
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2013/0765 (PA) & 3/2013/0766 (LBC)

	Development Proposed:
	Demolition and rebuilding of single storey rear lean-to extension and repositioning of internal ground floor staircase at 6 The Old Tannery, Shawbridge Street, Clitheroe 

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Town Council - No objections to this proposal. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	English Heritage – the Grade II listed Old Tannery is a small early 19th century four storey warehouse.  Key to its significance are its evidential value potentially providing information about construction techniques and use; the layout which brings understanding of how the building functions; and the external architectural style and internal detailing.  

The current proposal is for the demolition and rebuilding of a single storey rear lean-to and the repositioning of an internal ground floor staircase.  

English Heritage welcome the proposals for the lean-to as this will enhance the setting of the Old Tannery.  There is no information accompanying the application regarding the significance of the stair and the importance of its location within the building.  The repositioning of the stair is effectively demolition and rebuild.  If the staircase is original and in its original position, the change would be difficult to support by clear and convincing justification.  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 sufficient to understand the potential impact of the proposal on their significance (NPPF paragraph 128).

English Heritage recommend that the application be approved if the RVBC conservation officer supports the detail and repositioning of the internal stair. 

Recommend that RVBC address the above issues and this application be determined in accordance with national and local policy guidance, and on the basis of RVBC expert conservation advice.

Please re-consult English Heritage if there are material changes to the proposals beyond those necessary to address the issues English Heritage have raised. English Heritage will then consider whether such changes might lead it to object.  If it does, and if RVBC is minded to grant consent, the proposed decision should be notified to the Secretary of State in accordance with Circular 08/2009.  

RVBC (Countryside Officer) – Standard protected species condition required. 

Environment Agency – No comment because Flood Risk Standing Advice (FRSA) should have been applied.



	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 (Setting).

Policy ENV16 - Development Within Conservation Areas.

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

Clitheroe Conservation Area Appraisal.

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”.

Ribble Valley Core Strategy Regulation 22 Submission Draft:

Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets.

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Harmful to character of listed building and character and appearance of Clitheroe Conservation Area because of loss of important historic fabric (historic stair removal and new stair installation), the distortion of room shapes and obscuring of important plan form elements (new stair and wall) and erection of prominent and incongruous fencing. Contrary to ENV20, ENV19, ENV16 and G1, NPPF paragraph 17, 131 and 132 and CS Reg.22SD DME4 and DMG1.


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

	6 Shawbridge Street is a prominently sited Grade II listed (30 September 2013) building within Clitheroe Conservation Area. It is adjoined and faced by a number of Grade II listed buildings of similar period (the list description identifies that ‘Nos 2 to 10 form a group’).

3/1981/0218 resulted in the demolition of part of the listed building (‘Left portion of this warehouse rendered to road with later shop front and tiled roof’) to open up access to the former joiner’s shop at the rear.

The 1848 and 1886 OS maps identify the site to be a ‘Tan Yard’. 

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

the relatively intact medieval layout of the original settlement ; the architectural and historic interest of the area’s buildings; a pleasing historic townscape enhanced by the town’s changes of level and curves in the old streets; the prevalent use of local building stone. 

 (Summary of Special Interest);

The Clitheroe Conservation Area contains the historic core of the medieval town including its principal medieval streets: Castle Street, Market Place, Church Street, Wellgate, Lowergate and Duck Street (Location and context);
The conservation area is most notable for buildings from the late 18th century and 19th century … In Clitheroe, as in other market towns, the 18th century marked a movement away from traditional vernacular building to a more consciously designed ‘polite’ form of architecture. Buildings from this period are influenced by a sense of proportion and incorporate sliding sash windows and elements of classical detailing such as pediments and friezes (Architectural and Historic Character);

Lowergate formed a second axis, more or less parallel to the main thoroughfare, on its east side. These two routes were joined by Wellgate, an important street in the borough as it contained one of the public wells, and also formed part of the Market Place at its west end. It was also the main route out of the town to the east and Burnley. A track led north from Wellgate to Worston, called the Brookgate, which followed the line of present-day Duck Street. Duck Street once played a more important role in the street pattern of the emerging town - hence the unusually wide junction at the meeting of Duck Street, Wellgate and Lowergate (The effect of historical development on plan form);
Three storey development is common in the commercial centre of the town declining in height to two storeys in peripheral areas like Moor Lane, Duck Street and the lower end of York Street. Nos. 2 -16 York Street is a three-storey row of houses just outside the town centre. Victoria Buildings, 12 King Street and no. 6 Shaw Bridge are exceptions to the norm, being four storey former warehouses, both of which stand noticeably above adjacent developments (General character and plan form);
Historic windows are generally timber sliding sashes deeply recessed in the stone- or brickwork. Window openings in stone buildings often have stone surrounds, commonly painted in a contrasting colour to the main colour of the walls  (Building materials and local details);

There are a variety of modern and traditional paving materials in the conservation area (Historic floorscape);
Loss of architectural detail (original windows, doors etc); Insensitive alteration of historic buildings, including some modern shopfronts; Twentieth century development that fails to preserve the historic character and appearance of the conservation area (Character Area 1: Clitheroe’s Historic Core: Principal Negative Features);

Historic character and appearance (SWOT analysis: Strengths);

Loss of architectural detail (original windows, doors etc); Insensitive alteration of historic buildings, including some modern shopfronts, spoiling the conservation area’s strong historic character and appearance; Twentieth century development that fails to preserve the historic character and appearance of the conservation area  (SWOT analysis: Weaknesses);

Many of the unlisted, and some of the listed, buildings in the conservation have been adversely affected by the use of inappropriate modern materials or details. Common faults include: the replacement of original timber sash windows with uPVC or stained hardwood; the loss of original panelled front doors and their replacement with stained hardwood, uPVC or aluminium doors; Some of the detrimental changes are beyond the control of the Planning Acts (SWOT analysis: Threats: Loss of Original Architectural Details).

Pevsner in ‘The Buildings of England: North Lancashire’ (2000, page 104) suggests “Clitheroe is a townscape pleasure. It has no putting-off buildings, it has changes of level, and it has streets with bends”.

Relevant site history

No formal pre-application advice was sought in respect to the proposals.

3/1985/0129 – c/u of part bed & breakfast accommodation. PP granted 16 April 1985.

3/1981/0073 – Demolition of no.6 Shawbridge Street and converting building at back of plot into dwelling house. Formation of pedestrian and vehicle crossing. Withdrawn.

3/1981/0218 – Demolition of listed building. LBC granted 21 April 1981.

3/1981/0403 – Conversion of old workshop to dwelling, rear of no.6 Shawbridge Street. PP granted 2 July 1981.

3/1981/0481 – Alterations/renovations, including the building in of an existing passageway to strengthen the existing building, internal works and the demolition of an existing outbuilding in order to rehabilitate the property for domestic residential accommodation. LBC granted 2 July 1981. Plans appear to indicate the movement of the stairs to their present location.

3/1981/0482 – c/u of second and third floors from warehouse to residential accommodation. PP granted 2 July 1981.

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 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 72 (1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states that in the exercise of planning functions special attention shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a conservation area.

Mrs Justice Lang’s recent judgement in East Northamptonshire has confirmed that ‘desirability’ means ‘sought-after objective’ and that ‘in order to give effect to the statutory duty under section 66(1), a decision-maker should accord considerable importance and weight to ‘the desirability of preserving … the setting’ of listed buildings when weighing this factor in the balance with other ‘material considerations’ which have not been given this special statutory status’.

The Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan (June 1998) is particularly relevant at Policies ENV20, ENV19, ENV16, G1 and H10.

The NPPF is particularly relevant at paragraph 6, 7, 8, 14, 17, 56 - 58, 60 - 61, 126, 128 – 129, 131-135, 137-138, 186- 191, 196-197, 215- 216 and Annex 2 definitions.

The HEPPG is particularly relevant at paragraph 80, 113 – 122, 142-143, 178 - 180, 182, 185 – 187 and 192.

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

English Heritage state that whilst ‘The Setting of Heritage Assets’ (English Heritage, October 2011) contains references that are now out of date, it still contains useful advice and case studies. It is stated that:

 “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).

“arguments about the sensitivity of a setting to change should not be based on the numbers of people visiting it. This will not adequately take account of qualitative issues, such as the importance of quiet and tranquillity as an attribute of setting; constraints on the public to routinely gain access to a setting because of remoteness or challenging terrain; or the importance of the setting to a local community who may be few in number” (2.4).

“where the significance of a heritage asset has been compromised in the past by unsympathetic development affecting its setting …  consideration still needs to be given to whether additional change will further detract from … the significance of the asset” (2.4).

‘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”.

The ‘Building in Context Toolkit: New Development in Historic Areas’ (CABE, EH, the architecture centre) identifies 8 building in context principles. 

‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings: Ribble Valley Borough Council supplementary planning guidance’ (adopted September 2000) states:

‘Any extension should reflect the character of the original house and the wider locality’ (5.2). An accompanying illustration suggests that this policy applies to window details;

‘As a general rule any extension should not dominate the original house. This is particularly important in relation to buildings of historic or architectural importance’ (5.2);

‘Size – the size of an extension is an important consideration. Over-large extensions can dominate the original dwelling, they are also more likely to harm the amenities of neighbours’ (5.2) 

‘In Conservation Areas and open countryside size controls will be more strictly applied. Extensions which lead to properties becoming significantly more prominent will not be allowed. Part of the character of these areas is the stock of relatively small cottages ... it should be noted that even small extensions can be prominent if they are not carefully sited and designed … the cumulative impact of a number of smaller extensions can be as damaging as single over intensive proposals. Therefore all applications will be assessed with regard to the original dwelling’’ (5.2);

‘Windows and doors - The type of windows and doors used, and their positioning are an important part of any development. It is often best to follow the style of the original house’ (5.2).

‘Appendix 1 – Statement of Public Consultations’.

The Clitheroe Conservation Area Management Guidance (The Conservation Studio, 2006) identifies:

Traditionally, most boundaries in the Clitheroe Conservation Area are defined by stone walls, of varying heights. Sometimes, soft hedging is located behind the wall to provide greater privacy or vertical iron railings may be set on a low stone wall.

For new development in Clitheroe, it is important that local materials and detailing are used and new boundaries following the historic precedent of stone will help development to fit in to its context. Modern alternatives, such as concrete blocks, ranch-style timber fencing, or post-and-rail type fencing are not acceptable. Simple, close-boarded fencing, with timber posts, may be an alternative to stone in certain locations away from the public viewpoint but such fencing should be simply detailed, without any decoration such as a curved top or trellis.

Note is made of the Planning Inspector’s comments on appeal APP/T2350/E/07/2041941, 58 Moor Lane, Clitheroe (12 October 2007; Grade II listed building) “Internally, the proposed provision of an en-suite bathroom within the front first floor bedroom would be uncomfortably close to the existing fireplace and would distort the original shape of the room.  Insufficient measured detail has been submitted to reassure me that this could be satisfactorily achieved without a physical conflict with this attractive original fitting” (paragraph 9).

Note is made of the Planning Inspector’s comments on appeal APP/T2350/E/10/2135049, 35 King Street, Whalley (16 December 2010; Grade II listed building of double-pile plan) “the new stud partition in the rear ground floor room would be especially harmful because it would subdivide an original room, would create an incongruous dog-leg corridor, and would result in the creation of a narrow room without natural lighting” (paragraph 5).

Morton B, “Structure of Georgian Houses”, Context (IHBC) 80, July 2003 discusses the importance of internal walling in buildings of this period.
Submitted Information

A third set of unilaterally amended plans was submitted on 10 September 2013 which show significant change to proposals (extension design; new stair location; rear room subdivision).

A Heritage Addendum makes no reference to the significance of the site as required by NPPF paragraph 128 [and therefore section 10(2)(c) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990].

‘As existing’ elevation plans do not accurately record fenestration details.

The application forms (Q7) state that there are no trees or hedges on the property or on adjoining properties which are within falling distance of the proposed development. However, the proposed 1.8m high timber post and rail fence (not mentioned in development description) might conflict with the safeguard of the mature cypress tree.

Conclusions

The formal pre-application discussion of proposals (NPPF paragraph 188-192) would have been beneficial.

The plans to 3/1981/0481 indicate that the present location of the ground-first floor stair probably dates from 1981. Site inspection and examination of the fabric suggests that the historic stair was relocated rather than destroyed. 

The current scheme does not propose restoration of the historic stair to its 1981 location but the creation of a new stair in an apparently unprecedented location with loss of historic fabric (historic stair, spine wall, ceiling) and confusion of historic plan form (uncomfortably close to the early C19 fireplace in the front room and the historic fireplace in the rear room). The latest plans (10 September 2013) show the harmful impact on the rear room and its fireplace (shown as moribund) to be compounded by room subdivision. This is contrary to specific guidance in HEPPG paragraph 179, 182 and 187 and NPPF policy at paragraph 131 and 132 (sustaining and enhancing significance; great weight to conservation and requirement of clear and convincing justification for harm to significance).

In my opinion, the replacement of the rear extension is acceptable in principle and I have considered a split decision for the planning application in this regard. However, English Heritage has not been consulted on the latest plans which differ markedly in a number of respects from those originally submitted and consulted upon.

In my opinion and mindful of the Clitheroe Conservation Area Management Guidance, the proposed 1.8m fencing (no details submitted; no reference in the development description) would be harmful to streetscene character (including damage to the mature cypress tree?) and the setting of the listed building. 

The existing form of the rear gable buttress (fabric remnant following 3/1981/0218) evokes a memory of the lost building element. In accordance with NPPF paragraph 132, clear and convincing justification for the proposed treatment of this walling is required.

In my opinion, the proposal’s public benefit (temporary construction employment) does not outweigh the permanent harm to the designated heritage assets (NPPF paragraph 134 and 132).


	RECOMMENDATION: That listed building consent and planning permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














