
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2008/1015

	Development Proposed:
	New roof lights and replacement window to listed smithy, and internal alterations to curtilage building at Smithy Cottage, Cow Ark, Clitheroe 

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Bowland Forest Lower Division have no objections.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	The historic amenity societies – Consulted, no representations received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings (setting).

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



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The proposed works would be harmful to the character and setting of the listed building. The roof lights would be conspicuous, incongruous and visually intrusive. The rooflights and new window do not appear to respect the distinct and characteristic fenestration pattern of the historic smithy.



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

	Cow Ark Smithy is a Grade II listed former smithy, probably of the late 18th century, prominently sited in the hamlet of Cow Ark and the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  Immediately to the east are the Grade II listed Cow Ark farmhouse and Cow Ark lime kiln.

In 1985 listed building consent (3/85/0285) and planning permission (3/85/0284) was granted for the change of use of the existing smithy to ancillary domestic accommodation, the erection of a first floor extension (over the element referred to in the list description as having a wide entrance with long-and-short jambs and a timber lintel) and cleaning and repointing of stone work on the existing dwelling.  The officer’s report refers to a south elevation window being returned to a doorway (red brick infill being removed) and possible re-roofing.  Two of the smithy’s chimneys were removed.  A letter on file (6 May 1986) agrees to the substitution of a double window with centre mullion in place of the glazed screen originally agreed for the wide entrance referred to in the list description.  A photo incorporated within the current application design and access statement shows that the wide entrance element of the smithy was demolished during scheme implementation. 

A letter from the applicants on the above files refers to plans for alterations and a porch extension (south elevation?) being approved in 1981 and prior to listing (81/226 – not in system – Building Regulations).  

In 1995 planning permission and listed building consent (3/95/0054 and 0055) was granted for the demolition of a timber garage to the front of the house and its replacement with a larger stone built double garage.  The plans show that a former outside WC and wash house to the front of the house had been demolished because the building became unsafe.  

On 20 October 2008, the applicant was advised at a pre-application meeting that officers would not support the proposed roof lights because of their prominence (reference was made to PPG15).  Concerns were also expressed at proposed window changes (is the fenestration pattern fundamental to the character of the smithy?) and the cumulative impact of modern alterations at this site (PPG15 referred to).  

In my opinion the new opening in the internal solid stone wall referred to in the list description is acceptable.  Whilst this represents further loss of historic fabric to a building which has already lost considerable historic fabric (PPG15 paragraph 3.13 refers), the integration of the ground floor units would appear reasonable.  However, in my opinion the roof lights would be conspicuous, incongruous and visually intrusive and I am mindful of PPG15 paragraphs C.27, C.35 and C.13 and of the extent of existing fenestration in this now subsidiary element of the building range.

The design and access statement does not include an analysis of the importance of the rear (or any other) windows to the character of the smithy (as discussed with the applicant pre-application).  It is suggested that one of the two existing windows was introduced in the last 20 years as only one window is shown on the existing elevation drawing of 3/85/0285 (this evidence would also suggest the work to be unauthorised).  English Heritage’s ‘Historic Farmsteads: North West Region’ (2006) does not refer.  However, the generic smithy shown at page 183 of ‘The Illustrated Handbook of Vernacular Architecture’ (RW Brunskill, 1978) is almost identical in plan and elevation treatment (including the limitation of doors and windows to the front elevation and this having the form of a central doorway between two windows) to the Cow Ark example.  Brunskill also notes (page 182) that ‘Most surviving smithies are fairly late in date – mid to late 19th century, built of brick or stone and virtually without ornament’ and ‘.. (are) well lit and ventilated from the open door’ suggesting the 18th century Cow Ark example to be rare and its lack of ornamentation (windows/rooflights) and dependence on a front elevation (south facing) door for light to be characteristic of the building type.  In my opinion, the proposed enlargement of the unauthorised window to provide an exact copy to  the historic window would appear to diminish the significance of the single historic window (which Brunskill appears to suggest is an interesting departure from the generic form of no windows to the rear elevation).  Mindful of PPG15 C.2 (building type characteristics) and C.8 (walls) I consider this element of the works to be inappropriate.  

I note that the officers report for 3/85/284 and 285 states that the attached house is not part of the listing.  However, mindful of Calderdale (where it was held at a row of millworkers cottages attached to a bridge which was attached to a listed mill were also part of the listing) and that the application refers to the main housebody as a ‘curtilage’ building I believe consideration of the proposed internal works to be necessary.  

I note that the agent does not believe the post 1985 building to merit listing.  Whilst I would agree that the alterations/extensions were dramatic and do compromise the character and setting of the smithy (see the before/after photos in the design and access statement) the works do not appear to have resulted in a significant loss of important historic fabric to the core of the 18th century building (the generic smithy core as suggested in Brunskill).

Addendum following further site inspection of 14 January 2009

Works are in progress (see photos). The new opening into the Smithy has already been undertaken; the floor has been taken up and wet concrete poured (the builder states that a dpc has been put in and a row of blue brick headers is evident); whilst some limewash to the walls remains adjoining the chimney most appears to have been removed and new (hard) pointing undertaken; the chimney breast has been partially reconstructed; the adjoining historic outbuilding has been demolished and the builder has dug out trenches (one immediately adjacent the smithy foundations) for a new building – the garden area has a large store of stone. The builder suggests that much of the work was undertaken by the previous owner.

The builder opines that both the rear windows in the smithy are modern interventions – if this is the case the proposals will be compounding the existing inappropriate works. He also suggests that walling has been rebuilt.

The stairs in the housebody are modern and of no interest. However, the creation of a new stair well will involve loss of further historic fabric – further examination of the case for this element being part of the listing is therefore required.   



	RECOMMENDATION: That listed building consent be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














