
DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL
	Ref: AB
	

	Application No: 
	3/2015/0198

	Site:
	3 Grove Square, Malt Kiln Brow, Chipping, PR3 2GP

	Development Proposed:
	Side extension at second floor level to form en-suite to bedroom 2.

	Target:
	23rd April 2015

	CONSULTATIONS: Town/Parish Council

	Parish Council: 

	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	RVBC Conservation: Grove Square is important and intrinsic to the significance of Kirk Mill Conservation Area and the settings of Kirk Mill (Grade II) and Kirk House (Grade II). Harmful conversion work to Grove Square was the catalyst for the interest in Kirk Mill eventually leading to its listing and conservation area designation. Neighbouring buildings are subject to Article 4 directions. Despite conversion, Grove Square still makes a positive contribution to the above designated heritage assets (NPPF Paragraph 138). The proposal does not appear to have considered the character, appearance or significance of the building, the conservation area or the historic relationships and spatial associations in this unique hamlet of C18 industrial buildings. The creation of a third storey suggests a weaving attic (similar to those at Church Street, Ribchester) which never existed – it is confusing and is a dominant addition.

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations have been received

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy
Policy EN5 – Heritage Assets

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations

Policy DME2 – Landscape and Townscape Protection

Policy DME3 – Site and Species Protection and Conservation
Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets

Policy DMH5 – Residential and Curtilage Extensions

National Planning Policy Framework

Section 7 – Requiring good design

Section 11 - Conserving and enhancing the natural environment
Section 12 – Conserving and enhancing the historic environment

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

	This application is for the erection of a side extension at second floor level to form an en-suite at 3 Grove Square, Malt Kiln Brow, Chipping. The building is faced with natural random rubble and course stone, welsh blue slate and timber painted windows. The property lies in the hamlet of Kirk Mill, Chipping within a designated Conservation Area and within the Forest of Bowland AONB. In determining the application it is important to consider the design of the proposals, its impact upon the character, setting and visual amenities of the Conservation Area, its impact on the setting of a listed building and its effect on the amenities of neighbours.
The proposed second floor extension would be located on the east side of the existing building. It would be built up from the walls of the existing two storey element of the property and would increase the height of this part of the building by around 1.5m. The proposed development would have an asymmetrical roof design and would be set down from the main roof by 0.4m. It would be faced with materials used in the construction of the main building so as to blend in with surrounding built form. It should be noted that no attempt has been made in providing a description of the significance of the building, its contribution to the Conservation Area, nor an explanation of the design concept as required by paragraph 128 of the NPPF.
The application property is considered to be a non-designated Heritage Asset due to the local character and age of the building and it is considered to be of historical interest. Grove Row is a solid terrace of five three-storeyed houses which began life in 1823 as the workhouse. On the other side of Grove Square is Grove Cottage, a former mill manager’s home subject of an Article 4 Direction removing permitted development rights which came into force in 2011. Kirk Mill Conservation Area was designated in 2010 in order to provide protection to the historic industrial hamlet associated with Kirk Mill. The historic functional relationship between Kirk Mill (Grade II Listed) and its small ensemble of service buildings is visually evident, harmonious and a key feature of Kirk Mill Conservation Area. Kirk Mill was built in 1785 and is one of the oldest surviving cotton spinning mills in the north-west
The proposed extension would be a prominent addition visible from Grove Square and Malt Kiln Brow. Policy DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy requires extensions to be in keeping with the existing house and the surrounding buildings in terms of scale, size, design and facing materials. Any extension should be well proportioned and sit comfortably with the original building. Given the design and historical significance of the application building, it is considered that the extension would not harmonise with the general form and shape of the existing property, particularly its roofscape. The asymmetrical roof form would not be in keeping with the appearance of the building, would be an unsympathetic and incongruous addition and would further erode the character of the building.
With regards to visual impact Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 imposes the general duty on LPAs for ‘special attention to be paid…..to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a conservation area’. Policy DME4 of the Adopted Core Strategy states that ‘proposals within, or affecting views into and out of, or affecting the setting of a conservation area will be required to conserve and where appropriate enhance its character and appearance and those elements which contribute towards its significance. This should include considerations as to whether it conserves and enhances the special architectural and historic character of the area as set out in the relevant conservation area appraisal. Development which makes a positive contribution and conserves and enhances the character, appearance and significance of the area in terms of its location, scale, size, design and materials and existing buildings, structures, trees and open spaces will be supported’. Paragraph 132 of the NPPF notes that ‘when considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation.’ Furthermore, NPPG notes that when assessing any application for development which may affect the setting of a heritage asset, local planning authorities may need to consider the implications of cumulative change. Despite conversion, Grove Square still makes a positive contribution to the Kirk Mill Conservation Area. However, the creation of a third storey suggests a weaving attic which never existed which would create a false sense of history and, given the close historic functional relationship between Kirk Mill and the surrounding buildings which is one of the key features of Kirk Mill Conservation Area, I consider that this would harm the significance of the Conservation Area. Paragraph 134 of the NPPF states that ‘where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, including securing its optimum viable use’. The proposed extension would not provide any public benefits and would neither preserve nor enhance the character or appearance of a conservation area. 
Section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, the ‘General duty as respects listed buildings in exercise of planning functions’, 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 proposal would likely be read in conjunction with the adjacent Grade II Listed Kirk Mill due to their historic relationship. National Planning Policy Guidance states that ‘the extent and importance of setting is often expressed by reference to visual considerations. Although views of or from an asset will play an important part, the way in which we experience an asset in its setting is also influenced by other environmental factors such as noise, dust and vibration from other land uses in the vicinity, and by our understanding of the historic relationship between places. For example, buildings that are in close proximity but are not visible from each other may have a historic or aesthetic connection that amplifies the experience of the significance of each’. In relation to the current application, it is considered that the proposed extension would harm the historic relationship of Grove Row with Kirk Mill and would therefore be of detriment to the setting of the Grade II Listed Building.
The proposals would not result in any harm to the residential amenities of neighbouring occupiers nor would it have a detrimental impact on highway safety. However, insufficient information has been submitted in respect of protected species, namely bats. Bats are a European Protected Species (EPS), and as such are given full protection (against injury or harm) under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). Bat roosts are also protected by law, and the destruction of a roost is an offence under the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended). I am unable to determine the application unless due consideration has been afforded to protected species.
Taking account of the above, it is considered that the proposed development would harm the historic relationship with Kirk Mill and would therefore be of detriment to the setting of the Grade II Listed Building. Furthermore, the proposals, by virtue of its scale, design and massing would result in an incongruous development that would be unsympathetic to the historic form and shape of the building and would be injurious to the character, setting and visual amenities of the Conservation Area. Moreover, insufficient evidence has been submitted to assess the impact of the proposed development on protected species. Accordingly, it is recommended that the application is refused.

	SUMMARY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

Contrary to Policies EN5, DMG1, DME2, DME3, DME4 and DMH5 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.


Ribble Valley Borough Council  











DATE INSPECTED: 20/03/2015











Note: This report needs to be read in conjunction with the Decision Notice.








