
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2013/0578/P (LBC) & 3/2013/0579/P (PA)

	Development Proposed:
	New porch to front elevation at Wolfen Hall, Chipping

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No comments or observations received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	No observations received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

Policy ENV20 - Proposals Involving Partial Demolition/Alteration of Listed Buildings.

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings (Setting).

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

Policy ENV1 - Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”

Ribble Valley Core Strategy Regulation 22 Submission Draft

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations.

Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets. 

NPPF.

HEPPG.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Harmful impact upon the character and significance of the listed building because of the  incongruity and dominance in front elevation, the prominence given to a secondary element of the facade and the obscuring of important historic features. RVDLP Policies ENV19, G1 and H10, NPPF paragraph 131 and 132, SPG 'Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings' and RVCSReg.22SD Policies DME4 and DMG1.


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

	Wolfen Hall is a Grade II listed (22 November 1983) house, possibly 16th century, altered 1867-1868.  The list description suggests the core of the building to be the two bay two storey element with early and very interesting fabric. There is a later parallel range to the rear and a 19th century extension to the right.  Further to the right, and maintaining the vernacular linearity of the farmstead (see pages 45 and 47 of English Heritage’s ‘Historic Farmsteads, Preliminary Character Statement: North West Region’, 2006), is a collection of traditional stone farm buildings (including the ‘Keepers Cottage’ conversion).  The 1845 Ordnance Survey Map shows that there have been changes to the building footprint but the overall historic farmstead plan and layout has been retained.  There is strong intervisibility between buildings on this site.  

Whilst the farmstead is isolated within the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty it is prominent in public views (particularly from Parlick and Wolf Fell which overshadow the site; public rights of way include the footpaths which pass immediately to the south of the Hall and steading). 

Relevant planning history

No pre-application advice was sought in respect of the proposals.

3/1999/0188 – EXTENSIONS AND ALTERATIONS. PP granted 10 June 1999.

3/1999/0189 – EXTENSIONS AND ALTERATIONS. LBC granted 10 June 1999.

3/1999/ 0832 – EXTENSIONS AND ALTERATIONS. PP granted 13 January 2000.

3/1999/0833 – EXTENSIONS AND ALTERATIONS. LBC granted 13 January 2000.

3/1995/0487 - TAKE DOWN GABLE WALL AND REBUILD AS EXISTING INCLUDING REBUILDING CHIMNEY AND INCORPORATE 3 No. NEW WINDOWS. LBC granted 11 September 1995.

An extensive site history relates to the farm stead outbuildings.

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.

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.

Mrs Justice Lang’s recent judgement in East Northamptonshire has confirmed that ‘desirability’ means ‘sought-after objective’ and that ‘in order to give effect to the statutory duty under section 66(1), a decision-maker should accord considerable importance and weight to ‘the desirability of preserving … the setting’ of listed buildings when weighing this factor in the balance with other ‘material considerations’ which have not been given this special statutory status’. 

The Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan (June 1998) is particularly relevant at Policies ENV20, ENV19, G1, H10 and ENV3.

The NPPF is particularly relevant at paragraph 6, 7, 8, 14, 17, 56 - 57, 60 - 61, 64, 126, 128 - 135, 137, 187- 190, 196-197 and 215- 216.

The HEPPG is particularly relevant at paragraph 80, 82, 113 – 121, 142-143, 152, 158 – 161, 178 – 189 and 192.
The Ribble Valley Core Strategy Regulation 22 Submission Draft is particularly relevant at Policies DME4 and DMG1.

English Heritage state that whilst ‘The Setting of Heritage Assets’ (English Heritage, October 2011) contains references that are now out of date, it still contains useful advice and case studies. It is stated that:

 ‘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).

‘where a development in the setting of a heritage asset is designed to be distinctive or dominant and, as a result, it causes harm to the asset’s significance, there will need to be justification for that harm’ (Setting and Urban Design).
‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings: Ribble Valley Borough Council supplementary planning guidance’ (adopted September 2000) states:

‘Any extension should reflect the character of the original house and the wider locality’ (5.2). An accompanying illustration suggests that this policy applies to window details;

‘As a general rule any extension should not dominate the original house. This is particularly important in relation to buildings of historic or architectural importance’ (5.2);

‘Size – the size of an extension is an important consideration. Over-large extensions can dominate the original dwelling, they are also more likely to harm the amenities of neighbours’ (5.2)  

‘In Conservation Areas and open countryside size controls will be more strictly applied. Extensions which lead to properties becoming significantly more prominent will not be allowed. Part of the character of these areas is the stock of relatively small cottages … it should be noted that even small extensions can be prominent if they are not carefully sited and designed … the cumulative impact of a number of smaller extensions can be as damaging as single over intensive proposals. Therefore all applications will be assessed with regard to the original dwelling’’ (5.2);

‘Windows and doors - The type of windows and doors used, and their positioning are an important part of any development. It is often best to follow the style of the original house’ (5.2).

‘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

A Heritage Statement and Design and Access Statement has been submitted:

(i) this includes a painting from 1841 showing a porch in a similar location to that now proposed.

Conclusions

It is evident from the planning history that this listed building has lost some of its significance as a result of modern (including unauthorised) works. It is also evident from the list description and the 1841 Weld painting (submitted heritage statement) that the front elevation was significantly remodelled and partly re-built between the mid-C19 and listing date - the front elevation now has a formal and symmetric character.

In my opinion and mindful of HEPPG paragraph 178 and 180, the proposed porch would be a 

dominant intrusion to the building range which is largely defined by the formality and 

simplicity of openings. Its attachment to a relatively recent addition (late C19 extension) 

confuses the building heirachy. It is also off-set to the window above and is located at the join 

of the late C19 and earlier builds – presumably a reference to the 1841 Weld painting and a 

previous façade appearance which was deliberately superseded before listing date. In my 

opinion and mindful of restoration considerations at HEPPG paragraphs 158-162 and 

‘Conservation Principles, Policies and Guidance for the Sustainable Management of the 

Historic Environment’ paragraphs 126-137, the proposed work is unacceptable.

The elevation plans to 3/1999/0188 suggest the door surround to the late C19 extension to 

be a historic feature (3/1999/0188 also shows that two of the three adjoining windows are 

modern). In my opinion and mindful of HEPPG paragraph 187, the obscuring of this important 

historic feature is unacceptable. 

In my opinion, the proposal will not result in any public benefits (NPPF paragraph 134).  



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


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














