
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2014/0226/P (LBC)

	Development Proposed:
	Works and a change of use to the grade II listed Kirk Mill to create a hotel (18 bed) and bar/restaurant. Works comprising partial demolition and extension of Kirk Mill including demolition of the later addition to the east of the Mill and erection of a new extension built on the same footprint in traditional stone to match the existing Mill; and removal of further modern alterations to the façade to restore the historic character of the building at Land at Malt Kiln Brow Chipping

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Chipping PC - The Parish Council lists some of the heritage related comments drawn from the public meeting. These issues have been raised by individuals commenting on the proposal and are summarised in ‘Additional Representations’ below.

Bowland with Leagram PC - The meeting was attended by approximately 170 people with the overwhelming feeling being that of concerns over the scale of development being unsuitable for the AONB.

If consent is granted, stringent conditions should be imposed regarding timing/phasing of the works to ensure the old mill is developed not just housing. 

Great concern over the commercial viability and sustainability of two hotels in the village (this proposal and the Talbot). There is also the Gibbon Bridge approximately 2 miles away and the village hall in the centre of Chipping, which is a popular destination. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	English Heritage – The initiative to regenerate and reuse Kirk Mill and the adjoining main mills complex is welcome and has potential to secure a long term use for a listed building which is vacant and clearly at risk of further deterioration. English Heritage support the proposed use and the principle of converting the mill, however English Heritage recommend that aspects of the scheme, outlined below, are given further consideration and that amended proposals are brought forward to avoid harming the significance of the heritage asset affected by the proposals. 

Kirk Mill was developed in several phases from 1785 and is considered, in the applicant’s comprehensive Heritage Assessment, to be a rare survival of a largely intact water powered mill in Lancashire. The southern front elevation is the only surviving part of the original Arkwright-type mill and is assessed as being of high significance in the Heritage Assessment. Later phases replace much of the original mill, however each phase is legible in the floor plan and elevations and adds to the understanding of the mill as it was expanded and remodelled. The power source evolved during the early phases with a succession of larger water wheels being accommodated, and an early 19th century phase possibly being associated with the installation of a steam engine. The engine house is expressed on the southern elevation with a 32 light window which is assessed as having high significance. 

Immediately north of the mill is the mill pond and race which make a highly significant contribution to the character and appearance of the industrial settlement. 

The proposal is for the conversion of Kirk Mill to a hotel and restaurant including repair, demolition of parts of the building and sub-division. English Heritage have previously given pre-application advice on the scheme as well as giving advice in March 2014 regarding the complementary planning application (Ref: 3/2014/0183) for the mill as well as the re-development of the main mills complex and outline planning permission for two areas of residential development at The Hive and Malt House Brow, comprising 56 and 4 units respectively. English Heritage have been consulted on the current listed building consent application for Kirk Mill on the basis of substantial demolition of parts of a grade II listed building. 

The principle of reusing Kirk Mill is clearly welcome. The vacant and, to an extent, derelict condition of the mill dominates the Conservation Area and the constructive re-use of the building could be highly beneficial. English Heritage therefore support the principle of the scheme. However, there are some aspects of the detailed design which have potential to harm the significance of Kirk Mill: 

· 
The proposed three storey glazed circulation space in the south elevation of Kirk Mill would obscure key elements of the elevation, including the two storey 32-light window to the engine house, which is assessed as having high significance in the applicant’s Heritage Assessment. It would dominate the only remaining part of the original Arkwright-type mill from 1785, in contrast to the proposals to remove the 20th century dust extraction tower which would clearly enhance the elevation. Although mitigation is offered in the form of the glazed elevations to the proposed addition, the scheme would have a significant impact upon one of the most significant aspects of the listed building.
· 
The proposed orangery would extend the full length of the ground floor of the original south elevation, obscuring parts of the building and adopting an architectural approach and materiality that have potential to confuse the historic phases of the building.

· 
The proposed room plan will sub-divide the large open floor plan to the mill to create the cellular form required for the hotel rooms. This will be mitigated to an extent by the central corridor that will extend the full length of the existing open space and allow a sense of the original scale of the interior. 

In determining applications Local Planning Authorities should give great weight to the conservation of heritage assets. Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 requires special regard to be given to the desirability of preserving listed buildings and their setting. From a planning policy perspective, the application incorporates a thorough heritage assessment (NPPF 128) which should enable the Local Planning Authority to understand the impacts of the scheme on the significance of the relevant heritage assets (NPPF 129). Whilst the scheme undoubtedly has potential to resolve a fundamental regeneration challenge within the Kirk Mill Conservation Area, the NPPF requires the Local Planning Authorities to consider the desirability of sustaining and enhancing significance.
In this context English Heritage’s view is that further consideration should be given to the above harmful impacts in order to fully integrate the proposed development with the heritage assets that would be affected. English Heritage therefore recommend that the above issues are addressed and that the current application is amended. Solutions could involve:

· 
The redesign of the south wing of Kirk Mill, which is to be taken down and reconstructed, to house the circulation core, rather than the glass box approach.

· 
The repositioning of the orangery to project out from the west wing, rather than the original 1785 frontage, this could also have the benefit of retaining a more generous space in front of the mill, a space currently attributed high value on the heritage assessment.

English Heritage recommend that amended proposals are brought forward to address the above points to enable the regeneration of the application site to be achieved without causing harm to the designated heritage assets affected by the proposals.

English Heritage would welcome the opportunity of advising further. Please consult again if any additional information or amendments are submitted. If, notwithstanding English Heritage advice, it is proposed to approve the scheme in its present form, please advise English Heritage of the date of the Committee and send English Heritage a copy of the report at the earliest opportunity. 

(Comments on 3/2014/0183)

The application relates to five parcels of land, four of which are located on the northern edge of the settlement, within the Kirk Mills Conservation Area and its immediate setting. 

The proposals have potential to affect the significance of several designated heritage assets, particularly Kirk Mill and the related Conservation Area. 

The mill is located in a narrow steep sided valley, cut into the surrounding rolling agricultural land. The landform has strongly influenced the settlement pattern with a clear distinction between the small cluster of mill buildings confined to the narrow valley and the farmstead, known as Old Hive, in an isolated position in the farmland to the west. Immediately north of the mill is the mill pond and race which make a highly significant contribution to the character and appearance of the industrial settlement. 

The redevelopment of the vacant Main Mill complex, which overshadows the Conservation Area as a whole, with a contextual bespoke design could significantly enhance the character and appearance of the area. The introduction of a mix of complementary uses should have potential to regenerate the site and benefit the settings of both the Kirk Mill and Chipping Conservation Areas. 
Malt House Brow forms a spur connecting the narrow valley with the rolling area of land associated with the Old Hive farmstead. It provides a clear area of separation between the industrial hamlet of Kirk Mill, confined to the valley, and the more dispersed agricultural pattern of development of the surrounding landscape. In this context the proposed self-build plots would blur the distinction between the contrasting settlement patterns and undermine the setting of the Conservation Area and mill. 

The steep pitch and dominant roof form to the proposed spa hotel on the Main Mills site could have potential to overwhelm the domestic scale of the existing cottages that form part of the context for the mill. The LPA should ensure that the proposed roofscape will sustain and enhance the character and appearance of the Conservation Area. The photomontage images provide only a wire-line assessment of the impact of the scheme and we recommend that fully rendered images are requested to illustrate the potential visual impact of the proposals. Precise viewpoints should be agreed with the LPA, however a view from just south-east of the junction of Church Raike and Malt Kiln Brow towards Kirk Mill could be helpful in this respect.
While the scheme undoubtedly has potential to resolve a fundamental regeneration challenge within the Kirk Mill Conservation Area the NPPF requires LPAs to consider the desirability of sustaining and enhancing significance. Further, the NPPF also requires opportunities to be sought for new development to enhance or better reveal the significance of heritage assets (NPPF 137).

In this context English Heritage’s view is that further consideration should be given to the above harmful impacts in order to fully integrate the proposed developed with the heritage assets that would be affected.  Therefore recommend that the above issues are addressed and that the current application is amended. Solutions could involve:

… Removing the Malt House Brow self-build units from the application. The Supplementary Planning Statement refers to a viability report as part of the justification for the proposed quantum of development. The four self-build units represent a very small proportion of the total development. However, there could be potential for increasing the intensity of development on the Main Mill site. 
Recommend that amended proposals are brought forward to address the above points to enable the regeneration of the application site to be achieved without causing harm to the designated heritage assets affected by the proposals. 

LCC (Archaeology) - Kirk Mill is a designated heritage asset, a grade II listed building, recorded on the Lancashire County Historic Environment record, PRN5762, as the site of a 17th century water powered corn mill, rebuilt in 1785 as a water and steam powered cotton spinning mill, and which lies within the Kirk Mill Conservation Area, and also a designated heritage asset. 
Comments posted on the Borough Council’s planning web pages from English Heritage have indicated that although they do support the principle of the development in order to secure the future of the site, problems with the detailed design of the project remain and they have therefore recommended a number of changes. The Lancashire County Archaeology service would like to take this opportunity to add their support to the recommendations for the changes made by English Heritage. 

The Heritage Assessment by Oxford Archaeology North has outlined a number of proposed mitigation measures which LCAS is in agreement with. LCAS would therefore recommend that should the Local Planning Authority be minded to grant planning permission for this or any similar scheme, that the applicants be required to undertake those works proposed in section 7.2 of OAN’s 2013 Heritage Assessment, and that such works are secured by the means of an appropriately worded condition. This is in accordance with NPPF paragraph 141 ‘Local Planning Authorities should … require developers to record and advance understanding of the significance of any heritage asset to be lost (wholly or in part) in a manner proportionate to their importance and the impact, and to make this evidence (and any archive generated) public accessible’. 
Council for British Archaeology - Comments relate to the conversion of the Grade II listed Kirk Mill building.
The CBA supports the principle of reuse of this building. However, there are various elements of the proposal which do not protect or enhance the significance of the heritage asset as encouraged by NPPF paragraph 131 and the CBA recommends revision to the plans as detailed below.

Significance:
Kirk Mill is significant as an early example of an Arkwright - type cotton mill. Built in 1785, coinciding with the lapse of the patent for Arkwright’s water frame, the mill is part of the early series of mill innovation. The expansion of the cotton spinning industry is clearly shown through alterations to the mill as early as 1790 –1801. The extensions and alterations to the mill, in such a legible fashion through its history, provide much of the historic character and special interest of this building. They represent an architectural form regularly adapted for functionality with a consistency in materials and details such as quoining. The extensions to house larger waterwheels are a clear example of this, where the former wheel house and its later counterpart to house a larger wheel can still be clearly read in the building’s fabric. 
The key features of the building include the water wheel with associated gears, and the visibility of the watercourse. Evidence of the line shafting permits reading of the functionality of the building, as does the relationship of the building to the mill pond. Just as significant, however is the hundred year history of the building’s use for furniture manufacture, in particular chair-making by the Berry family. It is understood that conversion to furniture factory resulted in very little architectural impact to the building, except perhaps for the continued use of wood for fenestration. However, any residing equipment relating to furniture manufacture is also significant to the site.

Heritage protection: 
Kirk Mill and its associated mill pond are Grade II listed, highlighting their national significance. The mill is also of central importance to the Kirk Mill Conservation Area. 
Proposal comments :

The principle of returning the building to use is supported. However, the CBA have concerns about various elements of the application. 
Firstly, the CBA advises that further information on the conservation and maintenance of the waterwheel is sought. The application lacks details as to the future provision for this key historic feature on the site. It is essential that it is understood how such an important heritage asset will be maintained for future generations. Further, it is a shame that the wheel is not given priority in the proposal, as it appears to be completely hidden at ground floor level and only visible through a small viewing platform on the first floor. In “sustaining and enhancing the significance” of the heritage asset, the ability to see the wheel within the building would be highly beneficial, particularly in understanding its former use.

Another aspect key to the character and understanding of the building are the external walls with patterns of alteration. There is a large amount of intervention proposed to the south façade, particularly at ground floor level. This façade displays the evidence of the changes that the building went through in its time as a functioning industrial building, and therefore is significant to the character and legibility. Although the façade is not neat and regular this is the character of the listed building and as such should be respected. The CBA recommends revision to the plans to respect the listed building, perhaps including greater visibility of the walls or an approach with less intervention at ground floor level.
Any machinery or equipment left from either the mill use or the furniture manufacturing period in the building should at least recorded to an appropriate level and made publically available through the HER as according to NPPF paragraph 141. Relocation to an appropriate museum may be better for well-preserved pieces. Retention of a remnant from the furniture manufacture era within the building with appropriate interpretation would be beneficial to the heritage asset to display the full history of the site.

In conclusion, as the proposal stands, it would harm the significance of the Grade II listed heritage asset. However, the CBA supports the principle of returning the building to a suitable new use, and therefore recommends that the proposals are amended in order to better sustain the heritage asset.

Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings - Kirk Mill is a mill of considerable importance. It is a rare surviving example in the North West of an Arkwright type cotton spinning mill and retains many of its original features. 
While the waterwheel and machinery are surveyed and assessed in the supporting documents, where they are identified as being of high to exceptional significance, SPAB were concerned to note that no mention was made of the planned treatment of these features. SPAB would particularly like to emphasize the importance of retaining and preserving the remains of the breast shot waterwheel with pitch pine arms and of the associated gearing.
The wheel, after it ceased powering the cotton spinning machinery, was used to generate electricity for the mills and surrounding properties. While the proposals mention the possibility of installing hydropower facilities in future, there is no indication that the wheel is to be brought back into use, but this is something SPAB would suggest could be investigated. 
Natural England - From the information available Natural England is unable to advise on the potential significance of impacts on the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).  Not convinced that the LVIA provides a complete assessment of landscape impacts. 
Principal AONB Officer - The Forest of Bowland AONB welcomes the plan to regenerate and re-use the Grade II listed Kirk Mill, securing a long-term use for a listed building. In addition, the demolition and removal of the more modern buildings of the former chair works is also likely to secure improvements to the AONB landscape within the environs of Chipping village. 

However, the AONB believes the applicant has not provided sufficient information to demonstrate the proposed developments (including the full application for Kirk Mill restoration and hotel development and the Former Cricket Field and Malt Kiln House field residential developments) to be in the public interest. In particular, the AONB recommends that further consideration is necessary on several aspects of the full and outline application elements and advises the Council to seek further information from the applicant on a number of issues relating to the submitted Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (full details of these are within the full consultation response available to view on the officer file). 

Overall the weaknesses and omissions outlined undermine the value of the applicant's LVIA and bring into question the judgments presented on the importance of the outline proposals’ likely landscape and visual effects. Recommend that the Local Planning Authority seek to have the various issues addressed, especially the absence of methodology, suitable rendered photomontages and ZTV mapping. In the meantime, it would be prudent to exercise a degree of caution when considering the findings of the applicant's LVIA in respect of the proposal's likely landscape and visual effects. 

Likely Landscape and Visual Effects.

(Kirk Mills Site) In principle, I support the proposal to re-use the vacant and clearly at risk Kirk Mills and redevelopment of the main mill complex which, fortunately, would involve removal of the vacant industrial buildings which were of a style, scale and massing that was inappropriate for the area's landscape character. 
Many of the key design elements of the outline proposals for the Kirk Mills site – removal of inappropriate built features, building scale, massing, layout, vernacular style and overall character – are, in principle, sound and appropriate for the area's landscape character. However, there are some elements of the proposals which have not been well resolved and as such would likely affect the setting and character of the historic mill site and the area's landscape character. Of most concern are the following: 
a) degradation of Kirk Mills architectural and historical integrity through the addition of incongruous features e.g. the substantial and dominating glazed circulation space, glazed lean-to and the rather crudely designed 'Orangery'. 

b) large car park. 

The applicant proposes to concentrate the bulk of the proposed parking in one relatively large and regimentally laid out car park (within a Conservation Area and the AONB) surfaced with tarmac. The size of the proposed car park and low cost tarmac surfacing are a cause for concern. The applicant proposes some planting within the car park but this would not be sufficient to break up the large expanse of tarmac surfacing, a material which really should be used sparingly in a designated area characterised by the use of local stone building materials. In addition, insufficient space for screen planting would be provided on the eastern facing boundaries. An irregular layout, possibly related more strongly to and centred around the trailhead centre building and heavily interplanted with native trees and shrubs would have been more appropriate in landscape terms. 
c) the height and scale of the Spa Hotel roof is likely to dominate and potentially lead to a loss of character within the Kirk Mills Conservation Area 

(Malt Kiln Brow Housing Site) Whilst the scale of proposed house development on this site would not be large enough to result in substantial landscape and visual effects, nevertheless consider this component of the scheme to be unacceptable in landscape terms as it would extend the urbanising effect of built development even further into the countryside, further fragment Chipping's northern rural fringe, increase overall visibility of built development, further erode landscape character/landscape amenity/landscape tranquillity and, effect the setting of Kirk Mill Conservation Area. There would also be landscape fabric losses which the applicant has no plans to compensate for.
The effects of the proposed development at the Malt Kiln Brow Site would be unacceptable in landscape terms and there appears to be no real scope to mitigate them to acceptable levels. Consequently, it is recommended that this aspect of the proposed scheme is deleted from the application. 

(Church Raike Housing Site)  As with the Malt Kiln Brow Housing Site, the proposed housing would affect the setting of Kirk Mill Conservation Area through the introduction of built features in views where currently there is open space. 

Historically, one of the key features of Chipping has been its 'nucleated' settlement pattern focused around the junctions of Church Raike, Club Lane, Windy Street and Talbot Street. In more recent times, this historic settlement pattern has been diluted to some extent by a more dispersed form of development such as that at Broad Meadow and the somewhat uneven northern expansion of the village in the vicinity of Kirkfield. The proposal to build a relatively substantial group of new houses at the Church Raike site would further exacerbate this loss of historic pattern by concentrating yet more development on the northern fringe of the village. 

For all these reasons the overall likely landscape and visual effects of the proposed housing and Kirk Mill redevelopment are deemed to be unacceptable. Additional comments were received on 27 August 2014 in response to information received from the applicant to address the issues raised above. Those details did address some of the concerns but some key concerns raised have not been satisfactorily addressed and thus remain as outstanding issues in the AONB Officer’s opinion.

LCC (Highways) - (Kirk Mill) It is understood that the hotel at this location will operate a valet parking system, however it is not clear where the guests cars will be taken to and by which route. As with the previous elements of the development I would need to see a scheme showing the proposed amendments to the mill forecourt, also the swept path analysis submitted only indicates an analysis for a large car, no details are given of the requirements for deliveries, refuse collection etc. 

(The Barn, Child Centre, Hotel/Spa complex and Wedding Venue) It is unclear from the plans submitted whether or not these elements benefit from their own parking provision. If they do then the layout proposed should be shown. 
RVBC Head of Regeneration and Housing - As a principle the scheme is supported. The commercial proposals will reuse a vacant brownfield site bringing it back into use creating employment opportunities and business growth that can support the local economy through employment and supply chains across a key economic sector for the borough and Lancashire. The proposal supports the borough’s tourism offer and meets the key activity of supporting regeneration activities in smaller settlements across the borough and key growth sectors of sport and leisure and food and drink.

The development will (subject to details) help protect an important heritage asset bringing it back to life to the long term benefit of the local area and the Council’s conservation aspirations. The mixed nature of the scheme provides a diversity of facilities and whilst I maintain my previously expressed view that I would prefer to see some elements of commercial B1 space included as part of the mix, I am satisfied that the proposal supports the economic and regeneration priorities of the borough. 

New and enhanced sports facilities are included for the village which I view as a benefit. The scheme includes new residential development to support overall viability and delivery of the scheme and this does need to be carefully considered. Separate comments have been provided by myself and my team in relation to the affordable housing aspects however the delivery of housing is a government priority to support economic growth and where there is an opportunity to deliver appropriate affordable housing this has to be considered within the overall balance.
RVBC Senior Planner (Urban Design) - fundamental concerns regarding the proposed alterations/additions to the south facing elevation of Kirk Mill. The proposed ‘orangery’ element, in terms of horizontal proportioning appears to visually dominate the primary elevation and appears to obscure a large amount of historic fabric/features. The elevational language of the orangery element also appears to conflict with and undermine the inherent value of the primary elevation through its materiality, elevational repetition and relationship/alignment with the elevation/proportions found on the existing elevations.

Level of development proposed and the solid mass of the orangery fundamentally undermine the character of the existing mill.

Do not consider that the recessed lead panel alone provides sufficient visual delineation between the original/rebuilt fabric of the building and that of the proposed orangery. Concerns also exist regarding the extent of the orangery and that it will result in the loss of openness to the building frontage/forecourt area which clearly currently contributes to the overall setting of the building.

The circulation core (SSG Curtain walling) when read in conjunction with the orangery element clearly dominates and undermines not only the lower levels of the primary elevation but also that of the upper floor. The ‘glazed-bay’ element is clearly proportionally wider than the south-east wing to which it is attached, will be higher in terms of eaves level (which has not been reflected on the proposed east elevation) and will match the aforementioned wing in its forward projection. Despite the level of transparency afforded to this element, it clearly dominates the Mill and would appear as an overtly unsympathetic commercial addition that fails to relate or respond to proportions inherent to the south facing elevation.

The applicant’s Design & Access Statement makes mention of minimising illumination of the overall area to minimise nocturnal light pollution and the erosion of the rural setting. Given the glazed-bay serves a primary circulation core it is assumed that this would require either permanent or low-level illumination with sensory activated lighting. In either case I have concerns regarding the light-pollution that would be resultant from this element and the level of visual dominance it would be afforded during nocturnal hours, it is also noted that due to potential levels of luminescence this could be visible upon approach from the south and Church Raike/Malt Kiln Brow being of detriment to the setting and character of the area.

No details have been provided in relation to the west facing elevation of the glazed lean-to.

Detailed clarification will be required with regards to the public realm/surfacing treatment to the frontage of the Mill.

The arrangements for the storage and collection of commercial waste should be clarified.

It is noted that the Hotel/Spa proposal appears to provide no facilities to allow potential guests/users of the spa to procure refreshments/food. Clarification is sought as to whether the intention is for the ‘Mill Hotel’ to provide facilities that will cater for this and site-wide as also have concerns that the commercial kitchen/prep room for the ‘Wedding Venue’ is relatively small in comparison to the capacity of the venue.

The main pool/plant building appears to introduce what could be considered as an incongruous and alien mansard roof-form that appears to hint at a ‘Scandinavian’ approach. Whilst I can understand the design intention may be for this to appear as a ‘utilitarian’ structure I consider that given the level of visual prominence it will be afforded the elevational language and roof-form be reconsidered.

Concerns regarding the treatment of the existing ’Barn’, in particular the domestification of its primary (south-west) elevation. I consider the timber panelled infill to the main sliding door area to be wholly inappropriate which is further reinforced by the introduction of what appears to be a standard window/door arrangement. A bespoke solution should be considered that maintains the character and inherent value of this element.

Concerns regarding the location of the Malt Kiln Brow Housing element. The plots appear to be both physically and visually detached in relation to built form and it could be argued that the Brow acts as a clear physical break and delineation between Chipping and the natural ‘basin’ that the remainder of the proposal is located within. It is considered that development on the brow could visually consolidate the settlement with the Mill complex undermining its setting and value.


	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	Association for Industrial Archaeology - Welcomes the intention to re-use this important former cotton mill. The archaeological report by Oxford Archaeology North confirms that the mill is a rare and surprisingly well preserved example of an Arkwright type water powered cotton mill of 1785, despite its subsequent re-use and the resultant alterations and additions. Most importantly the water wheel survives together with some gearing. The proposals include its retention but they are less clear about a future maintenance plan. There is evidence of the way the mill was worked in the form of surviving evidence of line shafting. There is also surviving evidence of its construction in the form of masons’ marks, and carpenters’ construction marks. There are other interesting features such as the inserted columns with their unusual octagonal bases. Externally, there is the interesting derrick crane recorded in the Archaeological Building Survey.

Given the importance of this mill it is essential that it remains “readable”, and that includes being able to identify the original building and its extensions. (The later use was a long standing one.) It is also essential that not just the water wheel is retained but maintained and that as many small features such as evidence of the line shafting are included so that users of the building can see how it functioned both externally and internally. The setting of the mill and its water management system are also of importance and therefore these too need to be retained and maintained so that the mill’s setting is understood and appreciated. Also could not the derrick crane be retained in the grounds? Features which cannot be retained in situ or at least on site should be offered to an appropriate home.

Any features revealed as a result of the conversion works will need to be recorded at the appropriate level (paragraph 141 of the NPPF applies).

Therefore, although the Association for Industrial Archaeology considers that this re-use of the mill is good in principle, some further detail is needed in these proposals.
In total, 69 letters were received in respect to the proposals in 3/2014/0226 and 3/2014/0183. One is in favour subject to securing safeguards and whilst many of the remainder accept the need for some development to take place, specific detailed objections relating to the historic environment are raised and are summarised below:

At the launch of the project the owners admitted that the sale of the land for 60dws was necessary to fund the renovation of the mill. Can we guarantee that if planning permission is granted and the land is sold off to property developers plans for Kirk Mill would still go ahead?
Overall approve of the plans and recognise that the area needs to be developed in some way but specific detailed objections.

Any development should be limited to the brownfield site at Kirk Mill and there should be no loss of greenfield land.
The wedding venue/function room facility already exists at the village hall and nearby hotels (the Talbot has consent for a multi bedroomed hotel/restaurant/banqueting facility and the Gibbon Bridge is only 1.5 miles away) so does the village need 2 hotels/is it necessary?

If planning permission is granted the potential separation of land from the redevelopment of the factory site is seen as a big risk for the completion of the whole project.

No objection to the development of the Kirk Mill site into hotel, bar and restaurant and new cricket pavilion but the new housing would have a major disadvantageous impact on the village.
This development in spirit and content contradicts much of the previously controlled development which has been used over the years to ensure that the village and surrounding area continues to be a special place of beauty.

Congestion and noise disturbance. There are a number of quiet lanes in and around the village which would suffer from an increase in traffic.

Concern about plans to empty and inspect Kirk Mill pond with no guarantee that it will be refilled – there is an opportunity to work with the RSPB or other agencies to secure its long term future. Question how it will be managed long term – it would be a great loss if this pond were to be abandoned. 

Chipping is a village steeped in history and the character of this place needs to be preserved for the future generations to enjoy. 

What is required is the development of the Mill into a heritage centre and accommodation to promote the only asset the village has.

The opportunities to include the old mill in National Lottery and other funding will be lost if this development proceeds. Much of the historic archaeological content associated with the old mill is at risk of being lost because of its belated categorisation and listed status.

Agreement with the comments of English Heritage regarding the works to the Mill both internally and externally.

A number of properties in the heart of the village are Grade II listed which will inevitably deteriorate due to increased traffic and inability to repair properties.

Visual impact would be detrimental to the historic and scenic area of the village.

It would encroach into the hamlet of Old Hive making it part of one large village which would spoil the whole aspect of Old Hive with light pollution and views being destroyed.

Plans do not reflect the fact that Chipping is situated in the AONB.

The leisure centre, spa, hotel complex and car park in the factory yard and valley floor would be an alien intrusion in a quiet corner of Chipping.

Building on green belt land in the AONB is totally unacceptable.

A need for a mechanism to ensure that the housing land is not sold off and the rest of the site remains unchanged.

There should be a thorough examination of the viability information submitted in support of the application and appropriate triggers incorporated into any S106 agreement regarding the overall phasing of the development.

The applicant should secure funding for the hotel etc independently and not seek to generate the income from the sale of the fields with outline consent for housing.

Questions raised regarding water management namely a weir and water inlet upstream of Chipping Brook, a culvert supplying the pond and water wheel chamber and a culvert conveying water from the water wheel to the chamber to Chipping Brook under the modern factory yard.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.
NPPF

NPPG

HEPPG

Chipping Conservation Area Appraisal

Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations

Policy DMG2 – Strategic Considerations

Policy DME2 – Landscape and Townscape Protection

Policy DMB1 – Supporting Business Growth and the Local Economy

Policy DMB2 – The Conversion of Barns and other Rural Buildings for Employment Uses

Policy DMB3 – Recreation and Tourism



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Harmful to Kirk Mill and Kirk House (Grade II listed) and Kirk Mill Conservation Area. Historic fabric, plan form, design, setting. NPPF; Core Strategy DME4, DMG1, DMB2 and DMB3.


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

	‘Kirk Mill and its associated mill ponds retaining walls, outflow and stone-built leat’ is a Grade II listed building (13 May 2011) and the principal element of Kirk Mill Conservation Area (4 February 2010; extended 7 April 2011).
The list description identifies the reasons for designation:

Rarity: it is a rare surviving example in the north-west of an Arkwright-type cotton spinning mill that exhibits two phases of C18 development.

Intactness: it retains its contemporary water management system comprising the mill pond's retaining walls, outflow and leat.

Survival of original and early features: it retains many windows and doors, the wheelpit and the waterwheel and its driving gears, together with evidence of how associated drive shafts and belts powered the early machinery.

Historical: Kirk Mill was built in 1785. It is one of the oldest surviving cotton spinning mills in the north-west and thus represents one of the earliest examples of a textile factory that soon became a crucial component of the Industrial Revolution.

Layout: the mill's development over its two hundred year history remains clearly legible.

The submitted Archaeological Building Investigation states:

“Notwithstanding some remodelling, Kirk Mill represents a very rare and well- preserved example of an eighteenth-century, Arkwright-type water-powered cotton mill. Other examples of eighteenth-century water-powered cotton mills do survive in Lancashire, including Salmesbury Bottoms Mill, Hoghton Bottoms Mill, Roach Bridge Mill, and Cleveley Mill near Scorton, although all of these have been subject to considerable remodeling and alterations with a resultant loss of original fabric. Kirk Mill is thus the most complete surviving example of an eighteenth-century cotton mill in Lancashire, affording it great significance within the textile industry in the county”.
The historic functional relationship between Kirk Mill and its small ensemble of service buildings is visually evident, harmonious and a key feature of Kirk Mill Conservation Area. Kirk Mill is adjacent to and within the setting of Kirk House (Grade II listed; 1793; Windows sashed with glazing bars; Tuscan pilasters and an open pediment), the former mill owner’s house. ‘The Water Spinners: A new look at the early cotton trade’, Aspin C, Helmshore Local History Society, 2003 contains a chapter on Kirk Mill entitled ‘Kirk Mill: a surviving Arkwright’ and identifies:
“A few hundred yards from Chipping church one reaches a hollow in which a cluster of old stone buildings pleases the eye and gladdens the heart of anyone wishing to be reminded of times long gone … Kirk Mill … Grove Cottage in Grove Square had been the mill manager’s home … Grove Row, the solid terrace of five three-storeyed houses on the other side of the road … began life in 1823 as the workhouse”.

Article 4 Directions removing permitted development rights at the latter two residential properties came into force on 26 May 2011 and 15 September 2011 respectively.
The Kirk Mill Conservation Area Extension report and recommendation (7 April 2011) identifies:

“By necessity, Kirk Mill Conservation Area was designated without full appraisal or extensive consultation. However, public interest in and support for the designation suggested a need for consideration of the inclusion of additional buildings and the discreet but intrinsic archaeological features of the water-powered mill’s catchment area. It also became clear that a significant and positive element of the character and interest of Kirk Mill hamlet is its containment and relative isolation resulting from topography and location within a natural bowl”.

The C20 Kirk Mills factory buildings encroach on the historic building group but are distinguished from it by their materials and massive and utilitarian character. 

Relevant Planning History
3/2014/0183 - Hybrid planning application seeking both full and outline planning permission as follows:
Full planning permission for works and a change of use to the Grade II listed Kirk Mill to create a hotel (18 bed, use class C1) and bar restaurant (Use class A3), works to the barn building to create seven holiday cottages (use class C1), construction of a hotel and spa (20 bed use class C1), wedding venue (use class D1), kids club (Use class D1) and trailhead centre (Use class D1 and A3), change of use of Malt Kiln House from residential to use class C1, construction of a new cricket pavilion (Sui Generis), demolition of the group of derelict factory buildings.
Outline planning permission for 60 residential dwellings, split over two sites, with a maximum of 56 and 4 units on each with all matters reserved except for means of access at Land at Malt Kiln Brow Chipping. PP refused 23 December 2014 – reasons include:
The proposal is harmful to the special architectural and historic interest, significance and setting of both Kirk Mill (Grade II listed) and Kirk House (Grade II listed; former mill owner's house; immediately adjacent to Kirk Mill). This is because of the loss and alteration of important historic fabric, plan form and design at Kirk Mill, the addition of poorly designed and inappropriate extensions to Kirk Mill and the intrusion of poorly designed and inappropriate development into the setting of both listed buildings. This is contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework, and Policies DME4, DMG1, DMB2 and DMB3 Ribble Valley Core Strategy adopted version.
The proposal is harmful to the character and appearance, significance, setting and views into and out of Kirk Mill Conservation Area and Chipping Conservation Area. This is because of the intrusion upon and coalescence of the conservation areas from poorly designed and inappropriate development. This is contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework and Policies DME4, DMG1, DMB2 and DMB3 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy adopted version.

Pre-application advice included encouragement to early discussion of any intended proposals for ‘enabling development’ and concern at proposed outline proposals and the consideration of section 16, 66 and 72 duties.   
3/2012/0985 - removal of two redundant extract flues together with their supporting steelwork and cable stays. LBC granted 13 December 2012.
Legislation, policy, guidance and information

Section 16(2) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states that when considering applications for listed building consent, the local planning authority shall have 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, the ‘General duty as respects listed buildings in exercise of planning functions’, 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, the ‘General duty as respects conservation areas in exercise of planning functions’, 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.

A number of recent legal cases have examined the weighting of these considerations in the ‘planning balance’. The Governance and Legal Director of English Heritage (‘Legal Developments’ Conservation Bulletin Issue 73: Winter 2014) states in respect to (any level of) harm to a listed building:

“The Lyveden case reaffirmed that this means the conservation of a listed building should be afforded ‘considerable weight and importance’ … with the ‘great weight’ of paragraph 132 and you should appreciate that minor harm does not mean merely a minor concern … Any harm is to be given ‘great weight’ whether it is serious, substantial, moderate, minor or less than substantial … every decision should acknowledge the general priority afforded to heritage conservation in comparison to other planning objectives or public benefits … Minor harm to a heritage asset can add up to major and irreversible damage. It is obviously right that planning decisions reflect on this threat each and every time”.

The NPPF is particularly relevant at paragraph 6, 7, 8, 9, 14, 17, 18-20, 28, 56-58, 60-61,64, 115-116, 125, 126, 128 -129, 131-135, 137 – 138, 140, 170,186 - 192, 197 and Annex 2.

The NPPG is particularly relevant in stating:

 “Heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource and effective conservation delivers wider social, cultural, economic and environmental benefits.

Distinctiveness is what often makes a place special and valued. It relies on physical aspects such as:

building forms; 
details and materials; 
style and vernacular.
The risks of neglect and decay of heritage assets are best addressed through ensuring that they remain in active use that is consistent with their conservation.

If there is a range of alternative viable uses, the optimum use is the one likely to cause 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 may not necessarily be the most profitable one.

A thorough assessment of the impact on setting needs to take into account, and be proportionate to, the significance of the heritage asset under consideration and the degree to which proposed changes enhance or detract from that significance and the ability to appreciate it.

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 from other land uses in the vicinity, and by our understanding of the historic relationship between places. For example, buildings that are in close proximity but are not visible from each other may have a historic or aesthetic connection that amplifies the experience of the significance of each.
When assessing any application for development which may affect the setting of a heritage asset, local planning authorities may need to consider the implications of cumulative change.  They may also need to consider the fact that developments which materially detract from the asset’s significance may also damage its economic viability now, or in the future, thereby threatening its ongoing conservation.
Development should seek to promote character in townscape and landscape by responding to and reinforcing locally distinctive patterns of development, 

Local building forms and details contribute to the distinctive qualities of a place. These can be successfully interpreted in new development without necessarily restricting the scope of the designer.

Plans, policies and decisions can effectively manage physical form at a variety of scales. This is how planning can help achieve good design and connected objectives. Where appropriate the following should be considered:

· 
layout – the way in which buildings and spaces relate to each other
· 
form – the shape of buildings
· 
scale – the size of buildings
· 
detailing – the important smaller elements of building and spaces
· 
materials – what a building is made from
Materials should be practical, durable, affordable and attractive. Choosing the right materials can greatly help new development to fit harmoniously with its surroundings. They may not have to match, but colour, texture, grain and reflectivity can all support harmony.

Pre application discussions are an opportunity to discuss the design policies, requirements and parameters that will be applied to a site”.

The HEPPG is particularly relevant at paragraph 80, 88-90,113-122, 125,142-144 149-153, 158-161, 178-189 and 192. 
HEPPG paragraph 80 ‘New development: design in context’ states:

“A successful scheme will be one whose design has taken account of the following 

characteristics of the surroundings, where appropriate: 

1. 
The significance of nearby assets and the contribution of their setting. 

2. 
The general character and distinctiveness of the local buildings, spaces, public realm and the landscape. 

3. 
Landmarks and other features that are key to a sense of place. 

4. 
The diversity or uniformity in style, construction, materials, detailing, decoration and period of existing buildings and spaces. 

5. 
The topography. 

6. 
Views into and from the site and its surroundings. 

7. 
Green landscaping. 

8. 
The current and historic uses in the area and the urban grain. 

Some or all of these factors may influence the scale, height, massing, alignment, materials and proposed use in any successful design”.

HEPPG paragraph 88 states:

“Proposals for the development of a heritage asset will ideally be for its optimum viable use”.

HEPPG paragraph 89 states:

“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”.

HEPPG paragraph 90 states:

“Harmful development may sometimes be justified in the interests of realising the optimum viable use of an asset, notwithstanding the loss of significance caused, provided that the harm is minimised”.
HEPPG paragraph 114 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. For example, buildings that are in close proximity but not visible from each other may have a historic or aesthetic connection that amplifies the experience of the significance of each. They would be considered to be within one another’s setting”.

HEPPG paragraph 116 states:

“The setting of a heritage asset can enhance its significance whether or not it was designed to do so”.
HEPPG paragraph 117 states:

“The contribution that setting makes to the significance does not depend on there being public rights or an ability to access or experience that setting. This will vary over time and according to circumstance. Nevertheless, proper evaluation of the effect of change within the setting of a heritage asset will usually need to consider the implications, if any, for public appreciation of its significance”.
HEPPG paragraph 121 states:

“The design of a development affecting the setting of a heritage asset may play an important part in determining its impact. The contribution of setting to the historic significance of an asset can be sustained or enhanced if new buildings are carefully designed to respect their setting by virtue of their scale, proportion, height, massing, alignment and use of materials. This does not mean that new buildings have to copy their older neighbours in detail, but rather that they should together form a harmonious group”.

HEPPG paragraph 125 states:

“Enabling development is the means of securing the long-term future of a heritage asset when conservation through development in compliance with policy cannot do so. Detailed guidance on how the applicant might make an enabling development application and on how a local planning authority can ensure the policy requirements are fully tested is set out in English Heritage’s guidance on enabling development”.

HEPPG paragraph 142 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 (with larger assets or groups of assets this might include street furniture) and internal fittings”.

HEPPG paragraph 149 states :

“Original materials normally only need to be replaced when they have failed in their structural purpose. Repairing by re-using materials to match the original in substance, texture, quality and colour, helps maintain authenticity, ensures the repair is technically and visually compatible, minimises the use of new resources and reduces waste … One would expect that the loss of historic fabric following repairs, and alteration, would be proportionate to the nature of the works”.  

HEPPG paragraph 150 states:

“Even when undertaking repair, care is needed to maintain the integrity of the asset”.
HEPPG paragraph 152 states:

 “doors and windows are frequently key to the significance of a building”.

HEPPG paragraph 169 states:

“Restoration is likely to be acceptable if: 

1. 
The significance of the elements that would be restored decisively outweigh the significance of those that would be lost. 

2. 
The work proposed is justified by compelling evidence of the evolution of the heritage asset, and is executed in accordance with that evidence. 

3. 
The form in which the heritage asset currently exists is not the result of a historically-significant event. 

4. 
The work proposed respects previous forms of the heritage asset. 

5. 
No archaeological interest is lost if the restoration work could later be confused with the original fabric. 

6. 
The maintenance implications of the proposed restoration are considered to be sustainable”. 

HEPPG paragraph 161 states:

“additions and changes in response to the changing needs of owners and occupants over time may themselves be a key part of the asset’s significance”.

HEPPG paragraph 175 states:

“The spaces between the buildings within an area asset may be important and may be consciously designed … The case for restoration will be stronger where it can be shown that the restoration improves the appreciation of the space and the settings of the assets that are linked to it”.

HEPPG paragraph 178 states:

 “The main issues to consider in proposals for additions to heritage assets, including new development in conservation areas, are proportion, height, massing, bulk, use of materials, use, relationship with adjacent assets, alignment and treatment of setting. Replicating a particular style may be less important, though there are circumstances when it may be appropriate. 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. Assessment of an asset’s significance and its relationship to its setting will usually suggest the forms of extension that might be appropriate”.
HEPPG paragraph 179 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”.

HEPPG paragraph 180 states:

“The junction between new work and the existing fabric needs particular attention, both for its impact on the significance of the existing asset and the impact on the contribution of its setting. Where possible it is preferable for new work to be reversible, so that changes can be undone without harm to historic fabric. However, reversibility alone does not justify alteration. If alteration is justified on other grounds then reversible alteration is preferable to non-reversible. 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”.
HEPPG  paragraph 181 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, headroom may be restricted and daylight levels may be lower than usually expected”.
HEPPG paragraph 182 states:

 “the plan form of a building is frequently one of its most important characteristics and internal partitions, staircases (whether decorated or plain, principal or secondary) and other features are likely to form part of its significance. Indeed they may be its most significant feature. 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”.
HEPPG paragraph 183 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”.
HEPPG paragraph 186 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”.
HEPPG paragraph 187 states:

“Small-scale features, inside and out, such as historic painting schemes, ornamental plasterwork, carpenters’ and masons’ 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”.

HEPPG paragraph 189 states:

“although some works of up-grading, such as new kitchens and bathroom units, are unlikely to need consent, new services, both internal and external can have a considerable, and often cumulative, effect on the appearance of a building and can affect significance. The impact of necessary services can be minimised by avoiding damage to decorative features by carefully routeing and finishing and by use of materials appropriate to the relevant period, such as cast iron for gutters and down-pipes for many Georgian and Victorian buildings”.
HEPPG paragraph 192 states:

“Buildings will often have an important established and historic relationship with the landscaping that exists or used to exist around them. Proposals to alter or renew the landscaping are more likely to be acceptable if the design is based on a sound and well-researched understanding of the building’s relationship with its setting, both now and in the past”.
The Ribble Valley Core Strategy is particularly relevant at Policy DME4, DMG1, DMG2, DME2, DMB1, DMB2, DMB3.
The Chipping Conservation Area Appraisal (The Conservation Studio consultants; adopted by the Borough Council 3 April 2007 following public consultation) identifies:

(i) 
Important Views (northwards) from St Bartholomew’s Churchyard;

(ii) 
Rural setting of the village in lowland farmland below Parlick Fell and Fairsnape Fell;  Views of Pendle Hill and the distant Fells to the north (Summary of Special Interest)
(iii) 
The village lies in undulating lowland farmland. The immediate surrounding of the village is open, occasionally wooded, countryside in agricultural use. To the north the land rises steeply to Parlick Fell (432 m) and Fairsnape Fell (510m) … The settlement sits beside Chipping Brook which runs southwards to join the Loud which in turn joins the River Hodder. The open countryside around the hamlet is an intrinsic part of its character. Much of the conservation area is bounded by open fields (Topography and Relationship to Surroundings);
(iv) 
There are several long views to distant hills, notably … Wolf Fell, looking northwards from the southern end of Windy Street. A similar view can be gained from St Bartholomew’s churchyard. Views of the wider landscape from the village edge help to reinforce the village’s distinctive rural location (Key Views and Vistas).
The Forest of Bowland AONB Management Plan (April 2014 - March 2019) states:

“’Natural Beauty’ is not just an aesthetic concept, and ‘Landscape’ means more than just

‘scenery’. It can include flora, fauna and geological and physiographic features. The natural

beauty of AONBs is partly due to nature, and is partly the product of many centuries of

human modification of ‘natural’ features. Landscape encompasses everything – ‘natural’ and

human – that makes an area distinctive: geology, climate, soil, plants, animals, communities,

archaeology, buildings, the people who live in it, past and present, and perceptions of those

who visit it” (page 7).

“The Forest of Bowland was formally designated an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty

(AONB) by Government on 10th February 1964. The area was designated as a landscape of

national significance due to a variety of factors, including:

… The landscape’s historic and cultural associations

… The distinctive pattern of settlements” (page 8).
“There is evident contrast in the villages in Bowland – some are typical estate villages while

others are more haphazard farming settlements or industrial hamlets … Collectively these historic and cultural elements of the environment serve to enrich the landscape’s scenic quality, meaning and value” (page 12).

A Planning Inspector has recently confirmed (APP/T2350/A/12/2174422, Cherry Hall, Grindleton) the Forest of Bowland AONB to be an acknowledged heritage asset.
‘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”.

‘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.

“Evidential value, historical values and some aesthetic values, especially artistic ones, are dependent upon a place retaining (to varying degrees) the actual fabric that has been handed down from the past; but authenticity lies in whatever most truthfully reflects and embodies the values attached to the place (Principle 4.3). It can therefore relate to, for example, design or function, as well as fabric. Design values, particularly those associated with landscapes or buildings, may be harmed by losses resulting from disaster or physical decay, or through ill-considered alteration or accretion” (Paragraph 91).

“Repair necessary to sustain the heritage values of a significant place is normally 
desirable if: 

a. there is sufficient information comprehensively to understand the impacts of the proposals on the significance of the place; 
b. the long term consequences of the proposals can, from experience, be demonstrated to be benign, or the proposals are designed not to prejudice alternative solutions in the future and

c. the proposals are designed to avoid or minimise harm, if actions necessary to sustain particular heritage values tend to conflict” (Paragraph 117). 

“It is important to look beyond the immediate need for action, to understand the reasons for the need for repair and plan for the long-term consequences of inevitable change and decay. While sufficient work should be undertaken to achieve a lasting repair, the extent of the repair should normally be limited to what is reasonably necessary to make failing elements sound and capable of continuing to fulfil their intended functions” (Paragraph 118).

“The use of materials or techniques with a lifespan that is predictable from past performance, and which are close matches for those being repaired or replaced, tends to carry a low risk of future harm or premature failure. By contrast, the longer term effects of using materials or techniques that are innovative and relatively untested are much less certain” (Paragraph 119).
‘The Setting of Heritage Assets’ (EH, October 2011) states:

“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. The gradual loss of trees, verges or traditional surfacing materials in a historic area may have a significant effect on the setting of heritage assets” (4.5)

“A conservation area that includes the settings of a number of listed buildings, for example, will also have its own setting, as will the town in which it is situated. The numbers and proximity of heritage assets in urban areas means that setting is intimately linked to considerations of townscape and urban design. Extensive heritage assets, such as landscapes and townscapes, can include many heritage assets and their nested and overlapping settings, as well as having a setting of their own” (page 6).

“The setting of any heritage asset is likely to include a variety of views of, across, or including that asset, and views of the surroundings from or through the asset. A long-distance view may intersect with, and incorporate the settings of numerous heritage assets. Views from within extensive heritage assets can also be important contributors to significance: for example, views from the centre of an historic town, through the townscape to its surrounding countryside … Intentional inter-visibility between heritage assets, or between heritage assets and natural features, can make a particularly important contribution to significance. Some assets, whether contemporaneous or otherwise, were intended to be seen from one another for aesthetic, functional, ceremonial or religious reasons … Inter-visibility with natural or topographic features … can also make a significant contribution to certain heritage assets” (page 6).

Change over Time states ‘the setting of some heritage assets may have remained relatively unaltered over a long period and closely resemble the setting in which the asset was constructed or first used. The likelihood of this original setting surviving unchanged tends to decline with age and, where this is the case, it is likely to make an important contribution to the heritage asset’s significance … The recognition of, and response to, the setting of heritage assets as an aspect of townscape character is an important aspect of the design process for new development, and will, at least in part, determine the quality of the final result …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, or can enhance, the significance of the asset … positive change could include the restoration of a building’s original designed landscape or the removal of structures impairing views of a building”.
“Setting and Urban Design - as much new development in built-up areas takes place within the setting of heritage assets, urban design considerations are often closely linked to the protection and enhancement of setting … practice guidance on setting will help to ensure that heritage assets and their settings are physically, socially and economically integrated into the fabric of the modern townscape … The degree of conscious design or fortuitous beauty in a townscape setting and the degree of visual harmony or congruity it provides will vary, but will always be an important consideration … where a development in the setting of a heritage asset is designed to be distinctive or dominant and, as a result, it causes harm to the asset’s significance, there will need to be justification for that harm” (page 10-12). 
The English Heritage website defines enabling development as:

“development that would be unacceptable in planning terms but for the fact that it would bring heritage benefits sufficient to justify it being carried out, and which could not otherwise be achieved”.
“A typical example would be the construction of houses where planning policy would normally prohibit them, the profits from which would pay for repairs to a heritage asset. The heritage benefits of the proposed development should outweigh the dis-benefits of departing from the development plan or from national planning policies.
As enabling development is, by definition, undesirable in at least some respects, English Heritage has produced very thorough guidance on the sorts of situations in which it may, or may not, be appropriate”.
‘Enabling Development and the Conservation of Significant Places’ (English Heritage, 2008) states:

“English Heritage remains concerned by the potential for damage by developments contrary to established planning policy, put forward primarily as a way of benefiting significant places, but which destroy more than they save” (Introduction).

“Our policy and guidance are intended to: 
(i) 
ensure that we offer consistent advice on those proposals for enabling development relating to significant places that are referred to us for advice;
(ii) 
encourage a rigorous approach by planning authorities to the assessment of proposals for enabling development affecting any significant place; and
(iii) 
help those seeking consent for enabling development, by making them aware of the tests that are likely to be applied and the extent of the supporting information required”. 
The Policy

Enabling development that would secure the future of a significant place, but contravene other planning policy objectives, should be unacceptable unless:

a, it will not materially harm the heritage values of the place or its setting

b, it avoids detrimental fragmentation of management of the place

c, it will secure the long-term future of the place and, where applicable, its continued use for a sympathetic purpose

d, it is necessary to resolve problems arising from the inherent needs of the place, rather than the circumstances of the present owner, or the purchase price paid

e, sufficient subsidy is not available from any other source

f, it is demonstrated that the amount of enabling development is the minimum necessary to secure the future of the place, and that its form minimises harm to other public interests 

g, the public benefit of securing the future of the significant place through such enabling development decisively outweighs the disbenefits of breaching other public policies.
If it is decided that a scheme of enabling development meets all these criteria, English Heritage believes that planning permission should only be granted if: 

a, the impact of the development is precisely defined at the outset, normally through the granting of full, rather than outline, planning permission 

b, the achievement of the heritage objective is securely and enforceably linked to it, bearing in mind the guidance in ODPM Circular 05/05, Planning Obligations 

c, the place concerned is repaired to an agreed standard, or the funds to do so are made available, as early as possible in the course of the enabling development, ideally at the outset and certainly before completion or occupation

d, the planning authority closely monitors implementation, if necessary acting promptly to ensure that obligations are fulfilled.
Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning – Decision Taking in the Historic Environment (English Heritage consultation, July 2014) states:

“For loss to be necessary there will be no other reasonable means of delivering similar benefits, e.g. A different design, other mitigation or, as a last resort, development of an appropriate alternative site” (paragraph 24).
English Heritage’s ‘Designating Heritage Assets: Industrial Structures’ (April 2011) states of Rebuilding and Repair values:

 “In assessments for listing, a high level of reconstruction is sometimes the basis for a decision not to list. With industrial buildings, partial rebuilding and repair is often related to the industrial process and provides evidence for technological change that may in itself be significant enough to warrant protection: alteration can thus have a positive value”.
Ribble Valley appeal decisions and plan form:

The Planning Inspector’s comments are noted from APP/T2350/E/12/2185264/NWF (28 Church Street, Ribchester; 2 July 2013) in respect to the importance of plan form retention as a record of historic building use (even when associated historic fabric does not survive):

“Part of the importance of a listed building lies in the legibility of its original pattern of use – through its plan layout 

… Whilst these interventions have been carefully designed and would make good use of the available space to maximise the provision of modern accommodation, they would further distort the original plan form and obscure an appreciation of the historic pattern of use”.
The Planning Inspector’s comments are noted from 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. The provision of drainage for the proposed first floor WCs between the floor joists is indicated, but no installation details have been provided to demonstrate that this is feasible, with sufficient falls, within the existing depth of joists. Furthermore, no reference has been made to the provision of a heating system, which would be necessary for modern living but the installation of which should be carefully planned” (paragraph 9).

The Planning Inspector’s comments are noted from 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. The new opening between the front and rear rooms would further undermine the original plan form of the building” (paragraph 5).
Ribble Valley comments on glazed extensions:

Townhead, Slaidburn (3/2009/0854) - The Georgian Group commented:

“Glazed links in particular, although intended to be low key and light in touch, tend in reality to draw attention to themselves by their reflectiveness and by the characteristic tendency of any vitreous material to read as an opaque mass rather than something transparent”. 

English Heritage commented:

“While it is understood that the structure would provide a clean and highly legible division between the historic house and new build, such a high proportion of reflective glass in a location where historically there has been predominantly stone may appear visually intrusive”.
Submitted Information
The Archaeological Building Investigation (OAN, August 2013) provides a detailed and thorough assessment of the fabric and construction of Kirk Mill. However, this document, the Heritage Assessment and the subsequent Chipping Heritage Setting Assessment provide limited assessment of listed building setting or Kirk Mill Conservation Area character and appearance (including conservation area setting).

The Structural Appraisal of the listed building is limited to the main mill building (assessment of mill pond intrinsic to significance of the water-powered mill?). It is not clear how the Appraisal’s conclusions and recommendations relate to proposed rebuilding of the south wing, removal of historic columns or ‘enabling development’.

It is understood (site meeting 7 May 2014) that the proposals include provision of a (service) lift shaft (and a new staircase) but this is not clearly identified in the submitted information (e.g. Demolition plans and Design and Access Statement) and the impact of such works on the special interest of the listed building and archaeology is not known. Confusingly, the front elevation lift is justified because to have provided this facility internally would have been ‘a non-starter’ (agent, Member Briefing 9 October 2014).

The Council for British Archaeology, the Society for Protection of Ancient Buildings, the Association for Industrial Archaeology and local residents identify the paucity of information submitted concerning the proposed treatment of key elements of mill significance (waterwheel, machinery, water management system). Section 10 (2) (b) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 is noted in this respect.

The applicant has latterly requested (Member Briefing 9 October 2014) that the proposals within 3/2014/0183 and 3/2014/0226 be considered as ‘enabling development’. The Planning and Development Committee reports of 13 November and 18 December 2014 (see page 80 and 99) confirm that this is Council Officer opinion. However, it is not clear what the considerable cross-funding is required for (mindful that urgent repair works to the mill roof have already been undertaken and the overall conclusions of the structural appraisal), whether the heritage benefit of bringing the listed building back into use ‘could not otherwise be achieved’ and how the listed building and its water management system is to be maintained in the future (e.g. a number of riparian owners). Note is made of HEPPG paragraph 125, ‘Enabling Development and the Conservation of Significant Places’ and the requirement of supporting information, rigorous assessment and testing in this respect.  
Conclusions
The Planning and Development Committee reports of 13 November and 18 December 2014 identify that “all component parts of this proposal are inextricably linked” (page 86) and Officers and the applicant consider the scheme to be one of ‘enabling development’ to ensure mill re-use (page 80 and 99; Member Briefing 9 October 2014). Section 16 (LBC) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 requires that special regard be given to the desirability of preserving the setting of listed buildings in deciding whether to grant listed building consent. Section 72 provides a ‘General duty as respects conservation areas in exercise of planning functions’. Therefore, whilst the ‘red line’ for this application site is drawn tightly around the existing external walls of the mill element of the listing (the pond is not included) consideration is given to the wider context and setting of the proposals including the scheme within 3/2014/0183 (see my comments of 1 May 2014).

The removal of the C20 dust tower is to be welcomed. However, the proposed lift/circulation tower and orangery extensions are incongruous, visually conspicuous (including night time illumination of the tower and double-width windows in orangery) dominating of the most important (architecturally and historically) elevation of the mill and obscuring of important features indicative of modification in response to business operation and technological developments in machinery and power source (see Section 16 ‘features of special architectural and historic interest’ of the Act, NPPG ‘details’ and HEPPG paragraph 80 ‘landmarks … key to a sense of place’, 142 ‘layout … the disposition of openings, external detailing’, 152 ‘doors and windows are frequently key to the significance of a building’, 161 ‘changes in response to the changing needs of owners and occupants’, 178 ‘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’, 186 ‘New features added to a building are less likely to have an impact on the significance if they follow the character of the building’, 187 ‘Small-scale features, inside and out … obscuring them is likely to affect the asset’s significance’ and 189 ‘new services, both internal and external can have a considerable, and often cumulative, effect on the appearance of a building and can affect significance’). In this respect, I am mindful of the opinions and recommendations to reduce harm of English Heritage, Lancashire County Council (Archaeology), the Council for British Archaeology and the Association of Industrial Archaeology. 

The CBA comment that “The extensions and alterations to the mill, in such a legible fashion through its history, provide much of the historic character and special interest of this building. They represent an architectural form regularly adapted for functionality with a consistency in materials and details such as quoining”. The AIA comment that “Given the importance of this mill it is essential that it remains “readable”, and that includes being able to identify the original building and its extensions. (The later use was a long standing one.)”. English Heritage comment that “the proposed three storey glazed circulation space … would obscure key elements of the elevation, including the two storey 32-light window to the engine house, which is assessed as having high significance in the applicant’s Heritage Assessment. It would dominate the only remaining part of the original Arkwright-type mill from 1785”. It is also clear from the list description that the legibility of historic modification was an important factor in consideration of the mill for listing. 

The Heritage Statement, Impact Statement in Relation to Significance (7.2) identifies that the lift/circulation tower “obscures the view and integrity of the main historic elevation of the mill”. Furthermore, the benefit and mitigation suggested (“reduces impact on internal fabric by placing the lift outside” and “construction of tower in glass, enabling the visibility of the historic fabric to be maintained”) is questionable because of the proposed provision of an internal lift and the construction of the tower in highly reflective glazing. Unfortunately in respect to resolution of this element of scheme harm, the agent confirms “The purpose of the glazed core is to act as a marker for the scheme, clearly denoting an entrance point”.
The ‘orangery’ extension intrudes into the mill yard which Heritage Statement 6.2.5 suggests:

 “adds to the significance of the site, as it has retained its original form”. 

The impact of the extension on the mill yard is compounded by the proposed removal of the derrick crane:

“its intended use for the unloading of materials required by the manufacturing processes, and the loading of finished goods, is enhanced by the derrick crane that remains in-situ adjacent to the brook. The crane also provides a useful reminder of the site’s use as a chair works, and the quantity of timber that was unloaded at the works” (Ibid).

The AIA (“Externally, there is the interesting derrick crane … The later use was a long standing one”) and CBA (“Just as significant, however is the hundred year history of the building’s use for furniture manufacture, in particular chair-making by the Berry family”) concur.
The submitted Demolition plans and the Design and Access Statement (page 120) show the wholesale and unjustified ‘removal of existing cast iron columns and timber columns’ (this was questioned at the site meeting of 7 May 2014 but no further information has been received). The Structural Statement (October 2013) states:

2 Description

2.6 The building shape indicates various extensions have been added and this is supported by the roof shapes, column positions …

3 Condition and required repairs.

3.1 The structure is generally in reasonable condition but there is some evidence of timber failure due to water ingress …

3.4 In the attached drawings it can be seen what proposed works will be necessary to “strengthen” the stability. This includes adding new columns …

Defect Survey Report: Internal areas.

Infestation … wet and dry rot …Whilst not prevalent throughout, we estimate that extensive areas are subject to such deterioration.

Refurbishment Options

Providing the remedial works recommended below are put in place then we are confident this will avoid the need for wholesale replacement:

Undertake specialist timber survey to establish extent of rot and decay of original timbers and whether any infestation is currently live … Instructed.

In this respect an accompanying ‘Timberwise’ report identifies:

… (report) limited to the immediate areas requiring urgent treatments … outbreaks by the True Dry Rot Fungus … Third Floor Former Showroom … Further outbreaks of the Wet Rot Fungus and active infestations by the Common Furniture Beetle were also noted to timbers within the building. Although treatments will be required to these areas, they could be undertaken in conjunction with proposed refurbishment works.

Appendix 5 (not referred to in the contents page) appears to illustrate proposed works. It is not clear whether these are short, medium or long term proposals or whether works are necessary repairs or desirable elements of the refurbishment proposals. In any case, whilst some replacement of columns is proposed this is not the wholesale removal shown on the application Demolition plans and Design and Access Statement. It is also noted that these plans (relating to ground – third floors) do not show the demolition of the south wing or installation of an internal lift shaft but do show the removal of a staircase in the north wing and a staircase adjoining the south wing, new staircases (one large adjacent to north wing through the floor) replacement of the ground floor slab with a concrete slab, dpm and insulation, a structural glass floor over the wheel at second floor and ‘remove all first floor structure, beams, posts and wheel mechanics. Reinstate with new floor, timber joist or concrete’ adjoining the existing wheel chamber.

Confirmation that the wholesale removal of columns is desirable rather than necessary appears to be provided by the Heritage Statement Impact Statement in Relation to Significance (7.2) as mitigation is proposed for the works (mitigation would not be necessary for essential repairs). 

I am not convinced by the proposed mitigation for removal of historic columns (in part identifying where the mill has been extended) and drastic change to mill plan form (Medium/High significance; EH concern at impact of “cellular form required for the hotel rooms”; AIA reference to “interesting features such as the inserted columns with their unusual octagonal bases”). It is suggested that ‘appropriate interpretation available in refurbished building, enabling the original layout and form to be appreciated’ despite replacement steel columns being ‘hidden from view by new partitions’ and loss of characteristic open plan. The proposals conflict with HEPPG paragraph 179 (‘Retention of as much historic fabric as possible is therefore a fundamental part of any good alteration or conversion’), 182 (“the plan form of a building is frequently one of its most important characteristics and internal partitions, staircases (whether decorated or plain, principal or secondary) and other features are likely to form part of its significance. Indeed they may be its most significant feature”), 183 (“The sub-division of buildings … that are significant for their open interiors, impressive proportions and long sight lines, may have a considerable impact on significance”) and English Heritage ‘Conservation Principles’ paragraph 91 (‘Evidential value, historical values and some aesthetic values, especially artistic ones, are dependent upon a place retaining (to varying degrees) the actual fabric that has been handed down from the past; but authenticity lies in whatever most truthfully reflects and embodies the values attached to the place (Principle 4.3). It can therefore relate to, for example, design or function, as well as fabric. Design values, particularly those associated with landscapes or buildings, may be harmed … ill-considered alteration’).  NPPF paragraph 132 requires that “as heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and convincing justification”. 
Heritage Statement 7.2 does not consider the other works shown on the Structural Appraisal Appendix 5 plans. Clear and convincing justification is therefore awaited in respect of these potentially harmful proposals. The CBA advice that “further information on the conservation and maintenance of the waterwheel is sought. The application lacks details as to the future provision for this key historic feature on the site. It is essential that it is understood how such an important heritage asset will be maintained for future generations”. SPAB note “While the waterwheel and machinery are surveyed and assessed in the supporting documents, where they are identified as being of high to exceptional significance, SPAB were concerned to note that no mention was made of the planned treatment of these features”. The AIA comment “Most importantly the water wheel survives together with some gearing. The proposals include its retention but they are less clear about a future maintenance plan. There is evidence of the way the mill was worked in the form of surviving evidence of line shafting. There is also surviving evidence of its construction in the form of masons’ marks, and carpenters’ construction marks “.
Clear and convincing justification is required for the demolition and rebuild (not like for like) of the south wing. Whilst repair works are necessary in respect to the outbreak of Dry Rot (and are specified in the Structural Appraisal and Timberwise report) the need for demolition is not explained. The Archaeological Building Investigation confirms at 4.1.1 that “Kirk Mill clearly represents an important multi-phase structure” and discusses the southern extension of the original eastern extension at 3.3.35 – 3.3.36 and 4.4.3. The latter suggests that the south extension to the east range may have been added in Phase 2 (1790-1801) of 6 development phases. In any case, the Heritage Statement Summary confirms that “one of the small multi-storey extensions to the mill represents a distinctive stage in the late (sic) development of the site” and 7.2.1 confirms that this elevation is of medium significance. Is the demolition of two elevations of this structure and consequent impact on below ground archaeology (former boiler house; see Archaeological Building Investigation 3.2.14 to 3.2.16) as part of an inauthentic rebuild the minimum necessary to achieve cosmetic improvements? Can C20 openings be infilled whilst retaining a memory of the changes made in response to the introduction of new power systems (including electricity) at the mill? Can the harshness of the bricks be ameliorated as previously/historically i.e. with lined-out stucco?
Notwithstanding demolition justification, the opportunity afforded by the (necessary) rebuilding of the south wing to provide an alternative to the proposed external lift/circulation tower was discussed at the site meeting of 7 May 2014 (see EH comments). However, the south wing element is proposed as premier hotel accommodation and this possible solution to harmful works has been declined by the applicant.

At this stage, I consider the proposed harm to the mill to be ‘less than substantial’ (NPPF paragraph 134) because the extensions are potentially reversible, there is some justification (not yet fully established) for repairs/replacement of interior columns, timberwork and the south wing and English Heritage suggest that plan form changes are “mitigated to an extent by the central corridor”. 

The proposed extensions are also harmful (‘less than substantial’) to the setting of the adjoining Kirk House (Grade II listed) and the character and appearance of Kirk Mill Conservation Area because they undermine the visual and historic relationship between buildings and the harmony of the conservation area as a whole. The proposed extensions are prominent and alien and undermine the subtle but intentional architectural hierarchy between the mill, the mill owner’s house and the mill manager’s house (see NPPG “understanding of the historic relationship between places” and “layout – the way in which buildings and spaces relate to each other”, HEPPG paragraph 114 “by spatial associations; and, by our understanding of the historic relationship between places”, 121 “should together form a harmonious group” and 80 “The significance of nearby assets and the contribution of their setting” and  ‘The Setting of Heritage Assets’ “The degree of conscious design or fortuitous beauty in a townscape setting and the degree of visual harmony or congruity it provides will vary, but will always be an important consideration … where a development in the setting of a heritage asset is designed to be distinctive or dominant and, as a result, it causes harm to the asset’s significance, there will need to be justification for that harm” and “the setting of some heritage assets may have remained relatively unaltered over a long period and closely resemble the setting in which the asset was constructed or first used. The likelihood of this original setting surviving unchanged tends to decline with age and, where this is the case, it is likely to make an important contribution to the heritage asset’s significance”).
Architectural distinctiveness may explain the difference in listing dates between the mill and mill owner’s house. Munt M., “Listing our Industrial Heritage” in IHBC Context 112: November 2009 states:

“Prior to 2007, industrial buildings had been assessed largely on architectural merit rather than the other values”.
Mindful of the statutory duties at section 16, 66 and 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation) Areas) Act 1990, NPPF, NPPG, HEPPG and consultation responses, the Borough Council and others have made suggestion as to how the level of harm to the listed buildings and conservation area can be reduced.

NPPF paragraph 134 requires that the harm to Kirk Mill, Kirk House and Kirk Mill Conservation Area be weighed against “the public benefits of the proposal, including securing its optimum viable use’. 

The re-use of the mill and proposed employment (and removal of modern factory buildings if the larger scheme is considered) is to be welcomed. However, the proposed works result in harm to many of the significant and intrinsic elements which led to building listing and designation of the conservation area. This is compounded by suggested ‘enabling development’ and other aspects of the larger scheme (see my comments of 1 May 2014). 
No information is submitted to suggest this is the only viable use of the listed building and other potentially less harmful uses (including other hotel uses) have not yet been rigorously and explicitly discounted. 
The structural appraisal does not indicate that mill or mill pond repair costs (as opposed to bespoke conversion costs) will be prohibitive [“generally in reasonable condition” (3.1)]. 
The RVBC Head of Regeneration and Housing’s support for the scheme is ‘in principle’ and ‘subject to details’. 

In respect to the marketability of the site it is noted that Kirk Mill was purchased soon after the closure of the former Berry’s chair-makers and in the knowledge of the conservation area, Kirk House and impending listing. 
Therefore, the public benefit of this particular conversion scheme is not clear (NPPF paragraph 132). 

Mindful of the duties at section 16, 66 and 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 (‘keep free from harm’), the above assessment of recent legal cases by the Governance and Legal Director of English Heritage (any level of harm), the NPPF requirement for ‘great weight’ to be given to conservation (132) and a positive approach to decision making (186 and 187) and the HEPPG’s concerns (e.g. paragraph 90 ‘provided that the harm is minimised’ and 179 ‘retention of as much historic fabric as possible is therefore a fundamental part of any good alteration or conversion’) the Borough Council has sought through negotiation the minimisation of harm to the designated heritage assets from the conversion proposals.

In my opinion, the proposals do not make a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness (NPPF paragraph 131), do not promote or reinforce local distinctiveness (NPPF paragraph 60), are not integrated into the natural, built and historic environment (NPPF paragraph 61), do not take the opportunities available for improving the character and quality of the area (NPPF paragraph 64), do not conserve the heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance (NPPF paragraph 17), do not conserve the cultural heritage of the Forest of Bowland AONB (NPPF paragraph 115) and are not sustainable development (NPPF paragraph 7  - Social Role to create a high quality built environment  and cultural well-being – Environmental Role to protect and enhance our built and historic environment).

It is not necessary to have regard to the development plan in the determination of this LBC application. However in my opinion, the proposals are contrary to Core Strategy Adopted Version Policy DMG1 (high standard of building design; sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses; layout and relationship between buildings … visual appearance and the relationship to surroundings, including impact on landscape character), DMG2 (protection, conservation and enhancement of the landscape and character of the AONB), DME4 (presumption in favour of the conservation and enhancement of heritage assets and their settings), DMB2 (proposal or additional elements likely to be required for the proper operation of the building will not harm the appearance or function of the area;  design of the conversion should be of a high standard and be in keeping with local tradition, particularly in terms of materials, geometric form and window and door openings) and DMB3 (should not undermine the character, quality or visual amenities of the plan area by virtue of its scale, siting, materials or design;  AONB  - high standard of design appropriate to the area).
In giving considerable importance and weight to the duties at section 16, 66 and 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 and great weight (NPPF paragraph 132) to the conservation of the listed buildings and the conservation area I would recommend that listed building consent be refused.
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