
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2012/0792/P

	Development Proposed:
	Replacement of wood front door and two side panels with a UPVC front door and side panels.  New PVC material colour to be an antique oak wood grain effect, ie the same as the other windows and doors at the property at Hodder Bank, Hodder Court, Knowles Brow, Stonyhurst

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No objections to this proposal. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	No representations received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

NPPF

HEPPG

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

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings (settting).

Policy G1 - Development Control.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The retention of traditional and complimentary materials at Hodder Place's prominent west elevation is important to the conservation of the historic building's aesthetic significance.  The proposed replacement door is unduly harmful to the character (including setting) and significance of the listed building because it is prominent, incongruous and visually intrusive as a result of the consistency and sterility of finish, smooth machined texture and mitred jointing of the proposed synthetic material.



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

	Hodder Court (Hodder Place) is a Grade II listed three-storey house, once a preparatory school for Stonyhurst College, now divided into flats. It is very prominently sited on an escarpment above the river and within the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The access drive to Hodder Court is also a public footpath (FP 75).

The Draft Stonyhurst College Conservation Plan (July 2008; 4.1.17) suggests that Hodder Place was originally a mill owner’s house. In the early 19th century the factory was demolished and two new wings were added to the house to form a (Society of Jesus) Noviciate. 

The list description (22 November 1983) identifies building evolution as ‘late C18th with early C19th additions and later C19th extensions’. It also identifies the south front as the most important elevation and describes in detail its architecturally lively and varied form (styles, roofscape, heights, materials). 

The listed building’s courtyard elevations are also prominent but suffer to a degree from unsympathetic modern alteration which it is understood is related to the building only being listed part way through implementation of conversion works (application 3/81/0446). This appears to be confirmed by the list description’s reference to ‘now divided into flats’.

Relevant site history

No pre-application advice has been sought in respect of this proposal.

3/2012/0134 - installation of a flue for a free-standing log burning stove (Flat 5). LBC refused 17 August 2012.

3/2007/0323 - Fitting of a new stainless steel flue pipe in conjunction with the use of a wood burning stove (courtyard elevation to Flat 4). LBC refused 15 June 2007. Appeal dismissed 21 April 2008 (previous modern alterations at the courtyard not commented upon by the Inspector).

3/2006/0278  - Retrospective application for installation of 19no. uPVC windows and 2no. uPVC doors (Hodder Bank). LBC granted 4 August 2006.

3/2005/1060 - Alterations to previous garage doors to form windows, and perimeter paving. Retrospective application (Hodder Bank). LBC granted 26 January 2006.

3/1983/0644 – c/u of four holiday flats and dwelling to four permanent residential flats and dwelling on the easterly side of the complex of buildings at Hodder Place. PP granted 31 January 1984.

3/1981/1007 – Change of intended use from previous permission for 1 dwelling to be used as a holiday unit, instead of a permanent residential unit (Hodder Place). PP granted 14 January 1982.

3/1981/0446 – Three dwellings for permanent residential occupation, five holiday flats and bed and breakfast facilities for guest accommodation. PP granted 15 September 1981. 

3/1981/0244 – Conversion of former private school to residential unit. Outline PP granted 12 June 1981. 

3/1979/0577 – Conversion of former private school to 15 flats. Outline PP granted 2 August 1979.

3/1977/0978 – Proposed part demolition and conversion of private school to residential unit. Outline PP granted 31 October 1977.

Legislation, policy and guidance

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.

Section 10(2) of the Act states that LBC applications should contain:

‘..b, such other plans and drawings as are necessary to describe the works which are the subject of the application..’  

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”.

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;

(h) Materials used should be sympathetic to the character of the area’’.

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 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 64 states “Permission should be refused for development of poor design that fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character and quality of an area and the way it functions”;

Paragraph 115 states “Great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which have the highest status of protection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty. The conservation of wildlife and cultural heritage are important considerations in all these areas”.
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 128 states “In determining applications, local planning authorities should require an applicant to describe the significance of any heritage assets affected, including any contribution made by their setting. The level of detail should be proportionate to the assets’ importance and no more than is sufficient to understand the potential impact of the proposal on their significance”.
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 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 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 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 165 of the HEPPG states “replacement of one material by another, for example on roofs, may result in a loss of significance and will in those cases need clear justification”.

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 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 186 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”.
‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings: Ribble Valley Borough Council supplementary planning guidance’ (adopted September 2000) states ‘Windows and doors - The type of windows and doors used, and their positioning are an important part of any development’ (5.2).

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).

“the cumulative impact of incremental small-scale changes may have as great an effect on the setting of a heritage asset as a large-scale development” (4.5).

‘Energy Efficiency and Historic Buildings: Application of Part L of the Building Regulations to Historic and Traditionally Constructed Buildings’ (English Heritage, 2010) states ‘Window openings and frames give a building’s elevation its character. They should not be altered in their proportions or details, as they are conspicuous elements of the design … Replacing traditional single-glazed sash windows with double-glazed PVCu windows can be very damaging to the special character and appearance of the building … the frames and glazing of many historic windows have fallen victim to inappropriate replacements, but over the past decade greater appreciation of their value has begun to develop. However, many windows are still threatened”.
In ‘The Thermal Performance of Historic Windows’ (The Building Conservation Directory, 2008) Chris Wood, Head of the Building Conservation and Research team at English Heritage, discusses recent testing of the energy efficiency of plastic windows:  ‘independent testing was carried out to compare the performance of timber windows with PVCu double-glazing. This resulted from an impasse after the Isle of Wight Council served an enforcement notice against the Royal Yacht Squadron for replacing timber windows with PVCu without consent in the Grade II* Cowes Castle. One single-glazed timber casement window and one timber double-glazed sash (the council had previously approved double-glazing) were compared to two top-of-the-range PVCu windows. The tests were for weather tightness, which included air permeability, wind and water tests. The timber windows performed best in all the tests: indeed it was the single-glazed window that performed the best in the air permeability test. The problem for the PVCu windows was that they distorted by a good 5mm under pressure and, unlike the timber, did not return to the same profile. This meant that they leaked straight away’.

In “Reducing Carbon Emissions and Adapting to Climate Change in Historic Buildings: Guide for Residents” (Islington BC, 2011) it is suggested that there are other environmental drawbacks to the use of uPVC windows:

· 
PVC (Polyvinyl chloride) is a non-biodegradable material that is made from non-renewable petroleum resources.

· 
The production and disposal (via landfill or incineration) of PVC windows leads to the release of harmful industrial pollutants (eg dioxins).

· 
PVC windows are very difficult to repair, unlike timber frames.

· 
Contrary to popular belief, PVC windows degrade over time and like timber windows require maintenance if they are to remain in good condition.

· 
Based on an analysis of the environmental impact of using different materials for window frames, Greenspec recommend avoiding PVC and using instead Forestry Stewardship Council (FSC) durable temperate hardwood, followed by, in declining order of preference, FSC temperate softwood clad with aluminium (preferably recycled), FSC temperate softwood treated with plant based paint, or certified softwood painted with low VOC paint.”

The gradual erosion of the character and appearance of conservation areas has resulted in English Heritage incorporating conservation areas within its yearly “Heritage at Risk” report and indicators.  The initiating 2008 report in this regard formed part of a campaign to redress the 1 in 7 conservation areas found to be at risk (ie deteriorated over last 3 years or expected to do so over the next 3 years).  The report states that “the problems fall into two categories: what owners and residents do or fail to do to their properties and how the Council maintains the streets and public spaces”.

The report indicated that the top threat facing conservation areas was:

“1.
unsympathetic replacement doors and windows (83% of conservation areas).


The English House Condition Survey (2006) found that 40% of houses built between 1850 and 1899 now have PVCu double glazed windows and all the evidence suggests that the proportion of historic houses with PVCu windows will continue to rise significantly.”


Dr Simon Thurley, Chief Executive, English Heritage commented on the findings: “Does a row of Victorian villas with plastic windows lift your spirits?  I doubt it.”

The report also refers to a recent survey of estate agents which reveals:

1.
Unsympathetic replacement windows and doors, particularly plastic/PVCu, is the 
single biggest threat to property values in conservation areas”.

‘Conservation Principles, Policies and Guidance for the Sustainable Management of the 

Historic Environment’ (English Heritage, 2008) identifies four groups of heritage values: 

Evidential, Historical, Aesthetic and Communal.

‘Constructive Conservation in Practice’ (English Heritage, 2008) states “Constructive 

Conservation is the broad term adopted by English Heritage for a positive and collaborative 

approach to conservation that focuses on actively managing change. The aim is to recognise 

and reinforce the historic significance of places, while accommodating the changes 

necessary to ensure their continued use and enjoyment … 

… The Principles also underline the importance of a systematic and consistent approach to 

conservation. In order to provide this consistency, we are guided by a values-based approach 

to assessing heritage significance”

Submitted information

The application identifies:

(i) uPVC doors/panels are proposed ‘for ease of maintenance and for general 

aesthetic appearance’;

(ii) ‘house is of modern construction and appearance’;

(iii) Hodder Bank was built around the year 1927, it is built on three levels and was originally the infirmary for the preparatory school’.

Conclusions

The listing of Hodder Place during construction works suggests the Secretary of State’s intention to save the important but damaged building from further depredations. The 2008 appeal decision relating to the west-facing courtyard elevation of Flat 4 would appear supportive of this view. 

Buildings are shown to occupy the site of ‘Hodder Bank’ on the 1848 and 1884 Ordnance Surveys. However, the significance of this element would now appear to be largely illustrative (as the former school infirmary) and aesthetic (maintaining something of the historic appearance and integrity of the listed building at its most public viewpoint). Window and door designs are unlikely to be historic but the use of traditional timber construction for the majority of window frames and doors in the west-facing courtyard of Hodder Place is sympathetic, complimentary and neutral. 

‘Retrospective listed building consent’ 3/2006/0278 is relevant. However, I am also mindful of: the enforcement expediency considerations related to that case; that current proposals relate to Hodder Bank’s front door which faces the public footpath; that whilst 3/2006/0278 could be seen to be setting a precedent, so too could allowing the current proposals for future changes to timber windows and doors in the Hodder Place courtyard, and recent policy and guidance.  In respect to the latter, I note that the NPPF not only requires consideration to the conservation of significant heritage but also that attention be given to the enhancement of significance, the promotion of local significance, improvement to the character and quality of areas and new development making a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness (paragraph 7, 60, 64, 126 and 131). NPPF paragraph 128 and 129 also require both applicant and LPA to consider the significance of this elevation (see above). The HEPPG is relevant in respect to the domination of materials (paragraph 178), there being no justification for the change of materials (paragraph 165; there is no suggestion that the existing door requires more than repainting) and proposals for a prominent plastic door not having taken account of the character of the building (paragraph  185 and 186).

Paragraph 7 of the NPPF states that minimising pollution is part of the environmental role of sustainable development and I note the drawbacks to the unnecessary use of uPVC discussed above.

The proposed work would not appear to have any consequence regarding the optimum viable use of the listed building. Its harmful appearance and unnecessary use of resources would not appear to be in the public interest (NPPF paragraph 134).



	RECOMMENDATION: That listed building consent be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














