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	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	REFUSAL

		

	Development Description:
	Planning application for the proposed erection of a single-storey extension to rear.

	Site Address/Location:
	The Priory, Hellifield Road, Gisburn, BB7 4HQ.

		

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	Gisburn Parish Council:
	Consulted 25/7/23 – 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 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 Section 16 & 66

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)


	Relevant Planning History:

3/2022/1057:
Listed Building Consent for the amelioration of unauthorised works. Proposed internal alterations. Proposed internal and external repairs/works (Approved)

3/2022/0557:
Discharge of conditions 3 (Method Statement) and 4 (Window Specifications) from Listed Building Consent 3/2022/0410 (Refused)

3/2022/0410:
Listed Building Consent for the removal of existing render wall finish to the west elevation. Conversion of existing boiler room to form new WC and utility room. Proposed replacement of existing floor boards to the ground floor with new oak floor boards. Removal of radiators to the ground floor and installation of under-floor heating. Replacement of existing window to the west elevation of the proposed entrance hallway. Renewal/upgrading of existing electrical, heating and plumbing installations. Internal re-plastering. Associated drainage works. Removal of foul drainage/waste pipes from the east elevation. Investigation into condition of existing timber joists to ground floor and removal of banked up earth below the suspended floors to the ground floor and installation of concrete bases below the level of the suspended floors to the ground floor (Approved)

3/2022/0099:
Discharge of conditions 3 (materials) and 6 (rooflights) from planning permission 3/2021/1076 (Approved)

3/2021/1282:
Proposed erection of single storey extension to north elevation. Alteration of existing lean-to and removal of existing render wall finish to the west elevation. Replacement of existing window to the west elevation of the proposed entrance hallway (Refused)

3/2021/1281:
Listed Building Consent for the erection of single storey extension to north elevation. Alteration of existing lean-to and removal of existing render wall finish to the west elevation. Proposed internal alterations, underfloor heating, replacement of existing window to the west elevation of the proposed entrance hallway. Renewal of existing electrical, heating and plumbing installations. Internal re-plastering. Associated drainage works. Removal of foul drainage/waste pipes from the east elevation (Refused)

3/2021/1076:
Listed Building Consent for rebuilding and repairs to existing chimney stacks. Re-roofing works and repairs to all roofs, with repairs to central valley/channel gutter. Replacement of existing rainwater goods with aluminium rainwater goods. Brick plinth to wall bases to be removed and external ground levels lowered below level of internal floors, with French drains installed to building perimeter. Repairs to external windows, doors and fascia boards. Replacement of existing roof window with new conservation roof window. Existing soil/waste pipes to be replaced with aluminium/cast iron pipes (Approved)

3/2016/0158:
Installation of new central heating system, boiler and 125mm flue projecting approximately 600mm above the slates (Approved)


	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

The application relates to a detached two storey property in Gisburn. The property consists of a slated roof, timber doors and windows and stone elevations painted in white with a rendered finish to the Western elevation of the property. The property comprises an inverted ‘T’ shaped footprint topped with a split level overhanging hipped roof profile with the Northernmost element of the property accommodating the lower of the building’s two hipped roof elements. The property comprises a single storey mono pitched element (a former dairy) which straddles the South-western and North-western elevations of the property’s internal hallway and entrance respectively. Access to the property is from Hellifield Road via a single track vehicle access which also serves the adjacent neighbouring properties of Kirk Close and The Old Vicarage. The Grade II* Listed Building of St. Mary’s Church and its associated grounds lie just to the South-west with the defined settlement area of Gisburn lying slightly further away to the South and East. The historic park and garden of Gisburne Park (Grade II Listed) abuts the Northern perimeter of the property’s curtilage with additional open countryside sited further away to the North.

The application property holds Grade II Listed Building status. The official Historic England listing description for The Priory reads as follows: 

‘House, early C19th. Slobbered rubble with hipped slate roof overhanging at eaves. 2 storeys. Windows sashed with glazing bars which intersect at their heads. The plain stone surrounds have pointed heads on the ground floor and hoods on the 1st floor. The central chimney has 3 diagonal caps. The east wall is of one bay and has a 1st floor window similar to those to the south. The door below on the ground floor has a plain stone surround with pointed head. On the north side, against part of the rear wall, is an outshut. In its east wall it has a door with plain stone surround having a pointed head above a flat lintel. The space between the lintel and the arch is glazed with intersecting glazing bars. Adjoining the outshut at the north is a wing with separate hipped roof. It is of one bay towards the east and has mullioned windows with elliptical heads to the lights, and hoods. The ground floor one is of 4 lights, the 1st floor one of 2 lights. On the north side is a chimney with 2 diagonal caps.’


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

Planning consent is sought for the construction of a proposed single storey rear extension.


	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 The Priory as follows:

Archaeological Interest: 

‘The archaeological interest of the building lies in its extant historic fabric, which is now largely restricted to its walls, roof and windows, with other isolated elements i.e., individual floor timbers and surviving doors.’

Architectural And Artistic Interest: 

‘The building is modest and appears to have been designed as two wings…this has led to a somewhat unusual yet interesting architectural form…the diagonal chimney stacks are of interest as well as the existing windows and pattern of fenestration.’

Historic Interest: 

‘In terms of illustrative historic interest, the building is illustrative of a 19th century dwelling that likely belonged to someone higher up on the social scale and had the benefit of servants which is suggested by the historic plan form of the house.’

Accordingly, the above observations indicate that the significance of The Priory is largely underpinned by its architectural interest (unusual building form, chimney stacks, split level hipped roof profile and fenestration) and historic interest (evidence of historic social class divisions) along with some limited archaeological interest (surviving historic fabric).

Historic England guidance Making Changes to Heritage Assets (2016) 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…historic fabric will always be an important part of the asset’s significance…it is not appropriate to sacrifice old work simply to accommodate the new…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.’

In a similar vein, the Institute Of Historic Building Conservation (2021) advises:

‘Modern extensions should be harmonious and not dominate the existing building in scale, materials, situation, or impact on setting. Successful extensions require a thorough understanding of the building type and sensitive handling. 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…a building derives much of its character and appearance from its roof. Roofs often contain the oldest and least altered parts of a building. Alterations should respect what survives in its original form…The alteration of original roof forms and pitches should generally be discouraged.’

In this instance, the proposed extension would serve as an infill between the South-western and North-western elevations of the property’s internal hallway and entrance respectively. The property’s rear North-western elevation is asymmetrical and as such is of lesser significance than the more ornate Southern and Eastern elevations of the property. The property’s North-western elevation comprises a functional (historic) lean-to element which includes a modern timber casement window. The lean-to and window would become masked from view externally by virtue of the siting of the proposed extension. 

Notwithstanding the above, the siting of the proposed extension would create a somewhat awkward junction between the raised parapet wall element of the proposed extension and the former dairy lean-to element to the South. The parapet wall of the extension would rise above the wall of the existing lean-to which in turn would create an odd junction that would be further compounded by the extension’s set back from the South-western elevation of the property’s entrance. As such, the overall composition of the proposed development would be visually at odds with the collective Gothic character of the property’s other elevations. 

As stated above, the extension would incorporate a minor setback from the South-western elevation of the property’s entrance however the extension would otherwise comprise a depth of over 5 metres with its North-western elevation aligned flush with the North-western elevation of the property’s kitchen and rear bedroom. In addition, the extension would incorporate a flat roof design and parapet element which would read as juxtaposed against the distinctive overhanging hipped roof profile of the host property with the stone coping element of the extension’s parapet wall abutting the bottom of the property’s rear South-western facing first floor bedroom window to the point of concealing the window’s cill feature. As such, the proposed extension would largely dominate the property’s South-western profile by virtue of its bulk, massing and height. 

Moreover, the four paned mullioned window arrangement proposed for the South-western side elevation of the extension would be entirely at odds with the more modestly sized historic window openings within the property’s South-western elevation. In addition, historic analysis dates the current plan form of the property to the mid-nineteenth century therefore the infill extension proposed would result in the loss of the building’s historic plan form. Utilisation of the property’s existing South-western ground floor kitchen window opening to form a new doorway opening into the proposed extension would also result in the irreversible loss of historic wall fabric.

Taking account of all of the above, the proposed development would fail to accord with the above guidance and policies in relation to the appropriate adaption of heritage assets therefore the proposed extension would fail to preserve the architectural (aesthetic) character of the listed building which in turn would be harmful to the significance of the building.

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 The Priory. 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 Character/appearance of Conservation Area:

The proposal site is situated within the Gisburn Conservation Area. With reference to making decisions on applications for development in Conservation Areas, Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states that: 

“...special attention shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of that area.” 

This guidance is reiterated in Key Statement EN5 of the Ribble Borough Valley Core Strategy which stipulates that all development proposals should respect and safeguard the character, appearance and significance of all Conservation Areas. 

The Gisburn Conservation Area Appraisal (2005) identifies the following elements as contributing to the Conservation Area’s special interest:

· The absence of 20th-century development along the Main Street, with its attractive mix of 17th, 18th and 19th-century houses, and its high proportion of listed and visually striking buildings;

· Medieval church and churchyard (Grade II* Listed)

· The S-shaped curves of the Main Street, which present different vistas to travellers passing through the village;

· The setting of houses along the main street well back from the road and fronted by large areas of cobbled pavement or set up on terraces with retaining walls and steps to the front doors;

· The tranquil Park Lane, with its ‘polite’ architecture, gatehouses and park boundary walls

Eastward and westward views along Main Street from Park Mews and No. 1 – 3 Old Chapel respectively are denoted as Key Views on the Gisburn Conservation Area Map. Threats to the Conservation Area are listed as the continuing loss of original architectural details and use of inappropriate modern materials or details. 

In this instance the proposed extension would not be publicly viewable from within or on approach to the surrounding Conservation Area by virtue of its screened siting to the rear of the property. The extension would be partially read in concert with the rear North-western profile and churchyard of the Grade II* Listed Church of St Mary (noted as contributing to the Conservation Area’s special interest)  however intervisibility between the application property and church is somewhat restricted by virtue of surrounding tree cover and additional vegetation. The historic park and garden of Gisburne Park (Grade II Listed) abuts the Northern perimeter of the property’s curtilage however the proposed extension would be set back from the property’s Northern garden boundary and below the slightly higher open field topography of Gisburne Park which contains no Public Rights Of Way within the vicinity of the proposal site. Furthermore, the extension would have no impact upon any of the additional elements of special interest or key views referenced above. 

Taking account of the above, it is not considered that the proposed extension would have any undue impact upon the character or appearance of the Gisburn Conservation Area, nor is it considered that the extension would detract from the setting of the Grade II* Listed Church of St Mary or Grade II Listed Gisburne Park.


	Impact Upon Residential Amenity:

The door and window openings within the proposed extension would solely provide views into the property’s curtilage, with the extension being sited well away from the nearest residential receptors to the North-west. As such, it is not anticipated that the proposal would have any undue impact upon the amenity of any neighbouring residents. 


	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’.

In addition, 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 and style…particular emphasis will be placed on visual appearance and the relationship to surroundings, including impact on landscape character.’

In this instance, the proposed extension would serve as an infill between the South-western and North-western elevations of the property’s internal hallway and entrance respectively. Whilst a minor setback would be incorporated into the South-western side elevation of the extension, the footprint of the extension would otherwise occupy the entire ground floor area between the property’s entrance and kitchen, with the depth of the extension extending to just over 5 metres to align flush with the North-western elevation of the property’s kitchen and rear bedroom. In addition, the stone coping element of the extension’s parapet wall feature would abut the bottom of the property’s rear South-western facing first floor bedroom window to the point of concealing the window’s cill feature resulting in a cramped arrangement between the roof of the proposed extension and aforementioned first floor window and lower eaves of the host property. As such, the extension would fail to read as a subservient addition to the host property by virtue of its bulk, massing and height. 

Furthermore, the extension’s flat roof design would be entirely at odds with the hipped roof profile of the host property, with the proposed partial siting of the flat roofed extension onto the Northwestern wall / roof slope of the property’s single storey lean-to further disrupting the symmetry of the property’s sloping roof elements. In addition, the extension’s South-western four paned mullioned window opening would be visually at odds with the fenestration of the property’s existing South-western windows with respect to the solid to void ratio proposed.

Accordingly, the proposed extension, by virtue of its bulk, massing, symmetry and fenestration would read as an incongruous, unsympathetic and harmful addition to the property, with the extension detracting from the symmetry and historic character of the host dwelling. As such, the proposal would fail to satisfy the requirements of Paragraph 130 of the NPPF and Policy DMG1.


	Highways and Parking:

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


	Landscape/Ecology:

The proposed extension is to be partially sited on the North-western wall of the property’s single storey mono pitched addition which in turn would involve some disturbance to the roof profile of the existing lean-to structure. A bat scoping survey was previously carried out at the application property which found no evidence of any bat related activity however the survey in question was conducted during the wintertime, with gaps and crevices identified within the slates and eaves of the lean-to structure respectively. The aforementioned bat survey and current proposal have been reviewed by the Council’s Countryside Officer who has deemed the provision of two additional bat emergence surveys to be necessary to support the current proposal given the roost potential of the lean-to structure. Notwithstanding this, no bat surveys have been provided in support of the current proposal therefore in the absence of such information it cannot be established that the proposed development would have no adverse impact upon protected species.


	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:
The proposed extension, by virtue of its bulk, massing, symmetry and fenestration would read as an incongruous and unsympathetic addition to the host property.

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’.

Furthermore, the applicant has failed to demonstrate that there would be no undue impact upon protected species from the proposed development.

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 design, bulk, massing, symmetry and fenestration would have a harmful impact upon the character and appearance of the application property, a Grade II Listed Building, with the proposed extension reading as an incongruous and unsympathetic addition to the host property. As such, the proposal would fail to meet the requirements of Key Statement 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.

	02:
	The proposal is in conflict with Policy DME3 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy insofar that the applicant has failed to provide adequate information in relation to the potential impact of the proposed development upon protected species. There are no material considerations in this instance to justify allowing the proposal which is in conflict with this policy.
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