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	Date Inspected:
	10/11/16
	

	Officer:
	AD
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	REFUSAL

	


	Development Description:
	Internal alterations to comply with current Building Regulation requirements.

	Site Address/Location:
	11 Castle Street Clitheroe BB7 2BT

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	No objections.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Historic England:
	

	Do not wish to offer any comments on this occasion. Recommend that application be determined in accordance with national and local policy guidance, and on basis of RVBC expert conservation advice.

	SPAB:
	

	Notes the current usage of the building, previous abandonment of the upper floor and the poor condition of the fabric. Welcome proposal to seek to make use of the whole of the building together with the proposed programme of repairs to the roof, flashings and gutters.

Welcome clarity with which the Heritage Statement sets out the proposed works and the parts of the building that would be affected by the proposals. The assessment and analysis of the building's special interest and significance however, is somewhat limited, and particularly in reference to the historic staircases proposed for demolition and the structural wall and timbers proposed to be demolished and altered at ground floor level. SPAB accepts that the stairs to the ground floor look relatively recent, parts of the existing stairs (on the first and second floors) certainly appear to be historic. The significance of these parts and their role in the building overall should be assessed and the proposals amended accordingly. 

It is understood that many parts of historic buildings will not comply with modern Building Regulations, however, this should not be seen as justification for alterations and demolition of historic fabric. SPAB therefore urge the applicants work with you, as the Council's specialist conservation advisor, to revise the scheme to enable as fuller use of the building as possible while fully conserving its special interest. 

LAAS:

(Initial comments 4 October 2016) Welcome proposals to repair and refurbish this Listed Building and consider that the changes proposed to the rear stair would have less than substantial harm. The benefits to the building in bringing the upper storeys back into effective use are considered to outweigh this harm and we have no objection to the proposed work.

The application is accompanied by a Heritage Statement, a Building Survey and plans which provide a rapid overview of the building and it is not considered that any further archaeological building recording is currently justified. Should, however, opening up works reveal either decay or damage that would require the replacement of structural elements we may wish to revise this advice.
(Clarification of comments 4 October 2016) Earlier comments are taking an archaeological view, rather than an architectural one and LAAS would always defer to RVBC expert conservation advice with regard to buildings and architecture.  The statement that the changes proposed are considered to be 'less than substantial harm' is an opinion rather than a statement of fact and must be tempered with the information that LAAS did not make a site visit but relied on available documentation.  LAAS did discount the statement in the Heritage Statement (2.2) which suggested that the lower staircase may be of c.1980 - it seems to match the upper in width and angle etc. and appears rather too steep for that period, though it could have been repaired at that date.  

LAAS didn't make an internal inspection and could have underestimated the impact of the proposed changes.  

Given the comments made by the Inspector in the case quoted by RVBC, and the requirement for a Heritage Statement to assess the impact of the proposals on the significance of the building, it would seem sensible for the applicants to get their own supporting assessment of the impact of the changes on the building particularly given that only one of the four extant sections of stair are to be retained.  



	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 EN5 – Heritage Assets 

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations

Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets 



	Relevant Planning History:

No pre-application advice has been sought.

3/1992/0632 – Removal of skylights. LBC granted 27 November 1992.
3/1990/0451 – Refurbishment of shop front. LBC granted 25 July 1990.

3/1990/0393 – Section 53 determination - main fascia sign (Certificate of Lawfulness). 5 June 1990.
3/1984/0284 – Proposed alterations to existing premises to form Optician’s Shop and Test Room. LBC granted 13 June 1984. Existing plans show a Basement – Ground stair running front to back and central in the plan. A Ground – First above this with a dog-leg to left. First – Second in same location as existing. Proposed plans show Ground – First in same location as existing. Notes state ”All works to conform to the requirements of the Building Regulations 1976 (with amendment) ;“Strip out existing stairs between Ground Floor and First Floor including all existing Ground Floor partitions”; “Strip out stairs to Basement”; “Access to Basement for maintenance purposes only”; “Second Floor to be retained as existing except door sets”.


	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

11 Castle Street is a Grade II listed building (30 September 1976) with C18 origins (list description) prominently sited within Clitheroe Conservation Area and the street scene. The list description is typically brief and refers to the front elevation and the exterior only (see the Clitheroe list). It identifies:

“Gable end to road rendered, side elevation in coursed stone. Coped gable ends with kneelers, rusticated quoins. 1 window on 2 storeys, stone surrounds. Attractive mid to late C19 shop front with carved brackets and fascia, 2 windows and centre door, at either end a small pediment on trusses decorated with vine leaves.

Nos 3 to 19 (odd) and the Starkie Arms Hotel form a group, Nos 3 to 7 being buildings of local interest only”.
11 Castle Street is within the setting of other listed buildings most notably: ‘13-19 Castle Street’; ‘9 Castle Street’; ‘Rose and Crown Hotel’; ‘4-12 Castle Street’ all Grade II listed.
The Clitheroe Conservation Area Appraisal (The Conservation Studio consultants; adopted by the Borough Council following public consultation 3 April 2007) identifies:

1-7 Castle Street to be Buildings of Townscape Merit making a positive contribution to character and appearance; an Important View from this part of Castle Street towards the Castle (Townscape Appraisal Map);

“The architectural and historic interest of the area’s buildings, 88 of which are listed; “the celebrated architectural historian Nikolaus Pevsner in ‘The Buildings of England’ describes Clitheroe as ‘a townscape pleasure’” (Summary of special interest). 

“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” (Architectural and historic character).

“The view of the Castle looking south along Castle Street is a defining image of the conservation area” (Key views and vistas);
“Stone is the most prevalent walling material … conservation area’s lively roofscape  … Many buildings are covered in stucco, a form of render that was popular in the early 19th century. Similarly a large number of buildings have either by design or at a later date been rendered with a smooth or roughcast coat of plaster which conceals the walling material … Historic windows are generally timber sliding sashes deeply recessed in the stone … A particular architectural feature of interest is the different ways in which rainwater gutters are supported with curled metal or carved stone brackets at eaves level” (Building materials and local details).

“The Clitheroe Conservation Area contains a high proportion of commercial premises and a special feature of the conservation area is the remaining number of complete and partial 19th century shopfronts. Good examples of reasonably complete historic shopfronts are 11 Castle Street” (Historic shopfronts).

“Loss of architectural detail (original windows, doors etc); Insensitive alteration of historic buildings; 

Twentieth century development that fails to preserve the historic character and appearance of the 

conservation area” (Principal negative features Character area 1: Clitheroe’s historic core).

‘The Buildings of England’ (Pevsner, 2000) identifies:

“Clitheroe is a townscape pleasure. It has no putting-off buildings, it has changes of level, and it has 

streets with bends. The main axis is Castle Street, wide, but not with strictly parallel frontages, and 

extending from the castle to the town hall. What new buildings were provided are imitation C16 and 

C17 and quite agreeable” (page 104).



	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

LBC is sought for the replacement of the Ground – Second Floor staircase and internal partition walls (including structural walling) and construction of a new staircase adjoining existing which is compliant with current Building Regulations.

The application submission includes a Building Survey Report. The Executive Summary identifies:

(i) ‘Substantial roof work’ to be required (paragraph 2.3 suggests that this is the original roof construction; paragraph 3.1.1 suggests that the roof will require recovering and thermal efficiency upgrades);

(ii) windows requiring ‘considerable overhaul’;

(iii)  ‘the degree of timber decay within the shop front is extensive’;
(iv) ‘services installations are very basic and generally considered to be lacking’;

(v) previous structural alterations and a sloping floor;
(vi) debonding of the rendered surface may be occurring (paragraph 3.1. 6 suspects render may need replacing).

The report recommends the undertaking of further assessments and concludes (Chapter 6) that “the building is considered to be in poor condition and warrants extensive repair and maintenance, which will need to be carried out in a sympathetic manner befitting a listed building … envisage a substantial scope of work in order to bring the property back into a reasonable state of repair”.
However, there is no schedule of proposed works submitted with the application. In respect to proposed roof works and protected species legislation, RVBC has been advised by the agent that “the roof repairs do not require any local authority approval” (emails 7 October 2016). 
A Heritage Statement has now been received (6 October 2016). This appears to interpret the brevity of the list description and reference to ‘group’ to suggest 11 Castle Street was “listed for its group value contribution”. The significance assessment is made in respect to this belief in a “group value listing”. However, whilst group value can also be considered “The statutory criteria for listing are the special architectural or historic interest of a building” (‘Principles of Selection for Listed Buildings’, DCMS, 2010, paragraph 6). 
The Heritage Statement provides further evidence for the Ground – First Floor stair not being historic – “stair would not have cut across the fireplace as the modern one does”. The Heritage Statement identifies “concern being the replacement of the first to second floor stair”.


	Impact upon the listed building, the setting of listed buildings and Clitheroe Conservation Area
In my opinion, the proposed removal of the historic staircase (First-Second Floor) is harmful to the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building.

The Heritage/Justification Statement refers to Building Condition and ‘roofing works’ (1.5) and a Building Survey Report has been submitted advocating potentially extensive repair works. In my opinion, insufficient information has been submitted to enable the Borough Council to determine whether such works would affect the character of the listed building [Section 7 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990] and to subsequently consider the impact on the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building. The Report’s reference to substantial roof work, recovering and thermal efficiency upgrades to an apparently original roof does not provide comfort in the agent’s unilateral determination of LBC requirements. In respect to suggested significant upgrade to services, I am mindful of Planning Inspector’s comments in respect to the need for details of such works to minimise harm to listed building special interest at   APP/T2350/E/07/2041941, 58 Moor Lane, Clitheroe (12 October 2007; Grade II listed building) and 
APP/T2350/E/13/2194332, 8 Church Brow, Clitheroe (13 January 2014; Grade II listed building). The extent and impact on listed building character of all repair works would need to be clarified
before any approval of LBC.
I am mindful of the historically recent, extensive and harmful works undertaken to the listed building to bring the building into use as an Optician’s Shop and Test Room (3/1984/0284). The removal of staircases and internal walls and relocation of staircases has had a detrimental impact upon the plan form and historic fabric significance of the listed building. I would concur with the heritage consultant that removal of the remaining historic staircase (one of few important surviving internal design features of the Georgian building – 6-panel door at Second Floor; covered fireplaces at Ground and First Floor back wall) is of concern. Furthermore, consideration to 3/1984/0284 and site inspection (original wide floor boards) suggests proposed replacement staircasing will result in the further loss of historic flooring.
I am mindful of: ‘Making Changes to Heritage Assets’ (HE, February 2016 paragraph 42, 43, 45 and 47) in respect to the importance of historic fabric and plan form; ‘Managing Significance in Decision Taking in the Historic Environment’ (Historic England, March 2015 paragraph 28) in respect to the cumulative impact of incremental small-scale changes and NPPG (Conserving and enhancing the historic environment paragraph 015) in respect to Optimum Viable Use assessment and continued/future changes.
 

	

	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

In consideration to NPPG (‘substantial harm is a high test, so it may not arise in many cases’) the harm to the designated heritage asset (listed building special architectural and historic interest) is ‘less than substantial’. NPPF paragraph 134 requires that any ‘public benefits’ be considered and suggests that this may include securing its optimum viable use. In my opinion, better re-use of upper floors is an important public benefit but mindful of the statutory duties, national and local policy and the absence of any information to suggest the proposed works are the only means by which this benefit can be achieved (e.g. can use be made of floor sections infilled in 1984 to provide compliant stairs Ground-First Floor?) or that current use is the optimum viable use, I do not consider the harm to the designated heritage asset to be clearly and convincingly justified (NPPF paragraph 132) or outweighed. 

Therefore, in attaching considerable importance and weight to the statutory duty at section 16 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990), in giving great weight to conservation and with regard to Core Strategy Key Statement EN5 and Policy DME4 I would recommend that listed building consent is refused.


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

	01
	The proposal has a harmful impact upon the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building because of the loss and alteration of important historic fabric and plan form (stairs, flooring and First Floor fireplace location) resulting from the removal of the First-Second Floor staircase and installation of the proposed Ground - Second Floor staircase.  

	
	


