Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - APPROVAL

	Ref: GT

	Application No: 
	3/2012/0492/P 

	Development Proposed:
	Retrospective application to demolish modern toilet block from rear yard and remove internal plaster from external boundary wall (LBC) at 5 Church Street, Clitheroe, Lancashire, BB7 2DD.


	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Clitheroe Town Council – No objection.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	No other consultees responded within the statutory 21-day consultation period.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No additional representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G2 – Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV19 – Listed Buildings.

Policy ENV20 – Proposals involving Partial Demolition of Listed Buildings.

Historic Environment Planning Practice Guide.
Clitheroe Conservation Area Appraisal (adopted April 2007).

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 (as amended).

NPPF.


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

	Permission was granted (via application number 3/2012/0032/P) to allow the change of use of the ground floor of these premises from A1 to an A2 Estate Agents, with the first and second floors being used as ancillary office accommodation. This application seeks retrospective Listed Building Consent for the demolition of a modern toilet block from the rear yard and the subsequent removal of the internal plaster (from within the block) from the external boundary wall.
Paragraph 129 of the NPPF states that ‘Local planning authorities should identify and assess the particular significance of any heritage asset that may be affected by a proposal (including by development affecting the setting of a heritage asset) taking account of the available evidence and any necessary expertise.  They should take this assessment into account when considering the impact of a proposal on a heritage asset, to avoid or minimise conflict between the heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of the proposal.’

Paragraph 131 of the NPPF advise that ‘In determining planning applications, local planning authorities should take account of:

· the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and putting them to viable uses consistent with their conservation;

· the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to sustainable communities including their economic vitality; and

· the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness.

Paragraph 132 of the NPPF continues noting that ‘When considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation. The more important the asset, the greater the weight should be. Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting. As heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and convincing justification.’

More specific advice is contained within paragraph 134 of the NPPF which notes, ‘Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, including securing its optimum viable use.’
The supporting text within the Local Plan in relation to proposals relating to Listed Buildings notes that the condition and state of repair are important considerations when assessing proposals with Policy ENV19 stating that ‘In assessing the harm caused by any proposal, factors such as the desirability of preserving the setting of the building, the effect of the proposed development on the character of the Listed Building, any effect on the economic viability of the Listed Building, the contribution the Listed Building makes to the townscape an the extent to which the proposed works would bring substantial benefits would all be taken into account’. Policy ENV20 also notes that proposals for the alteration or repair of Listed Buildings should be sympathetic to their character and appearance’.

The Agent was met on site (along with the Council’s Principal Planner (Design and Conservation)) to discuss a number of issues and the fact that the toilet block had been demolished without consent was raised (the plaster was on the wall at the time.  It was noted that the toilet was no longer in use and had been disconnected a while ago, and that the structure (built from breezeblock and rendered) was now no longer required.  It was also noted that elements of the structure had failed, including the lintel across the doorway.  The evidence submitted with this application indicates that the building was built on a concrete pad, and was therefore not part of the original building.  However this does not excuse its removal without prior consent.  The remaining plaster on the wall was proposed to be removed as it would serve no purpose and would be unsightly within the courtyard area.  It was therefore agreed on site that this could be removed safely as part of the on-going works, with the wall then left.

Having assessed the proposal on site (before this application was submitted), it was accepted that the scheme would not involve demolition works to a Listed Building (in respect to the toilet block) and that the render removal would involve less than substantial works.  Therefore having considered the proposal in line with the above policies, as the scheme does not involve the loss of historic fabric, I do not consider that the proposals will detrimental affect the character or setting of the Listed Building, and I recommended accordingly.



	SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL:

	The proposal has an acceptable impact upon the character and significance of the Listed Building, in accordance with Policies G1, ENV19 and ENV20 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan, and the NPPF.


	RECOMMENDATION: That LBC be granted.


DATE INSPECTED: Various May & June 2012.











