RECOMMENDATION FOR PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE

REFUSAL
DATE:
 

8 MARCH 2018



REF:


RM
CHECKED BY: 
APPLICATION REF: 3/2018/0024
GRID REF: SD  375771     434981 
DEVELOPMENT DESCRIPTION:
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CONSULTEE RESPONSES/ REPRESENTATIONS MADE:

PARISH COUNCIL:
Read Parish Council:

Councillors support this application which brings back into use redundant farm buildings in a sympathetic design that has minimal impact on the visual amenity of the open countryside.
ENVIRONMENT DIRECTORATE (COUNTY SURVEYOR):

The proposed development would be served from a private road and offers sufficient areas for parking and turning within the site. The proposal therefore raises no highway concern and no objection is raised. 

HISTORIC ENGLAND:

Do not wish to offer any comments and suggest advice is sought from the Council’s specialist conservation and archaeological advisers.  
LANCASHIRE ARCHAEOLOGICAL ADVISORY SERVICE:

The proposed development mainly impacts buildings which were erected between 1848 and 1893 although the 'enclosed paddock' to the south of the buildings was extant in 1848, perhaps forming an orchard at that time. They were no doubt built and operated by the Read Hall estate.

The Listed Grade II* Hall of 1818-25 is some 130m to the south and a Grade II estate icehouse (post-1848) is located immediately outside the east wall of the 'walled paddock' on the south side of the application site.

LAAS consider that overall the impact level of the proposed works on the extant structures could be considered to be moderate to high, rather than minor as implied in the HIA. The significance of this impact, however, is offset by the late date and relatively low importance of the structures, as well as the extant screening of the site. It would probably be assessed as 'minor negative' if Environmental Assessment methodologies were used. 
In view of the above, LAAS do not object to the proposals as set out and if on balance the Council decides to grant permission to the application, would recommend that some minor recording work be undertaken as a condition of any consent. 

LOCAL LEAD FLOOD AUTHORITY: 

Consultation not required and therefore no comments provided.

ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:

No representations have been received.
1.
Site Description and Surrounding Area
1.1 The application relates to two detached former agricultural buildings within the extensive estate grounds of Read Hall, Read. Read Hall is a Grade II* Listed Building located approximately 150m from the two buildings to which this application relates. Approximately 50m to the south east of the application buildings is a Grade II Listed Icehouse associated with Read Hall. The main access to Read Hall is off Whalley Road (A671) however there is another access via a private road from Hammond Drive and it is this private road which provides access to the application site.

1.2 The buildings to which this application relates are a former piggery and storage building. Both buildings are single storey stand-alone detached properties positioned perpendicular to each other with a separation gap of approximately 1m. Both buildings incorporate solid stone external walls with a slate roof, with the piggery having a pitched roof and the store building a mono-pitch roof. In terms of footprint the buildings are relatively similar in size, each measuring under 40sqm and resulting in a combined floorspace/footprint of 75sqm. 

1.3 Directly to the south of the pitched roof piggery building is a courtyard area which is almost fully enclosed by an attractive 3m high stone wall, although there is a significant gap in the south facing elevation of this wall which provides views and access to the piggery and this courtyard area from the south. There is clear evidence that this courtyard area to the south of the buildings was paved and there are the remains of a small section of wall which once split this courtyard area into two. To the south of the courtyard area is a walled paddock and the southern section of the courtyard wall is the northern section of this paddocked area. This walled paddock is almost fully enclosed, with the exception of the section in the northern part which provides access to the piggery and a gate in the north east corner.  

1.4 As mentioned above the buildings are within the extensive grounds of Read Hall, however the buildings are now in separate ownership from Read Hall. As Read Hall is a Grade II* Listed Building there is a case for the application buildings being listed as a result of being within the curtilage of a listed building. The issue of whether the buildings are listed by curtilage is complex and there is no simply way of assessing this, meaning that it often comes down to the judgement of interested parties. This issue is discussed in detail in the “Assessment” section of this report but at the very least the buildings are considered to be non-designated heritage assets. 
1.5 In terms of the site itself, the buildings are located outside the settlement boundary of Read and therefore are defined as open countryside. The buildings are sited 50m north of the private road running through Read Hall and the land slopes up from south to north meaning that the buildings re set considerably above road level. Either side of the buildings (east and west) is a small private woodland area and to the south is the above mentioned walled paddock.
1.6 Beyond the immediate surrounding of the paddock and woodland the site is surrounded by open gardens associated with Read Hall known as Read Park. This surrounding land is defined as Ancient and Post Medieval Ornamental land in the Lancashore Historic Landscape Type and a recent Heritage Assessment of Read Hall identifies that its “parkland setting remains as legible today as when the mansion was first built” and “significance is further enhanced by its setting within its historic parkland, and the relationship it shares with ancillary buildings, particularly the farm buildings and lodge”. It should also be noted that Read Hall and Park is identified as having “Regional/County” significance in a 2013 document entitled ‘A Local Lost of Lancashire’s Unregistered Historic Designed Landscapes’. 
2.
Proposed Development for which consent is sought
2.1
The application seeks to convert two outbuildings (piggery and store) into one dwelling. The proposal would include significant extensions to the footprint of the existing buildings and as per the submitted structural report would require some rebuilding and remedial works to the existing buildings so as to ensure they are suitable for residential use. 

2.2
In terms of extensions the application proposed to infill the walled courtyard area with a flat roof directly to the south of the existing piggery. This area measures 11.1m wide by 8m wide and the south facing elevation, facing into the walled paddock would contain six large full length sliding panel doors. This extension would be used as an open plan kitchen, dining and living area. The submitted application suggests that this is not an extension as the walled courtyard forms part of the piggery building, however the LPA wholly disagree with this and consider the infill of this external area to create internal living accommodation for the proposed dwelling to be an extension. The existing piggery building would be converted to provide a bathroom study, utility room and form part of the entrance.  

2.3
To the east of the piggery building and to the south of the storage building the application also proposes a large extension which would connect these two currently separate buildings. This extension would measure 11.1m in length by 4.4m wide and have a flat roof design measuring 2.7m to highest point. This extension would provide a large master bedroom with a dressing room and an additional bedroom. 

2.4
To the north of the piggery building and to the west of the storage building the application proposes another extension that would link the buildings. This glazed and flat roof extension would measure 3.6m x 1.8m and would be used as the entrance/porch. 

2.5
The existing storage building would be converted to provide a bedroom (en-suite) and a store room. Overall the proposed application proposes to convert these two modest sized buildings, currently measure 75sqm into a three-bedroom dwelling measuring 222sqm.    
      
2.6
In addition to the new openings to be provided as part of the proposed extensions, the application proposes one new door opening in the west facing elevation and the installation of three new roof lights in the north facing roof slope of the piggery building.  
2.7
Vehicular access would be provided via an existing field gate off the private road and a new hard surfaced driveway would be installed leading up from this access to the proposed dwelling, located approximately 50m from the private road. A car parking/forecourt area would be provided to the west of the buildings and the application includes a modest external garden area for the proposed occupants of the dwelling.    
3.
Relevant Planning History
3.1
There have been various planning applications at Read Hall and its associated buildings, however there have been no planning applications submitted in relation to the two buildings subject of this proposal. 
4.
Relevant Policies

Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Key Statement DS1 – Development Strategy

           
Key Statement DS2 – Sustainable Development


Key Statement EN2 – Landscape
Key Statement EN5 – Heritage Assets 

Key Statement DMI2 – Transport Considerations
Policy DMG1 – General Considerations


Policy DMG2 – Strategic Considerations


Policy DMG3 – Transport and Mobility


Policy DME1 – Protecting Trees and Woodlands

Policy DME2 – Landscape and Townscape Protection
Policy DME3 – Site and Species Protection and Conservation

Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets 

Policy DMH3 – Dwellings in the Open Countryside & the AONB

Policy DMH4 – The Conversion of Barns and Other Buildings to Dwellings
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 

           
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG)

5.
Assessment of Proposed Development
5.1
Principle of Development:
5.1.1
The proposed development site falls outside of the Council’s defined settlement boundaries and therefore is designated as open countryside within the adopted Core Strategy. Policy DMG2 (Strategic Considerations) requires that development within the Tier 2 Settlements must meet at least one of the following considerations:

1. The development should be essential to the local economy to social wellbeing of the area

2. The development is needed for the purposes of forestry or agriculture

3. The development is for local needs housing which meets an identified need and is secured as such

4. The development is for small scale tourism or recreational development appropriate to a rural area

5. The development is for small-scale uses appropriate to a rural area where a local need or benefit can be demonstrated

6. The development is compatible with the enterprise zone designation. 

5.1.2
This is reiterated within Key Statement DS1 and at table 4.12 of the Core Strategy, which stipulates that the total number of houses to be located outside of the settlement boundaries over the plan period is 0.  
5.1.3
Core Strategy Policy DMH3 relates specifically to dwellings within the open countryside and states that new dwellings will be limited to ‘the appropriate conversion of buildings to dwellings providing they are suitably located and their form and general design are in keeping with their surroundings. Buildings must be structurally sound and capable of conversion without the need for complete or substantial reconstruction’.
5.1.4
As such, whilst this policy does permit the conversion of buildings to residential use, it does stipulate that such buildings must be suitably located. This approach is supported by paragraph 55 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) which states that ‘Local planning authorities should avoid new isolated homes in the countryside unless there are special circumstances’. However Paragraph 55 of the Framework permits new isolated homes in the countryside where development would re-use redundant or disused buildings and lead to an enhancement to the immediate setting. 
5.1.5
Additional guidance on proposals to convert barns to dwellings is provided by Core Strategy Policy DMH4. This policy states that planning permission will be granted for the conversion of buildings to dwellings where: 
1. The building is not isolated in the landscape, i.e. it is within a defined settlement or forms part of an already group of buildings, and
2. There need be no unnecessary expenditure by public authorities and utilities on the provision of infrastructure, and
3. There would be no materially damaging effect on the landscape qualities of the area or harm to nature conservations interests, and
4. There would be no detrimental effect on the rural economy, and
5. The proposals are consistent with the conservation of the natural beauty of the area.
6. That any existing nature conservation aspects of the existing structure are properly surveyed and where judged to be significant preserved or, if this is not possible, then any loss adequately mitigated.
5.1.6
In terms of location and isolation, the proposed buildings are located approximately 60m from the nearest buildings within the Read Hall complex which consists of a number of converted buildings and garages, and therefore it could be argued that the application buildings are somewhat “isolated”. The Listed Icehouse is located closer to the application buildings however this is an almost unground structure that does not have the visual appearance of a building as it is covered in grass. Nevertheless, the proposed dwelling would be accessed via the same track which serves the nearby properties within the Read Hall complex, and a distance of 60m is considered to be border line in terms of distance/isolation. As such, whilst these outbuildings are physically separated from other building at Read Hall, on balance it is accepted that they form part of an already group of buildings and thus accord with criterion 1 of Policy DMH4.  
5.1.7
In terms of the other criteria listed above, these issues are considered in greater detail later in the report. Policy DMH4 does go on to state that the building(s) to be converted must also:

· be structurally sound and capable of conversion for the proposed use without the need for extensive building or major alternation, which would adversely affect the character or appearance of the building. The council will require a structural survey to be submitted with all planning application of this nature. this should include plans of any rebuilding that is proposed;

· be of a sufficient size to provide necessary living accommodation without the need for further extensions which would harm the character or appearance of the building, and 

· the character of the building and its materials are appropriate to its surroundings and the building and its materials are worthy of retention because of its intrinsic interest or potential or its contribution to its setting, and

· the building has a genuine history of use for agriculture or another rural enterprise.
5.1.8
In respect of the structurally soundness and capability of the building to be converted as require by both Policies DMH3 and DMH4, a structural survey has been submitted with this application, however this structural report states “it is not within the scope of our brief to prepare a detailed schedule/specification of remedial works…”. In response to this, the purpose of a structural report being a requirement of a conversion application is so that the Council can assess whether the buildings are structurally sound and capable of conversion for the proposed use without the need for extensive building or major alteration. The submitted structural report does state that the buildings would require some remedial works/rebuilding and hence the LPA requested more information in respect of this. The applicant has thus provided plans showing the sections of the piggery building that would need to be rebuilt, along with the south facing paddock/courtyard wall which is to be incorporated into the proposed conversion and all stone surrounds would be replaced. In summary, whilst the conversion would require some elements of rebuilding works, the existing buildings are considered to be structurally sound and capable of conversion as required by Policies DMH3 and DMH4.     
5.1.9
The buildings clearly have a history of agricultural use, being used as a piggery and an agricultural store, and as detailed earlier in this report the buildings are attractive in appearance and located within a sensitive location. The buildings are considered to non-designated Heritage Assets (when considered against National Guidance) of historical interest and thus the broad principle of their retention would contribute to the surroundings. 

5.1.10
In view of the above, from the main consideration in whether the principle of the proposed conversion is acceptable would be whether the building(s) are “of a sufficient size to provide necessary living accommodation without the need for further extensions which would harm the character or appearance of the building”.  

5.1.11
The existing buildings have a footprint of 75sqm and as mentioned in the “Description of development” section of this report the proposal involves various extensions and alterations that would not only significantly alter the visual appearance of the buildings (discussed later in this report) but also vastly increase the footprint. The proposed extensions would increase the footprint of the existing buildings by 148sqm (197%) and therefore almost treble the footprint. The submitted application claims that the increase in footprint is only 33%, suggesting that the infill of the external courtyard area should not be classed as an extension but forms part of the original/existing footprint of the building. The LPA wholly disagree with this approach and consider the infill of an external courtyard area which has no roof to be an extension to the existing buildings. The LPA accept that this courtyard is enclosed by boundary walls, but this does not mean that the courtyard is a building and therefore to incorporate this external courtyard area into the proposed conversion and utilise as living, dining and kitchen areas is clearly an extension. Whilst the LPA are under no doubt that enclosing this courtyard area should be treated as an extension, to even consider an external courtyard with boundary walls as part of a useable space of an adjoining building would set a very dangerous precedent throughout the open countryside. 

5.1.12
In view of the above, the increase of the footprint and internal useable space of the existing buildings by 197% is considered to be excessively disproportionate to the size of the existing buildings and such large extensions would undoubtedly harm the character and appearance of the existing buildings which is contrary to Policy DMH4 which requires buildings to be converted to provide necessary living accommodation without the need for further extensions which would harm the character or appearance of the building(s) and DMH3 which requires the design of conversions to be in keeping with their surroundings.
5.1.13
To expand further on the above issue, the existing buildings are relatively small having a combined footprint of only 75sqm and therefore these buildings would only provide a modest level of accommodation for future occupiers if converted. Before submitting this application the applicant engaged in pre-application discussions with the LPA where it was made clear that the level (size/scale) of proposed extensions proposed were not acceptable and that any extensions need to be proportionate to the size of the existing building, a modest link extension which connected the two buildings would have been considered proportionate and therefore acceptable. To put the level of development proposed by this application in perspective, the national minimum house size standard states a three-bedroom bungalow should measure a minimum of 96sqm and therefore this property, measuring 222sqm for a three-bedroom bungalow massively exceeds this guidance. The minimum house size standard for a six-bedroom bungalow is 125sqm and the proposal (222sqm) would also significantly exceeds this figure as well. 
5.1.14
In summary, whilst the broad principle of converting these buildings to a residential use is acceptable in this location, given the size of the buildings it is considered that a one bedroom (potentially two-bedroom) property would be viable and the applicant’s desire for a large three-bedroom dwelling with expansive living, dining and kitchen areas, along with an en-suite bedroom, a dressing room, a study and a utility room is unrealistic and for the Council to support such large scale extensions to these modest sized buildings would set a dangerous precedent for other conversions in the open countryside.       

5.2
Design/appearance/Impact on listed buildings:
5.2.1
The application buildings are located within the extensive grounds of Read Hall which is a Grade II* Listed Building and as such there is a case for the application buildings to themselves be listed as a result of being within the curtilage of a listed building. As mentioned earlier in this report the issue of whether buildings are listed by curtilage is complex and there is no simple way of assessing, meaning that it often comes down to the judgement of interested parties. 
5.2.2
In the determination of this application the LPA must therefore carefully considered whether these buildings are listed by curtilage. The application buildings are approximately 150m from Read Hall and the submitted Heritage Statement comments that these “…buildings were part of Read Hall Farm, which was separated from the Hall in the mid-20th Century” and therefore the heritage statement implies that buildings are not part of the curtilage of Read Hall. The Author of the Heritage Statement is of the opinion that the buildings are not listed, but are considered to be non-designated heritage assets. 
5.2.3
Planning Law (section 1(5) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas Act 1990) states that the listed building also includes any ancillary object or structure within the curtilage of the building, which forms part of the land and has done so since before 1 July 1948. Historic England’s own guidance on this matter accepts that determining whether buildings are listed by curtilage is a “difficult judgement” and that “The curtilage of a building has to be determined on a case-by-case basis, but (curtilage) is essentially the area of land that is ancillary to the main building” (in this case Read Hall). 
5.2.4
Historic England are consulted on all applications for works to, or that affect the setting of, Grade I and Grade II* Listed Building and in response to the LPA’s consultation on this application Historic England have offered no comments, other than to suggest that advice is sought from the Council’s specialist conservation and archaeological advisers. The LPA have therefore consulted with Lancashire Archaeological Advisory Service (LAAS) and within their response LAAS have confirmed that the application buildings were erected between 1848 and 1893, which is after Read Hall (1818-1825), however this in itself is not a reason to conclude that the buildings are not still part of the curtilage of Read Hall, in fact LAAS have commented that the building “…were no doubt built and operated by the Read Hall estate.”
5.2.5
LAAS’ response does not specifically refer to whether or not they consider these buildings are listed by curtilage, however LAAS agree with the submitted Heritage Statement that the buildings are considered to be non-designated heritage assets. 
5.2.6
In consideration of the above guidance and expert advice, the LPA are of the opinion that the application buildings are clearly attractive in appearance and at the very least considered to be non-designated heritage assets as a result of their age, appearance and association with Read Hall. In terms of whether the buildings are listed by curtilage, it is accepted that they are located a significant distance away from Read Hall (150m) and whilst they do form part of the wider estate, the Read Hall complex has been somewhat separated by various applications for conversions of other buildings and thus the buildings are no longer considered to be within the existing residential curtilage of Read Hall. Furthermore the buildings are now in separate ownership from Read Hall. 
5.2.7
Whilst when looked at individually the above mentioned considerations are not on their own enough to say that the buildings are not listed by curtilage, when considered cumulatively it is accepted that the buildings are not listed by the curtilage of Read Hall, but the buildings are considered to be non-designated heritage assets and the impact of the proposal on the setting of the nearby listed buildings is a consideration. 
5.2.8
In terms of the nearby listed Icehouse, whilst this is sited closer to applications buildings than the Read Hall, not all listed buildings have a curtilage and in this case the Icehouse is clearly an ancillary building and does not have its own curtilage. As such the buildings are also not considered to be listed as a result of their proximity to the ancillary Icehouse. 
5.2.9
In respect of the impact the proposal would have upon the setting of nearby listed buildings, Section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states that 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.  Furthermore, the Court of Appeal has held that decision-makers should give considerable importance and weight to the desirability of preserving the setting of listed buildings when carrying out the balancing exercise. 
5.2.10
One of the 12 core planning principles of the NPPF is to conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance, so that they can be enjoyed for their contribution to the quality of life of this and future generations.  Similarly Policy DME4 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy does not support development that would cause harm to the significance of a heritage asset, in this case the setting of the nearby Listed Buildings. Key Statement EN5: Heritage Assets states that “There will be a presumption in favour of the conservation and enhancement of the significance of heritage assets and their settings. The Historic Environment and its Heritage Assets and their settings will be conserved and enhanced in a manner appropriate to their significance for their heritage value; their important contribution to local character, distinctiveness and sense of place, and to wider social, cultural and environmental benefits.”   
5.2.11
Paragraph 129 of the NPPF states that “Local planning authorities should identify and assess the particular significance of any heritage asset that may be affected by a proposal (including by development affecting the setting of a heritage asset) taking account of the available evidence and any necessary expertise. They should take this assessment into account when considering the impact of a proposal on a heritage asset, to avoid or minimise conflict between the heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of the proposal.” Paragraph 131 of the NPPF requires LPAs to take account of the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets. Paragraph 132 requires great weight to be given to the conservation of heritage assets and paragraph 133 states that where a proposal will lead to substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, consent should be refused unless it can be demonstrated that there are public benefits that outweigh that harm. Paragraph 133 of the NPPF states 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. The more important the asset, the greater the weight should be.”
5.2.12
The application is accompanied by a Heritage Statement which identifies the buildings as non-designated heritage assets and states that the site is well-enclosed, set in private and mainly wooded grounds. The Heritage Statement comments that the external changes to the site on the public domain are very limited as most of the developments are within the walled compound. The statement goes on to comment that there are no clear views of Grade II* Listed Building (Read Hall) from the application site and there would be no impact on the character, setting or significance of that building, especially as the former service buildings and model farm have already been converted into residential use. The statement also refers to the nearer Icehouse, commenting that this is largely subterranean structure and as a result of the tall paddock walls there would be no impact upon the character, setting or significance of the icehouse. 
5.2.13
In response to the submitted Heritage Statement, whilst it is accepted that the application building is not directly visible from the Grade II* Listed Read Hall, this does not mean that proposed alterations to the application buildings do not affect the setting of this listed building. This was established as recently as June 2017 where the Planning Court agreed with the claimant and overturned an Inspector’s Decision at Kedleston Hall in Derbyshire (Steer v SSCLG 22nd June 2017). The Court decided that the Inspector had “…adopted an artificially narrow approach to the issue of setting which treated visual connections as essential and determinative”, and that this had amounted to an error of law when the Inspector considered that because the proposed development was not visible from the listed hall it did not impact upon its setting. In respect of the current application, the application buildings clearly form part of the historic Read Hall estate and its gardens, and therefore form part of its setting and any alterations to these building must be carefully considered. 
5.2.14
The application proposes disproportionately large, contemporary and modern extensions to these modest and simple designed buildings. The proposed extensions would almost treble the footprint of the existing buildings and contain high levels of glazing with flat roofs. It is considered that the proposed extensions would significantly alter the existing/original appearance of these buildings which is at odds with traditional character and appearance of the Read Hall estate and its setting. The LPA contends that the fact that the buildings and proposed extensions are not directly visible from Read Hall is not a justification for inappropriate development.
5.2.15
The surrounding parks and gardens associated with Read Hall significantly contribute to the buildings significance as a heritage asset, with the  surrounding land defined as Ancient and Post Medieval Ornamental land in the Lancashire Historic Landscape Type and a recent Heritage Assessment of Read Hall specially identifies that its “parkland setting remains as legible today as when the mansion was first built” and “significance is further enhanced by its setting within its historic parkland, and the relationship it shares with ancillary buildings, particularly the farm buildings and lodge”. It should also be noted that Read Hall and Park is identified as having “Regional/County” significance in a 2013 document entitled ‘A Local Lost of Lancashire’s Unregistered Historic Designed Landscapes’ and therefore it is the surrounding land and not just the building of Read Hall itself that contribute to its designation as a Grade II* listed heritage asset of national importance. 

5.2.16
The submitted Heritage Statement refers to other buildings that have been converted to residential use within the Read Hall estate, however these have been done in simple and traditional style without the need for large extensions or major alteration as proposed by this application. The Heritage Statements comments that the views of the external changes are “very limited”, however the six full-length glazed sliding doors to be installed within the south facing elevation of the property, within the existing courtyard wall, would be visible from the public right of way (3-34-FP-2) that runs directly through the grounds of Read Hall. This right of way is frequently used and being situated on higher ground above this right of way this modern and contemporary feature would be visually detrimental to the traditional character of the area and the importance setting of Read Hall Gardens, negatively affecting the way the listed building, and its important gardens, are experience from public vantage points.  
5.2.17
In summary of the above it is considered that the proposed extensions and alterations, as a result of their scale and modern design would result in substantial harm to the setting of Read Hall and there are considered to be no public benefits arising from this development that would outweigh the clear harm to the setting of the designated heritage asset. Thus the proposal is contrary to Key Statement EN5 and Policy DME4 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy, as well as national guidance contained within the NPPF and the Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Area) Act 1990.     
5.2.18
In addition to the above the buildings are considered to be non-designated heritage assets on their own merits and Paragraph 135 of the NPFF specifically relates to non-designated heritage assets, stating that “the effect of an application on the significance of a non-designated heritage asset should be taken into account in determining the application”. 
5.2.19
As mentioned elsewhere in this report the development proposes a number of extensions to the existing buildings, as well as the addition of one new door opening and three roof lights, and in particular the aforementioned scale and modern design of the proposed extensions, including the significant use of glazing would result in buildings that have been significantly altered from their original form and this would be detrimental to the visual quality of these non-designated heritage assets. Such developments would introduce large reflective surfaces that would increase the prominence of the buildings and development site, especially the large openings to be inserted into the south elevation of the boundary wall which is visible from the public right of way.  

5.2.20
Page 17 of the Historic England’s Guidance “Adapting Traditional Farm Buildings” states “Any adaptation will need to strike a balance between the practical requirements of a new use and protection of the historic character of the existing farm building and its setting. Thoughtful and innovative design can usually resolve these potential conflicts, but users may have to accept some degree of compromise – for example restricted headroom or slightly lower daylight levels than might be ideally desired.” The proposed extensions and alterations are not necessary to enable these buildings to be converted for residential use and as previously mentioned the LPA would potentially accept a conversion application with a modest sized extension linking the two buildings to create a one bedroom property (or potentially two small bedrooms) in line with Historic England’s Guidance. For the reasons detailed above the size of the proposed extensions would be disproportionate in comparison to the existing structures and their contemporary design would dominate and detract from their simple and traditional appearance. 
5.2.21
The submitted application contends that the site is not highly visible or prominent, however it is the Officer’s opinion that this is not a justification for development that is considered to be unacceptable on non-designated heritage assets, as well as the setting of a listed building. The submission also refers to a modern contemporary design that has been used in the construction of new dwellings on Hammond Drive to the east, however the erection of three modern dwellings on a resident street is considered to be significantly different from the conversion of two non-designated heritage assets, within the setting, and historical gardens, of a Grade II* listed building.
5.2.22
In consideration of the above, the scale/size and modern design of the proposed extensions and alterations to these modest sized buildings would damage the simple and traditional character and appearance of the non-designated heritage assets themselves, as well as resulting in substantial harm to the setting of Read Hall. Thus the proposal is contrary to Key Statement EN5 and Policies DMH4 and DME4 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy, as well as national guidance contained within the NPPF and the Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Area) Act 1990. The Council’s Principal Planning Officer for Conservation Areas and Listed Buildings supports the recommendation to refuse this application.  
5.2.23
In addition to the alterations and extensions to the buildings the application also includes the creation of a new driveway leading up the slope from the private road to the proposed dwelling, through an existing field gate, as well as forecourt area for parking. This driveway would be well screened by the adjacent paddock wall and whilst it would be visible from certain vantage points along this right of way the creation of this driveway is not considered to be visually detriment to the area as there are numerous hard surface tracks providing access and linking buildings throughout the grounds of Read Hall.        

5.3
Impact Upon Residential Amenity:
5.3.1
The proposed buildings to be converted are located more than 60m from the boundary of the nearest neighbouring residential property at The Stables and at such a distance it is considered that the proposed development would share an acceptable relationship with surrounding land uses, and vice versa, in accordance with Policy DMG1.      
5.4
Highways

5.4.1
The proposed dwelling would be accessed via a new driveway to be created through an existing gateway off the private road that runs through the grounds of Read Hall, accessed via Hammond Drive. The Highway Officer has raised no objection to the application on highway grounds, commenting that there is sufficient space provided for the safe parking of vehicles within the proposed residential curtilage. 
5.5
Trees and Ecology
5.5.1
The application is accompanied by an Arboricultural Impact Assessment which categorises all the adjacent trees as Category B trees and this report details that no trees would need to be removed as a result of the proposed development. The submitted plans appear to show that all trees would be retained and therefore were the LPA minded to approve this application a condition would be attached requiring all existing trees adjacent to the site to be protected during the conversion works being undertaken and retained thereafter. 

5.5.2
The submission also includes a Bat Survey which concludes that these buildings do not provide suitable habitat for hibernation, being cold, draughty and not providing any cracks or crevices. No evidence was found of any past use by bats and therefore it is considered that the conversion of these buildings would not represent a significant loss of foraging or roost potential, however the buildings are located in an optimal foraging location and therefore it is not possible to discount the possibility that bats may use the building during the active period. The survey therefore recommends that if work on the building was to commence between April – September an emergence survey be carried out and that potential roosting habitat be enhanced in the conversion by way of retaining potential bat roosting cavities within the building. Again were the LPA minded to approve this application these recommendations would be conditioned.       
6.
Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion
6.1
In summary, the broad principle of converting these two former agricultural buildings into residential accommodation is considered to be acceptable. However the proposed scale and size of the proposed extensions, almost trebling the footprint of the existing buildings, is contrary to Policies DMH3 and DMH4 which require buildings to be converted to provide necessary living accommodation without the need for further extensions which would harm the character or appearance of the building(s).
6.2
Furthermore the scale/size and modern design of the proposed extensions and alterations to these modest sized buildings would damage the simple and traditional character and appearance of the non-designated heritage assets themselves, as well as resulting in substantial harm to the setting of Grade II* Listed Read Hall and its associated Gardens. Thus the proposal is also contrary to Key Statement EN5 and Policy DME4 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy, as well as national guidance contained within the NPPF and the Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Area) Act 1990. 

6.3
The above concerns with the proposal were outlined to the applicant/agent during pre-application discussions, where the LPA reaffirmed that the applicant’s desire for a three-bedroom dwelling of this size/scale was not compliant with Council Policies as the existing buildings on site (measuring only 75sqm) were not large enough to achieve such a level of living accommodation without the need for large extensions that would be disproportionate to the size of the existing structures on site, in addition to the visual harm such large extensions would have on the traditional character of the buildings themselves and the character of the area.  

RECOMMENDATION: That the application be REFUSED for the following reason(s):
1.
The scale and size the proposed extensions would be disproportionate to the size of the existing buildings and the modern design of the proposed extensions would harm the character and appearance of the existing buildings to be converted and their surroundings which is considered contrary to Policies DMH3 and DMH4 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy. 

2.
The scale, size and modern design of the extensions and alterations would be visually detrimental to the traditional character and appearance of these non-designated heritage assets, as well as resulting in substantial visual harm to the setting of Read Hall and its important Park/Gardens. Thus the proposal is contrary to Key Statement EN5 and Policy DME4 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy, as well as national guidance contained within the NPPF and the Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Area) Act 1990.
INFORMATIVE: 
For the avoidance of doubt, this decision relates to the following plans:

Location Plan (scale 1:1250)

PHA/088 400

PHA/088 200 A (amended plan received 19/02/18)
PHA 1007/SK1 (amended plan received 21/02/18)

PHA 1007/SK2 (amended plan received 21/02/18)

PHA 1007/SK3 (amended plan received 21/02/18)

PHA 1007/SK4 (amended plan received 21/02/18)

BACKGROUND PAPERS   
https://www.ribblevalley.gov.uk/site/scripts/planx_details.php?appNumber=3%2F2018%2F0024
