
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD

	Application No: 
	3/2012/1088/P (LBC)

	Development Proposed:
	1. To modernise the basement kitchen area by repositioning a doorway/opening into the utility room from one end of an internal wall to the other to allow for a continuous run of kitchen units and appropriate plumbing.

2. To remove the current basement toilet to a new position in the existing small room in the basement hallway – partly under the stairs with appropriate plumbing.

3. To use part of an attic hallway to install a small washroom (shower, basin and toilet) at 8 Church Brow, Clitheroe

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Town Council - No comments or observations received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	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.

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

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings (Setting).

Policy ENV16 - Development Within Conservation Areas.

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Clitheroe Conservation Area Appraisal.

Core Strategy Regulation 22 Submission Draft:

- Policy DMG1 – General Considerations.

- Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).

HEPPG.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Harmful to character and significance (fabric and plan form) of the listed building. Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.



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

	Nos 4 to 8 Church Brow is a Grade II listed (30 September 1976) row of mid-C19 houses prominently sited within Clitheroe Conservation Area. 

The row’s townscape importance is reflected in the list description’s reference to ‘included as part of a group’ and ‘premises occupied by Ribble Valley Borough Council and Nos 4 to 8 (even) form a group with Nos 22 and 24 Church Street’. The site also faces the Grade II* listed Parish Church of St Mary Magdalene. 

In common with most Clitheroe and Ribble Valley listings, the list description does not refer to the interior - fortunately this has been retained and includes a number of interesting features.

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

(i) “Church Street, the best area of Clitheroe’s historic townscape” (Summary of special interest);

(ii) “The conservation area is most notable for buildings from the late 18th century and 19th century, many of which replaced earlier structures - even the Church of St. Mary Magdalene dates primarily from a rebuilding in 1828”(Architectural and historic character);

(iii) “Church Street contains Clitheroe’s best examples of Georgian building and, together with the street’s stone paving, trees and well kept historic buildings is the town’s best area of townscape culminating in St Mary Magdalene’s Church at the top of the rise” (Character area 1: Clitheroe’s historic core).

Site History

No pre-application advice has been sought in respect of the proposals.

There is no record of previous works in the planning record.

Relevant 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.

The NPPF is particularly relevant at paragraph 6, 7, 8, 9, 14, 17, 126, 128, 129, 131, 132 and 134.

The HEPPG is particularly relevant at paragraph 142, 179 - 182, 184, 187 - 189.

The Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan (June 1998) is particularly relevant at Policy ENV20.

The Ribble Valley Regulation 22 Submission Draft Core Strategy is particularly relevant at Policies DMG1 and DME4.

‘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”.

Cellar and basement conversions are potentially problematic and are examined in Morton B, “Structure of Georgian Houses”, Context (IHBC) 80, July 2003 and Hunt R and Suhr M, “Old House Handbook: A Practical Guide to Care and Repair”, SPAB, 2009. The latter notes:

“A cellar is typically an underground room for storage, whereas a basement was typically once used by servants and is sometimes partially above ground.

How practical is it to turn a cellar or basement into a habitable room?  

Requirements for damp proofing, ventilation, access, headroom, lighting and fire protection require consideration. Also bear in mind structural considerations, the risk of flooding and the costs involved.  The various methods used to make the space habitable may destroy the wonderful character of an intact basement.  With good cross ventilation and little interference, an original cellar can make a great wine store or freezer room and often provides the ideal space in which to fit bulky boilers and tanks.

Damp is likely to be a potential problem since basements were never designed as habitable spaces.  Where walls have been tanked at basement level, dampness may be driven up the masonry to the ground floor and cause rising damp.  Condensation can be particularly problematic, since walls underground tend to be cold to the touch.  Ventilation is vital and must be achieved either through natural means or by mechanical systems.  Where the problem is severe a dehumidifier can help.  Avoid using products that stop moisture escaping, such as vinyl wallpaper, impermeable paints, foam backed carpets and linoleum”.

Submitted information

The proposals are schematic with little information concerning the detailed impact on the historic fabric of the listed building. In consideration of the requirements of section 10(2)(b) the following are noted:

(i) attic washroom  - ventilation?

(ii) basement toilet  - plans appear to show minor re-location of original door/walling/underside of stairs  – why?

(iii) the design and access statement suggests the basement doorway will be ‘sealed’ and ‘hidden’. The applicant has subsequently advised that this will not entail the retention of a memory of the opening;

(iv) the illustration of the new kitchen suggests removal or covering (nature of covering material?) of the existing exposed stone flags. The applicant has subsequently advised that flooring proposals have not been finalised.  

Information concerning the significance of the elements to be affected is limited and does not appear to meet the ‘proportional’ or ‘minimum’ information requirements of NPPF paragraph 128. 

Conclusions

Streetscene would appear to have been the prime motive for listing in 1976. However, inspection of the interior would suggest that the interior is also important and the proposed works harmful. HEPPG paragraph 182 (2010) states “proposals to remove or modify internal arrangements, including the insertion of new openings or extension underground, will be subject to the same considerations of impact on significance (particularly architectural interest) as for externally visible alterations”. 

Basement plan form (including doors and staircase) appears to have been little changed since construction. The retention of servant’s bells, medieval-style chamfered and stopped beams (unusual attention to detail in this part of a house) and flagged floor are also important features which provide Historic Value (telling the story of building use and design philosophy; see NPPF paragraph 129, EH 2008 and EH 2008). 

Legislation, policy and guidance requires a critical and intentionally rigorous assessment of the proposed loss of finite historic fabric. NPPF paragraph 132 requires that “as heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and convincing justification”. HEPPG paragraph 179 states “retention of as much historic fabric as possible is therefore a fundamental part of any good alteration or conversion”. HEPPG paragraph 180 advocates that “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”. Policy DME4 states “any proposals involving the demolition of or loss of important historic fabric from listed buildings will be refused unless this is unavoidable”. In this regard, it is noted that the property has an existing kitchen at ground floor and opportunities to retain redundant historic fabric have not been taken (doors, architraves, flag stones?). 

In my opinion, the proposals do not have public benefit (NPPF paragraph 134) and do not constitute sustainable development because of the harm to its environmental role (NPPF paragraph 7ff).

	RECOMMENDATION: That listed building consent be refused.
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