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	Date Inspected:
	19 June 2018
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	AD
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	REFUSAL

	


	Development Description:
	Change of use from a single dwelling house to use as two single dwelling houses.

	Site Address/Location:
	Bailey Hall Barn Hurst Green Clitheroe BB7 9QW

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	No comments received.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways:
	

	The additional dwelling unit would raise no highway concerns. No objection to the proposal on highway grounds.
United Utilities:

Consulted, no representations received.
RVBC Countryside:

Consulted, no representations received.

Historic England:

Do not need to notify or consult Historic England on these applications.


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	None received.

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. ‘Preservation’ in the duties at sections 16 and 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)

Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Key Statement EN5 – Heritage Assets

Key Statement EN2 – Landscape

Policy DME4 –  Protecting Heritage Assets

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations

Policy DME2 – Landscape and Townscape Protection

Policy DMH3 – Dwellings in the Open Countryside and AONB

Policy DMH4 – Conversion of Barns and other Buildings to Dwellings 


	Relevant Planning History:

3/2014/0237 - Discharge of conditions: 3,  6, 7, 8,  10 , 11, 12, 13 of planning consent 3/2013/0154

3/2014/0229 - Discharge of conditions: 3, 5 , 6, 7, 9, 10 , 11, 12 of planning consent 3/2013/0155

3/2013/0656 - Application to discharge condition no. 2 (building recording and analysis) of listed building consent 3/2103/0155P.

3/2013/0654 - Application to discharge condition no.2 (building record/analysis) of planning permission 3/2013/0154P.
3/2013/0154 (PA) & 0155 (LBC) - Conversion of existing barn and outbuildings into two dwellings incorporating package treatment plant. PP and LBC granted 23 May 2013.

3/2012/0608 & 0602 - Proposed conversion of barn and outbuildings into 2no. dwellings, incorporating new garden room, entrance extension and package treatment plant. PP and LBC refused 8 October 2012.

3/2008/0542 - Re-build gable end wall due to impending failure. LBC granted 11 September 2008.

	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

Bailey Hall Barn is a Grade II listed ‘Cruck barn, possibly C16th, with walls of sandstone rubble probably C19th … inside there are 3 cruck trusses on stone pads. The blades are not joined at the apex, but are held together by a collar. They have outriders, and spurs which once supported principal posts. To the north is a roof truss with tie beam, king post, and principal rafters. At the north and south ends are soft wood hay lofts over later shippons’ (List description).

Bailey Hall Barn is prominently sited and closely associated with Bailey Hall (House; C17th; Grade II listed) and Bailey Hall moated site, fishponds and chantry of St John the Baptist (scheduled monument; the latter also Grade II listed). 

The site is immediately adjacent to the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. A public right of way (FP 13) traverses the site.

A ‘Short Phased Description and Assessment of Significance’ by Colin Briden was submitted with applications 3/2012/0602 & 0608. This states:

(i) no scientific dating or documentary research has been carried out; hence the dates for the phasing, which are based on similar, dated, examples elsewhere, must remain provisional. The dating of Phase V relies on information from the owner whose family witnessed much of the work being carried out;

(ii) the barn formed part of a long established manorial complex;

(iii) As first constructed the barn was a five bay structure built wholly in timber frame. The north and south gable trusses have entirely disappeared in later rebuilding but there is sufficient information within the structure to confirm their former existence;

(iv) truss V is a king-post truss which at first sight closely resembles the type as it was developed in the late C18 and early C19 … However the constructional details … make it quite clear that truss V is coeval with the three cruck trusses, and that all form part of a single building campaign. The resulting barn was therefore of distinctive form and of unusually high status;

(v) Pegged to the south sides in all cases are tie-beams, cruck spurs, collars, and collar yokes … All three ties have been sawn out at some later date … Rather unusually the double side purlins are supported not on the backs of the cruck blades but on heavy principal rafters the feet of which are supported on the cruck spurs and the heads pegged to the backs of the cruck blades. This solution was clearly forced on the builders by the extreme profiles of the cruck trusses: the purpose of the principals is simply to ensure that all the purlins, further supported by wind-braces, lie along the planes of the roof pitches. To this end the profiles of the principals vary to suit. This is engineering in heavy timber of a high order;

(vi) On the east side of the barn there is some evidence for wall-framing. The upper section of a wall-post survives on that side of truss II … The head of the post carries the only surviving section of wall-plate;

(vii) Truss V belongs to the box-frame tradition of carpentry: it retains a jowled east wallpost; a heavy mid-rail, for a first floor loft, supported by a brace up from the wallpost; a tie-beam; and a simple king-post truss with raked struts from the base of the king-post to the principal rafters at the point where they are crossed by the upper side purlins;

(viii) Truss V, defining the south end of the two storey-bay to the north, is of great interest. Firstly it is not, as might have been expected, a cruck truss. Secondly it is regularly pierced by augered sockets clearly designed to take light internal wattle-and-daub panels. The use of a closed truss of a different pattern in this part of the building is reminiscent of contemporary house construction, where a spere truss marks the line of the cross-passage at the low end of the hall. However the other signs of domestic accommodation, in particular smoke-blackened rafters, are absent; and in any case the barn is one bay longer than the conventional small C16 house of single-bay parlour, two-bay hall with cross-passage, and single-bay buttery and pantry. Although the possibility that the barn was first built as a house cannot be ruled out it is more likely that the carpenters – clearly a skilled and experienced team – were more used to building houses than barns. This may reflect the high status of the owners of Bailey Hall;

(ix) Assessment of significance:

The barn is one of a number of high-status Pennine cruck buildings built to support the agricultural work of small independent estates.

The barn and its outbuildings form an integral part of a closely-knit group of traditional manorial structures which also includes a manor house and chapel; the manor itself is an ancient one and a significant area of the manorial site, which is defined by a mediaeval moat, is a Scheduled Ancient Monument.

The barn in its earliest phase, which may be C16, was well engineered of sound oak cut and possibly grown for the purpose: much of the frame has survived in good condition, including three cruck trusses almost in their entirety, all of them numbered.

Unusually the barn also possesses a closed truss in the box-frame tradition of timber-framing.

There is convincing evidence for the form of the wall-framing and other lost components.

Some of the major components of the surviving Phase I frame retain bark and sapwood and may therefore be suitable for scientific dating.

Most of the padstones and some lengths of the dwarf walls to the sill beam have survived.

The stone cladding of Phases II and III has been carried out to a good standard and includes massive stone surrounds, under heavily tooled lintels, to the major openings.

The piers in the north side of the cart-shed to the south of the barn indicate its original purpose.

The mid C20 work to the east elevation incorporates older material brought from elsewhere by a family known for its interest in salvaging items from other buildings.

Although of lesser interest the C20 outbuildings adjoining the barn to the west and north are traditionally constructed: they are in keeping with both their surroundings and the fabric of the barn itself.



	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

Planning permission and listed building consent are sought for the ‘Change of use from a single dwelling house to use as two single dwelling houses’ (the applicant does not wish to alter the development description). The submitted Design and Access Statement identifies that ‘no structural or material work will need to be carried out’.
The planning history submitted does not include reference to conditions or their discharge.

The applicant was advised 25 June 2018:

“site inspection of 19 June 2018.

The Borough Council will revert to the development description on the submitted application forms. However, unauthorised alteration of the exterior (including opening treatment at the gable) of the listed building has been undertaken. I also note your confirmation to my colleague, Lesley Lund, of 4 June 2018 that internal works have been undertaken to separate the proposed units. Therefore, please review your response to Question 10 of the planning application form (Do the proposed works include alterations to a listed building? No) and provide full details of work undertaken (including information on conditions before the implementation of works) within 10 days of the date of this email.

Site inspection identified that considerable and harmful unauthorised (see Discharge of Condition applications 3/2014/0237 & 0229) work has also been undertaken to the exterior of other elements of Bailey Hall Barn. I have reported this to the Borough Council’s Enforcement Team and would be grateful for your identification of a suitable time for the Borough Council to inspect the interior of the listed building”.

No response to this email has been received. The case officer found on 19 June 2018 that the barn conversion as a whole has not been undertaken in accordance with the approved plans (a lot of time was spent in getting the detail right to this very important cruck frame barn and part of a manorial site) with dominant cement pointing (which is already cracking), very domestic multi-paned mock Yorkshire sash windows, domestic thin section top-opening or side opening casement windows, stained timber domestic Victorian doors, plastic rain water goods with troughs on unpainted barge boards, satellite dishes/tv aerials/outside lighting/post boxes, doors and shutters (including cart door) to be retained have not been and doorways have been changed to windows. 

In respect to the south gable and the end bay, patio doors have been created as well as a door changed to a window and new domestic window types installed. 

	Impact upon the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building, the setting of listed buildings and the setting of the scheduled monument:

In my opinion, the works have had a harmful impact upon the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building and the setting of Bailey Hall because of the domestication of the agricultural building resulting from the works detailed above.
I am mindful of Colin Briden’s analysis that “the barn and its outbuildings form an integral part of a closely-knit group of traditional manorial structures” (all of which are listed or scheduled) and “the resulting barn was therefore of distinctive form and of unusually high status”. It has not been possible to gain access to the interior (see request to applicant 25 June 2018). The exterior implemented works of the end bay (adjoining the public footpath; the unauthorized works to the rest of the barn will be considered separately and have been reported to RVBC Enforcement) have not safeguarded the historical agricultural character of the barn as a result of the introduction of atypical large expanses of glass (“farm buildings are characterised by few external openings. But those that do exist form a fundamental element of a farm building’s character and give legibility to the original form and function of the building” – see Historic England below), domestic window and door styles and surface finishes (including top-opening light; frames of insubstantial section; suburban patio door triple light; incorporation of stained glass and standard domestic door handles and stained timber finish) and visually jarring and dominant (colour and ‘slobbered’ form) cement based pointing. It is noted with disappointment that this work follows the agreement of specification details in discharge of condition applications 3/2014/0229 and 3/2014/0237.

The following extracts have therefore been considered: 
‘Making changes to heritage assets’ (Historic England, 2016) identifies:

“Even when undertaking repair, care is needed to maintain the integrity of the asset. Some repair techniques, such as the use of cement-based mortars in place of softer lime, will affect the integrity of the existing building and cause permanent damage to the historic fabric, as well as being visually unsympathetic” (paragraph 13).
“Where it is proposed to remove more modern coverings that are harmful to the significance or the integrity of the building, appropriate materials will need to be introduced to ensure an authentic and/or suitably detailed finish is achieved” (paragraph 28).

“Doors and windows are frequently key to the significance of a building. Replacement is therefore generally advisable only where the original is beyond repair, it minimises the loss of historic fabric and matches the original in detail and material” (paragraph 15).
“The historic fabric will always be an important part of the asset’s significance … retention of as much historic fabric as possible, together with the use of appropriate materials and methods of repair, is likely to fulfil the NPPF policy to conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance, as a fundamental part of any good alteration or conversion. It is not appropriate to sacrifice old work simply to accommodate the new” (paragraph 42).
“New openings need to be considered in the context of the architectural and historic significance of that part of the asset and of the asset as a whole. Where new work or additions make elements with significance redundant, such as doors or decorative features, there is likely to be less impact on the asset’s aesthetic, historic or evidential value if they are left in place” (paragraph 43).

“When a building is adapted for new uses, its form as well as its external and internal features may impose constraints. Some degree of compromise in use may assist in retaining significance. For example, headroom may be restricted and daylight levels may be lower than usually expected” (paragraph 44).
“The insertion of new elements such as doors and windows … is quite likely to adversely affect the building’s significance” (paragraph 48).

“New features added to a building are less likely to have an impact on the significance if they follow the character of the building. Thus in a barn conversion new doors and windows are more likely to be acceptable if they are agricultural rather than domestic in character, with the relationship of new glazing to the wall plane reflecting that of the existing and, where large door openings are to be glazed, with the former doors retained or replicated so that they can be closed” (paragraph 49).
“new services, both internal and external, can have a considerable, and often cumulative, impact on the significance of a building and can affect significance if added thoughtlessly. The impact of necessary services can be minimised by avoiding damage to decorative features, by carefully routeing and finishing and by use of materials appropriate to the relevant period, such as cast iron for gutters and down-pipes” (paragraph 52).
“Buildings will often have an important established and historic relationship with the landscaping that exists or used to exist around them. Proposals to alter or renew the landscaping are more likely to be acceptable if the design is based on a sound and well-researched understanding of the building’s relationship with its setting, both now and in the past” (paragraph 55).

‘Conversion of Traditional Farm buildings: A Guide to Good Practice’ (Historic England, October 2006) identifies:
“Farmsteads and their buildings were typically designed to serve one or more purposes, which are clearly expressed in their siting, scale, arrangement and features. When significant changes to a building are envisaged it is important to come to an early understanding of its landscape setting, character and significance, including the value of its constituent parts. This will help to establish the degree to which the building as a whole is capable of absorbing change without substantial and lasting damage to its character and interest” (page 3).

“Buildings may in addition need to be understood as reflections of a particular vernacular building tradition or as expressions of a wider architectural or landscape design embracing a whole farmstead or perhaps an entire estate” (page 3).

“a good understanding of the building’s relationship with its immediate surroundings and landscape character will help to ensure that the new works conserve the relationship with the landscape. This understanding can then inform detailed design decisions” (page 11).

    “Retaining distinctive features: The external walls of farm buildings often retain distinctive features that should be retained in any conversion” (page 15).
“Openings: The historic pattern of openings is a direct product of the function of the building over time, and its present mass and character. It has been noted that ventilation was a more important consideration in determining the external form of most farm buildings than light. Consequently farm buildings are characterised by few external openings. But those that do exist form a fundamental element of a farm building’s character and give legibility to the original form and function of the building. There should always be a presumption in favour of maximising the use of these existing openings without changing their size, and limiting the formation of new ones. Where new openings are added or new windows inserted within existing door openings, great care needs to be given to their placing and design. If a new opening is to be inserted the correct proportions and detailing are a crucial aspect of the design” (page 15).

“The large doors common to the threshing bays of barns, which are invariably the focal point of the building, pose a particular challenge in conversion schemes. The problem is one of scale and the reflection of a large area of glazing” (page 15).
“Windows and doors: Where original joinery exists such as window frames and doors, these should be repaired rather than renewed wherever possible. Farm building doors are usually solidly constructed with external vertical planks” (page 18).

“The glazing of every door opening to introduce light should be avoided – there should be a balance of glazing to solid in the treatment of the elevation” (page 18).

“Setting and surroundings: With any type of conversion the impact on the setting is a vital aspect of a successful project. A sensitive conversion respects the ties the building has with its landscape setting and avoids imposing alien features. This often requires a light touch and an understanding of what features characterise the setting and their relationship to the landscape. Attention to detail is a key aspect and a consideration of public views of the farmstead is particularly important in areas of high landscape value” (page 18).

‘In masonry structures setting glazing deep in the reveal of existing openings (which were rarely glazed) creates shadow lines and minimizes reflections and impact’ (page 19).

‘Farmstead Assessment Framework: informing sustainable development and the conservation of 

traditional farmsteads’ (Historic England, April 2015) identifies:

“Retain existing historic openings and minimise alterations to prominent and significant external elevations, through careful attention to internal planning and how and where to introduce or borrow light. The size, proportion and detail of window and door design and materials has a major impact on overall appearance” (page 11).

Listing Selection Guide: Agricultural Buildings’ (Historic England, 2011) identifies:

“Architectural quality, survival and group value - a building which stands in a group with one or more listed structures (including the farmhouse) is more likely to be of interest than a sole survivor”.
RVBC Conservation Area Management Guidance (The Conservation Studio consultants; subject to public consultation) identifies general expectations for new development in historic areas:

“Pointing: The primary feature of a wall is the building material itself and the pointing should normally be visually subservient to it. In general, pointing that speaks louder than the walling material is inappropriate. Repointing should usually be no more than a repair - a repeat of the existing mix and appearance - except where the mix is inappropriate or damaging. 

Repointing of historic stone walls should be carried out using lime based mortar, which is compatible with the strength, porosity and texture of the stone and a close match to the original mortar. As a general principle, the mortar should be slightly weaker than the stone to allow the wall to ‘breathe’ and for moisture to evaporate through the joints and to discourage excessive moisture loss through the face of the stone – which would speed up the rate of decay”.

“Doors and doorways: Original doors should be retained. Their replacement or defacement is often entirely unnecessary. Replacement doors should copy the original in the materials, the detail of the design, and the paint finish. Modern off-the-peg doors are not generally acceptable for use in historic buildings, nor are doors with incongruous design features such as integral fanlights. Unpainted hardwood, stained or varnished softwood, or uPVC doors are rarely suitable”.
“Windows: … It is important that the design, scale and proportion of new windows should be sympathetic to the character of the building”.
“Replacement windows: The insertion of factory made standard windows of all kinds, whether in timber, aluminium, galvanised steel or plastic is almost always damaging to the character and appearance of historic buildings … Modern casements with top-opening or louvred lights or asymmetrically spaced lights are generally unsuitable as replacements for windows in historic buildings”.
‘Energy Efficiency and Historic Buildings: Application of Part L of the Building Regulations to Historic and Traditionally Constructed Buildings’ (Historic England, 2011) states:

“The Importance of Windows in Older Buildings: Window openings and frames give a building’s elevation its character. They should not be altered in their proportions or details, as they are conspicuous elements of the design”.

Core Strategy Key Statement EN2: Landscape:

“The landscape and character of the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty will be protected, conserved and enhanced. Any development will need to contribute to the conservation of the natural beauty of the area. 
The landscape and character of those areas that contribute to the setting and character of the Forest of Bowland Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty will be protected and conserved and wherever possible enhanced. 
As a principle the Council will expect development to be in keeping with the character of the landscape, reflecting local distinctiveness, vernacular style, scale, style, features and building materials”.
The Forest of Bowland AONB Management Plan (April 2014 - March 2019) identifies the importance of the historic built environment to its character:
“The natural beauty of AONBs is partly due to nature, and is partly the product of many centuries of human modification of ‘natural’ features. Landscape encompasses everything – ‘natural’ and human – that makes an area distinctive: geology, climate, soil, plants, animals, communities, archaeology, buildings, the people who live in it, past and present

… The Forest of Bowland was formally designated an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) by Government on 10th February 1964. The area was designated as a landscape of national significance due to a variety of factors, including… The landscape’s historic and cultural associations … The distinctive pattern of settlements

… Collectively these historic and cultural elements of the environment serve to enrich the 

landscape’s scenic quality, meaning and value” .
The relationship between heritage assets and the AONB is discussed in the following appeal 

decisions: 

“The CA and AONB are acknowledged heritage assets” (APP/T2350/A/12/2174422, paragraph 12, 

Cherry Hall, Grindleton, Ribble Valley; 25 July 2012).

“Overall I conclude that the proposal would fail to preserve the special historic interest of the 

listed public house and would, consequently, to a small degree harm the character and appearance of 

the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty” (APP/T2350/A/13/2193965, paragraph 
28, Dog and Partridge public house, Tosside, Ribble Valley; 25 July 2013; change of use without 
alteration of fabric);

“As it would be out of keeping with its surroundings, the extension would also detract from the character of the Forest of Bowland AONB, contrary to Key Statement EN2 and Policy DMG2 of the Core Strategy” (APP/T2350/D/16/3142632, paragraph 8, 4 Southport Barn Cottages, Sawley, Ribble Valley; 24 March 2016; extension to barn conversion in village conservation area).



	Impact Upon Residential Amenity:

No comments have been received from the other residents of the historic building ensemble and I am satisfied that the proposals have an acceptable impact upon residential amenity.

	

	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

I am mindful of NPPG (“In general terms, substantial harm is a high test, so it may not arise in many cases”) and consider the harm to the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building and the setting of other listed buildings to be ‘less than substantial’.

NPPF paragraph 134 requires that any ‘public benefits’ be considered (highlighting the securing of the optimum viable use in this regard). In my opinion, the public benefit from provision of an additional dwelling does not outweigh the harm to the designated heritage assets. The continued viable use of the historic barn does not appear dependent on the proposal.
Therefore, in giving considerable importance and weight to the duties at section 16 and 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), in consideration to NPPF paragraph 17 (conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance), paragraph 60 (reinforce local distinctiveness) and paragraph 131 (development sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and positively contributing to local character and distinctiveness) and in consideration to Key Statements EN5 and EN2 and Policies DME4 and DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy I would recommend that listed building consent be refused.


	RECOMMENDATION:
	That listed building consent be refused for the following reason:
The works have had a harmful impact upon the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building because of the alteration and loss of important historic fabric and the domestic treatment of barn openings. 


