Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: RH

	Application No: 
	3/2010/0326

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed level access and 2no. steps including handrails externally providing means of access for disabled persons into public building at 2 Market Place, Clitheroe.

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Clitheroe Town Council – No Objections.

	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

County Surveyor – No objections in principle to the application on highway safety grounds.

	Conservation Officer (RVBC) – Recommends refusal of the application. The proposed handrail has an unnecessarily harmful impact upon the character and significance of the Grade II listed building and Clitheroe Conservation Area.

	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No observations received.

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control

Policy ENV16 – Development Within Conservation Areas

Policy ENV19  - Listed Buildings

PPS5 – Planning for the Historic Environment

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	G1, ENV16, ENV19 & PPS5 – Prominent and incongruous feature to the visual detriment of the character and appearance of the Listed Building and Clitheroe Conservation Area.

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

	The application relates to a Grade II Listed premises occupied by Yorkshire Bank on a prominent roadside location within Clitheroe Conservation Area. It has a dual aspect in which the north-western elevation of the premises faces Market Place and the southern elevation faces King Lane.

Permission is sought for a level access to aid disabled persons into the building from the main entrance to the north-western corner of the building. The proposal is to include a level access projecting 1.2 metres from the entrance and 2.3 metres wide constructed of paving to match the existing footpath. The disabled access point is from the eastern side of the proposal and to the western side two steps will accommodate pedestrian access due to the difference in levels to the pavement. A handrail will be constructed to aid access measuring a maximum of 1.3 metres in height and 2.9 metres in length constructed of black cast iron interspersed with balusters.

The proposal will have minimal impact upon the amenity of neighbouring residents due to its location within the town centre, which is predominantly occupied by business premises.

I therefore consider that the main considerations in the determination of this application are the visual impact of the proposal upon the character and appearance of both the Listed Building and the subsequent impact upon the wider Conservation Area.

The Conservation Officer has provided a comprehensive supporting statement recommending refusal of the application, summarised as follows:

‘The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states at paragraphs 16(2) and 66(1) that in considering whether to grant listed building consent or planning permission for any works, the local planning authority should 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’.

‘Planning Policy Statement 5 (PPS5, March 2010) Policy HE7.1 states “ 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 HE9.1 states “there should be a presumption in favour of the conservation of designated heritage assets and the more significant the designated asset, the greater 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 through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting. Loss affecting any designated heritage asset should require clear and convincing justification…”.

‘Paragraph 178 of the Historic Environment Planning Practice Guidance (HEPPG, March 2010) which accompanies PPS5 states that “it would not normally be acceptable for new work to dominate the original asset or its setting in either scale, material or as a result of its siting”.

Taking into account the above policy guidance he suggests that ‘the proposed handrail has an unnecessarily harmful impact upon the character and significance of the listed building and the character, appearance and significance of Clitheroe Conservation Area. This is because of the prominence and dominance of the handrail in the building façade. The number of balusters appears excessive and the horizontal extent of the handrail appears incongruous with and obscuring of the vertically proportioned door’.

In addition to his comments I note that Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 imposes the general duty on LPAs for ‘special attention to be paid……..to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a conservation area’.

The Clitheroe Conservation Area Appraisal (Conservation Studio, 2006) ‘SWOT’ analysis suggests that amongst the principal negative features of Clitheroe’s historic core is:

‘Insensitive alteration of historic buildings, including some modern shopfronts; Twentieth century development that fails to preserve the historic character and appearance of the conservation area, particularly in King Lane; Lack of historic character and appearance of King Lane’.

I support the comments from the Conservation Officer in recommending refusal of the application. As stated above, the premises lie in a very prominent position within Clitheroe Conservation Area and as such the proposal is more dominant by the fact of its location at a main crossroads within the town centre.

Part HE7.5 of PPS5 states that ‘local planning authorities should take into account the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to the character and local distinctiveness of the historic environment. The consideration of design should include scale, height, massing, alignment, materials and use’.

This is supported by Policy G1 of the Districtwide Local Plan, which states that ‘materials used should be sympathetic to the character of the area and Policy ENV16 of the same plan which states that ‘the main elements of Council (conservation area) policy are retention and enhancement…..within conservation areas development will be strictly controlled to ensure that it reflects the character of the area in terms of scale, size, design and materials’.

It is considered that the design and size of the proposal is the main factor in recommending refusal of the application. I appreciate that the provision of improved access to 2 Market Place would be a public benefit however this should not be at the expense of the loss of character to a Listed Building. Paragraph 178 of the Historic Environment Planning Practice Guide states ‘there will almost always be scope to provide improved access for all without compromising the significance of a heritage asset’ and English Heritage has provided Best Practice Guidance in relation to the reconciliation of the interests of conservation and access.   

The main entrance to the premises is a prominent feature, which positively contributes to the character of the building. By obscuring this feature with the introduction of ‘fussy’ design to the railings and the inappropriate choice of material for the plinth the character and appearance of the building within Clitheroe Conservation Area will be significantly affected contrary to Policy ENV19 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

To conclude it is considered by virtue of the size and design of the proposal that it will not make a positive contribution to the historic environment and will be viewed as a wholly inappropriate and prominent addition, which does not preserve or enhance the characteristics of the building to the detriment of Clitheroe Conservation Area.

I therefore recommend that planning permission be refused for the above reasons.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.
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