Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT – REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/JS

	Application No: 
	3/2010/0137/P (LBC)

	Development Proposed:
	New rear door opening, new rear stair, internal partition and false ceiling at 35 King Street, Whalley

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No comments or observations received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC (Archaeology): No archaeological comments to make (25 March 2010).  Informal comments previously received (17 March 2010) suggesting the scheme to be an improvement on the previous scheme, there to be no problem with the proposals as they are reversible and noting that previously removed doors were to be put back in place.  

Historic Amenities Societies consulted – No representations have been received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations.

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Areas) Act 1990

PPS 5 Planning for the Historic Environment

Policy ENV20 - Proposals Involving Partial Demolition of Listed Buildings.

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings.

Policy ENV16 - Development Within Conservation Areas.

Whalley Conservation Area Appraisal 

ballastrade 

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

	33 and 35 King Street, Whalley is a Grade II listed row of town houses and shops of the mid 18th century prominently sited in Whalley Conservation Area.  The row of double-pile (two rooms deep) and, originally double fronted properties. is distinct and imposing in the street scene because of its height, historic brick construction (rare in the Ribble Valley) and relatively “polite” design.  The Whalley Conservation Area Appraisal refers to No’s 33 and 35 King Street as a ‘pair of substantial matching townhouses’ and suggests ‘at this time, bricks would have been brought some distance and were therefore too expensive to be used for anything other than the more prestigious buildings’ (page 9).  The list description notes a similarly interesting and intact historic interior “number 35 has several oak panelled doors of 18th century type, and an oak dog-leg stair with open string, turned balusters and wreathed handrail”.  The stair is lit by a multi-paned (with stained glass in the margin lights) stair window from the half-landing up to the first floor.

3/2009/0952/P & 3/2009/0953/P – Proposed change of use of part of ground floor to a hair salon, with internal alterations and a new rear entrance.  Listed building consent and planning permission refused.  17 December 2009 

3/2008/0354/P – Replace 7 number (historic) internal doors with half fire doors.  Listed building consent granted 19 June 2008.

3/2005/0973/P – Installation of 49cm diameter satellite dish at rear of building.  Listed building consent granted 4 January 2006.

3/1999/0791/P – Domestic detached garage to rear.  Listed building consent refused 30 November 1999.

3/1999/0761/P – Domestic detached garage.  Planning permission refused 30 November 1999.

3/1991/0565/P – Replacement of existing railings.  Listed building consent granted 1 October 1991.

3/1989/0532/P – Replace front door, fit French casement in rear kitchen window, demolish two “lean-to” buildings and erect garage.  Listed building consent granted 28 November 1989.

3/1988/0837/P – Replacement of front elevation doors, repair and replacement of sash windows to front and rear elevation.  Velux windows in roof at rear at 33A and 35 King Street.  Listed building consent granted 20 January 1989.

6/10/1667 – Adaption of rear of shop to accommodate sub-post office.  Planning permission granted 4 October 1968.

Section 16(2) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states that when considering applications for building consent, special regard shall be had to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses.    

Planning Policy Statement 5 – Planning for the Historic Environment (PPS5, March 2010) 

Policy 87.1 states that “in decision making local planning authorities should seek to identify and assess the particular significance of any element of the historic environment that may be affected by the relevant proposal”.

Policy 89.1 of PPS5 states that “There should be a presumption in favour of the conservation of designated heritage assets and the more significant the designated asset, the greater the presumption in favour of its conservation should be.  Once lost, heritage assets cannot be replaced and their loss is a cultural, environment, economic and social impact.  Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting.  Loss affecting any designated heritage assets should require clear and convincing justification…”

PPS5 is accompanied by the Historic Environment Planning Practice Guide (HEPPG March 2010).  Paragraph 2, Introduction, of the HEPPG states that the practice guidance may be “material to individual planning and heritage consent decisions”.  

Paragraph 152 Repair, of the HEPPG states that “Doors and windows are frequently key to the significance of the building.  Change is therefore advisable only where the original is beyond repair, it minimises the loss of historic fabric and matches the original in detail.  Secondary glazing is usually more appropriate than double glazing where the window itself is of significance”.

Paragraph 180 Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG advises that “Reversibility alone does not justify alteration.”

Paragraph 185, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG advises that “The insertion of new elements such as doors and windows is quite likely to adversely affect the building’s significance”.

Paragraph 182, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG advises that “Plan form of a building is frequently one of its most important characteristics and internal partitions, staircases (whether decorated or plain, principal or secondary) and other features are likely to form part of its significance.  Indeed, they may be its most significant feature.  Proposals to remove or modify internal arrangements, including the insertion of new openings or extension under ground, will be subject to the same considerations of impact on significance, particularly in architectural interest, as for externally visible alterations.

Paragraph 179, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG advises that “The fabric will always be an important part of the asset’s significance.  Retention of as much historic fabric as possible is therefore a fundamental part of any good alteration or conversion, together with the use of appropriate materials or methods of repair.  It is not appropriate to sacrifice old works simply to accommodate the new”.  

Paragraph 79, General Considerations for Heritage Assets, advises that “There are a number of potential heritage benefits that could weigh in favour of a proposed scheme:

1.

  It sustains or enhances the significance of heritage asset and the contribution of its setting.

2.  It reduces or removes risks to a heritage asset.

3.  It secures the optimum viable use of the heritage asset in support of its long term conservation.  

4.  It makes a positive contribution to the economic vitality and sustainable communities.

5.  It is an appropriate design for its context and makes a positive contribution to the appearance, character, quality and local distinctiveness of a historic environment.  

6.  It better reveals the significance of a heritage asset and therefore enhances our enjoyment of it and the sense of place”.

Paragraphs 87 and 89 – Considerations for Designated Heritage Assets, advises:

“87.   Where a proposal causes minor harm there will still be a loss of value to society caused by that harm.  This is a loss of public benefit that needs to be weighed against any other public benefits the proposal will bring, including, possibly, the conservation benefit of the proposal being part of realising the optimal viable use of the asset. … Some works may seem individually to be of little importance but can cumulatively be destructive of a heritage asset’s significance”.

“89.   It is important that any use is viable, not just for the owner but also for the future conservation of the asset.  Viable uses will fund future maintenance.  It is obviously desirable to avoid successive harmful changes carried out in the interest of successive, speculative and failed uses.  If there are a range of alternative ways in which an asset could viably be used, the optimum use is one which causes the least harm to the significance of the asset, not just through necessary initial changes but also as a result of subsequent wear and tear and likely future changes.  The optimum viable use is not necessarily the most profitable one”.

Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan Policy ENV20 (“Saved”) states that “Proposals for the alteration or repair of listed buildings should be sympathetic to their character and appearance.  

The Whalley Conservation Area Appraisal recognises the Threat to the Whalley Conservation Area (see SWOT analysis) of the continuing loss of original architectural details and the use of inappropriate modern materials or details.  

RW Brunskill, “Vernacular Architecture” (1978, pages 120-121) notes that “From the late 17th Century onwards and gradually passing down the social scale, the framed timber staircase appeared in vernacular houses and was a prominent part of the “double pile” plan .. in the double pile plan the half landing encouraged invention in window design”.

L Hall, “Period House Fixtures and Fittings 1300-1900” (2005, page 79) states that “Margin lights, narrower panes of glass around the edge of the window, became popular from about 1800 and were often glazed with coloured glass, red or blue being especially popular, with etched stars in the corners”.  

I note the recent disruption to the otherwise in tact 18th Century interior from the relocation of historic doors and their replacement with modern fire doors (3/2008/0354/P);  listed building consent was granted mindful of the insistence of the fire officer that the applicant undertake swift action in respect of fire safety and the letting accommodation;  the Ancient Monuments Society commented on the application that “taking the doors off and fixing them to the walls as museum exhibits seems a pretty unsympathetic thing to do”.  

The stair window is at the rear of the property but it is noted that listed buildings and their features are protected for their intrinsic value rather than because of their prominence or conspicuousness.  The Planning Inspectorate for an appeal at Rodhill Lodge, Bolton-by-Bowland commented that  “I accept that views of the proposed conservatory from the public realm would be very limited but listed buildings are protected for intrinsic value.  The fact that the conservatory would be barely visible to anyone but the appellant is not a matter to which any great weight can be attached, therefore”.

I note that the scheme differs from that considered in December 2009 in that no loss of fabric (internal panelling, external stonework) is shown below stair windowsill level and two original doors (of the seven removed by 3/2008/0354/P) are proposed to be rehung in their original locations.  

Other works (blocking of stairs, ceilings) impact upon the plan form of the building but are reversible without damage to the historic fabric.  The linking of No. 35 and No. 35A by the breakthrough at ground floor appears to be a restoration of the original planform although the separation of the units would also appear to be long standing (see photo of 35A as a post office in 1900).  

The main issue of concern therefore appears to be the formation of a doorway with steps in place of the lower section of the historic stair window.  This window appears to require repair (no joiner’s report is submitted with the application) and its margin light form and glazing suggest it not to be original.  However, the stairs and the stair window are of high significance to the building’s character not least because of their association with the historic stairs.  Nos. 33 and 35 King Street are listed as one entity and extent of previous less than sympathetic works to fenestration at the rear elevations of the properties is noted.  The incorporation of a door set with steps will disrupt the existing symmetry and carefully detailed form of the rear elevation of No. 35 which survives the previous formation of French doors at No. 35. 

The alterations to the stair window does not appear to result in any of the heritage benefits envisaged by Paragraph 79 of the HEPPG.  I also do not believe the proposals, overall, are to encourage the optimal use of the building or its long term conservation (paragraph 87 of the HEPPG).  The removal of the significant first and second floor original doors mentioned in the list description (as a result of the recent multiple letting of rooms in the erstwhile single dwelling and urgent request of the fire officer) is not proposed to be undone.  

The proposed works and vertical subdivision of the property would suggest further movement away from the optimum use and I particularly note the warning at Paragraph 89 of the HEPPG that “It is obviously desirable to avoid successive harmful changes carried out in the interests of successive speculative and failed uses”.



	SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	

	RECOMMENDATION: That listed building consent be REFUSED.


DATE INSPECTED: 














