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	Date Inspected:
	Pre app
	

	Officer:
	JM
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	APPROVAL

	


	Development Description:
	Internal alterations including under floor heating and insertion of new door ways. 

	Site Address/Location:
	Former Friend’s Meeting House, Sawley Road, Grindleton

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Town Council

	No objections

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LAAS:
	Not listed in the criteria to comment

	

	Heritage England:
	No observations

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations

Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets

Key Statement EN5 – Heritage Assets

Planning and Listed Building Conservation Area Act 1990
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG)



	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Description of Proposed Development:

The proposal seeks to lift the existing stone flag floors to lay under floor heating, formation of a new opening from scullery to the corridor of an existing lean to extension, removal of a pantry, removal of existing domestic units  to create new entrance hall and  the opening up of a wall between kitchen and dining room. Some of these works already have the benefit of consent  issued under 3/2016/0238. 
The installation of a central heating system would involve the stone flags being taken up and relaid to provide the same finish as presently exists.
The pantry wall , a brick wall with plaster finish, is to be removed with the existing adjoining finishes made good. 
The proposed central heating boiler flue and hot water cylinder is proposed to be in the cupboard shown in the existing rear extension and a minor change to the opening through the lobby is proposed to enable the cupboard to be deep enough to house these services. There would be a balance flue through the external wall. 


	Site Location/Address:

The property is situated outside any settlement boundary in the open countryside within in the AONB and Sawley Conservation Area. It can be regarded as located within a group of buildings as there are some dwellings in close proximity.  The property forms an important building within the Sawley Conservation Area and is a Grade 2 Listed Building.


	Impact on Conservation Area/Listed Building:

In considering the principle of allowing a residential use I do not consider the internal alterations use itself would harm the impact of the Conservation Area. The internal changes would have an impact on the listed building but having regard to Paragraph 132 of NPPF which advises that when considering the impact on the significance of designated heritage assets, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation.In this instance I consider that the interventions or changes are ones that would be less than substantial and having regard to the balance as per Para 134  which would include the wider renovation I am satisfied the Listed Building Consent should be granted. 
In assessing the impact of the internal changes I do not consider them to result in significant or substantial harm and have assessed the Heritage statement submitted with the application as well as having my own assessment and having regard to national and local advice including various appeal decisions, some of which are referred to in this report

1The proposal to install a modern heating system.

The installation of a central heating system would involve the stone flags being taken up and relaid to provide the same finish as presently exists. I consider that subject to strict conditions with a method statement and work undertaken by a specialist to ensure that there is no long term damage and that the stone flags are relaid to an acceptable a standard to minimise damage that LBC could be granted.

.
2 REMOVAL OF THE PANTRY WALL.

Both of these are of standard plaster on brick construction and whilst the pantry wall lies within the original building it is consistent with having been built to provide storage at the same time as the older extension to the rear which formed a rudimentary kitchen. I consider the removal of the pantry wall would not be harmful.

Relevant legislation, policy and guidance
Section 16(2) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states that when considering applications for listed building consent, special regard shall be had to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses.
Section 72 (1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states that in the exercise of planning functions special attention shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a conservation area.
In respect to Sections 16, 66 and 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, the Governance and Legal Director of English Heritage ('Legal Developments' Conservation Bulletin Issue 71: Winter 2013) states that the courts have said that these statutory requirements operate as  'a  paramount consideration' and 'the  first
consideration for a decision maker.
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" .
In  respect to  the Lyveden Court of  Appeal decision, Gordon Nardell QC and Justine Thornton ('Turbines, heritage assets and merits', Local Government Lawyer, 24 April 2014) state:
" the key point is that once a decision-maker finds harm (to setting), there must be some express acknowledgement of the 'considerable' weight to be given, in the balance, to the desirability of avoiding that harm. It is not enough to ask in a general sense whether benefits
outweigh harm, but whether they do so sufficiently to rebut the strong presumption against permission".
Consideration of  'less than substantial harm' is made in the Secretary of State's decision on Lane Head Farm, Cumbria (recovered appeal; decision 16 April 2014; paragraph 11) and Bythorn and Molesworth, Cambridgeshire (recovered appeal; decision 3 December 2014; paragraph 29): "having regard to the judgment in the Barnwell Manor case, the Secretary of State takes the view that it does not follow that if the harm to heritage assets is found to be less than substantial, then the subsequent balancing exercise undertaken by the decision taker should ignore the overarching statutory duty imposed by section 66(1). He therefore sees a need to give considerable weight to the desirability of preserving the setting of all listed buildings".
Robin Purchas' QC recent judgement in North Norfolk  is also noted "inspector's approach seems to me at this level to have balanced the relative harm and benefit as a matter of straightforward planning judgement without that special regard; required under the statute" (paragraph 73).
J. Lindblom's recent judgment in Forge Field (12 June 2014) is also noted where it was held that having "special regard" or paying "special attention" involved more than merely giving weight to those matters in the planning balance: "preserving" in the context of s.66(1) and s.72(1) meant doing no harm. There was a strong statutory presumption against granting planning permission for any development which would fail to preserve a listed building's setting or a conservation area's character or appearance. A local authority was not allowed to treat the desirability of preserving those elements as mere material considerations to which it could simply attach such weight as it saw fit; when a local authority found that a proposed development would harm a listed building's setting or a conservation area's character and appearance, it had to give that harm considerable importance and weight.
'Making Changes to Heritage Assets' (Historic England, February 2016) 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. 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 and of the asset as a whole. 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" (paragraph 43).
"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' (paragraph 44).
"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).
“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" (paragraph 50).
The  Planning Inspector's  comments are  noted from  APPIT2350IE112/21852641NWF (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
... 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”.
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 modem living but the installation of which should be carefully planned" (paragraph 9).
The 
Planning    Inspector's  comments    are   noted   from   APP/T2350/E/13/2194332 (8 Church Brow, Clitheroe; 13 January 2014):
"The plan form is generally consistent from basement to first floor. The similarity in plan form is an important part of the historic building and contributes to the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building and its significance
... 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
... I note that the proposal would provide some benefit to the appellant, notably improved facilities at second floor level by way of the better use of a space currently used for storage. However, this private benefit at most would be viewed as a very small benefit to the housing stock. That modest public benefit would not outweigh the harm I have identified to the listed building in terms of the second floor shower room.
... it would be reasonable to expect details relating to the position of any external services (including soil pipes) on the external elevations and any alterations to the existing kitchen on the basis that a new kitchen is proposed elsewhere in the building. On this basis I agree with the Council, the plans are basic".

The Planning Inspector's comments  are noted from APPIT2350/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).
Notwithstanding these appeal decisions and recognising the importance of plan form I am of the opinion that given the retention of some of the wall, the cornice detailing and the difference in levels that the plan form will still be recognised and not adversely impacted in this instance.


	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

In this instance I am satisfied that the resultant development would not significantly harm the character of the Conservation Area and that the alterations including minor changes to the plan form would not significantly be harmful to the listed building and the various alterations will not result in substantial harm. In reaching this conclusion  I am mindful of the advice of the Listed Buildings in Conservation Act.


	RECOMMENDATION:
	That conditional LBC be granted


