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	BT
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	REFUSAL

		

	Development Description:
	Alterations to internal layout to create room and storage within the existing roof space and insertion of new roof lights .

	Site Address/Location:
	Flat 3, Hodder Court, Knowles Brow, Stonyhurst. BB7 9PP

		

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	Aighton Bailey and Chaigley Parish Council:
	Consulted on 17/1/23 – no response.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	None.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	None.

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES AND SITE PLANNING HISTORY:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Key Statement DS1: Development Strategy
Key Statement DS2: Sustainable Development
Key Statement EN2: Landscape
Key Statement EN5: Heritage Assets
Policy DMG1: General Considerations
Policy DMG2: Strategic Considerations
Policy DME3: Site And Species Protection And Conservation
Policy DME4: Protecting Heritage Assets
Policy DMH5: Residential And Curtilage Extensions

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)


	Relevant Planning History:

3/1983/0659:
Application for Listed Building Consent for alterations to create four residential flats on the Southerly boundary of the complex of buildings at Hodder Place (Approved)

3/1983/0644:
Change of use of four holiday flats and dwelling to four permanent residential flats and dwelling on the Easterly side of the complex of buildings at Hodder Place (Approved)

3/1983/0304:
Alteration to part of building to form two permanent dwellings (Approved)

3/1981/1007:
Proposed change of intended use on previous permission for one dwelling to be used as a holiday unit instead of a permanent residential unit (Approved)

3/1981/0446:
Proposed alterations to existing buildings to form three dwellings, five holiday flats and guest accommodation for bed and breakfast (Approved)

3/1981/0244:
Alterations and renovations of existing building to form one full time residential dwelling and erection of single storey garage (Approved)

3/1979/0577:
Outline planning permission for conversion of former school to 15 flats (Approved)

3/1977/0978:
Part demolition and conversion of private school to one residential unit (Approved)

3/1977/0800:
Conversion of private school to residential units (Approved)


	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

The application relates to a residential complex situated on the North-eastern outskirts of Hurst Green. The complex has late eighteenth century origins and was originally a dwelling but was later extended and used a boy’s preparatory school under the administration of Stonyhurst College. The complex continued to function as preparatory school to Stonyhurst College until 1970 and then remained derelict until its residential conversion in the early 1980s. 

The complex comprises an inverted ‘U’ footprint consisting of two winged elements adjoined to a larger vertically aligned section. The Northern and Southern ends of the larger vertically aligned section comprises two octagonal shaped towers topped with conical roofs which face towards the North-east. The complex contains a total of thirteen residential units comprised of five dwellings and eight flats with the application property being a first floor flat sited within the larger Eastern section of the complex. The South-western elevation of the application property faces into a courtyard area which is publicly viewable by virtue of a directly adjacent Right Of Way which also provides the main access to the complex from the South from Knowles Brow. The North-eastern elevation of the property overlooks a tiered lawned garden area. The application site is located within an area of open countryside with woodland enclosing the vast majority of the site and with the River Hodder located immediately to the North.

The application property is a Grade II Listed Building. The official listing description for Hodder Court is as follows: 

‘House, once a preparatory school for Stonyhurst College, now divided into flats. Late C18th with early C19th additions and later C19th extensions. Sandstone ashlar with slate roofs. The central section of the south front is of 3 storeys and 3 bays, with chamfered quoins, sill bands to all floors and moulded cornice. The 3rd storey is probably added, as its stone facing has a pinker hue. The windows are sashed with glazing bars and plain ashlar reveals. The door has an architrave with semi-circular head, beneath and open timber porch. To the left is a 2-bay 2-storey portion of watershot stonework with chamfered quoins. The 1st floor windows have plain stone surrounds with semi-circular heads. On the ground floor is a single bay window with square sides, probably later C19th. Further left are 2 bays of punched ashlar with plain stone surrounds, with a door with plain stone surround to their right. To the right of the central portion are 2 bays with plain stone surrounds, having semi-circular heads on the 1st floor. To their right is a later C19th octagonal corner tower, open at cellar level to the east. It has pilaster strips with Tuscan capitals, moulded blank arches, 1st floor windows with semi-circular heads to ground floor windows with rounded upper corners and false keystones. The recessed central section of the east facade is of 2 storeys and 6 bays of sandstone rubble with plain stone window surrounds and sill bands. At the north end of the facade is a tower which matches that to the south’.


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

Consent is sought for the internal conversion of the application property’s second floor loft space to form a bedroom, ensuite and storage area and for the insertion of two new roof lights within the property’s South-western roof plane.


	Principle of Development:

The application property forms part of a Grade II Listed Building. 

The LPA must accord with their duties at sections 16 and 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 which state:

16. In considering whether to grant listed building consent for any works the local planning authority or the Secretary of State 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.

66. In considering whether to grant planning permission [or permission in principle] for development which affects a listed building or its setting, the local planning authority or, as the case may be, the Secretary of State shall have special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses.

The NPPF at paragraph 16 sets out expectations with regards to conserving and enhancing the historic environment. Applicants are required to describe the significance of any heritage assets affected, including any contribution made by their setting.

The council should consider any loss of historic fabric to constitute harm, but to make an assessment as to the significance of the asset and apply weight to its conservation accordingly. 

Paragraph 202 of the NPPF states:  

‘Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal including, where appropriate, securing its optimum viable use’.

Accordingly, the proposed works to the Listed Building would be subject to careful consideration with respect to the duties above and the other material considerations. 


	Impact upon Listed Building and Setting:

Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states:

‘In considering whether to grant planning permission [or permission in principle] for development which affects a listed building or its setting, the local planning authority or, as the case may be, the Secretary of State 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’.

In addition, Paragraph 199 of the National Planning Policy Framework states:

‘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 (and the more important the asset, the greater the weight should be)’.

Furthermore, Policy DME4 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy states that:

‘Alterations or extensions to listed buildings or buildings of local heritage interest, or development proposals on sites within their setting which cause harm to the significance of the heritage asset will not be supported.’

In this instance, the proposed development comprises both internal and external works to the application property. The internal works proposed involve the replacement of the property's existing floor joists between the first floor and attic level of the flat and the installation of a new ceiling within the upper extents of the property's loft element. Photographic analysis and historic planning records show that the original lathe and plaster ceiling within the first floor element of the application property was removed and replaced with a lower first floor ceiling as part of the original conversion of the building to flats. As such, replacement of the property's existing floor / ceiling joists would not result in the removal of any historic fabric. 

The installation of new ceiling joists within the upper extent of the property's loft space would likely involve some small scale intrusion into the internal roof frame of the loft space however no removal of roof rafters, collars or purlins is indicated as part of the works proposed. 

Taking account of the above, it is not considered that any of the internal works proposed would be harmful to the special architectural interest or historic character of the heritage asset.

The proposed installation of two roof lights within the Western roof slope of the property's loft would involve some removal of roof membrane, slates, and battens. Notwithstanding this, historic planning records suggest that most if not all of the property’s roof membrane, slates and battens were subject to replacement as part of the original conversion of the building to residential apartments therefore it is not anticipated that the installation of the roof lights would result in the removal of any historic fabric. 

Making changes to heritage assets (Historic England, 2016) states:

‘The insertion of new elements such as doors and windows, (including dormers and roof lights to bring roof spaces into more intensive use) is quite likely to adversely affect the building’s significance. Harm might be avoided if roof lights are located on less prominent roof slopes. New elements may be more acceptable if account is taken of the character of the building, the roofline and significant fabric.’

In addition, Guidance on Alterations to Listed Buildings (IHBC, 2021) states:

‘Additional rooflights require very careful consideration and are best if limited in number and located in inconspicuous positions.’

In this instance, the proposed roof lights would comprise a flush fitting conservation style design which on the one hand would be an improvement on the existing standard design roof lights installed within the complex. Notwithstanding this, the roof lights in question would be located in a visually prominent position by virtue of the property’s Western roof slope being fully visible from a directly adjacent Public Right Of Way. In addition, the Western roof slope of the complex’s Eastern section is defined by its featureless roof plane therefore the proposed roof lights would read as isolated and incongruous features within the roofscape of the heritage asset.

The applicant claims that roof lights have been previously installed within the application property through making reference to internal timber roof configurations which appear to be indicative of roof light openings however an extensive review of historic plans, elevation drawings, aerial imagery and historic photographs showed no evidence of roof lights having ever been installed within the roof slope of the application property.

The single roof light within the second floor element of the property now known as Hodder Bank is indicated on the proposed plans for application 3/1981/1007. In addition, historic planning records show that consent was granted for a single roof light within the roof space of flat No. 7 in 1988. Notwithstanding the above, there is no other evidence to suggest that roof lights have previously formed part of the roofscape within the complex which is largely defined by its predominantly unbroken roof expanse. 

Taking account of the above, it is considered that the proposed installation of roof lights to the application property would be harmful to the special architectural and historic interest of the heritage asset. As the proposed roof lights would comprise a conservation flush fitting style and would be relatively modest in terms of size it is considered that the level of harm to the heritage asset from the proposed alterations to the property’s roof would be less than substantial in this instance.

Paragraph 202 of the NPPF states:

‘Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal including, where appropriate, securing its optimum viable use.’

In this instance, the proposed development relates to the extension of private living accommodation for personal use therefore there would be no public benefits from the proposal that would outweigh the harm to the heritage asset. 

Taking account of the above, it is considered that the proposed roof lights would be an unacceptable addition to the heritage asset and would therefore be in direct contravention of Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, Key statement EN5 and Policy DME4 of the Core Strategy and Paragraphs 199 and 202 of the National Planning Policy Framework.


	Landscape/Ecology:

A preliminary roost assessment (PRA) carried out on 14/7/22 confirmed two individual common pipistrelle bats to be roosting within the loft space of the application property with an abundance of common pipistrelle bat droppings observed across the floor of the attic space, reflecting a long-term established roost, indicative of a breeding site. In addition, data obtained from subsequent emergence surveys confirmed the full extent of the bat roost to be prevalent throughout the entirety of the loft voids above all of the first floor flats within the complex. The findings from the PRA ultimately deemed that the proposed works to the property’s loft space would lead to a high negative impact upon the common pipistrelle maternity roost at a local level. As such, the proposed development could only be carried out under a relevant Natural England Protected Species Mitigation license.

In order for the Natural England license to be granted, Natural England requires 3 tests for the development to be met: (a) Preserving public health or public safety or other imperative reasons of overriding public interest; (b) there is no satisfactory alternative; and (c) the action will not be detrimental to maintaining the population of the species concerned at a favourable conservation status in its natural range. As competent authority the Habitats Directive places a duty on local planning authorities to consider whether there is a reasonable prospect of a license being granted and apply the three tests. 

With regard to the first test, the proposed works would not be undertaken in relation to public health or safety concerns or any other reasons of overriding public interest in as much that the proposed development relates to the extension of private living accommodation for personal use therefore the proposal fails to accord with the first test. 

In terms of the second test, the application property occupies a first floor space within the complex with the first floor of the applicant’s flat lacking the cubic capacity to accommodate all of the additional elements proposed within the loft conversion. As such, it could be reasoned that no satisfactory alternative exists in relation to the proposed works. 

The final test is an ecological one, which the submitted ecology survey suggests could be met, subject to several months of careful planning and preparation. 

Notwithstanding the above assessment of the second and third tests, there remains a requirement for the development in question to be fully compliant with all three of the above tests however in this instance the proposed development fails to meet the requirements of the first test therefore there would not be a reasonable prospect that Natural England would grant a license for this development. 

As such, the proposal would be in conflict with Policy DME3 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy which seeks to resist development proposals likely to have an adverse effect on protected species unless it can be clearly demonstrated that the benefits outweigh the local and wider impacts. 


	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

The proposed development would introduce incongruous features into a featureless roof slope of a Grade II Listed Building which is predominantly defined by its largely unbroken roofscape therefore the proposal would detract from the special architectural and historic interest of the heritage asset.

In addition, the application property contains a bat roost and there is not considered to be a reasonable prospect of a Natural England license being granted having regard to the three tests, as such the proposal would be contrary to policy DME3 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy which seeks to resist development proposals likely to have an adverse effect on protected species unless it can be clearly demonstrated that the benefits outweigh the local and wider impacts.

As such, for the above reasons and having regard to all material considerations and matters raised that the application is recommended for refusal.


	RECOMMENDATION:
	That Listed Building Consent be refused for the following reasons:

	01:
	The proposed development, by virtue of the proposed installation of two roof lights within a visually prominent and largely featureless roof slope, would detract from the traditional features of the Grade II Listed Hodder Court which in turn would result in harm to the historic character and appearance of the heritage asset. As such, the proposal would be in direct conflict with Sections 16 and 66 (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, Key Statement EN5 and Policy DME4 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy 2008 – 2028 and Paragraphs 199 and 202 of the National Planning Policy Framework.


	02:
	A bat roost would be disturbed as a result of the development, meaning that a license from Natural England would be required. As the competent authority the Habitats Directive places a duty on local planning authorities to consider this, and in applying the three tests there is not considered to be a reasonable prospect of a license being granted. The development would be contrary to Section 15 of the National Planning Policy Framework and Policy DME3 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy which seek to protect habitats and protected species and resist development proposals likely to have an adverse effect on these unless it can be clearly demonstrated that the benefits outweigh the local and wider impacts.
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