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	Date Inspected:
	Pre app July 2017
	

	Officer:
	JM
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	REFUSAL

	


	Development Description:
	Refurbishment of existing dwelling, demolition of existing conservatory and garage and erection of an extension to the side, and a new free-standing workshop.

	Site Address/Location:
	Stanworth House York Street Clitheroe BB7 2DH

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	No objections.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways:
	

	No objection based on revised plan showing parking spaces clearly identified

	Historic England:
	

	Do not wish to offer any comments. Suggest seeking the views of RVBC specialist conservation and archaeological advisors, as relevant.
Historic amenity societies:

Consulted, no comments received.

RVBC Countryside Officer:

Pre-application comments:

 “All trees indicated to be retained will require a tree protection condition (wording suggested)”.

On a previously refused application commented:
Trees

In order to ensure that any trees included in the conservation area and  within influencing distance are given  maximum physical protection from the potential adverse effects of development at this stage we need to be assured that the Arboricultural Constraints Appraisal has informed the proposals and has therefore taken into account RPAs identified. No tree felling or pruning shall be implemented without prior written consent, which will only be granted when the local authority is satisfied that it is necessary is in accordance with BS3998 for tree work and carried out by an approved arboricultural contractor. In addition no excavations or changes in ground levels shall take place and no impermeable surfacing shall be constructed within root protection zones. And if planning is granted a tree protection planning condition will be required.

Protected Species

If planning was granted the permission will require a condition covering roof works and accidental disturbance to bats.



	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) 

Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Key Statement EN5 – Heritage Assets 

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations 

Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets 



	Relevant Planning History:

Pre – application advise provided 29 November 2016:
“The site was inspected at the meeting of 11 October 2016.  I note that Stanworth House is in the foreground (setting) of an impressive view of the Church of St Mary Magdalene (Grade II* listed) and adjoining listed buildings (2, 4-8 Church Brow; 22, 24 Church Street) from York Street.

… I would agree with paragraph 8.2 of the Heritage Assessment that removal of the 1992 conservatory would have a beneficial impact.

… The Heritage Assessment is inconclusive in respect to the origins of the single storey element at the north gable wall (traditional stone slate pitch roof in contrast with metamorphic slate elsewhere; with front parapet).  In my opinion, this element sits well as a respectful addition and as a component of the late 19th century Gothic remodelling (suggested at paragraph 6.2).  However the proposed two storey extension at the north elevation (including a first floor extension above the historic single storey element) is a prominent and incongruous structure which challenges the ‘L’ shaped plan and form (imposing and projecting gabled end bay) of the existing two storey building and will result in removal of important historic fabric (single storey element north elevation wall and roof).  I am mindful of “Making Changes to Heritage Assets” (Historic England, 2016) in this regard:

“It would not normally be good practice for new work to dominate the original asset or its setting in either scale, material or as a result of its siting” (paragraph 41).

“Historic fabric will always be an important part of the assets significance … 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”.

… The Heritage Statement identifies the workshop and store to have late 19th century/early 20th century origins (map regression) but they appear, in their current form, to date from the mid-20th century (paragraph 6.5).  It is stated that these structures do not contribute positively to the heritage asset (paragraph 8.4).  In my opinion, the sensitive reconstruction of these structures (I have concern in respect to the impact of visually conspicuous glazing, including rooflights, on the setting of listed buildings) is likely to be acceptable.

… The Borough Council’s Countryside Officer has considered the proposals (including a limited site inspection from entrance gates) and comments:

“All trees indicated to be retained will require a tree protection condition (wording suggested)”.

3/2017/0391 and 3/2017/0392 - Refurbishment of existing dwelling, demolition of existing conservatory and garage and erection of an extension to the side, and a new free-standing workshop. Refused
3/2012/0645 – Essential repairs to the kitchen wall, parapet and roof to rectify a damp penetration problem, to prevent further damage and deterioration to the property. LBC granted 12 September 2012.
3/1992/0456 – Addition of conservatory. LBC granted 7 September 1992.
3/1984/0051 – Internal and external alterations.  Listed building consent granted 6 March 1984.

6/2/422 - change of use from residential purposes to use as café.  Planning permission refused 21 October 1955.



	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

Stanworth House is a Grade II listed ‘mid 19th century Gothic  villa … windows with rectangular drip moulds and slightly arched lights … canted stone bay with parapet and finials, arched lights. To the right a wing of one storey height with windows of two lights beneath rectangular drip moulds.  Parapet and cornice’ (list description).  

Stanworth House is prominently sited within Clitheroe Conservation Area and the list description states that ‘No’s 11 to 23 (York Street), Stanworth House and Clitheroe Royal Grammar School for Boys (all Grade II listed) form a group’. Stanworth House is also within the foreground (setting) of an impressive view of the Church of St Mary Magdalene (Grade II* listed) and adjoining listed buildings (2, 4-8 Church Brow; 22, 24 Church Street) from York Street.
The Clitheroe Conservation Area Appraisal (The Conservation Studio consultants; adopted by the Borough Council following public consultation 3 April 2007) refers to:

(i) 
‘The construction of the first textile mills and the opening of new turnpike roads led to the first major expansion of the town and the construction of new streets … York Street’ (Historic Development: Origins and Historic Development);

(ii) 
‘Two key historic buildings, Stanworth House and the historic building of Clitheroe Royal Grammar School, uncharacteristically stand well back from the road’ (Clitheroe Conservation Area: Character Area 3); 

(iii) ‘Key listed buildings: the Alleys, Stanworth House and Old Clitheroe School’ (Principal Positive Features of Character Area 3);

(iv)
‘Loss of architectural details … insensitive alteration of historic buildings’ (Principle Negative Features of Character Area 3).

The Ordnance Survey map of 1849 shows the north wing (single-storey element with parapet). 
In a previous application concern was expressed about the proposal as wellas the need foer additional information. The revised proposals submitted with the current scheme has been the subject of extensive negotiation with the HoPs and although it is acknowledged that there would be some impact to the Heritage asset and although the Conservation  Officer has not formally commented I am of the opinion that he would still prefer a more modest extension to the building. The Heritage Statement (Stephen Haigh, 2016; originally submitted at pre-application) identifies:
(i) Stanworth House is significant as a small villa;

(ii) Externally it is principally the front, east elevation which is significant and merits listing of the building;

(iii) Its setting near the north end of Clitheroe town centre, and its relationship with other important buildings in the vicinity, also contribute to its significance

(iv) Has developed in a rather whimsical and quirky fashion, probably as its stone mason (and later) owners felt desirable or practical … other values which contribute to the building’s significance include its identifiable association with a family of stone masons during the mid nineteenth century, and landscape value.
The Heritage Statement does not consider the significance of historic landscaping, circulation or the ‘garage’ structure shown on the 1849 OS (which is proposed for demolition).

	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

It is proposed to construct three 2-storey extensions (2 of which above existing historic structures), single-storey extensions to the north and west (in part replacement for existing historic store and modern conservatory structures), a detached work room at the north boundary of the site and a pathway and patio area with stone flags or paviours and no longer a raised area.
The roof and north wall of the single-storey wing are to be removed in their entirety.

The building  has been vacant since 2015 and repair works are suggested.

	Impact upon the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building, the setting of listed buildings in the street scene and the character and appearance of Clitheroe Conservation Area:

In my opinion, the proposals no longer have a harmful impact upon the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building, the setting of listed buildings in the street scene and the character and appearance of Clitheroe Conservation Area. The revised scheme allows a better understanding of the original building and the modern treatment of the extension does not compete with the existing building and replaces an inappropriate existing structure. The revised window detailing on the north elevation and east elevation replicates certain details of existing windows with the stone surrounds and complements the building. The two storey extension remains subservient to the main building.
Concern was previously expressed that the proposed front elevation two storey extension was prominent and removed pleasant through views (including those from the Old Grammar School) to the dominant townscape feature and eye-catcher of St Mary’s Church and steeple I am satisfied that this impact is minimal. There is no evidence submitted to suggest the single-storey form of the wing is not an original and deliberately subservient feature. 
I am mindful of advice in HE documents such and recognise the importance of safeguarding the historic details but consider that this does allow for appropriate alterations which also help to safeguard the longevity of the building. There is a need to balance all issues. can be made

The Historic England advice in ‘Making changes to heritage assets’ (2016) is pertinent:

“It would not normally be good practice for new work to dominate the original asset or its setting in either scale, material or as a result of its siting” (paragraph 41).
“The historic fabric will always be an important part of the asset’s significance … 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).

“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” (paragraph 55).
In consideration to NPPG (‘substantial harm is a high test, so it may not arise in many cases’) the harm to the designated heritage assets (listed buildings including setting and conservation area character and appearance) is ‘less than substantial’.  
NPPF paragraph 134 requires that any ‘public benefits’ be considered (highlighting the securing of the optimum viable use in this regard). In my opinion, the proposed repairs are a welcome public benefit. 


	Impact Upon Residential Amenity:

I am satisfied that the proposal will not result in any significant overlooking, overshadowing or overbearing impacts upon neighbouring properties.

	Landscape/Ecology:

I am mindful of the comments of the Borough Council’s Countryside Officer in this respect.


	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

Therefore, 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, in giving ‘great weight’ to the conservation of the designated heritage assets (NPPF paragraph 132), in consideration to NPPF paragraph 17 (conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance), paragraph 60 (reinforce local distinctiveness) and paragraph 131 (development sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and positively contributing to local character and distinctiveness) I consider the scheme to now be acceptable.


	RECOMMENDATION:
	

	
	That listed building consent be granted

	
	That planning consent be approved.



