Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - APPROVAL

	Ref: AD/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2011/0757/P (LBC)

	Development Proposed:
	Installation of bored pile foundation underpinning to piers 33 and 34 and concrete structural lining to arch 34 at Whalley Viaduct, land adjacent to Broad Lane, Whalley

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No comments or observations received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	English Heritage  - do not wish to be consulted on this application (see e-mail 20 September 2011). However, prior to this comment EH alluded to concern at the possible knock on effects to adjacent arches, in terms of movement, from the strengthening of one of the arches in isolation (see e-mail 19 September 2011).

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.

PPS5.

HEPPG.

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

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings (setting).

Policy ENV16 - Development Within Conservation Areas.

Whalley Conservation Area Appraisal.

Draft NPPF.



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

	Whalley Viaduct is a Grade II listed building and a focal point of Whalley Conservation Area and the surrounding landscape.

The list description states:

“Railway Viaduct on Bolton, Blackburn, Clitheroe and West Yorkshire railway, opened 1850.  Engineer Flannaghan.  Red and blue brick.  48 round arches on battered piers.  Where Ridding Lane passes through, close to the north-west gateway of the Abbey (q.v.) the opening has concentric brick arches and moulded stone imposts.  To each side is an arch filled with brickwork with a blind lancet recess.”

Whalley Conservation Area Appraisal (The Conservation Studio consultants; adopted by the Borough Council following public consultation 3 April 2007) refers:

- (General character and planform) “Whalley is notable for the following townscape features … Whalley Railway Viaduct to west of town, crossing the Calder Valley”;
- (Origins and historic developments) “It appears that … Whalley remained a small, rather isolated rural settlement until the later half of the 19th century when the provision of a railway line in 1850, which passed to the west of the town on a high, brick built viaduct, meant that the town became a favoured location for wealthy, middle class families”;

- (Whalley Conservation Area Boundary Review) “(iv) Add part of the railway viaduct and Cross House … this extension to the conservation area also includes a section of the Grade II listed railway viaduct, dating to 1850.  This tall red brick structure is a local landmark and a dominant feature within a landscape to the west of Whalley”.

3/2006/0826/P – Repair work comprising the replacement of defective brickwork within the “Ecclesiastical” arches (mainly south elevation) located either side of the The Sands road.  LBC granted 30 November 2006.

3/1997/0246/P – Provision of refuges at track level at 40m centres on both elevations.  Steel frame GRP panels of cast iron appearance, colour to be black (or holly green).  LBC granted 20 May 1997.

3/1997/0200/P – Restoration and repair to railway viaduct Phase I including addition of tie bars and pattress plates and parapet handrail extensions.  LBC granted 25 April 1997.

The Design and Access statement refers to the viaduct having previously undergone strengthening and maintenance works, including arch strengthening and underpinning works to piers.  The viaduct is considered to be the longest and largest viaduct in Lancashire and the largest and most prominent engineering feature on the Ribble Valley Line.

Defects within the structure have been evident throughout the history of the viaduct, with the first recorded strengthening works taking place in 1884.  During programmed maintenance works in 2010, significant defects to Span 34 were recorded, including the flattening to the west ring face of the arch barrel and a full width transverse crack.  The bridge pier 34 has settled and that in turn has resulted in the cracks in Span 34.  Monitoring has been undertaken.  Over the last 6 months up to 25mm of arch rotation has occurred.  A high water table could be contributing to the dilapidation of the pier’s timber foundations.  To maintain the functionality of the structure, strengthening works are acquired to arch 34 and the adjacent piers 33 and 34.  Without these works the stability of the structure would be questionable and a need to strop rail services of this structure could be considered.

A number of options have been considered.  The preferred option (underpinning) is bored piles and concrete encased steel pier support beams – involves the installation of concrete piles around the perimeter of the existing pier, with support beams across the span of the pier base.

The existing arch is rotating about a hinge created by the settlement of pier 34. In order to strengthen the arch barrel the appropriate method is considered to be the insertion of a concrete ring to the intrados of the existing arch barrel.  Previous maintenance works have included stitching and tie bars; this method was considered impractical on its own to resolve the problem; other works have been considered and discounted.  To prevent the dead load of the proposed lining leading to failure, it is being designed to be a fully structural arch with the existing becoming redundant.  The dead load on piers 33 and 34 justifies the strengthening works to pier 33.

In underpinning, the load of the pier will be transferred onto the piles via a series of hot rolled steel beams inserted through the brickwork in the direction of the Span.

The proposed concrete arch will be 450mm thick and will span the full width of the arch.  In order to blend in with the existing brickwork, it is intended to face the elevation sections of the proposed arch in brick to match the viaduct.  A stonework springer feature and corbelled brickwork detail are proposed to provide a support for the proposed lining and connection to the existing viaduct.  The proposed underpinning will not result in a visual alteration to the structure, all works will take place underground (however, I note that this is apparently contradicted by the plans which show an above ground concrete pile cap).

At a site meeting on the 29 September 2011, it was confirmed that:

(1)
works were originally programmed for a year or two’s time.  However, recent readings suggest that works are now necessary;

(2)
no significant foundation work has been undertaken to the viaduct since the 1940’s.  However, changes to the water table (fluctuations of 1-2m; timber piles) now makes this necessary;

(3)
there is an awareness of the possible implications of differential movement from the underpinning of one part of the structure.  However, there does not appear to be an alternative to that proposed.  Furthermore, the impact of proposed underpinning will be monitored following implementation. 

HEPPG paragraph 110 advises that there is no statutory requirement to have regard to the provisions of the development plan for decisions on applications for listed building consent.

Section 16(2) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states that when considering applications for listed 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.

PPS5 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”.  

PPS5 Policy HE7.4 states “Local planning authorities should take into account .. the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets ..”.

PPS5 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 the presumption in favour of its conservation should be.  Once lost, heritage assets cannot be replaced and their loss is a cultural, environmental, 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 asset should require clear and convincing justification..”.

PPS5 Policy HE9.4 states “where a proposal has a harmful impact on the significance of the designated heritage asset which is less than substantial harm, in all cases, local planning authorities should: 

1.
Weigh the public benefit of the proposal (for example, that it helps to secure the optimum viable use of the heritage asset in the interests of its long term conservation) against the harm; and

2. Recognise that the greater the harm to the significance of the heritage asset, the greater the justification will be needed for any loss”.

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 179, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG refers to historic fabric and significance.


“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 and methods of repair.  It is not appropriate to sacrifice old work simply to accommodate the new ”.

 Paragraph 177 of the draft National Planning Policy Framework (July 2011) states ‘the Government’s objectives for planning for the historic environment are to:

..conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance..’.

 Paragraph 183 of the draft NPPF states ‘..as heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and convincing justification..’.

Policy ENV20 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan (adopted June 1998) has the status, following Government Office North West approval, of a ‘saved policy’.  It states that: ‘’Proposals for the alteration or repair of listed buildings should be sympathetic to their character and appearance.  The most important features of any listed building will be preserved”.

Policy ENV19 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan is a ‘saved policy’.  It states that “development proposals on sites within the setting of buildings listed as being of special architectural or historic interest, which cause visual harm to the setting of the building, will be resisted”.

C. Richardson in ‘The Philosphy of Underpinning’ (1997) notes ‘underpinning, is far from being a universal panacea. Not only is it expensive, but it is now widely recognised that underpinning can also be traumatic for both the buildings and their occupants. Where cracks are caused by subsidence (not all are), underpinning should be specified only with great caution… underpinning is a traumatic operation for buildings and their occupants alike. It can be noisy and messy and unless sophisticated and expensive jacking systems are incorporated, the underpinning may promote some additional subsidence as the works settle in. If a structure is partially underpinned, for example on property in a terraced row, then future damage may recur as the rest of the non-underpinned structure continues settling. For these reasons, underpinning should be avoided if at all possible’.

In my opinion, the proposed works are acceptable.  The creation of a new 0.45m arch barrel will impact on the appearance of arch 34.  However, efforts have been made to minimise this impact through brick facing and stone detailing.  Much of the significance of Whalley Viaduct is a result of its imposing and massive presence in the landscape and not because of its detail (with the exception of the “Ecclesiastical” arches which are not close to arch 34). The works are essential for health and safety reasons and fulfil the ‘public benefit’ considerations required by PPS5 HE9.4. 



	SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL:

	The proposal has an acceptable impact upon the character (including setting) and significance of the listed building.



	RECOMMENDATION: That listed building consent be granted.


DATE INSPECTED: 














