
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2012/1071/P (LBC) & 3/2012/1074/P (PA)

	Development Proposed:
	Demolition of two small outbuildings to be replaced with an entrance hall (link building) and the conversion of workshop into habitable space at Black Hall Farm, Garstang Road, Chipping

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No comments or observations received within the 21 day statutory consultation period.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

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

Historic amenity societies – Consulted, no representations received.

LCC (Highways) – No objection.

RVBC (Countryside Officer) – Standard protected species planning condition required.



	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

Policy DMH4

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Harmful to the character and significance of the listed building. Contrary to Policies ENV20, ENV19, DME4 and NPPF paragraph 17 and 131.


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

	Black Hall Farmhouse is a Grade II listed (13 February 1967) house with a first floor plaque denoting “TPA 1755”.  The list description refers to its double-pile plan, windows with architraves, doorway with moulded cornice and projecting keystone and a “one-bay extension to the right of early-mid 19th century date”.  

The farmhouse fronts an isolated steading (of now converted) traditional agricultural buildings within the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (the steading is shown on the 1845 Ordnance Survey). It is understood from a previously submitted design and access statement that “At one time all the surrounding properties would have been within the curtilage of Black Hall Farm”.
The steading is bisected by public right of way FP92.  FP93 and BW10 run close by.

Site history

No pre-application advice has been sought in respect to the development now proposed (this was offered  - see e-mail to previous agent 10 October 2012). 

3/2011/0874/P & 3/2011/0873/P. Demolition of two outbuildings to be replaced with a link building and conversion of workshop to habitable accommodation. LBC & PP refused 13 March 2012. The officer’s report opined “the proposed glazed link, whilst promoted as a lightweight addition, would be an incongruous, conspicuous and dominant addition.  Furthermore, its vertical glazing with upper and lower lights, central double doors and a stall riser have a suburban appearance which does not compliment the character of this (not solely domestic?) part of the building or the agricultural setting of Black Hall Farmhouse.  I note the comments of the Georgian Group in respect to application 3/2009/0854/P and 0858/P (Town Head, Slaidburn) “glazed links in particular, although intended to be low key and light in touch, tend in reality to draw attention to themselves by their reflectiveness and by the characteristic tendency of any vitreous material to read as an opaque mass rather than something transparent”.
Pre-application enquiry - the case officer was advised on 9 March 2011 that the previous owner of the site had instigated extensive and unauthorised extension and alteration of the listed building including removal of floor beams, the raising of ceiling heights and addition of a porch.  An email was subsequently received (8 June 2011) revising this assessment of unauthorised works to the construction of the boiler house and wood store extensions and the addition of a third storey into the early to mid 19th century bay (including rooflights).

3/2011/0817/P – proposed installation of 16 solar panels on fixed garage roof.  Certificate of Lawfulness refused 18 November 2011.  The application did not discuss the provenance of this large, modern, incongruous and visually intrusive extension attached to the east gable. The planning record would appear to indicate that neither listed building consent or planning permission was obtained.

3/1992/037A – erection of shed.  Permitted development – 5 January 1993.

Site history – setting/curtilage

3/2009/0270/P – Conversion of and change of use of attached barn into accommodation for existing house, plus extending and remodelling of existing house and associated external works.  Planning permission granted 22 July 2009.

3/2004/0694/P – Erection of garage.  Planning permission granted 16 August 2004.  This has been constructed.

3/2003/0144/P – Change of use of barn to form two no dwellings.  Listed building consent granted 9 April 2003.

3/2002/0853/P – Change of use of barn and buildings to form 2 dwellings and improvements to existing access.  Planning permission granted 5 March 2003.

3/1991/0624/P – outline application for the erection of an agricultural worker dwelling.  Planning permission refused 12 December 1991.

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.

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, 9, 14, 17, 19, 55, 56, 60, 64, 109, 115, 126, 128, 129, 130, 131, 132 and 134.

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

‘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).

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).

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 guidance ‘Easy Access to Historic Buildings’ (2004) states that ‘The aim should always be to reconcile the interests of conservation and access in the light of the reasonable adjustment provisions in Parts I, III and IV of the DDA, the inclusion of existing buildings within Approved Document Part M (2004) of the Building Regulations (2000), and the provisions of the new British Standard on Access: BS 8300 (2001) Design of Buildings and Their Approaches to Meet the Needs of Disabled People: Code of Practice’ (page 5).

Note is made of the Planning Inspector’s comments on appeal APP/T2350/E/08/2072213, Rodhill Lodge, Bolton By Bowland (8 August 2008; converted barn attached to Grade II listed farmhouse) “I accept that views of the proposed conservatory from the public realm would be very limited but listed buildings are protected for their intrinsic value. The fact that the conservatory would be barely visible to anyone but the appellants is not a matter to which any great weight can be attached, therefore’’ (paragraph 6).

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

The application as originally submitted did not include a design/access/heritage statement or reference to the significance of the site. Furthermore, the paucity of information submitted in the previous application (the officer’s report notes  “the early to mid 19th century extension has a number of unusual features (blocked fireplaces but no chimneys; no ground floor link to main body of the building; evidence for first floor external doors) and it is unfortunate that the significance of these distinctions and of previous usage of the bay as a whole is not explored in the heritage statement.  Was the former prime use of the extension domestic or agricultural? ”) and the requirements of NPPF paragraph 128 led to site meeting discussion and the applicant’s submission of additional information (18 January 2013).

The proposed development is needed to provide care for the applicant’s wheelchair bound mother. 

It is suggested that the application is retrospective (?). The heritage statement provides no additional information to that previously considered.
Conclusions

In my opinion, modern alterations, extensions and conversions of buildings (including unauthorised works) within the steading have harmed the character, setting and significance of the listed building. However, the positive approach advocated in the NPPF is noted  - the NPPF not only requires consideration to the conservation of significant heritage but also suggests that pursuing sustainable development involves seeking positive improvements in the quality of the built, natural and historic environment. It also requires that attention be given to the enhancement of significance, the promotion of local significance, improvement to the character and quality of areas and that new development makes a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness (paragraph 7, 9, 60, 64, 126 and 131). In this regard, the impact of incremental small-scale changes (Setting of Heritage Assets, 2009) and the importance of setting and surroundings (‘Conversion of Traditional Farm Buildings, 2006) is also noted.

Whilst mindful that the benefits of the scheme are not public (NPPF paragraph 134), it is my opinion that a link between the workshop door and a dropped-down house window would be reasonable and acceptable in principle. However, the proposed extension unnecessarily obscures important evidence for the historic use (agricultural ?) and evolution of the listed building and is of a form (including rooflights) which emulates the existing overtly domestic extension to the housebody. Furthermore, the wood store contains historic walling the importance of which has not been appraised. 

There is an existing toilet within the workshop (modern brick walling) – could this be expanded to provide en-suite facilities?

In my opinion, the proposal is unnecessarily harmful to the environmental (protecting and enhancing our natural, built and historic environment) and social (creation of a high quality built environment) roles of sustainable development.


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


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














