Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: GT

	Application No: 
	3/2012/0823/P

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed conversion of Old School House at Lane Ends into a three-bedroom dwelling house (Re-submission).  Old School House, Lane Ends, Grindleton, Lancashire, BB7 4PH.



	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No objection.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) – No observations have been received in respect of this current application, however there were no objections in principle to previous application on highway safety grounds. 

Environment Agency – No comments to make.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	One letter of support has been received from a nearby neighbour who raises no objections to the scheme and notes that they are of the opinion that this would be a very good alternative to the school just deteriorating and standing empty.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	National Planning Policy Framework.

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV1 – Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Policy ENV7 – Species 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.

PPS5 Planning for the Historic Environment: Historic Environment Planning Practice Guide.


	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Contrary to paragraphs 56, 60, 64, 115, 126, 128, 129, 131, 133 and 135 of NPPF and Policies G1, ENV1, H16 and H17 of the Local Plan.  Proposal would be visually harmful to the streetscene, to the detriment of the character of the building, and would visually affect the character, appearance and setting within the AONB.



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

	The application site is located within the Hamlet of Lane Ends, which sits 3.5km northwest of the village of Bolton-by-Bowland and 4.5km north of the village of Grindleton.  The site is located within the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  The site is surrounded by agricultural land on three sides, however the Hamlet of Lane Ends does comprise nine residential dwellings.  The building was built in two parts, one in 1874 and the latter addition in 1926, and was used as a school building up until the 1970s.  It sits within an enclosed area of land and has an existing vehicular access into the site.  It has more recently been used as a community centre, however it has been unused for over 5 years now.  As highlighted in the previous application, it was placed on the market in July/August 2007 (confirmed by John Pallister in a letter dated 18th of August 2011) to be sold as ‘workspace’, however despite a number of written offers in the region of £51,500 to £130,000, the property failed to sell.  This application is a re-submission of a previously refused scheme to extend and convert the building into a dwelling.  As with the previous scheme, I do not consider there will be a significant impact on the amenity of the occupiers of the adjacent dwellings by virtue of the proposed development.

This revised application submitted again seeks permission to convert and extend the building in order to create a three-bedroom dwelling with a kitchen/living/dining room, cloakroom, lounge, lobby and master bedroom with en-suite at ground floor and a bathroom and two bedrooms at first floor.  The scheme proposes to extend the building to the west at single storey (the older section of the building) in order to create space for the new master bedroom and en-suite at ground floor, as well as raising the roof of the eastern section of the building (the slightly newer section) from approx. 5.5m to a height of 7m.  This proposal has not been the subject of Pre-Application advice.

As highlighted within the previous application, given the age of the building, the date stone on the left hand portion of the building says 1874, and the fact it is visible on the 1940s Aerial Photographs on Mapzone, the building is considered to be a non-designated Heritage Asset, and as such consideration of paragraph 135 of the NPPF should be taken.  It notes that the effect of an application on the significance of a non-designated heritage asset should be taken into account in determining the application.  In weighing applications that affect directly or indirectly non-designated heritage assets, a balanced judgement will be required having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the heritage asset.
Paragraph 131 of the NPPF also provides guidance on determining planning applications, with paragraph 133 of the NPPF noting that where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm to or total loss of significance of a designated heritage asset, local planning authorities should refuse consent, unless it can be demonstrated that the substantial harm or loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss.
More specific guidance on proposals to convert buildings to dwellings is also provided with the Policy H2 of the Local Plan, which notes “Outside the settlement boundaries, residential development will be limited to the appropriate conversion of buildings to dwellings, provided they are suitably located and their form, bulk and general design are in keeping with their surroundings. Also, that they structurally sound and capable of conversion without the need for complete or substantial reconstruction”.

Additional advice is also provided by Policies H15, H16 and H17 of the Local Plan, which note that, amongst other things,

· The conversion of appropriate buildings within settlements or which form part of already defined groups is acceptable,

· The building must be structurally sound and capable of conversion, without the need for extensive or major alterations which would adversely affect the character or appearance of the building,

· The character of the building and its materials are appropriate to its surroundings and the building is worthy of retention, and that

· If a building is to be converted this should be done with minimal changes to the roof slope or amendments to the eaves line.

Given the sites location within the Forest of Bowland AONB, Policy ENV1 must also be considered which states, “the landscape and character of the Forest of Bowland AONB will be protected, conserved and enhanced.  In addition development will also need to contribute to the conservation of the natural beauty of the area.  The environmental effects of proposals will be a major consideration and the design, materials, scale, massing and landscaping of development will be important factors in deciding planning applications”.  The NPPF also considers within paragraph 115 that great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which have the highest status of protection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty, and that the conservation of wildlife and cultural heritage are important considerations in all these areas.  In addition, the public views from the adjacent Public Right of Way are also a material consideration.

Given the building is considered to be a non-designated Heritage Asset, paragraph 135 of the NPPF should be considered. It notes that the effect of an application on the significance of a non-designated heritage asset should be taken into account in determining the application.  In weighing applications that affect directly or indirectly non-designated heritage assets, a balanced judgement will be required having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the heritage asset.  Having again discussed the proposed extensions and alterations proposed to the existing building with my colleague Adrian Dowd, I can advise as follows.

As with the previous scheme, it was highlighted that there should be a presumption in favour of conserving heritage assets and any loss affecting such an asset should require clear and convincing justification.  In this instance, the first consideration should remain to convert the building ‘as is’, with a single storey extension on the east facing elevation the most appropriate way of providing additional floor space, subject of course to design.  The proposal submitted is again considered inappropriate and out of keeping with the current simple, linear form of the building, and would therefore be harmful to the character of the existing building.  Paragraphs 56, 60 and 64 of the NPPF were also noted by Adrian who advised that the following points were also key in assessing the application, namely that,
· Good design is a key aspect of sustainable development, is indivisible from good planning, and should contribute positively to making places better for people,
· Planning 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, and that
· 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.
Paragraph 178 of the HEPPG is also considered important, following recent appeal decisions, as it advises that “The main issues to consider in proposals for additions to heritage assets are proportion, height, massing, bulk, use of materials, use, relationship with adjacent assets, alignment and treatment of setting.  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.”
Given the extent of the proposed extensions and alterations proposed to the existing building, the works proposed will cause substantial loss and harm to the heritage asset, by virtue of,

· the raising of the roof of the eastern end of the building altering its simple linear form, and

· the significant extension to the western end of the building completely altering the character of the building.

In short, the proposed development submitted neither promotes or reinforces local distinctiveness and will significantly alter the character of the existing building and their setting to their detriment, without sufficient justification, and will create a new building out of keeping with the current landscape character of this area.  On this basis, as the scheme is contrary to policy, it is therefore recommended accordingly.


	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: Various











