Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT – REFUSAL 

	Ref: AD/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2012/1094/P (LBC)

	Development Proposed:
	Internal alterations including upgrading of existing attic room to create habitable rooms with insertion of 3 No conservation roof lights.  Alterations to ancillary adjoining store building to create new kitchen at Higher Lickhurst Farm, Leagram, Chipping

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No representations received.



	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.

RVBC Countryside Officer – standard protected species 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 ENV1 - Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Policy ENV13 - Landscape Protection.

Core Strategy Regulation 22 Submission Draft:

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations.

Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets.

Policy DME2 – Landscape and Townscape Protection.



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

	Higher Lickhurst Farmhouse is a Grade II listed building (22 November 1983) of the late 18th century.  The steading is isolated within the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty but prominent in views from the public footpaths which converge on the site.  

The list description refers to “double-pile plan with central entry and end stacks ... door surround has Tuscan pilasters, a narrow pulvinated frieze, and a moulded pediment ... at the rear is a stair window”.  

Relevant planning history

The reasons for refusal of 3/2011/0677 & 3/2011/0679 (including inappropriateness of roof lights to either prominent roof slope) have been discussed with the agent. No further pre-application advice has been sought.
3/2011/0677 & 3/2011/0679 - Single storey extension to listed farmhouse.  Alterations to ancillary store building to create kitchen.  Internal alterations including upgrading existing attic space to create habitable rooms and insertion of velux windows to the south facing roof slope. PP and LBC refused 26 October 2011. Reasons for refusal (i) disruption to planform (double-pile) through room subdivision and the impact on the historic front elevation from conspicuous, incongruous and visually intrusive roof lights and (ii) insufficient information submitted to understand the impact on the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building from the introduction of new services and conversion of the attic to modern standards.

3/2010/0303 – erection of replacement portal framed building, covered midden, slurry pit and six ton feed hopper, and laying out of access track and associated landscaping. PP granted 14 September 2010.

3/2009/1038 & 1037 – extension and alteration of ancillary building and erection of single storey side extension, insertion of 3 No roof lights and internal alterations.  LBC and PP refused 3 February 2010 and 4 February 2010.  Lancashire County Council (Archaeology) commented “the proposed introduction of roof lights, in this instance to both elevations is considered to be detrimental to the character and appearance of this late 18'" century building”.
3/2009/0575 – change of use of three barns to form five holiday lets.  Withdrawn.

3/2009/0546 – erection of replacement portal framed building, covered midden, slurry pit and six ton feed hopper and laying out access track.  Withdrawn.

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.

There is no obligation to consider the development plan. However, the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan (June 1998) is particularly relevant at Policies ENV20, ENV19, ENV1, ENV13, G1.
The Ribble Valley Regulation 22 Submission Draft Core Strategy is particularly relevant at Policies DMG1, DME4 and DME2.

The NPPF is particularly relevant at paragraph 6, 7, 8, 9, 14, 17, 56-58, 60-61, 64, 109, 115, 126, 128, 129, 131, 132, 134, 138 and 187-192. 

The HEPPG is particularly relevant at paragraph 80, 114-120, 142-143, 152 and 178-189

‘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 ‘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. The gradual loss of trees, verges or traditional surfacing materials in a historic area may have a significant effect on the setting of heritage assets’ (4.5).

 ‘where the significance of a heritage asset has been compromised in the past by unsympathetic development affecting its setting …  consideration still needs to be given to whether additional change will further detract from … the significance of the asset’ (2.4).

‘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).
‘The setting of some heritage assets may have remained relatively unaltered over a long period and closely resemble the setting in which the asset was constructed or first used. The likelihood of this original setting surviving unchanged tends to decline with age and, where this is the case, it is likely to make an important contribution to the heritage asset’s significance’ (2.5).

Note is made of Planning Inspector’s comments at appeal:

(i) 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);

(ii) APP/T2350/E/07/2041941, 58 Moor Lane, Clitheroe (12 October 2007; Grade II listed building) “Internally, the proposed provision of an en-suite bathroom within the front first floor bedroom would be uncomfortably close to the existing fireplace and would distort the original shape of the room.  Insufficient measured detail has been submitted to reassure me that this could be satisfactorily achieved without a physical conflict with this attractive original fitting. The provision of drainage for the proposed first floor WCs between the floor joists is indicated, but no installation details have been provided to demonstrate that this is feasible, with sufficient falls, within the existing depth of joists. Furthermore, no reference has been made to the provision of a heating system, which would be necessary for modern living but the installation of which should be carefully planned” (paragraph 9);

(iii) APP/T2350/E/10/2135049, 35 King Street, Whalley (16 December 2010; Grade II listed building of double-pile plan) “the new stud partition in the rear ground floor room would be especially harmful because it would subdivide an original room, would create an incongruous dog-leg corridor, and would result in the creation of a narrow room without natural lighting’’ (paragraph 5);

(iv) APP/T2350/E/03/1123798, 2 The Square, Whalley (26 November 2003; Grade II listed building; attic conversion) “The Council raises no issue in relation to the internal works proposed to provide access and I have considered whether it would be possible to make a split decision, permitting these works, without the roof lights. However, I do not believe that to be a reasonable approach because there is insufficient detail on the scheme drawings to demonstrate how the existing ceiling joists would be adapted to provide a floor loading capacity or how what appears to be a new staircase would be supported. In this context it is not possible, in my view, to reach a conclusion that the works would not harm the special architectural or historic interest of the listed building’’ (paragraph 8);

(v) APP/T2350/A/12/2174422, Cherry Hall, Grindleton. Consideration of the Forest of Bowland AONB as an acknowledged heritage asset (paragraph 12; see also NPPF paragraph 115).

Submitted information

An heritage statement (originally submitted as part of 3/2011/0677 & 3/2011/0679) identifies:

(i) “nationally important and is a well preserved example of a small, late 18th century farmhouse whose elevations and plan form survive very little altered, together with a number of original external and internal features, including stone masonry (such as the surrounds to the front doorway and stairs window) and joinery (such as internal doors – the window frames all appear to have been replaced)” (2.1);

(ii)  “the first floor has four bedrooms (sic), the front two heated and the stairs continue to an attic floor, not underdrawn, but with a fully boarded floor and clearly originally intended for regular use, although the staircase is now sealed off on the first floor, with only a small access hatch for occasional use (3.2);

(iii) “ attached to the house’s east gable is a small, plainly built, single storey addition of early to mid 19th century date … it has walls of random sandstone rubble … there is a blocked doorway to the south elevation, a similar double-width opening in the east gable, now reduced to a narrower doorway, and to the rear, a third such doorway and a window with boldly tooled sandstone surround. The interior forms a single space open to the roof (borne on softwood purlins) and has no features of interest.  It seems to have been intended as a domestic rather than an agricultural building although its original function is not known” (3.3). This is “a relatively late and architecturally undistinguished part of the building”.

A design and access statement discusses proposals in the context of the now defunct PPS5 but identifies:

(i) ‘Allowed decisions’ - 29 Church Street, Ribchester and Eaves House Farmhouse, West Bradford. Recent site inspection has shown that roof lights (and vents) have not been implemented as shown on the approved plans (29 Church Street). The Eaves House Farmhouse application was granted listed building consent and did not go to appeal.

Conclusions

The buildings archaeologist opines that Higher Lickhurst Farm is a well-preserved example (elevations, plan form and features) of the building type (Evidential, Historic and Aesthetic Value in English Heritage ‘Constructive Conservation in Practice’). It has Historic Value in providing a narrative of the introduction of classicism and notions of status into the vernacular. The careful arrangement of openings below eaves level and plainness of the roof slopes (despite suggested precedent for use of the attic as living space) is pleasing (Aesthetic Value) and a typically Georgian device.
In my opinion, the proposals are unduly harmful to the character (including setting) and significance of the listed building because:

(a) the attic conversion results in (i) the loss of important historic fabric and significant disruption to plan form from the subdivision of the first floor room and insertion of stairs and (ii), the insertion of conspicuous, incongruous and visually intrusive roof lights into the existing prominent and unaltered roof slopes; 

(b) the ‘plainly built … architecturally undistinguished … early to mid C19’ extension is shown to receive French–doors of a competing multi-paned Georgian design.  The absence of a fireplace/chimney to this suggested primarily domestic space is noted.

The proposals would not appear to be sustainable development or result in public benefit (NPPF paragraph 134). I am also mindful of: Policy ENV20 that “the most important features of any listed building will be preserved”; Policy ENV19 that “visual harm to the setting of the (listed) building will be resisted” and of Policy DME4 that “development proposals on sites within the setting of listed buildings or buildings of significant heritage interest, which cause visual harm to the setting of the building, will be resisted. Any proposals involving the partial or full demolition of or loss of important historic fabric from listed buildings will be refused unless it can be demonstrated that this is unavoidable”.


	SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Harmful impact upon the character (including setting) and significance of the listed building  - - attic floor historic fabric, first floor room plan form and incongruous, conspicuous and visually intrusive roof lights and French-doors. Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.



	RECOMMENDATION: That listed building consent be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 














