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	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	REFUSAL

		

	Development Description:
	Planning Permission for proposed alterations including single-storey extension to side and remodelling of garden terrace area.

	Site Address/Location:
	Halsteads Farm, Rimington Lane, Rimington, BB7 4EA.

		

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	Rimington and Middop Parish Council:
	Consulted 11/1/24 – no response.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	RVBC Countryside: 
	No objections.

	

	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 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:

3/2023/1049:
Listed Building Consent for proposed alterations including single-storey extension to side and remodelling of garden terrace area (Ongoing)

3/2012/0410:
Insertion of two roof lights (LBC) (Refused)

3/2011/0801:
Proposed insertion of four roof lights (LBC) (Refused)
3/2010/0070:
Demolition of agricultural buildings. Construction of 2no. holiday cottages and construction of new access and turning space (Approved)

3/2008/0667:
Demolition of agricultural buildings and construction of two holiday cottages. Construction of detached garage (Refused, allowed on appeal)

3/2008/0309:
Demolition of agricultural building and construction of two holiday cottages (Withdrawn)

3/2008/0709:
Discharge of condition no. 3, planning application 3/2003/0750 relating to materials (Approved)

3/2003/0750:
Alterations to existing outbuildings and extension to form swimming pool enclosure (Approved)


	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

The application relates a farmhouse and adjoining converted barn property in Rimington. The application property holds Grade II Listed Building status. The official listing description for Halsteads Farm reads as follows: 

‘House, 1783. Watershot sandstone with modern tile roof imitating stone slates. Double-pile plan with gable chimneys and central entry. 2 storeys, 2 bays. Windows, of 3 lights, have plain stone surrounds and square mullions. The door has a cement surround, and an open pediment on square brackets. Above on the 1st floor, within a rectangular plain stone surround, is a plaque with an oval border, inscribed 'JG 1783'. The rear wall, racing the road, has 2 bays having 2-light windows with plain stone surrounds and square mullions. Between them is a stair window with plain stone surround and a semi-circular head with keystone and impost blocks. It is divided by a square mullion.’

The application property is situated on the North-eastern edge of Rimington with its rear North-western elevation facing into Rimington Lane. Access to the property is from Rimington Lane with the neighbouring dwellings of No. 1 and No. 2 Halstead Mews lying directly opposite to the East of the property. The application property sits within a sizeable curtilage area comprised of hardstanding, grass and a patio area with a detached double garage sited opposite to the property’s front South-eastern elevation. The village centre of Rimington lies approximately 200 metres away to the South-west with the wider area comprising a mixture of woodland, agricultural land and open countryside.


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

Planning consent is sought for the following works:

· Construction of single storey side extension to the South-western gable end of property

· Reconfiguration of the property’s existing patio area to accommodate new hardstanding areas, paths, steps, walling and soft landscaping

· Replacement of three standard roof lights with three conservation style roof lights within the front and rear roof slopes of the converted barn component of the application property 

· Alterations to the existing door / window arrangement of the entrance hall of the converted barn component of the application property


	Principle of Development:

When assessing works to Listed Buildings and their settings, 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 2 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. 

Chapter 16 of the National Planning Policy Framework 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. 

Local Planning Authorities 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. 

Accordingly, the proposed works to the Listed Building will be carefully assessed with respect to the duties above


	Impact upon Listed Building:

Paragraph 205 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. 

Statements Of Heritage Significance, Historic England (2019) defines these as follows: 

‘Archaeological Interest: There will be archaeological interest in a heritage asset if it holds, or potentially holds, evidence of past human activity worthy of expert investigation at some point.’ 

‘Architectural And Artistic Interest: Interests in the design and general aesthetics of a place. They can arise from conscious design or fortuitously from the way the heritage asset has evolved. More specifically, architectural interest is an interest in the art or science of the design, construction, craftsmanship and decoration of buildings and structures of all types. Artistic interest is an interest in other human creative skills, like sculpture’.

‘Historic Interest: An interest in past lives and events (including pre-historic). Heritage assets can illustrate or be associated with them. Heritage assets with historic interest not only provide a material record of our nation’s history but can also provide meaning for communities derived from their collective experience of a place and can symbolise wider values such as faith and cultural identity.’

National Planning guidance requires applicants to describe the significance of any heritage assets affected, including any contribution made by their setting in order to allow the LPA to come to a judgment about the level of impact on that significance and therefore on the merits of the proposal. 

A heritage statement has been provided in support of the application which reads as follows:

‘Halsteads Farmhouse has a degree of illustrative interest through the manner in which it portrays later C18th rural lifestyles…a degree of architectural interest stems from the house’s blend of vernacular (e.g. mullion windows) and subtle classical (e.g. symmetrical façade) influences. This, when twinned with the double pile plan form (a notable shift from the typical single pile plan of vernacular houses), shows that the house illustrates the gradual shift from vernacular to polite architecture in the design of dwellings, which occurred through the later C17th and C18th…in terms of appearance, the main south east facing facade is without doubt the most visually appealing part of the building. This appeal is mostly derived from the symmetrical formal composition of the house part, with watershot stone walling and the mullion windows.’

Accordingly, the above observations indicate that the significance of Halsteads Farm as a heritage asset is largely underpinned by its historic interest (evidence of historic rural lifestyles) and architectural interest (mullioned windows, symmetrical South-eastern façade, plaque with inscription).

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… 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.’

In this instance, the works proposed include alterations to the interior of the farmhouse and adjoining barn which include the reinstatement of a hallway within the farmhouse component of the property in order to re-establish the original plan layout of the building. In the adjoining barn, the modern floor above the lounge is to be removed in order to re-establish a full height space as per the original building. Historic analysis suggests that the above alterations would reverse modern changes which represent a deviation from the original planform and layout of the farmhouse and attached barn building therefore these changes are considered to be acceptable. Additional works proposed include the replacement of three standard roof lights with three conservation style roof lights within the front and rear roof slopes of the converted barn component of the application property which would be more befitting for use in a historic farm building whilst delivering a minor visual enhancement to the heritage asset. Further works proposed include the reconfiguration of the entry to the barn’s entrance hall whereby an existing doorway would be replaced with a three fixed full length windows. These works would not result in any significant deviation from the existing window / door arrangement in place (which appears to be modern) and as such would have a neutral impact upon the heritage asset. 

The proposed extension would adjoin to the South-western gable end of the application property with its footprint roughly comprising an inverted ‘L’ shape with an adjoining link element. The extension would comprise a total width of just over 13 metres with the total depth of the proposed extension extending to over 8 metres. In addition, the extension would be set well forward of the property’s principal elevation. As such, the extension proposed would be overtly disruptive to the existing plan form of the building, with the extension’s inverted ‘L’ shape footprint and adjoining link element constituting a significant deviation from the building’s unadorned double pile two bay layout and having no historic reference to the building’s original plan form. Furthermore, the siting of the extension’s footprint forward of the host property’s principal South-eastern elevation would further disrupt the original plan form of the building, with the extension’s glazed link element, flat sedum roof profile, full length glazed panels and aluminium framework reading as overtly juxtaposed against the traditional stonework, slated gable roof profile and attractive mullioned window features of the host property which in turn would draw the eye away from the building’s South-eastern facade which largely underpins the significance of the heritage asset.

Taking account 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 with the proposed extension detracting from the historic and architectural character of the listed building which in turn would be harmful to the significance of the heritage asset.

The level of harm to the heritage asset from the proposed development is considered to be less than substantial in this instance. 

Paragraph 208 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 proposed extension would offer limited small scale public benefits in the form of short term contractor employment. Construction of the proposed extension and the additional minor internal alterations proposed would otherwise be utilised for private use with the only benefactors being the residents of Halsteads Farm. 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 205 and 208 of the National Planning Policy Framework and Key Statement EN5 and Policy DME4 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy and is therefore considered to be unacceptable.


	Impact Upon Residential Amenity:

The proposed extension would be sited at a sufficient distance from the nearest residential receptors of Halstead Mews therefore it is not anticipated that the proposal would have any undue impact upon the amenity of any neighbouring residents. 


	Visual Amenity/External Appearance:

Paragraph 135 (c) 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 reconfiguration proposed to the property’s existing patio area to accommodate new hardstanding areas, paths, steps, walling and soft landscaping would not result in an overtly dissimilar arrangement to the existing layout in place in terms of the quantity and materiality of hardstanding areas, walling and soft landscaping therefore no concerns are raised with respect to this aspect of the proposal.  
Additional works proposed include the replacement of three standard roof lights with three conservation style roof lights within the front and rear roof slopes of the converted barn component of the application property which would deliver a minor visual enhancement to the converted barn. Further works include the reconfiguration of the entry to the barn’s entrance hall whereby an existing doorway would be replaced with a three fixed full length windows. These works would not result in any significant deviation from the existing window / door arrangement in place (which appears to be modern) and as such would have a neutral impact upon the property. 

Notwithstanding the above, the extension proposed to the application property would comprise a sidewards projection of just over 13 metres from the South-western gable end of the host dwelling with the depth of the extension extending to just over 8 metres at it deepest point. As such, the footprint of the extension would be significant and comparable in terms of size to the floorspace area occupied by the farmhouse component of the application property. In addition, the full width of the proposed extension would be set well forward of the property’s principal elevation. As such, the extension proposed would overtly dominate the host property by virtue of its footprint, width and forwards projection, with the extension clearly failing to read as a subservient addition to the parent property. In addition, the extension’s glazed link element, flat sedum roof profile, full length glazed panels and aluminium framework would all read as highly incongruous in the context of the traditional stonework, slated gable roof profile and attractive mullioned window features of the host property. Furthermore, photographic analysis shows that the proposed extension would be predominantly visible from within the public realm from Rimington Lane, particularly when on approach to the property from the South therefore the visual impact of the proposal would be pronounced. 

As such, the proposed extension, by virtue of its footprint, width, orientation, flat roof profile, fenestration and use of modern materials would read as an over dominant, unsympathetic, incongruous and harmful addition to the host property. The proposal therefore fails to satisfy the requirements of Paragraph 135 (c) of the NPPF and Policy DMG1 of the Core Strategy. 

	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:

A bat survey carried out at the application property on 21/12/23 found no evidence of any bat related activity, with the application property deemed as holding negligible roosting potential for bats. In addition, no evidence was uncovered to suggest use of the property by nesting birds. As such, no further survey work with respect to protected species has been recommended. An Arboricultural Impact Assessment has been provided in support of the application which shows the presence of hedgerows and mature trees within the confines of the property’s curtilage however analysis within the AIA shows that the root protection areas of the hedges and trees on site would not be compromised by the proposed development with no hedge or tree removal proposed. No other ecological constraints were identified in relation to the proposed development. 


	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

The proposed extension, by virtue of its footprint, width, orientation, flat roof profile, fenestration and use of modern materials would read as an over dominant, unsympathetic, incongruous and harmful addition to the host property and would be predominantly visible from within the public realm.

Moreover, Paragraph 139 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 footprint, width, orientation, flat roof profile, fenestration and use of modern materials would have a harmful impact upon the character and appearance of the application property, a Grade II Listed Building. 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 135 (c), 205 and 208 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
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