rare and often provide the first evidence of the development and strengthening of regional traditions and building types …” (page 7).

The Georgian Group has noted elsewhere (3/2009/0855,Townhead house, Slaidburn) that conservatories and glazed links are far from transparent because of their reflectiveness and the characteristic tendency of any vitreous material to read as an opaque mass.

Note is made of the Planning Inspector’s comments on appeal APP/B1225/E/11/2165202 (11 June 2012) relating to a Grade II listed house in Dorset – this decision is post-NPPF and refers to double-glazing “As far as traditionally configured modern double glazed units go, these ‘Slimlite’ fixtures offer amongst the closest approximations to traditionally fabricated historic window types available … however, despite this achievement, it is the apparency of the double-glazed units, with their visible parting bead and the double register of the two panes of glass in each one that identify them as modern fixtures, critically undermining the integrity, character, and so special architectural interest and significance of the listed building”.

The Georgian Group Guide No.1 ‘Windows’  warns of double-glazing that “the resultant visual effect is often dark and reflectant”.

‘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); and
‘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).

In ‘The Thermal Performance of Historic Windows’, The Building Conservation Directory 2008, Chris Wood (Head of Buiding Conservation and Research Team at EH) suggests ‘As always, a sensible balance is needed and decisions must be made on the basis of knowledge rather than generic assumptions about the inefficiency of old windows. 

There is little dispute as to how important windows are to historic buildings. After all, the front windows of a building are often the first feature to draw the eye … There is a definite need to improve the thermal performance of existing buildings in order to reduce carbon emissions and slow climate change. However, a sensible balance is needed. Unpublished data from the BRE has shown that if the half million or so listed buildings in England had all their windows replaced by double-glazing, it would save between 0.16 and 0.36 per cent of total energy used in this country. It is surely not worth sacrificing our architectural heritage for so small a gain, particularly if substantial improvements can be made in more benign ways’’.

‘The Repair of Timber Frames and Roofs’ (Boutwood J.,SPAB, 1993) states “two key points to remember. The first is that to approach the repair of an old frame or roof, ignorant of how it is performing or of what condition the timbers are in, is the first step towards the destruction of that which you have been commissioned to save … if the repair of a timber framed building involves work or disturbance to its numerous separate components, record drawings and photographs are essential (page 3). Timber framed buildings, unlike stone and brick structures, have a tendency to move and distort and this often adds greatly to their quality and character. Although it is obviously essential to analyse why any movement has occurred and to take what action is necessary to ensure that it is arrested, you should not necessarily attempt to correct it. By forcing a frame back into its original position you may set up a damaging chain reaction elsewhere or fracture joints which have settled into their distorted positions. Likewise, frames have often been repaired or added to in their distorted positions in the past and it is not possible to correct this without unpicking later alterations or repairs which may be of interest in their own right. No attempt should be made to do this unless it is necessary for other, overriding, reasons (page5)”. 

I have the following concerns:

(i) insufficient information as to the impact of development upon the significance and 

special interest of the trusses. Local Plan Policy H16 (a) insists that residential conversions 

do not result in major alterations adversely affecting character. The Short Phased Description 

and Assessment of Significance indicates that the building retains important, unusual and 

high status fabric. However, the ‘Appraisal of the Structural Condition of the Barn and 

Surrounding Outbuildings’ and ‘Brief Statement on Condition’ is not accompanied by the 

detailed survey and drawings suggested at pre-application (see also Boutwood J., 

SPAB, 1993) and provides only an outline of potentially significant interventions of 

repair/stabilization. I am mindful of  LCAS and EH concerns in this regard.

I do not believe it essential or proportionate to insist upon dendrochronological dating 

prior to application decision because the high importance of the fabric has been identified in 

the Short Phased Description and Assessment of Significance;

(ii) the conversion to two dwellings would not appear to be the optimum viable use for 

the barn. Paragraph 5.13.17 of the Local Plan stresses that residential conversion is a last 

resort in barn conservation because of the likelihood of significant damage to the fabric. Local 

Plan Policies H16 (b) and H17 (b) insist that residential conversions do not require further 

extension or addition. Whilst requested at pre-application, no information has been 

received in justification of residential conversion or in discount of other, less damaging uses 

(including existing). 

The suggested maximization of use of ancillary structures to retain the character of main 

spaces was also discussed at pre-application. Unfortunately, the proposed intensity of 

development (two units) results in undue subdivision of the significant open interior of the 

C16 building (impressive proportions, long sight lines and interesting juxtaposition of 

contemporary cruck -frame and box-frame traditions) and break-up of the distinct, large and 

unbroken roofslopes by prominent, conspicuous and visually intrusive rooflights (cf existing 

traditional glass slates);

(iii) the proposed fully-glazed garden-room would be prominent, conspicuous, visually 

intrusive and overtly domestic in appearance. This would not safeguard the agricultural 

character of the barn and would be contrary to Policies ENV20, ENV19, ENV2, H16 (b) and 

H17 (b) of the Local Plan;

(iv) inappropriate fenestration. At pre-application it was suggested that ‘the provenance of 

the Yorkshire sliding sash windows be established – they are an unusual but interesting

feature of the barn’. The Short Phased Description and Assessment of Significance suggests 

that ‘the mid C20 work to the east elevation incorporates older material brought from 

elsewhere by a family known for its interest in salvaging items from other buildings … not 

regarded as being of special significance’. This would not appear to be justification for 

introducing overtly domestic and modern double-glazed small pane horizontal-sliding sash 

windows to a number of prominent openings within the agricultural building. 

In general and also discussed at pre-application, new glazing would not appear to be set 

deep into the reveal to minimize its impact.

The addition of a glazed link is harmful to agricultural character and does not result in the 

retention of the significant open interior.

(v) no contamination assessment submitted (see Q18 of application form and Environment Agency’s standing advice). 

I am mindful of the concerns of the local resident but note that the application does not propose the diversion of the public right of way.

I note that English Heritage has no adverse comment in respect to impact upon the setting of the scheduled monument.

  

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