Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - APPROVAL

	Ref: AD

	Application No: 
	3/2012/0976/P (VARIATION OF CONDITION) AND 3/2012/1001/P (LBC)

	Development Proposed:
	Minor material amendment to reflect a change to the external treatment of the garage building (variation of condition no 2 of 3/2010/1019/P) (VC)

Proposed works to facilitate the change of use of conjoining barn and associated buildings from agricultural to residential use to form an extension to the existing farmhouse.  Minor internal and external alterations to farmhouse, barn and garage building (LBC) at Merrybent Hill Farm, Catlow Road, Slaidburn

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No comments or observations received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Lancashire County Council (Archaeology) – Merrybent Hill Farm was recently recorded by Stephen Haigh; therefore no comments.

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 conservation advice.



	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 H15 - Building Conversions - Location.

Policy H16 - Building Conversions - Building to be Converted.

Policy H17 - Building Conversions - Design Matters.

Core Strategy Regulation 22 Submission Draft:

- Policy DMG1

- Policy DME2 

- Policy DME4 



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

	Merrybent Hill Farm is a Grade II listed (16 November 1954) house “possibly early 18th century” (list description).    The house and two barns adjoining to the north - east form a single range as typical of the vernacular (see ‘Historic Farmsteads: Preliminary Character Statement: North West Region, EH et al, 2006).  The property is prominently sited in an exposed and elevated position within the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 

Relevant planning history

3/2010/1019 & 1020 - Change of use of conjoining barn and associated buildings from agricultural to residential use to form an extension to the existing farmhouse.  Minor internal and external alterations. Planning permission and listed building consent granted 18 May 2011.

Pre-application advice was provided to United Utilities in March 2007 and to their agents in September 2010 (the latter with reference to specific proposals for barn conversion).

BO549 - conversion of coal store forming part of farmhouse to a garage, bathroom and additional bedroom.  Planning permission granted 27 August 1958.  This permission relates to the present internal and external form of the left hand bay of the range.

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 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states that the determination of planning applications must be made in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

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.

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.

The Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan (June 1998) is particularly relevant at Policies ENV20, ENV19, ENV1, H15, H16, H17 and G1.

Policy H17 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’.

The Ribble Valley Regulation 22 Submission Draft Core Strategy is particularly relevant at Policies DMG1, DME4, DMH3 and DMH4.
The NPPF is particularly relevant at paragraph 6, 7, 8, 14, 17, 19, 55, 56, 60, 64, 109, 115, 126, 128, 129, 131, 132 and 134.

The HEPPG is particularly relevant at paragraph 87, 179, 142, 158-161,182, 183, 187, 181 and 189.

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).

‘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”.

The ‘Building in Context Toolkit: New Development in Historic Areas’ (CABE, EH, the 

architecture centre) identifies 8 building in context principles.
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).

A Planning 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).

Submitted information

An addendum to the previous application Heritage Asset Statement identifies:

‘a poorly constructed garage and machinery store’ (2.2) which ‘is of little historic or architectural merit and whilst it is sited within the list description (sic), it is not consistent with the architectural vernacular of the farmhouse or the conjoined barn. Indeed it appears to have been built by a tenant farmer utilising stone from fields and walls, telegraph poles and corrugated iron sheeting’ (3.2) 

A Design and Access statement with Structural Statement identifies:

‘this is not a full structural survey’ and does not specifically refer to the condition of the existing agricultural machinery store/garage or the necessary works to bring it into domestic use. 

A Historic Building Record has now been submitted and identifies:

(i) ‘the house bears the date 1688, though it may be earlier. It is a two unit house with a number of seventeenth century features’ (Summary);

(ii) ‘1688 … the house at that time was a two unit, two storey stone structure, probably with the present porch and rear outshut’ (Introduction);

(iii) ‘an agricultural shed of 1988 (according to a date cut into one of its quoins) … omitted from this record because of their recent date’ (2.2);

(iv) ‘Traditional buildings such as those at Merrybent Hill are of historic interest because they contribute to an understanding of the vernacular architecture and past farming systems of the region. As a group they are under threat due to redundancy and neglect, as well as their potential for conversion and modernisation’ (4.1);
(v) ‘the house at Merrybent Hill, at the south-west end of the range, has the typical two unit, three bay linear arrangement of the small ‘yeoman’ Pennine farmhouses of the seventeenth century, though it has been altered and extended on a number of occasions’ (6.1);

(vi)  ‘outshut … contains some features which may be seventeenth century … broad plank and batten door between the two rooms on the ground floor, on L-hinges which are very plausibly of the period. It is quite likely that one of these two rooms originally contained the stairs, in a dog-leg arrangement (note how the first floor doorway is positioned accordingly), but the north-east room was probably a pantry or dairy, and had its own entrance before this was reduced to the present window’ (6.4);

(vii) ‘first floor of the outshut … does contain a plank and batten door similar to that on the ground floor, which has been re-hung with modern hinges’ (6.5);

(viii) ‘the addition of a bay at the farmhouse’s south-west gable was carried out in the late eighteenth or early nineteenth century, most likely to provide a stable with loft over, or another non-domestic function, as there is no ground floor connection between the two’ (6.6);

(ix) ‘the mewstead lacks any historic fixtures but the timber frame of the shippon is largely intact … the shippon floor is concrete, though this may of course be a later surface … the barn has been extended by the addition of a narrow lean-to against the north-east gable, providing what was probably a shippon for young livestock, with a feed loft over. There is a single boskin in the front part of the lean-to, of the same form as those in the barn, and the materials used are otherwise similar, ie. sandstone rubble and stone slate roof, so a nineteenth century date seems likely’ (6.8 – 6.9);

(x) ‘Merrybent Hill is a significant group of buildings historically and architecturally’ (7).

Conclusions
The Historic Building Record contradicts a number of statements presented in the previous applications (e.g. architectural interest; importance/date of outshut doors and shippon fixtures).

The house alteration and barn conversion proposals now proposed are more intensive and of concern because of:

(i) loss  to important historic fabric – openings in original C17 walls between the historic housebody and C18 stable and housebody and parlour; removal of outshut first floor door (similar to C17 at ground floor) and first flooring (how old?); loss of interior to the C19 two-storey lean-to shippon (despite the findings of the Historic Building Record the scheme does not suggest the retention of any part of the shippon structure in the adjacent combination barn); 

(ii) loss to important historic plan form – the proposed ground floor corridor cuts across the C17 two unit plan form; the proposed ground floor WC is an awkward incursion from housebody into stables which breaks the historic isolation of the residential and agricultural elements; whilst there is suggestion that the original stairs may have been in the outshut (but no physical evidence to date – see e-mail from architect of 9 and 12 November 2012) the proposed scheme, which results in the loss of the historic first floor door and first flooring, does not meet the considerations for restoration prescribed in HEPPG paragraph 160 and conflicts with HEPPG 161 (‘additions and changes in response to the changing needs of owners and occupants over time may themselves be a key part of the asset’s significance)’;

(iii)  incongruous and overtly domestic conversion of the 1988 garage/shed addition – there appears to be a consensus that this structure is of little architectural or historic significance. This element of the proposals therefore appears to conflict with Policy H16 (a,b,c) and H17 (a) of the Local Plan and DMG1, DME4, DMH3 and DMH4  of the Ribble Valley Regulation 22 Submission Draft Core Strategy. It is also noted that the previous proposal for continued use of this structure for garaging appeared to negate any expectation for new garage accommodation within the setting of the single range and that the incursion of the proposed WC into the former stables restricts use for garaging.

In comparison to the previously approved scheme, the public benefit (see NPPF paragraph 134) of ensuring occupancy of the historic building is outweighed by the harm to the designated heritage asset.



	SUMMARY OF REASONS :

	The proposed treatment of the facade to the garage building is overtly domestic and unduly harmful to the agricultural character (including setting) and significance of the listed building and the cultural heritage of the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Policies ENV20, ENV19, G1, ENV1, H16 and H17 and Policies DME4, DMG1, DMH3 and DMH4.

The proposal is unduly harmful to the character (including setting) and significance of the listed building because of the loss of important historic fabric, the loss of important historic plan form and the incongruous and overtly domestic design of the agricultural store/garage. P(LBs & CAs) Act 1990. 



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


DATE INSPECTED: 














