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	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	REFUSAL

		

	Development Description:
	Proposed rear single storey extension.

	Site Address/Location:
	Oxenhurst Cottage, Back Lane, Slaidburn, BB7 3EE.

		

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	Newton Parish Council:
	Consulted 15/6/23 – 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 DMG3: Transport & Mobility
Policy DME4: Protecting Heritage Assets
Policy DMH5: Residential and Curtilage Extensions

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act Section 16 & 66

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)


	Relevant Planning History:

3/2021/0404:
Erection of a timber outbuilding to provide for garaging, storage and first floor home office (Refused, dismissed on appeal)

3/2010/0278:
Erection of CCTV camera on front elevation (Approved)

3/2007/0484:
4no. timber stables, 1no. timber tack room, 1no. timber feed room, 1no. sand paddock with post & rail fence and 1no. access track (Approved)

3/1997/0787:
Renewal of permission for a residential caravan for a further 6 months (Approved)

3/1997/0672:
Erection of chimney (PP - Approved) 

3/1997/0673:
Erection of chimney LBC - Approved) 

3/1992/0721:
Conversion of a building to form one dwelling house (Approved)


	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

The application relates to a two storey cottage property situated on the Western outskirts of Slaidburn. Access to the application property is from the West off Back Lane via an access track which also partially serves as a Public Right Of Way. The application property is adjoined by Oxenhurst Barn and Oxenhurst Farm on its North-eastern and South-western sides respectively with Oxenhurst Farm holding Grade II Listed Building status. As such, the application property and Oxenhurst Barn both hold curtilage listed structure status by virtue of their historic ties to Oxenhurst Farm. 

The official Historic England listing description for Oxenhurst Farm reads as follows: 

‘House, late C18th. Sandstone rubble with slate roof. Double-pile plan with central entry and end stack. 2 storeys, 2 bays. Windows have plain stone surrounds and square mullions, those to the left-hand bay being of 2 lights, those to the right-hand bay of 3 lights. The south-west gable is now of double thickness, having had a second, outer, wall added.’

The application property is a former agricultural building which was converted for residential use in the 1990’s. The property comprises an elongated footprint with the primary roof section of the dwelling comprising a slated gabled roof. The dwelling comprises sandstone elevations with the front profile of the property punctuated with mullioned windows at the ground and first floor levels. The rear portion of the dwelling extends towards the North-west with this section of the property covered by a lower reverse mono pitched slated roof which symmetrically adjoins to the rear South-western roof plane of Oxenhurst Barn. The rear elevation of the property comprises a modern single door and window opening with the property’s rear door providing access into a small yard area. The surrounding area comprises a mixture of woodland, agricultural land and open countryside with the application property lying within the Forest Of Bowland AONB.


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

Planning consent is sought for the construction of a rear single storey extension. The extension would adjoin to the North-western elevation of the property’s existing kitchen area with its footprint covering the large majority of the property’s rear yard area.


	Impact upon Listed Building:

Paragraph 199 of the NPPF 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). This is irrespective of whether any potential harm amounts to substantial harm, total loss or less than substantial harm to its significance.’ 

In addition, Key Statement EN5 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy states: 

‘There will be a presumption in favour of the conservation and enhancement of the significance of heritage assets and their settings.’ 

Furthermore, Policy DME4 of the Core Strategy states: 

‘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.’ 

Heritage impact is considered to be the potential level of harm upon the significance of a heritage asset caused by development proposals. The NPPF defines significance as ‘the value of a heritage asset to this and future generations because of its heritage interest’. Such interest can be archaeological, architectural, artistic or historic. 

A Heritage Statement has been provided in support of the application which details the significance of Oxenhurst Cottage as follows:

‘Archaeological Interest: The archaeological interest of Oxenhurst cottage, lies primarily in its extant historic fabric, which is largely limited to its walling and roofs.’

‘Architectural And Artistic Interest: The barn is a product of local vernacular tradition meaning that they would have been constructed using locally sourced materials and built by local skilled craftsman using local building techniques.’

‘Historic Interest:…the building is evidence of a late 18th century / early 19th century agricultural building, which has been altered through conversion and any insight into the day to day agricultural use of the site has been lost as a result. However, this value increases somewhat when considered as a group in the context of the former farmhouse and barn.’

Accordingly, the above observations indicate that the significance of Oxenhurst Cottage is largely underpinned by its contribution to the group of buildings which make up the former farmstead and its contribution to the surrounding rural landscape of the Forest of Bowland, along with some additional 
archaeological interest (extant historic fabric) and architectural interest (traditional design reflecting vernacular of historic agricultural buildings within the locality).

Historic England guidance on adapting traditional farm buildings advises:

‘Avoid the construction of extensions that compromise the character and setting of the farm building. Instead, consider extensions and new buildings that work with and enhance the historic plan form of the farmstead…whether contemporary in design or based on an existing structure, extensions and new buildings should be subordinate in scale and relate to the massing and character of the existing farmstead group.’

In addition, Historic England guidance Making Changes to Heritage Assets states:

‘The main issues to consider in proposals for additions to heritage assets are proportion, height, massing, bulk, use of materials, relationship with adjacent assets [and] alignment…the plan form of a building is frequently one of its most important characteristics…new features added to a building are less likely to have an impact on the significance if they follow the character of the building…it would not normally be good practice for new work to dominate the original asset or its setting in either scale, material or as a result of its siting.’

Furthermore, the Institute Of Historic Building Conservation (2021) states:

‘Modern extensions should be harmonious and not dominate the existing building in scale or materials…the design of new elements intended to stand alongside historic fabric needs to be very carefully considered and to be successful should respect the setting and the fundamental architectural principles of scale, height, massing, alignment, and use of appropriate materials.’

In this instance, the proposed extension would serve as a continuation of the property’s rear mono pitched roof slope with the extension comprising a 5 metre outwards projection from the rear North-western elevation of the application property. As such, construction of the proposed extension would result in the loss of the property’s historic plan form, with the elongated projection of the extension subsequently disrupting the outmost rear North-western building line of the historic farmstead grouping. In addition, the extension would be predominantly detailed in vertical timber cladding which would be entirely at odds with the stone based vernacular of the application property and adjoining dwellings. Accordingly, the proposed development would fail to accord with the above guidance in relation to the appropriate adaption of heritage assets. 

Taking account of the above, it is considered that the proposed extension, by virtue of its bulk, massing, outwards projection, asymmetrical alignment, resultant loss of historic plan form and use of incongruous external materials would have a harmful impact upon the significance of the heritage asset and historic farmstead grouping.

The level of harm to the heritage asset from the proposed development is considered to 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, construction of the extension would offer limited small scale public benefits in the form of short term contractor employment. The proposed development would otherwise serve as an extension for private use with the only benefactors being the applicants of Oxenhurst Cottage. As such, the limited public benefits identified are not considered to outweigh the harm that would occur to the heritage asset from the proposed development in this instance. In addition, the heritage asset provides an existing residential use that would not cease in the event of the proposal failing to be implemented therefore the heritage asset is already considered to be in its optimum viable use. 

Accordingly, the proposed development fails to satisfy the requirements of Paragraphs 199 and 202 of the National Planning Policy Framework and Key Statement EN5 and Policies DMG1 and DME4 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy and is therefore considered to be unacceptable.


	Impact Upon Residential Amenity:

The North-eastern side elevation of the proposed extension would be sited directly on the common boundary shared with Oxenhurst Barn. Historic planning records indicate the presence of adjacent low level ground floor windows within the North-western elevation of Oxenhurst Barn which serve a living room area. As such, the proposed extension would likely offend the 45 degree test by virtue of its siting and outwards projection. 

Notwithstanding this, the neighbouring windows in question are sited below and directly adjacent to an existing common boundary wall and fence between Oxenhurst Cottage and Oxenhurst Barn and as such likely receive less than optimal levels of daylight. In addition, the North-eastern side elevation of the extension would be sited to the South of the adjacent neighbouring windows which in turn would still allow satisfactory levels of daylight through to the North-western elevation of the adjacent property throughout the majority of the day. As such, it is not considered that the proposed development would unduly impact upon the amenity of the occupants of the adjacent neighbouring property. 


	Visual Amenity/External Appearance:

Paragraph 130 of the NPPF states:

‘Planning policies and decisions should ensure that developments are sympathetic to local character and history, including the surrounding built environment and landscape setting’.

Furthermore, Policy DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy states:

‘All development must be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of its size, intensity and nature as well as scale, massing, style, features and building materials [and] consider the density, layout and relationship between buildings, which is of major importance. Particular emphasis will be placed on visual appearance and the relationship to surroundings.’

Moreover, with regards to development in the AONB, Key Statement EN2 states that: 

‘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…development will be required to be in keeping with the character of the landscape and acknowledge the special qualities of the AONB by virtue of its size, design, use of material, landscaping and siting’.

The application property comprises a largely traditional design by virtue of its stone based elevations, mullioned windows and slate roof profile, with the adjoining properties of Oxenhurst Farm and Oxenhurst Barn comprising a largely similar external appearance. As such, the application property and adjoining properties largely reflect the rural vernacular of historic farmsteads within the locality by virtue of their traditional external appearance. In terms of alignment, the rear building line of the farmstead grouping incrementally projects towards the North-west from Oxenhurst Farm through to Oxenhurst Barn, with the adjoined rear North-western elevations of the Oxenhurst Cottage and Oxenhurst Barn comprising the outmost extent of the farmstead grouping. 

In this instance, the proposed extension would be predominantly detailed in vertical timber cladding on each of its elevations which would be entirely at odds with the stone based vernacular of the application property and adjoining dwellings. Furthermore, the extension would incorporate a 5 metre outwards projection from the rear North-western elevation of the application property which is read in conjunction with the North-western gable end of Oxenhurst Barn when viewed from the North on approach to the farmstead. As such, the asymmetrical alignment of the extension would clearly disrupt the outmost rear North-western building line of the historic farmstead grouping, with the extension reading as an overtly unsympathetic addition to the host property and farmstead grouping.

Accordingly, it is considered that the proposed extension, by virtue of its bulk, massing, outwards projection, asymmetrical alignment and use of incongruous external materials, would have a harmful impact upon the character and appearance of the application property and historic farmstead grouping, with the external appearance and design of the proposed extension failing to reflect the traditional and rural vernacular of built form within the locality. As such, the proposal would fail to meet the requirements of Policy DMG1 and Key Statement EN2 of the Core Strategy and Paragraph 130 of the NPPF.


	Highways and Parking:

The proposal would not involve any change to the existing parking arrangement on site therefore it is not considered that the proposed development would have any undue impact upon highway safety.


	Landscape/Ecology:

A Preliminary Roost Assessment carried out at the property on 8/2/23 found no evidence of any bat or bird related activity. In addition, the application property was deemed to hold negligible roost potential for bats. As such, no further survey work is deemed to be necessary in this instance. No other ecological constraints were identified in relation to the proposal.


	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

The proposed extension would read as an incongruous and unsympathetic addition to the host property and historic farmstead grouping that would fail to reflect the predominantly traditional and rural vernacular of built form within the locality.

Moreover, Paragraph 134 of the National Planning Policy Framework states:

‘Development that is not well designed should be refused, especially where it fails to reflect local design policies and government guidance on design’.

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 planning permission be refused for the following reason:

	01:
	The proposed extension, by virtue of its bulk, massing, outwards projection, asymmetrical alignment and use of incongruous external materials, would have a harmful impact upon the character and appearance of the application property, a Grade II Listed Building, and historic farmstead grouping, with the external appearance and design of the proposed extension failing to reflect the traditional and rural vernacular of built form within the locality. As such, the proposal would fail to meet the requirements of Key Statements EN2 and EN5 and Policies DME4 and DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy, Sections 16 and 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 and Paragraphs 130, 199 and 202 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 
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