Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT – APPROVAL 
	Ref: AD/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2012/0558/P (PA)

	Development Proposed:
	Conversion of former mill building into an apartment, design studio and internal garden at mill adjacent Primrose House, Primrose Road, Clitheroe 

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Town Council - No objections.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Lancashire County Council (Highways) – No objection in principle on highway safety grounds.

The Victorian Society – In general a reasonably sensitive proposal.  However, prefer the existing small paned windows to be retained, as an important element of the character of the building, and for new windows to maintain this effect.  In particular, should be possible for the internal garden section of the building to use the original windows, as heat retention will not be a factor in this part of the building.  

Lancashire County Council (Archaeology) – The building is part of the former Primrose Mill and Printworks complex, a non designated heritage asset recorded on the County Historic Environment Record, PRN5609.  Primrose Mill was originally built as a spinning mill in 1787, but by 1810 had been converted to printing.  By 1864 it was being used for paper manufacture, and then bleaching in the 20th century.

Textile mills of the north west were of great historical significance, shaping the landscape and the communities in which they were built and which surrounded them.  Where, as in this instance, a development may lead to significant changes or require demolition, Lancashire Archaeology Service would recommend that a detailed archaeological record, comprising plans, drawings and photographs, be made of all elements of the mill complex (a condition is suggested).

RVBC Planning Policy – The scheme would need to be assessed against EMP11.  However, do not think the proposed loss would be sufficient to cause demonstrable harm to the local economy or outweigh the considerations of NPPF; any future schemes that served to increase the overall loss of space at Primrose, would need to be considered on their merits in the light of relevant information and incrementally further loss would need to be carefully considered. 

RVBC Countryside Officer – building dependent bat species and standard protected species conditions are required. 

Environment Agency – Consulted as within 20m of a Main River in Flood Zone 1 (see Environment Agency standing advice) – No objection but comments for the applicant’s information.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations.

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

NPPF.

HEPPG.

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G2 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings (setting).

Policy EMP11 - Loss of Employment Land.



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

	Primrose Mill and Printworks is described as a ‘gem’ by the author of the Lancashire Mills Survey. An e-mail of  22 October 2009 notes “Another Clitheroe gem is Primrose Mill and Printworks. This site originated in the late 18th century, and expanded into a large and complex group of buildings, some of which I believe are currently vacant. I wonder if this could be another regeneration priority?”
Primrose Mill expanded from an 18th century industrial hamlet centred on a cotton spinning mill to a large complex of buildings that cater for the finishing branch of the textile industry. The site is representative of the early water-powered cotton industry in Clitheroe (Lancashire Textile Mills: Rapid Assessment Survey Final Report, March 2010).

The Lancashire Textile Mills Stage 2 Survey: Buildings at Risk Assessment (Draft Report, July 2012) states:

“Primrose Mill, Clitheroe: a purpose-built cotton-spinning mill erected in 1787, Primrose Mill was four storeys high, and measured 70ft x 31ft (21.34 x 9.45m), forming the focus of Clitheroe's second industrial settlement. Spinning continued until 1810/11 when Thomson, Chippendale & Burton, later to be James Thomson, Brother & Company, began calico printing. In 1854 the company failed following the death of J Thomson. The new owner, Richard Fort of Read Hall, separated the units so both cotton spinning and papermaking

took place on the premises. J & J Mercer of Holmes Mill converted the New Printshop to Primrose Spinning Mill in 1860. 

Primrose Mill is the focus of an early industrial settlement on the fringe of Clitheroe. In addition to this regional factor, the mill has a high architecture and process value, and a high integrated site value. The fabric of the complex incorporates evidence for several remodelling episodes, potentially associated with technological innovation. It is partly occupied, and is in fair condition”. 
Rothwell M ‘Industrial Heritage: A Guide to the Industrial Archaeology of the Ribble Valley’ (1990) refers to Primrose Mill and Printworks at page 7-9.  He suggests that the oldest surviving buildings are the ranges now occupied by Lodematic and the buildings forming the courtyard with Primrose House.

Primrose House is Grade II listed (30 September 1976) and built c. 1809 by the owner of the Primrose Mill (list description).  It is situated within the historic mill complex with its east elevation forming part of a courtyard which also includes the former mill offices and the mill subject to current proposals. Its west elevation overlooks a long terraced lawn which rolls out to the open countryside beyond. The list description refers to “house of 2 storeys in stucco with moulded eaves cornice … hung sashes with glazing bars … door of 6 fielded panels with radiating round-headed fanlight”.

‘Clitheroe 800 Years’ (1986) states ‘The immense size of the factories just kept on 

growing. The second mill at Primrose was four stories high with just under 1,000 spindles 

when it was built. At the beginning of 1826 the first mechanized looms were introduced.

But the prosperity there was short-lived as it went bankrupt and closed down in 1853, four years after the death of the founder, James Thomson.

It was a disaster for the town and hundreds of workers migrated to America. The mill was deserted for more than four years after it closed and was so vast that when it was eventually sold by auction it was taken over by three different firms. When it re-opened there was a machine block printing works, a spinning mill and a paper mill on the site.

After 1809 Primrose became a great calico printing works and this coincided with the opening of the turnpike road from Castlegate, down Moor Lane, past Primrose Lodge, where it went to join the old highway coming from Four Lane Ends at the present Golf Club entrance.

The Whalley Road became lined with houses to serve Primrose print workers, similar to developments which had taken place at Bawdlands to supplement Low Moor.

The huge population explosion throughout the C19 could well be due almost entirely to King Cotton. In 1801 there were 1,368 inhabitants … in 1921, there were 12,210’’. 

Clitheroe Library holds a plan of 1815 showing the planform (room divisions; window/door openings) of this building.

Relevant site history

No formal pre-application advice has been sought in respect of the proposals.
3/2012/0221 - Removal of inappropriate concrete render from the rear facade of the property.  Replace with Stucco, haired, three coat work using NHL 3.5 with NHL 5 to bottom one metre section. LBC granted 31 May 2012.

3/2012/0379 - Material amendments to approved scheme (3/2010/0897P) for demolition of Primrose Mill site for residential development for 12no. apartments and 2no. dwelling houses (this application relates to the 12no. apartments only). Planning Permission granted 16 August 2012. Relates to demolition of early-mid C19 four storey mill building. Rothwell suggested this to be “an 1860 conversion of the New Printshop to cotton spinning by J & J Mercer of Holmes Mill. The four-storey building, which had probably been used for block printing, was extended by the addition of engine and boiler houses. The mill’s 18,000 mule spindle”. The 1854 sales map and particulars refers to a “four storeys high … 30.5 x 13.5 yards … silk block shop”. The heritage statement opines “the building comprises a mill of later date than the early mill buildings nearby south-east of the site that … have a degree of special interest”.
3/2010/0767/P (PA) & 3/2010/0768/P (LBC) - Landscaping, part change of use from industrial land to residential curtilage, conversion of turbine housing to garden room. PP and LBC granted 10 March 2011.

Unauthorised works – the late 18th century mill office buildings to the north-west of the site have been subject to the removal of their small pane 18th century sash windows and door details (including fan light) and replacement with modern plate glazing.  This materially affects the appearance of the building.

3/2008/0526 - Regeneration of sites around and including Primrose Mill for residential development including improved site access, highways improvements and provision of public open space. Outline planning permission granted 29 March 2010. Primrose ‘coffin’ lodge is now subject of residential development.

3/2003/0948/P and 0947 extension to rear (courtyard) elevation of house to form recording studio.  LBC and PP granted 17 December 2003.

3/2002/0487/P and 0486/P – Alterations to form first floor office over garage.  LBC and PP granted 26 July 2002.

3/1990/0938/P and 0937/P – Replacement of existing conservatory with larger conservatory.  LBC and PP granted 6 March 1991.

3/1983/0018/P – Alterations and repairs to dwelling and the erection of a conservatory.  LBC granted 4 February 1983.

Legislation, policy and guidance

Section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states that in considering whether to grant planning permission for development that affects a listed building or its setting, the local planning authority shall 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.

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states that the determination of planning applications must be made in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

Policy ENV19 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan 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. In assessing harm caused by any proposal the following factors will be taken into account:

(i) the desirability of preserving the setting of the building;

(ii) the effect of the proposed development on the character of the listed building;

(iii) any effect on the economic viability of the listed building;

(iv) the contribution which the listed building makes to the townscape or countryside;

(v) the extent to which the proposed works would bring substantial benefits to the community including economic benefits and enhancement of the environment”.

Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan is a ‘saved policy’. This states “In determining planning applications the following criteria will be applied:

(a) Development should be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of its size, intensity and nature;

Policy EMP11 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan is a ‘saved policy’. This states:

Proposals for the conversion or redevelopment of industrial or employment generating sites in the Plan area will be assessed with regard to the following criteria: 

(i) The provisions of Policy G1. 

(ii) The compatibility of the proposal with other policies of this plan. 

(iii) The environmental benefits to be gained by the community. 

(iv) The potential economic and social damage caused by loss of jobs in the community. 

(v) Any attempts that have been made to secure an    alternative employment generating use for the site.
The lower case text states ‘The availability of suitable alternative sites for employment generating purposes and the likelihood of other employment uses coming forward will be material considerations in deciding development proposals’.

The National Planning Policy Framework (27 March 2012) states:

“The purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development. The policies in paragraphs 18 to 219, taken as a whole, constitute the Government’s view of what sustainable development in England means in practice for the planning system” (paragraph 6);

“At the heart of the National Planning Policy Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable development, which should be seen as a golden thread running through both plan-making and decision-taking" (paragraph 14);

Paragraph 7 of the NPPF states that sustainable development has three dimensions. The creation of a high quality built environment and providing support to community cultural well being are part of the social role. Protecting and enhancing the built and historic environment and minimising pollution are part of the environmental role;

Paragraph 8 states that these roles (including economic) should not be taken in isolation as they are mutually dependent.

Paragraph 17 ‘Core Planning Principles’ includes ‘conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance, so that they can be enjoyed for their contribution to the quality of life of this and future generations’.

Paragraph 19 ‘Building a Strong Competitive Economy’ states “The Government is committed to ensuring that the planning system does everything it can to support sustainable economic growth. Planning should operate to encourage and not act as an impediment to sustainable growth. Therefore significant weight should be placed on the need to support economic growth through the planning system”.

Paragraph 56 states “The Government attaches great importance to the design of the built environment. Good design is a key aspect of sustainable development, is indivisible from good planning, and should contribute positively to making places better for people”;

Paragraph 60 states “Planning policies and decisions should not attempt to impose architectural styles or particular tastes and they should not stifle innovation, originality or initiative through unsubstantiated requirements to conform to certain development forms or styles. It is, however, proper to seek to promote or reinforce local distinctiveness”;

Paragraph 61 states “Although visual appearance and the architecture of individual buildings are very important factors, securing high quality and inclusive design goes beyond aesthetic considerations. Therefore, planning policies and decisions should address the connections between people and places and the integration of new development into the natural, built and historic environment”;

Paragraph 126 states that local planning authorities should recognise that 'heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource' which should be conserved in a 'manner appropriate to their significance' . Local planning authorities should also take into account 'the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets ... the wider social, cultural, economic and environmental benefits that conservation of the historic environment can bring ...(and)… the opportunities to draw on the contribution made by the historic environment to the character of a place';

Paragraph 129 states “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 states “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 states “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”;
Paragraph 134 states “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”.

Paragraph 153 states “Even the most minor repairs can sometimes have an impact on the archaeological interest of a heritage asset and may reveal new information relating to the significance of that asset. The recording of evidence revealed by such works may therefore be appropriate”.  

Paragraph 188 ‘Pre-application engagement and front loading’ states ‘Early engagement has significant potential to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the planning application system for all parties. Good quality pre-application discussion enables better coordination between public and private resources and improved outcomes for the community’.

The Planning Advisory Service ‘Things we think you should know about the NPPF’ (22 April 2012) advises “But many PPS and PPG had ‘companion guides’ or other forms of guidance notes produced alongside the policy document. If not listed in NPPF Annex 3, (and not previously deleted), these other documents are still extant … if a paragraph or section of the companion guide/annex refers you to a PPS or PPG which has been replaced, then that part can’t be considered relevant. The NPPF will always ‘trump’ other guidance notes where there is conflict However, most of the NPPF is not concerned with the ‘how’ question. Companion guides can contain useful information on how to deliver certain policies or carry out certain pieces of work”.

English Heritage (web-site 23 April 2012) advices “Following the publication of the National Planning Policy Framework, PPS5 was deleted. However the Practice Guide remains a valid and Government endorsed document pending Government's review of guidance supporting national planning policy as set out in its response to the select committee. The references in the document to PPS5 policies are obviously now redundant, but the policies in the NPPF are very similar and the intent is the same, so the Practice Guide remains almost entirely relevant and useful in the application of the NPPF”. 

Paragraph 87 of the HEPPG warns that a heritage asset’s significance may be destroyed by the cumulative impact of minor works.


“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.  Flexibility and imagination in the design process is crucial to minimising conflict.  Some works may seem individually to be of little importance but can cumulatively be destructive of a heritage asset’s significance”.

Paragraph 116, Setting, of the HEPPG states “the setting of a heritage asset can enhance its significance whether or not it was designed to do so”.

Paragraph 114 of the HEPPG states “the extent and importance of setting is often expressed by reference to visual considerations. Although views of or from an asset will play an important part, the way in which we experience an asset in its setting is also influenced by other environmental factors such as noise, dust and vibration; by spatial associations; and by our understanding of the historic relationship between places”.

Paragraph 179 of the HEPPG states “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 178, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG states ‘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’.

Paragraph 180, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG states ’The junction between new work and the existing fabric needs particular attention, both for is impact on the significance of the existing asset and the impact on the contribution of its setting…  New openings need to be considered in the context of the architectural and historic significance of that part of the asset. Where new work or additions make elements with significance redundant, such as doors or decorative features, there is likely to be less impact on the asset’s aesthetic, historic or evidential value if they are left in place’’.

Paragraph 181, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG states ‘‘when a building is adapted for new uses, its form as well as its external and internal features may impose constraints. Some degree of compromise in use may assist in retaining significance. For example …  daylight levels may be lower than usually expected’’.

Paragraph 183, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG states  ‘the sub-division of buildings, such as threshing barns and churches, that are significant for their open interiors, impressive proportions and long sight lines, may have a considerable impact on significance. In these circumstances the use of pods or other design devices that allow the entirety of the space to be read may be appropriate’.

Paragraph 186, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG states “New features added to a building are less likely to have an impact on the significance if they follow the character of the building”.

Paragraph 185, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG states: ‘’the insertion of new elements such as doors and windows, (including dormers and roof lights to bring roof spaces into more intensive use) is quite likely to adversely affect the building’s significance … New elements may be more acceptable if account is taken of the character of the building, the roofline and significant fabric’’.

Paragraph 187, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG states “Small-scale features, inside and out, such as historic painting schemes, ornamental plasterwork, carpenters’ and mason’s marks, chimney breasts and stacks, inscriptions and signs, will frequently contribute strongly to a building’s significance and removing or obscuring them is likely to affect the asset’s significance”.

Paragraph 25, Improving energy performance, of the HEPPG states ‘where the ongoing energy performance of a building is unsatisfactory, there will almost always be some scope for suitable adaptations to be made without harm to the asset’s significance. This will involve careful consideration of the most appropriate options for insulation, power use and power generation. Intrusive interventions ... can harm the significance of a heritage asset’.

 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 89 of the HEPPG is entitled “Alterations to realise the optimum viable use of an asset” and states “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 interests 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 the one that 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.  It might be the original use, but that may no longer be economically viable or even the most compatible with the long term conservation of the asset”.

Paragraph 142 of the HEPPG, Changes to Heritage Assets, states “each heritage asset and group of heritage assets has its own characteristics that are usually related to an original or subsequent function.  These can include orientation, layout, plan form, setting, materials, the disposition of openings, external detailing and internal fittings”. 

Paragraph 153, Repair, of the HEPPG states “Even the most minor repairs can sometimes have an impact on the archaeological interest of a heritage asset and may reveal new information relating to the significance of that asset. The recording of evidence revealed by such works may therefore be appropriate”.  

The ‘Setting of Heritage Assets: English Heritage Guidance’ (EH, October 2011) states: 

“the numbers and proximity of heritage assets in urban areas means that setting is intimately linked to considerations of townscape and urban design” (2.2).

‘’many heritage assets have settings that have been designed to enhance their presence and visual interest or to create experiences of drama or surprise. Views and vistas, or their deliberate screening, are key features of these designed settings, providing design axes and establishing their scale, structure, layout and character. These designed settings may also be regarded as heritage assets in their own rights, which, themselves, have a wider setting: a park may form the immediate setting for a great house, while having its own setting that includes lines-of-sight to more distant heritage assets or natural features beyond the park boundary’’ (2.5).

Munt M., “Listing our Industrial Heritage” in Context 112: November 2009 discusses the recent change in perceptions of the importance of industrial archaeology (with particular regard to English Heritage’s ‘Principles of Selection’: Industrial Buildings Selection Guide’’ March 2007).He suggests that:

“industrial heritage assets have evidential value of past activities and their siting can tell us much about the evolution of a settlement and local landforms. They contributed fundamentally to the local economy. They have illustrative historical value, especially when machinery, internal spaces and external details survive. Their associations with local families or craftsmen have resonance. Their aesthetic value can range from the adaptation of vernacular building techniques, to polite architecture in brick, iron or glass. Architects were involved in some of the best examples. They can have communal value, having once provided social cohesion – a place of work with associated leisure, educational and housing facilities close by.

Frequently their size, scale and form add much to the diversity of the otherwise low-rise, modest townscapes in villages and smaller towns. They remind us that, until quite recently, people worked as well as lived in these places that are nowdormitory settlements

.… the importance of industrial archaeology has not always been recognised… However, this has now been acknowledged in English Heritage’s ‘Principles of Selection’ last revised in 2007, which sets out the approaches to designating buildings. The emphasis is on national significance. However, the guide for industrial buildings recognizes regional factors. It aims to achieve a representative sample for each sector of an industry in each region. It also seeks the identification of regional specialisms, which will often have strong claims to note on a national level. This acknowledgement is welcome news. Prior to 2007, industrial buildings had been assessed largely on architectural merit rather than the other values mentioned above. Thematic surveys had highlighted the importance of particular building types. But the aspects such as the technical processes carried out, structural innovations and the social contexts were not given as much weight as today The loss of historic industrial buildings can seriously impair the legibility of a place. The principle of change to industrial buildings is now accepted in English Heritage’s ‘Principles of Selection’ as not necessarily precluding them from listing, but as showing their state of almost continuous adaptation”.

The Georgian Group Guide ‘Windows’ states ‘No element does more than the fenestration to enhance the character of Georgian buildings; this is even more relevant to modest terraced houses and country cottages than it is to grander, multi-windowed piles. Yet in recent years the defacing of Georgian buildings by inappropriate modern windows has become more and more commonplace. The Georgian Group has always maintained that historic buildings deserve the best in terms of craftsmanship and materials. The insistence upon natural materials in construction and in architectural detailing represents the best way of ensuring that the integrity of historic structures is preserved. Georgian buildings in particular rely for their aesthetic effect largely on their proportions, and especially on the appropriate detailing of windows and doors’ (Introduction).

English Heritage have recently (March 2012) produced advice on replacement windows in response to the ‘Green Deal’. This states ‘Traditional windows and glazing make important contributions to the historic interest and significance of older buildings.  They are an integral part of the design of a historic building and can be important artefacts in their own right, often made with great skill and ingenuity with materials of a higher quality than are available today. The distinctive appearance of antique hand-made glass is not easily imitated in modern glazing … Single glazing is normally 4 to 6mm thick, but historic single glazing can be as thin as 2mm or less. In comparison, slim-profile double glazing units are significantly thicker, and can be up to four times heavier than single glazing … The additional weight and thickness of double glazed units means that invariably the whole window needs to be replaced to accommodate them … This loss of historic fabric can be highly damaging particularly if replacement windows no longer follow the original window pattern’.

‘Energy Efficiency and Historic Buildings: Application of Part L of the Building Regulations to Historic and Traditionally Constructed Buildings’ (EH, November 2010) states ‘For historic buildings and those of traditional construction an appropriate balance needs to be achieved between building conservation and energy efficiency if lasting damage is to be avoided both to the building’s character and significance and its fabric…reducing carbon emissions from buildings is not just about heating and insulating the building. Much can be achieved by changing behaviour, avoiding waste, using energy efficient controls and managing the building to its optimum performance, all of which is as relevant to older buildings as new ones’ (Summary, page 4).
‘English Heritage supports the Government’s aims to improve energy efficiency, provided that the application of the new Part L is exercised in a way that does not harm the special interest of historic buildings.. The new Part L makes it clear that the special characteristics of a historic building must be recognised. The aim of this revised part of the Building Regulations is to improve energy efficiency where practically possible, provided that this does not harm the character of the building or increase the risk of long-term deterioration to fabric or fittings. 
The special interest of a historic building would be compromised if its overall appearance were to be changed or significant features or qualities were to be lost as a result of compliance with the Requirements of the new Part L. To avert a threat of this kind, a number of questions need to be considered. Could improvements be made without the need to remove or substantially alter fabric? For example, could existing windows be repaired and draughtproofed as an alternative to inserting new double glazing? Could secondary glazing be inserted? If improvements to the existing windows are not practicable, could benign improvements be made elsewhere, for example by insulating under floors or by improving the efficiency of the heating system?’ (Introduction to document on EH website).

In ‘The Thermal Performance of Historic Windows’, The Building Conservation Directory 2008, Chris Wood (Head of Buiding Conservation and Research Team at EH) suggests ‘As always, a sensible balance is needed and decisions must be made on the basis of knowledge rather than generic assumptions about the inefficiency of old windows. 

There is little dispute as to how important windows are to historic buildings. After all, the front windows of a building are often the first feature to draw the eye… 

One enduring myth is that old windows account for 20 per cent or more of the heat lost from a building. That presumption is also perpetuated by bodies like the Energy Saving Trust, which claims that if you double-glaze your windows you will save 20 per cent of your heat loss (and more if you live in an old building). But every building is different. English Heritage has worked with specialists carrying out fan pressurisation testing of historic buildings ... to determine where heat loss is occurring. In all cases, the windows were of historical interest and none had been repaired or particularly well maintained. But when the tests were completed it was apparent that the amount of leakage from the windows was a lot lower than expected; indeed the real problem areas were often not visible to the eye and occurred in quite obscure parts of the building … There is a definite need to improve the thermal performance of existing buildings in order to reduce carbon emissions and slow climate change. However, a sensible balance is needed. Unpublished data from the BRE has shown that if the half million or so listed buildings in England had all their windows replaced by double-glazing, it would save between 0.16 and 0.36 per cent of total energy used in this country. It is surely not worth sacrificing our architectural heritage for so small a gain, particularly if substantial improvements can be made in more benign ways’’.

Henry A., ‘New Developments in Insulated, Breathing Lime Floors’ in IHBC Context 90 July 2005 states “Insulated, breathing lime floors offer tremendous possibilities in providing a potential alternative to inappropriate damp proof treatments and flooring in historic buildings … combining lime with lightweight aggregates to make an insulated, breathing 'limecrete' floor which requires no damp proof membrane to prevent rising damp … Rising damp is a common problem in traditional buildings with solid floors, often being exacerbated by the occupants' choice of floor covering. Usually the chosen solutions - either lifting and relaying flagstones on a damp-proof membrane (dpm) or replacing with a concrete floor - simply divert moisture sideways into the walls, creating a damp problem there and triggering a sequence of remedial treatments comprising injection damp-proof course, re-plastering with waterproof render, or dry lining, and so on. The resultant harm to the character and performance of a historic building will be familiar to many. Often a dpm is inserted beneath the floor of an old building when underfloor heating is installed. This can result in dampness in the walls of a building that previously suffered from no perceptible damp problem either in its walls or floors”.

‘Masonry Decay: Dealing with the Erosion of Sandstone’ (Historic Scotland, 2005) states
“stone cleaning should be generally avoided or, if it is thought necessary, it should be carried out to the most stringent standards and in the least damaging manner”. 
Submitted information

The application forms identify:

(i) the site is not within an area at risk of flooding; the proposal will not increase the flood risk elsewhere;

(ii) the development includes a 2-bedroom live-work unit;

(iii) 240m2 of 370m2 will be retained in B1(b) Research & Development;

(iv) 2 full-time equivalent employees proposed in Product Development;

(v) the proposal does not involve land which is known to be contaminated or land where contamination is suspected for all or part of the site or a proposal that would be particularly vulnerable to the presence of contamination.

The heritage statement suggests:

(i) the building could date to 1767, was formally three stories high and has the mill race nearby under the  adjacent mil buildings;

(ii) the group of buildings including Primrose House together with the other stone built industrial buildings date from the late C18;

(iii) the mill building can be considered to be a heritage asset;

(iv) Primrose House is grade II listed, however the mill building does not fall within the curtilage of Primrose House;

(v) The building is noted to have been altered in its appearance and construction sometime in the C19. An additional floor has been removed [however, information in this regard has not been submitted. Reference is also made to the appearance in 1900 of the mill building recently demolished alongside the suggestion that this is highly relevant to the current discussions on the future of the mill site(?)];

(vi) There are no key architectural features internally or externally;

(vii) The structure does not require to be supported on the walls – only a new slab; the windows provide the required light and ventilation; the glazed roof will be retained; the stone walls require no structural repairs other than re-pointing; only minimal structural changes to the exterior are required; the blue slate roof will be removed and re-slated with the existing slate.

The design & access statement identifies:

(i) an experimental vertical planting wall is to be constructed approximately 120m2;

(ii) other than a new concrete floor very little change is proposed to the structure (removal of blocked up windows to provide light and general repairs);

(iii) the internal structures are constructed off the floor in oak with no use of the main stone walls (i.e. free standing). The roof, glass and trusses will be repaired, the walls cleaned and pointed and where insulated spaces are needed will be kept detached from the existing walls;

(iv) it has been agreed that listed building consent will not be applied for (who with?);
(v) the proposal is for the benefit of the owners of Primrose House and their family but will not be included within the curtilage of Primrose House;

(vi) the existing and new windows will be simple/timber and double-glazed;

(vii) there will be no need for external amenity space or parking as this is related to Primrose House, courtyard and the internal garden;

The structural report identifies:

(i) poor lateral restraint caused by lack of all internal buttressing (floors and walls) is a cause for concern;

(ii) the conversion and restoration programme will enhance its stability and ensure structural stability;

(iii) remedial internal waterproof tanking and insulation will be required as part of the conversion programme of work;

(iv) structural defects – wall fabric to infilled ground floor windows has become weak rubble fill overtime;

(v) earth floor construction on 2 levels ; insulated ground floor concrete slab on solid required with any change of use.

Conclusions

This building is perhaps the oldest surviving element of the Primrose Mill complex  (confirmation expected through the Lancashire Textile Mills Stage 2 Survey). Whilst internal flooring has been removed, the fabric (internal and external walling) appears to retain important information concerning past use of the building and site (note is made of The Lancashire Textile Mills Stage 2 Survey: Buildings at Risk Assessment that ‘the mill has a high architecture and process value, and a high integrated site value. The fabric of the complex incorporates evidence for several remodelling episodes, potentially associated with technological innovation’) and I would agree with LCAS that a building record be required before the commencement of any work. 

I would concur with the Victorian Society that, in the main, the proposed re-use is sensitive to the character and significance of the building. Further to the Victorian Society’s detailed comments, the applicant (verbally 1 August 2012) and agent (27 September 2012) have confirmed that historic windows will be retained and repaired (new and historic openings having this treatment appears consistent with HEPPG paragraph 185 and 186). The survival of the small pane (originally Georgian) windows is a distinct theme of Primrose Mill. 

Mindful of the possible repercussions of cleaning, tanking/insulation and concrete floors it is suggested that conditions/notes be attached in this regard.

The application does not confirm (eg through marketing evidence) that existing employment usage is defunct. However, I am mindful of the comments of RVBC Planning Policy, the expected provision of some employment and the sensitive nature of conversion proposals for this important historic building. In my opinion, the loss of this employment site is outweighed by development which appears to result in optimum viable use and safeguards the significance and character of the historic building. The withdrawal of permitted development rights for external alterations is suggested in order to ensure this public benefit (see NPPF paragraph 134) is retained.



	SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL:

	The proposal, subject to amendment by condition, has an acceptable impact upon the significance of the heritage asset, the setting of the listed building and employment retention/facilitation.  This is in accordance with Policies ENV19, G1 and EMP11 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan. 



	RECOMMENDATION: That conditional planning permission be granted.


DATE INSPECTED: 














