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	Date Inspected:
	11/11/16 and 8/3/17
	

	Officer:
	AD
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	APPROVAL

	


	Development Description:
	Proposed two storey extension to rear to house toilet facilities at ground floor with a first floor room over.

	Site Address/Location:
	Roefield Leisure Centre Edisford Road Clitheroe BB7 3LA

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	No comments are made in the response from the Town Council.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways:
	

	No objections. Should have a negligible impact on highway safety and highway capacity in the immediate vicinity of the site.
RVBC Countryside Officer:

(15 November 2016) There are two trees within influencing distance of the proposed extension one of which a Walnut [genus Juglans] protected by the Roefield Tree Preservation Order. The root protection area is already compromised by previous development and therefore it is essential that an arb/tree constraints plan and method statement for tree protection is submitted.

(21 November 2016) The extension encroaches significantly into the Walnut trees RPA so will need to have look on site to establish what ground conditions currently exist and determine if it is feasible but an arb method statement may be required.

Reference to garden law - applies only if work is required for abatement of nuisance but any pruning work must not affect safe useful life expectancy of a tree. As far as aware in this instance, no such issues.

There are exemptions for consent for works to carry out development authorised by a grant of planning permission but it will need to demonstrate how the development can be carried out without affecting the tree.

Any damage to a protected tree resulting in its destruction as a result of none permitted work can be classed as wilful damage.
(22 November 2016) Whilst acknowledging the fact that the Walnut and adjacent conifer are outside the red edge and on neighbouring land, they are still within influencing distance of the proposed development and therefore a material consideration. The root protection areas of both trees have already been compromised by previous development of a flat roof extension as well as adjacent carpark area and any further excavations and resulting ground compaction may impact on both trees. It is important therefore that an arb impact assessment/tree constraints plan is submitted which should include a method statement on how the extension will be constructed and how the trees will be protected to BS5837 –Trees in Relation to Design, Demolition & Construction 2005 as amended 2012. RVBC should explore the best possible means of ensuring that what remains of the permeable grassed area within the RPA is protected in accordance with BS5837 as part of any planning permission that may be granted.  

(24 March 2017) Conditions suggested.



	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	No representations have been received in respect of the proposed development.

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy: 

Key Statement EN5 – Heritage Assets 

Key Statement EC2 - Development of retail, shops and community facilities and services
Policy DMG1 – General Considerations 

Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets 

Policy DMB3 – Recreation and tourism development
Policy DME1 – Protecting Trees & Woodland

Policy DME2 – Landscape & Townscape Protection

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990: 

Section 66 states “In considering whether to grant planning permission for development which 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”. 

‘Preservation’ in the duty at section 66 of the Act means “doing no harm to” (South Lakeland DC v. Secretary of State for the Environment [1992]).

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) 



	Relevant Planning History
No pre-application advice has been sought in respect to the proposals.

Leisure Centre:
3/2010/0455 & 0467 – Replacement ground floor entrance and reception area incorporating additional first floor studio space. PP & LBC granted 13 August 2010. The Georgian Group objected to the proposals: The proposed new foyer would be damaging to the setting of the restrained grade II listed stables at Roefield because of its scale, design and massing. Any new structure should be of discreet design which does not compete with the grade II listed structure. In particular, any new structure should not rise significantly above the eaves height of the listed building. 
3/2009/0890 – Enlarged windows to the aerobics room. Alternative design for the external balustrade to glass infills. Amendments to previous approval 3/2009/0213P. PP granted 18 December 2012.
3/2009/0223 – Demolition of outbuildings. Extension and refurbishment of existing sports and leisure facilities to include new reception, offices, toilets, creche, adventure area, meeting room, aerobics and changing facilities. Re-submission of consent 3/2008/0114P. LBC granted 27 May 2009.
3/2009/0213 – Demolition of outbuildings. Extension and refurbishment of existing sports and leisure facilities to include new reception, offices, toilets, creche, adventure area, meeting room, aerobics and changing facilities. Re-submission of consent 3/2008/0114P. PP granted 22 May 2009.
3/2008/0232 – Replacement of existing timber doors on south east elevation with semi-obscure glazed hardwood frame.  Minor modification to roof edge along north west elevation to form boundary gutter against proposed first floor extension south east facing external wall.  Form opening in rear wall for extension to fitness gym. LBC granted 18 June 2008.
3/2008/0114 – Extension to leisure facilities at first floor level. PP granted 18 June 2008.
3/1997/0578 – Convert existing barn area into a fitness studio. PP granted 12 December 1997.
3/1994/0567 & 0566 – Display of non-illuminated signs. LBC & AC granted 18 October 1994.
3/1990/0244/P – Extension to existing sports facility to increase and improve the existing facility. LBC granted 14 May 1990. 

3/1989/0960/P – Leisure centre extension. Planning permission (reserved matters) granted 8 March 1990. 

3/1987/0345/P – Erection of building to be used as storage unit, land rear of Roefield. Planning permission (outline) granted 9 July 1987. 

3/1985/0329/P – Change of use from sports hall to community hall, Roefield Barn. Planning permission granted 25 July 1985. 

3/1980/1234/P – Proposed erection of timber hut at the rear of Roefield Barn. Planning permission granted 9 December 1980. 

6/2/LA67 – Use of land for public playing fields and erection of buildings for ancillary purposes. Planning permission granted 16 November 1966.
Roefield House:

3/2012/0136 – Removal of cement based render to West gable of property and re-pointing of existing stonework. LBC granted 1 July 2013 . This follows the unauthorised cement rendering of the historic West gable.

3/2009/0204 & 0203 - Proposed extensions and alterations to listed building and its setting to provide improved accommodation (established Class C2 use) including proposed alterations and introduction of en-suites within existing rooms (LBC), proposed alterations to modern rear extensions to provide improved accommodation and improved disabled access, erection of new free standing accommodation block and improved parking and circulation areas. Amended details following previous approvals 3/2006/0912P; 3/2006/0913 and 3/2000/0824P. PP & LBC granted 13 May 2009. The development has been implemented – the incongruous render finish (ochre colour) to the free standing accommodation is unauthorised.

3/2008/0824 – Alterations and introduction of en suite within existing rooms, to provide bedroom accommodation, for residents of the care home. LBC granted 18 November 2008.
3/2006/0912 & 0913 – Extensions and alterations to adjoining bedroom annex to form additional bedrooms. LBC & PP granted 7 February 2007.
3/2006/0528 – Retention of a rough cast render to the west gable. LBC refused 31 July 2006.
3/2005/0755 – Erection of a 10 bed accommodation block. Reserved matters application granted 27 October 2005.
3/2005/0013 – Erection of a 10 bed accommodation block. Outline planning permission granted 4 March 2005.


	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

Roefield is prominently sited on an escarpment above the River Ribble and Edisford Bridge (Scheduled Monument). Tree Preservation Order No. 2 (1972) protects an area and tree groups on the site. 

Roefield, its former stables and Roefield Leisure Centre are within the open countryside (see Policy ENV3 of the now superseded Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan).
Roefield is a Grade II listed (19 May 1950) house of the 18th century with 19th century alterations.  Roefield and its Grade II listed (30 September 1976) stables (now part of Roefield Leisure Centre) ‘form a group’ (list descriptions).  The historic walled garden to Roefield is immediately to the east and is now the site of the detached residential Roefield Reach.  The former agricultural buildings to Roefield Farm (now leisure centre changing rooms) also form part of the distinct assemblage of historic buildings prominently sited adjacent to Edisford Road. 

Roefield has been substantially extended to the rear (large two storey rendered structures) in modern times with the formation of a part enclosed yard.

The former stables are of coarsed stone with rusticated quoins and modillion cornice; there is a centre rusticated carriage entry (list description). The stables now front Roefield Leisure Centre. 



	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

Planning permission is sought for a two storey extension at the boundary of the modern leisure centre and Thistle Manor. The site immediately adjoins (and will attach to) a large, utilitarian and metal clad sports hall and a flat-roofed breeze block extension, both to the rear of the listed barn and visible from the listed house. Immediately to the north is the recent and utilitarian 10-bed accommodation block to Thistle Manor care home.

The submitted Design and Access Statement (no heritage statement submitted) states:

that the leisure centre “are short of toilet facilities and require a room that can house the junior members that they are trying to encourage” (1.1);

“no trees will be affected by the development” (6.1);

the development will “be visible from the Roefield Specialist Care Centre, hence the design should reflect the elevations of the centre as opposed to the leisure centre” (1.2).

The originally submitted plans show a hipped roof of “blue grey slate”. However, revised plans were received 23 September 2016 showing a flat roof and the removal of quoins.

The case officer was given the file in November 2016 and advised the agent (24 November 2016) following the agreement of extensions of time to pursue a positive outcome:

“Thank you for the recently submitted tree information. Following consideration by the Borough Council’s Countryside Officer and mindful that the TPO’d Walnut tree is outside of the site boundary, I would be grateful for the submission of an arboricultural impact assessment/tree constraints plan including a method statement on how the extension will be constructed and how the trees will be protected to BS5837 –Trees in Relation to Design, Demolition & Construction 2005 as amended 2012.

Please also note that I have concerns as to the details and materials  of the proposed (hipped roof) development related to the important visual and historic relationship between the Grade II listed buildings (as expressed in both list descriptions as “Roefield and Former Stables to Roefield form a group”). Would construction in stone with robust detailing (particularly to the largely blank gable wall), use of vertically emphasised timber framed windows and use of metal rainwater goods be more sympathetic/appropriate to the setting of the nationally important historic buildings?”

Revised plans were received 16 February 2017 and comments (following further site visit) were made 9 March 2017:
“I do not consider the latest proposal to improve on the original plans in respect to roof form, pitch and material (although hip leaning into a utilitarian metal cladded structure, the original proposal does echo the listed barn and its relationship to Roefield House, also Grade II listed). I am also concerned that introducing another material  (timber cladding) to the complex of buildings will further detract from the important visual and historic functional relationship between the listed buildings which is crucial to their settings. Whilst stone is to be preferred, you may wish to consider whether a traditional render accompanied by robust stone detailing (i.e. not that used on adjacent modern structures) could be appropriate.

The proposed use of timber window frames is welcomed. However, if the historic barn is to be echoed I would suggest further consideration to the number, dimension and arrangement (the latter is formalised on the latest proposals) of openings”.

Following more recent exchanges of opinion, the agent advised 16 March 2017:

“We have reverted back to block and render with quions to the corners, have now added jambs as per our discussions.  I have no further instructions to change further due to costs and that the extension will not go ahead if further costs are imposed.
 

It is not a threat, but that Sports England have limited the money and the start date and we are at the end”.
The agent was advised 22 March 2017:

“I would be grateful for your confirmation as to the essential need for the proposed facilities. Harm to the setting of listed buildings can be considered in respect to the public benefit of proposed works (NPPG paragraph 134).  In my opinion and on the understanding that facilities are essential, a metal roof will be acceptable provided other features of the scheme are undertaken to a reasonable standard (ie traditional render, stone details, metal rwgs). In respect to the latest plans, I would suggest a further slight increase to the pitch of the roof and the deletion of the right hand window to prevent the proposal having a ‘squashed’ appearance”.

The agent responded 22 March 2017:

“Roefield Leisure Centre, applied to Sports England for a grant to Facilitate a Junior Gym and to provide more toilet facilities needed to run the Centre acceptably. The need to give Children access to sport was considered and found to be wanting in Clitheroe, the grant application was successful and monies were put into place. Sports England say they are required, the formost sports authority in England. I have removed the second window and have increase the roof angle by a further two degrees to 27 degrees”.
There has been considerable harm to the setting of the listed buildings (which form a group) in modern times and I am mindful that the emphasis in Government policy and guidance and the legislation is on the avoidance of any further harm. 
In application consideration, NPPF paragraph 131 requires account to be taken of the sustaining and enhancing of significance and the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness. NPPG ‘Conserving and enhancing the historic environment’ paragraph 12 states:

“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. They may also need to consider the fact that developments which materially detract from the asset’s significance may also damage its economic viability now, or in the future, thereby threatening its ongoing conservation”.
 “Any harm is to be given ‘great weight’ whether it is serious, substantial, moderate, minor or less than substantial. Whatever adjective you choose to describe it and however the harm is caused – directly or through an impact on the setting – every decision should acknowledge the general priority afforded to heritage conservation in comparison to other planning objectives or public benefits” (Governance and Legal Director of Historic England, Conservation Bulletin, Issue 73: Winter 2014).
The application submission is poor and particularly lacking in respect of consideration to the TPO’d tree and the significance of the designated heritage assets (NPPF paragraph 128). NPPG ‘Conserving and enhancing the historic environment’ paragraph 12 is particularly relevant in respect to setting issues:

“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  … our understanding of the historic relationship between places … The contribution that setting makes to the significance of the heritage asset does not depend on there being public rights or an ability to access or experience that setting. This will vary over time and according to circumstance”.
‘Making changes to heritage assets’ (Historic England, 2016) is relevant to a proposed extension:

“It would not normally be good practice for new work to dominate the original asset or its setting in either scale, material or as a result of its siting. Assessment of an asset’s significance and its relationship to its setting will usually suggest the forms of extension that might be appropriate”.

Policy DMB3 (Recreation and Tourism Development) of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy states:

“3.  The development should not undermine the character, quality or visual amenities of

the plan area by virtue of its scale, siting, materials or design”.

The above timeline of application consideration identifies the case officer’s agreement that the development has public benefit (NPPF paragraph 134). The agent preferred negotiation and discussion to refusal. 

RVBC Countryside Officers have established that under strict control development can take place without harm to the TPO’d Walnut tree (a tree species rare in the Ribble Valley and a tree which is not only important to the streetscene but is also essential to the achievement of a successful development). 
In my opinion the development is harmful because of materials and design  - the suggested conditions (including reference to improvements obtained by negotiation - vertically emphasised and timber windows; use of a traditional render) are the minimum necessary to ensure compliance with the duty to give special regard to the avoidance of harm to the setting of the highly inter-visible listed buildings. I am mindful of NPPF paragraph 203 that:

“Local planning authorities should consider whether otherwise unacceptable development could be made acceptable through the use of conditions”.

The applicant’s proposed use of metamorphic slate has been lost over the course of application consideration because of recalculations post-application submission - however, in my understanding a slate roof could be laid to a low pitch roof of 30-35 degrees should monies become available in the future (the latest drawing, 22 March 2017, still shows an incongruous shallow roof at 27 degrees). Whilst the hipped roof design (echoing that of the listed barn and elements of Roefield House roofscape) has been lost, I believe that the double-pitch roof now proposed is more appropriate (a hipped roof into an incongruous metal shed appears contrived).

	

	Impact Upon Residential Amenity:

Roefield Reach has now been incorporated within Thistle Manor. In my opinion and following assessment from the grounds of Thistle Manor, the proposal does not have a significant impact (overshadowing, overlooking or overbearing) upon the amenities of adjoining residents. 

	

	Landscape/Ecology:

I am satisfied that conditions can provide the necessary oversight of works within the already damaged RPA of the TPO’d Walnut tree.

	Other Matters:

Mindful of LCC Highways comment I consider the development to be acceptable in respect to highway safety and highway capacity in the immediate vicinity of the site.



	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

Mindful of NPPG (“In general terms, substantial harm is a high test, so it may not arise in many cases”) I consider the impact to the settings of Roefield (Grade II) and Roefield Barn (Grade II) to be less than substantial harm. Some improvements have been obtained by negotiation. Mindful of NPPF paragraph 203, further minor but necessary improvements can be obtained by condition. 
In respect to NPPF paragraph 134, I am mindful of the important ‘public benefits’ of the development. The agent confirms (22 March 2017) that the Junior Gym and more toilet facilities are “needed to run the Centre acceptably. The need to give Children access to sport was considered and found to be wanting in Clitheroe, the grant application was successful and monies were put into place. Sports England say they are required, the formost sports authority in England”. In my opinion, improvements by negotiation, the attached conditions and Sports England requirement of the facilities now outweighs the harm to the designated heritage assets.
Therefore, in giving considerable importance and weight to the duty at section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, in giving ‘great weight’ to the conservation of the designated heritage assets (NPPF paragraph 132) and in consideration to Key Statements EN5 and EC2 and Policies DME4, DMG1, DMB3, DME1 and DME2 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy, I would recommend that planning permission be granted.


	RECOMMENDATION:
	That planning permission be granted conditionally.


