
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/JS

	Application No: 
	3/2007/0728/P (LBC) AND 3/2007/0727/P (PA)

	Development Proposed:
	Change of use from existing shop and dwelling to shop with living accommodation and separate dwelling at 1 and 3 Windy Street, Chipping.  

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish  Council – have no objections to this proposal.  Welcome plans that will enable the applicants to retire after 40 years of village service.  The plans accommodate the retention of shop premises for the future.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC (Highways) – No objection to this proposal on highway safety grounds.  The provision for off-street parking remains severely constrained within this conservation area and do not anticipate a significant increase in demand for on-street parking as a result of this proposal.

LCC (Archaeology) – No archaeological comments to make on this.

Historic amenity societies – Consulted; SPAB confirmed that building does not come under their date and suggest referral to the Georgian Group.  

English Heritage – do not wish to offer any comments on this occasion.  Recommend application be determined in accordance with national and local policy guidance, and on basis of RVBC specialist conservation advice.  

RVBC (Planning Policy) – Shop with living accommodation – this ancillary residential use would not be subject to current moratorium controls.  The reduction in the size of the shop is unlikely to have a detrimental impact on the village as a shop unit, albeit smaller, will be retained.  The reduction in the size of the shop unit does not contravene current policies.

 Additional Residential Unit – needs to be considered on its merits within the scope of  Structure Plan policy.  Policy 12 allows exceptions for affordable housing (which this is not presented as) or for housing that provides a conservation benefit where this is identified through the Local Plan. As RVBC does not have a relevant policy, this has to be determined on merit.  If the retention of the building is warranted and the residential scheme supports this it could be accepted as an exception.  Support for this type of approach can be found in   PPG 15. 

What is important, however, is that whilst in themselves the principle of development in terms of proposed uses could be supported, it is a listed building.  Any requirement to restore or protect features of the listed building itself will be a matter for separate consideration within the context of its listed building designation.  Local Plan policies seek to ensure that any alterations or repairs should be sympathetic to the character and appearance of the building.  The most important features of any listed building being preserved.  As a justified exception the residential element could be supported as a principle, as could the retail alteration if there is no adverse effect on character and appearance or preservation of the building’s most important features.

There are, however, some parking issues to address with the County Surveyor related to the additional residential unit and whether it could be satisfactorily accommodated.  



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings.

Policy ENV20 - Proposals Involving Partial Demolition/Alteration of Listed Buildings.

Joint Lancashire Structure Plan Policy 21

Joint Lancashire Structure Plan Policy 12



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The proposal would be harmful to the character of the listed building because of the unnecessary loss of historic fabric and alteration to planform.The proposal would not be in accordance with Policy 12 of the JLSP.  



	COMMENTS/ENVIRONMENTAL/AONB/HUMAN RIGHTS ISSUES/RECOMMENDATION:

	1 and 3 (Proctor’s Shop) Windy Street is a Grade II listed (13 February 1967) shop of the late 18th Century, prominently sited within Chipping Conservation Area.  The list description refers to windows being modern, the right hand ground floor window being wider, the left hand door being blocked to form a window.  

In October 2005 the left hand unit ground floor was removed and replaced.  

In July 2006 I noticed, whilst passing the property, that the front elevation first floor right hand window had been removed revealing that building works, including plaster stripping from internal stonework, was in progress (see letter 4 July 2006).  Following a site inspection on 21 November 2006 I wrote to the owner requesting that unauthorised works be reversed (see letter 29 November 2006).  None of the unauthorised work items had been reversed by 11 September 2007 (also see letter following meeting with agent 25 June 2007). 

The “existing” plans are those following unauthorised works, ie the left hand window mentioned in the list description is now a door; there is a large internal opening between the units (previous location of a historic doorway) at first floor.  

The proposals result in the further loss of important historic fabric.  At the basement it is proposed to remove the lateral and central access corridor and the original(?) back door at one end of this corridor (it is vertically boarded in wide planks; no details have been submitted of the window proposed to be inserted into this opening).  The new left hand unit stair flight is through the modern replacement floor of 2005.   However, the right hand unit stair from the basement to ground floor is proposed through a historic floor (wide floorboards with a stone flag surface).  The existing basement to ground floor access in the outshut is to be removed (not important historic fabric).  

New stair flights are proposed between ground and first floors in both units.  Existing floors are historic with wide floorboards.  In provision of the left hand stairs a partitioned space of (riven) lath and plaster is to be removed.  

At first floor the damaged historic dividing wall (pre 1840s brick) formerly with historic doorway is not shown to be restored – it is proposed to block the wall up in its entirety without memory of the historic access between units.  

The agent has provided a statement in support of the proposals.  It is suggested that much of the apparent unauthorised removal of historic fabric was undertaken in the 1940s-50s.  It is also suggested that the proposals are required to secure the listed building’s future by completing repairs (little detail of what these repairs entail is submitted), by securing funds for repairs, by allowing one of the last three shops in the village to continue, and by maintaining a building in a conservation area in use and in a state of repair for the benefit of the community and the wider public.  However, little assessment of building character or the importance of historic fabric and plan form to be lost has been provided.  

The agent (4 September 2007) has submitted additional information stating that his clients would be prepared to replace the existing glazed front door with a traditional plank door and the existing shop bow window with a more appropriate window.  

In my opinion some repair works are required to this listed building.  However, little has been presented in redress of the situation discovered on 21 November 2006 and referred to in letters of 29 November 2006 and 25 June 2007. Notwithstanding this matter, and in my opinion, the works now proposed are unnecessarily detrimental to the character of the listed building.  

I am mindful that Structure Plan Policy 12 allows exception to current housing moratorium controls where there is a proven conservation benefit, and that such flexibility is encouraged in finding new uses for historic buildings in PPG15 at paragraph 3.10.  However, in my opinion the proposed works compound the erosion of character from recent unauthorised work.  In particular the loss of the basement corridor, the historic back door, and part of the right hand unit first flooring in provision of modified stairs would not appear to be necessary or justified.  No evidence has been provided to suggest that the level of works proposed is required to ensure the continued repair, maintenance and occupancy of the listed building.Therefore, I do not believe this scheme meets the exception to Policy 12 of the Joint Lancashire Structure Plan.



	RECOMMENDATION: That listed building consent and planning permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO
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