
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2013/0244 (LBC) 

	Development Proposed:
	Repairs and refurbishment of existing dwelling at Bell Sykes Farm, Catlow Road, Slaidburn

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No comments received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Historic amenity societies – consulted, no representations received.



	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 REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The proposals would be unduly harmful to the character (including fabric and setting) and significance of the listed building because of the unjustified removal and alteration of important historic fabric. This is contrary to Policies ENV20 and ENV19 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan, Policy DME4 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy Regulation 22 Submission Draft and the National Planning Policy Framework paragraphs 126 and 131 (desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets).



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

	Bell Sykes is a Grade II listed (16 November 1954) farmhouse of the late C18. The list description identifies a plaque displaying ‘I & E 1787’ and a double-pile central-entry plan with end stacks. 

The steading is isolated but prominent in respect of the public right of way network. The site is within the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Pre-application advice was not sought in respect of the proposals. There is no planning history for the site.

Legislation, Policy and Guidance

Section 16(2) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 requires 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.

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

The NPPF is particularly relevant at paragraph 6, 7, 8, 9, 14, 17, 60, 115, 126 – 141, 188-192, 196-197 and 215-216.

The HEPPG is particularly relevant at paragraph 142–143, 149-153, 179 and 187.

The Ribble Valley Regulation 22 Submission Draft Core Strategy is particularly relevant at Policy DME4.

‘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”.

Submitted information

The Heritage Statement is descriptive with minimal discussion of the significance of the listed building or its features. It identifies:

(i) 
the footprint of the farmstead has remained unchanged – 1847, 1890 and 1955 OS (5.2);

(ii) 
plan form little changed (5.3);

(iii) 
stone slate to the lower section of the north west roof slope suggests the north west and south west roof slopes were originally stone slate (5.6).

The application is schematic:

(i) 
a structural assessment has not been submitted in support of the demolition and rebuilding (off new foundation) of the kitchen annex. This structure obviously requires structural works (large crack to NW elevation and not tied into NW elevation of main build – however, does it require demolition in entirety? Are there any implications for the rest of the building of modern foundations? What is the significance of this structure (the tenant advises it was the source of all water other than drinking water);

(ii) 
a joiner’s report has not been submitted. Therefore, no opportunity to consider the appropriateness of replacement or repair methods in respect to windows, doors, barge boarding etc (see HEPPG paragraph 152 and 179). All windows are proposed for replacement with double-glazed windows (see HEPPG paragraph 152). However, a number of 2/2 vertical sliding sashes appear to require refurbishment only; the two columns of windows to the rear (NE) elevation is unusual – although some of these are fixed lights they contain historic glass and are important (no discussion of significance submitted; see HEPPG paragraph 152 and 179). Will all new timber sections/moulding details match existing within double-glazed units? HEPPG paragraph 149 states that ‘original materials normally only need to be replaced when they have failed in their structural purpose’ – does this apply to the shaped purlin ends (or is it cosmetic and unnecessary)?

(iii) 
Specification 8 suggests ‘breathability’/water ingress issues but no diagnosis or prognosis is submitted. The tenant advises that the main concern is the roof. The proposals for the window surrounds are difficult to understand/visualise;

(iv)     some renewal of plasterwork will be necessary. However, specifications 19 and 20 are generic – can the sunken section of plaster in the utility be reattached to the joists? Whilst plasterwork in the utility is discoloured does it all have to be removed?

(v) 
whole walls are proposed to be repointed. However, very little repointing appears necessary (HEPPG paragraph 150 states that ‘repointing of historic mortar will normally leave the significance of the asset unaffected’);

(vi) 
no details of extent of roof structure repairs/replacement;

(vii) 
the remaining section of original stone slating (3/4 of the NE elevation) is to be removed – why is this feature intrinsic to significance to be lost?;

(viii) 
central heating proposed – see Planning Inspector’s comments on 58 Moor Lane, Clitheroe (Grade II house; early-mid C19) ‘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’.

Conclusions

NPPF paragraph 128 requires applicants to describe the significance of heritage assets affected by works. The level of detail should be proportionate to the asset’s importance and sufficient to understand the potential impact of proposals on the significance. Section 10 (2) (b) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 requires applicants to submit ‘plans and drawings as are necessary to describe the works which are the subject of the application’.

In my opinion, insufficient information has been submitted to understand the extent of works or their impact on the significance of the listed building. Ensuring that works affecting finite historic fabric are undertaken in accordance with minimum intervention principles is an important part of listed building preservation and conservation [see 16(2) of P(LBs & CAs) Act 1990 ‘special regard shall be had to the desirability’, NPPF 132 ‘great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation’. The recent East Northamptonshire case established that ‘desirability’ is not an option, but a sought-after objective. The definition of ‘conservation’ at NPPF Annex 2 concerns the sustaining of significance (this is also emphasised at NPPF paragraph 126 and 131).

Policy ENV20 states ‘Proposals involving the demolition or partial demolition of listed buildings will be refused unless the demolition is unavoidable (factors in assessment are listed) … 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’.

The Core Strategy Regulation 22 Submission Draft Policy DME4 states ‘proposals involving the demolition or loss of important historic fabric from listed buildings will be refused unless it can be demonstrated that this is unavoidable’.

In consideration of NPPF paragraph 134 I consider that some elements of the proposals are acceptable and of public benefit. However, these elements do not outweigh my overall concern. 



	RECOMMENDATION: That listed building consent be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 
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