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	Date Inspected:
	08/07/16
	

	Officer:
	AD
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	REFUSAL

	


	Development Description:
	Change of use from B1 office to class C3 residential. Resubmission of application 3/2012/0838.

	Site Address/Location:
	Stanley House Lowergate Clitheroe Lancashire BB7 1AD

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	The Town Council objects to application 3/2016/0469 and 0470 on the grounds that the property has not been marketed fully and any attempt to change the use of this property should be resisted until such time as the planning authority is satisfied that such marketing has been carried out by the agents.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways:
	

	No objections; negligible impact on highway safety and highway capacity in the immediate vicinity of the site.

The applicant has provided adequate off road parking provision for this type and size of development.

	Historic amenity societies:
	

	Consulted, no representations received.

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	None received.

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES :

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) 

Clitheroe Conservation Area Appraisal

Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Key Statement EC1 – Business and Employment Development 

Key Statement EN5 – Heritage Assets 

Key Statement DS1 – Development Strategy

Key Statement HS1 – Housing Provision
Policy DMB1 – Supporting Business Growth and the Local Economy 

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations

Policy DMG2 – Strategic Considerations
Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets 



	Relevant Planning History:

3/2012/0838 & 0839 – Proposed change of use from class B1 office to class C3 residential (two houses). LBC & PP granted 19 November 2012.

3/1996/0777 & 0778 – Temporary office for six months. PP & LBC granted 30/31 January 1997.

3/1980/0196 & 0197 – Proposed demolition and development for housing. LBC refused (PP withdrawn) 22 May 1980.
3/1982/0635 – Proposed alterations to divide into two separate units of office accommodation to enable essential repairs to be carried out. LBC granted 13 December 1982.
3/1982/0616 & 0617 - Proposed alterations and extension to form additional office accommodation. PP & LBC granted 13 January 1983.

	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

Stanley House is a Grade II listed (19 May 1950) building of the C18 (list description) prominently sited within Clitheroe Conservation Area. Typically, the list description does not refer to building interior.
Stanley House is within the setting of a number of other list buildings including Nos 33 and 35 Lowergate, Nos 39 and 41 Lowergate and St Michael's Primary School Lowergate (all Grade II listed) which ‘form a group’ (list description).
The Clitheroe Conservation Area Appraisal (The Conservation Studio consultants; adopted by the Borough Council 3 April 2007 following public consultation) identifies:

“The relatively intact medieval layout of the original settlement; The architectural and historic 

interest of the area’s buildings, 88 of which are listed; A pleasing historic townscape enhanced by 

the town’s changes of level and curves in the old streets” (Summary of Special Interest).

“The Clitheroe Conservation Area contains the historic core of the medieval town including its 
principal medieval streets: Castle Street, Market Place, Church Street, Wellgate, Lowergate and Duck 
Street” (Location and Context).
“The core of the conservation area which is centred on Castle Street, Church Street, Wellgate and

Lowergate is also the core of the town’s original 12th century settlement. Historic burgage plots are 

evident in, for instance, the long, thin strip of land occupied by today’s Rose and Crown (formerly 

the Starkie Arms c1850) and the sites of two large dwellings, Stanley House in Lowergate and 

Hazelmere beside Well Terrace” (General Character and Plan Form).

“The conservation area hosts a mix of primarily business, commercial and residential uses … In brief, 

the Clitheroe Conservation Area contains the commercial, administrative and business heart of a 

Lancashire market town with a population of 14,000”. 

(Activities/uses).
“This borough settlement took the form of the classic, two-row planned settlement with castle and 

church at either end … Lowergate formed a second axis, more or less parallel to the main 

thoroughfare, on its east side” (The Effect of Historical Development on Plan Form).
“The conservation area is most notable for buildings from the late 18th century and 19th century, 
many of which replaced earlier structures - even the Church of St. Mary Magdalene dates 
primarily from a rebuilding in 1828 … In Clitheroe, as in other market towns, the 18th century 

marked a movement away from traditional vernacular building to a more consciously designed 

‘polite’ form of architecture. Buildings from this period are influenced by a sense of proportion 

and incorporate sliding sash windows and elements of classical detailing such as pediments and 

friezes” (Architectural and Historic Character).
Stanley House is pictured at page 20 of the Appraisal.
“Loss of architectural detail (original windows, doors etc);  Insensitive alteration of historic buildings” (Weaknesses: Principal Negative Features).

Nos. 22-34 Lowergate (opposite Stanley House) are identified as Buildings of Townscape Merit making a positive contribution to the character and appearance of the Conservation Area.


	

	Impact upon Listed Building, Setting and  Clitheroe Conservation Area:

The level of information submitted in respect to designated heritage asset significance (including Stanley House interior) is limited, not proportional to importance and insufficient to understand the potential impact of proposals on significance (NPPF paragraph 128). Site inspection suggests that the building has an interesting and complicated history e.g. basement stone door surround and floor support structure and e.g. historic division of servant and resident quarters. 
It is difficult to ‘read’ building development because modern interventions are not sufficiently differentiated from historic build and historic fabric has been incorporated from other historic sites (e.g. doors). However, some understanding can be made from the existing plans for 3/1982/0635 & 0616 & 0617.  
C18 maps (Sketch of 1740; Lang’s of 1766) suggest a wide rectangular building in this location whereas the list description refers to a two-storey C19 extension.
Immediate concerns relating to plan form are: 
(i) the division of the property into two residential units appears arbitrary. The double-pile plan of Stanley House is a distinct and important element of special architectural interest and will be significantly compromised by the separation of the front right-hand room over four floors.  Furthermore, the historic relationship and juxtaposition of resident and servant quarters is another important element of special interest – the blocking of inter-access routes (e.g. Second Floor stair entrance; First Floor corridor entrance) does not appear to account for this;
(ii) the subdivision of rooms and location of wc/bathroom facilities has not considered C18 plan form and the importance of room proportions (e.g. First Floor House Bath from main landing) and location of important features (e.g. fireplace in front right-hand Ground Floor room). 
Immediate concerns relating to loss of fabric:

(i) opening of room niches with traditional joinery at Ground and First Floor and door opening in east gable extension (shown  on 1848 OS map) wall.   
The file report for 3/2012/0838 (which pre-dates Core Strategy policies) suggests that structural integrity and visual appearance were the main considerations in respect to listed building impact at the time.
‘Making Changes to Heritage Assets’ (Historic England, February 2016) is directly relevant and identifies:

“The historic fabric will always be an important part of the asset’s significance … In normal circumstances, however, retention of as much historic fabric as possible, together with the use of appropriate materials and methods of repair, is likely to fulfil the NPPF policy to conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance, as a fundamental part of any good alteration or conversion. It is not appropriate to sacrifice old work simply to accommodate the new” (paragraph 42).

“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 … New openings need to be considered in the context of the architectural and historic significance of that part of the asset and of the asset as a whole” (paragraph 43).

“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” (paragraph 45).

I am mindful of the following appeal decisions where Planning Inspector’s  considered the importance of understanding the full impact of changes to plan form and historic fabric:

APP/T2350/E/12/2185264/NWF 28 Church Street, Ribchester (2 July 2013; Grade II listed building) 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 

… However, whilst the statement notes that the interior has been fully modernised and contains very few historically or architecturally significant elements, the plan form and its origins have not been analysed. Although the Framework requires that applicants provide sufficient information regarding the effect of the proposal on the significance of the heritage asset to enable the potential impact to be understood, little evidence has been provided as to the evolution of the current plan form

 … Internally the plan layout would be further substantially re-configured by the proposal 

… 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

… I also agree with the appellant that the staircase is modern in its styling and the bottom dog-leg landing arrangement may not be the original one – but I have seen little evidence to convince me that this is not the original staircase position, or that the historic significance of the plan and structure of the building have been properly analysed, as required by development plan and national policy, so as to justify this fundamental alteration and provide sufficient information on which to base a decision ”.

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).

APP/T2350/E/13/2194332 (8 Church Brow, Clitheroe; 13 January 2014; Grade II listed building):

“The third element of the works relates to the installation of a shower room on the landing at second floor level. This large open landing provides access to 2 attic rooms and is currently used as a storage/study area. The proposed shower room would include a wash basin, a WC and a shower. All of those items require servicing, including ventilation and related water/sewage pipe work. However, unlike the basement these would need to exit the building either internally or externally to ground floor level. The appellant has not supplied any information to show how these services would exit the building. I am unconvinced that a condition could adequately control these works so as to prevent harm to the listed building; especially in relation to the required water and soil pipes. As such I conclude that there would be harm to the special architectural and historic interest of No 8”.



	

	Land use issues:

RVBC (Planning Policy) is concerned at the loss of employment generating use (Policy DMB1; the site is identified in an April 2016 report to Committee regarding prospective employment sites for protection  - little weight can be attached at this stage to the latter). 
Optimum Viable Use (NPPF paragraph 134 and NPPG paragraph 15) issues are also relevant and I am mindful of the above harm to listed building plan form and historic fabric from the proposed change of use.

The building has been converted to office use and at site inspection parts of the building were in that use (solicitors; music event promoter). The submitted marketing information (27 and 30 June 2016) appears to relate to the proposed sale of the whole building (based on the change of use to residential permission and with consideration to ‘all types of uses’) rather than for the letting/sale of existing office units.  I am not aware of any pre-application enquiries to the Borough Council in respect to proposed listed building works. It is suggested that the cost of upgrading existing office suites is prohibitive but no details have been submitted in this regard.
NPPG paragraph 15 identifies:

“The optimum viable use may not necessarily be the most profitable one”.
Core Strategy DMB1 also requires loss of employment site proposals to comply with Policy DMG1 and other LDF policies. DMG1 requires development to be sympathetic to existing land uses and to “protect and enhance heritage assets and their settings”. No information has been submitted in respect to the division and form of domestic curtilages resulting from change of use and I am mindful of the importance of Stanley House as a rare survival of Clitheroe’s medieval burgage plots (Clitheroe Conservation Area Appraisal). In my opinion, the proposal does not comply with DMB1 because of the harm to the listed building.

	Conclusion:

Mindful of NPPG (“In general terms, substantial harm is a high test, so it may not arise in many cases”) I consider the impact to the special architectural and historic interest of Stanley House to be less than substantial harm. 

I am not convinced from the limited information submitted that any ‘public benefits’ ( NPPF paragraph 134) will ensue from the proposed development. 
Therefore, in giving considerable importance and weight to the duties at section 66 and 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, in giving ‘great weight’ to the conservation of the designated heritage assets (NPPF paragraph 132) and in consideration to Key Statements EN5 and EC1 and Policies DME4, DMB1 and DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy, I would recommend that planning permission be refused.


	RECOMMENDATION:
That listed building consent be refused for the following reason


	The proposal has a harmful impact upon the special architectural and historic interest of Stanley House (Grade II listed) because of unsympathetic alterations to plan form and the loss of important historic fabric. 

	


