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	Date Inspected:
	7/12/17
	

	Officer:
	AD
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	APPROVAL

	


	Development Description:
	Proposed dismantling and rebuilding of existing gate piers.  Proposed dismantling and rebuilding of leaning section of wall abutting east gate pier.  New acorn finials to be fitted to the top of the gate piers.

	Site Address/Location:
	Newton Hall Back Lane Newton BB7 3DY

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	No comments received.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LAAS:
	

	No issue with the works as proposed. Given the photographs provided with the application, do not consider that any further recording is necessary.
Historic England:

Do not wish to offer any comments. Suggest that seek the views of the RVBC specialist conservation advisor.
Historic amenity societies:

Consulted, no representations received.

RVBC Building Control:

(12 December 2017 and following comment from the agent) Do not consider the pillars to be a danger to the public and therefore do not see any reason for any measures to be put in place prior to the planning application being decided.

The pillars did not seem loose nor did the coping stones to the top of the pillars. There seems to have been some slight movement and pointing decay but no immediate danger.


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	No comments received.

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. ‘Preservation’ in the duties at sections 16 and 66 of the Act means “doing no harm to” (South Lakeland DC v. Secretary of State for the Environment [1992]).

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG)

Newton Conservation Area Appraisal

Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Key Statement EN5 – Heritage Assets

Key Statement EN2 – Landscape

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations

Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets

Policy DMG2 – Strategic Considerations

Policy DME2 - Landscape and Townscape Protection



	Relevant Planning History:

No pre-application advice has been sought from the Borough Council.
3/2017/0777 &  0776 - Proposed alteration, extension and repair including extension and re-roofing garage, replacement of asbestos roof to garden store with slate, demolition of existing summer house and shed, formation of pavilion to tennis court, insertion of three roof lights to the rear roof pitch, rebuilding of chimney stacks with lead trays, replacement of part of the boundary wall.  Internal alterations and conversion of second floor roof void.  Re-roofing; repair of chimney stacks including leadwork, pots and flaunching; re-pointing external boundary walls and re-bed stone copings; repair/make good rainwater goods, replacement of damaged and corroded brackets; repair of cracking to render wall finish to the east gable end; clearing and re-laying of paving to rear patio. LBC & PP granted 12 & 23 October 2017. A note was attached to the LBC “In the opinion of the case officer (without prejudice to any formal decision of the Borough Council) the proposed works to the Grade II listed 'Wall, Gatepiers and Gates South of Newton Hall' (which includes the dismantling and rebuilding of the Gatepiers and restoration of finials) will require listed building consent. If works become urgent in respect to health and safety issues, please discuss with RVBC”.
3/2017/0045 – Re-roofing; repair of chimney stacks including leadwork, pots and flaunching; re-pointing external boundary walls and re-bed stone copings; repair/make good rainwater goods, replacing damaged and corroded brackets, repair of cracking to render wall finish to the east gable end; cleaning and re-laying of paving to rear patio. Certificate of Lawfulness for Proposed Works to a Listed Building refused 1 March 2017.

3/1989/0109 – Proposed window alterations and loft conversion.  LBC granted 7 April 1989.

3/1987/0099 - Alterations to 2 windows and formation of tennis court. PP granted 26 March 1987.

3/1987/0098 - Alterations to 2 windows. LBC granted 26 March 1987.

3/1984/0544 – Erection of detached dwelling and garage on land to rear of Newton Hall. PP refused 21 February 1985. Appeal dismissed 17 September 1985.

3/1981/0816 – 1 dwelling in grounds of Newton Hall. Outline PP granted 19 November 1981.

BO 801 – Renovation of the existing house and addition of new garage. PP granted May 1962.

	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

Newton Hall is a Grade II* listed (16 November 1954) house of the mid-late C18 prominently sited within Newton Conservation Area. ‘Wall, Gatepiers and Gates South of Newton Hall’ is a Grade II listed (16 November 1954) C18 rubble wall.

The Hall list description identifies:

 “Symmetrical composition of 4 bays, having sashed windows with glazing bars and architraves. The door has an architrave with pulvinated frieze and moulded pediment on console brackets. End stacks. The house is flanked by short walls with gateways having plain stone surrounds with semi-circular heads, projecting keystones and imposts. Set back behind the left-hand gateway is a wing having a tripartite window with square mullions on each floor … Interior altered”.

The wall list description identifies:

“Rubble wall, C18th, with moulded sandstone coping, containing 2 sandstone ashlar gatepiers of square section with moulded cornices, pineapple finials and wrought iron gates”.

The Newton Conservation Area Appraisal identifies:

Newton House and the Parkers Arms as Focal Buildings; Important Views towards (from the South) and alongside Newton House (Townscape Appraisal Map; photographs at front cover, page 11 [showing finials] and page 19 of Appraisal).

“The attractive grouping of buildings within the conservation area, including the southern entrance to the village, with the Parkers Arms pub and Newton Hall set on opposite sides of the road to create a formal entrance to the village” and “The homogeneity of local stone used for most of the buildings and boundary walls” (Summary of special interest).

“Newton is a classic example of a ‘green village’, built around a ‘Y’shaped green with ribbon development along each of the branches of the ‘Y’. Parts of the green have now been enclosed: Newton Hall and its large walled garden cover the southernmost portion” (General character and plan form).
“At about the same time that the Salusburys severed their connections with Newton, the Parker family of Browsholme Hall (6 km south west of Newton) moved in, building Newton Hall on what had been the southern part of the village green, and enclosing most of the green within the high limestone wall that still serves as the boundary of this large property … The Parkers Arms was built in 1840 on the opposite side of the road to Newton Hall on the site of the Hall’s former stables” (Origins and historic development).
“Approaching the village from Newton Bridge, the road forks just in front of Newton Hall, with attractive views up into the village, framed by mature trees and by Newton Hall to one side of the fork and the striking façade of the Parkers Arms on the other” (Key views and vistas).

“The village has two ‘polite’ houses: Salisbury Hall Farm and Newton Hall, and a public house of some grandeur, originally built as a hotel” (Plan form and building types).

“Boundary walls … the boundary wall to Newton Hall, are both of mortared limestone and gritstone walls and they make a contribution to the character of the conservation area by virtue of their height and length, and the role they play in defining plot and street boundaries” and “Historic paving: there are small areas of cobbled paving in front of the Parkers Arms, in front of the side entrance to Newton Hall” (Local details; also shown on Townscape Appraisal Map). 
“repointing with thick bands of ribbon or snail pointing, standing out from the face of the stone instead of being recessed, so that the mortar is the visually dominant element rather than the stone”  and “the intrusion of garages or areas of hard standing into the village scene for example … the large garage to the rear of Newton Hall which interrupts and intrudes through the line of the 18th-century garden wall” and “garden features that are intrusive because of their colour or style” 
 (Weaknesses).
“Some of the modernisation work that has taken place in the village is reversible” (Opportunities).

‘The Buildings of England: Yorkshire West Riding’ (Pevsner N., 2001) does not refer to Newton Hall or its front wall/gates.

‘A Local List of Lancashire’s Unregistered Historic Designed Landscapes’ (LGT, MMU,LCC; 2013) states:
“Finial: An ornament placed on top of a roof, pinnacle, pediment, arch or column. It is a very common decoration in gardens ~ on gate piers, arches, columns, balustrades, garden buildings, walls and pedestals. Popular forms are the pineapple, the obelisk and the ball (pommel). Vases and urns may serve the same function as finials” (Glossary).

‘The Shell Gardens Book’ (Hunt P., 1964) states:

“A finial is an ornament … does have a certain frivolity … The most popular form is that carved to represent the pineapple. This, however, has never had any symbolic meaning. Its cultivation in England from about 1720 and its importation from the time of Charles II gave the public a taste for it as a fruit and to see as ornamentation” (page 112).


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

Listed building consent is sought for the dismantling and rebuilding of gate piers, the rebuilding of a leaning section of front boundary walling and the replacement of stolen finials with a different form of finial.
Following receipt of the above comments from RVBC Building Control, the agent was advised (11 January 2018):

“following the receipt of comments from my Building Control colleague … in address to the opinions of your (colleague). Whilst I note your opinion that evidential values are limited (6.1 of Heritage Statement), I would be grateful for receipt of a structural report which comments on the necessity to undertake the proposed works (see NPPF paragraph 132 ‘clear and convincing justification’).

In respect to proposed restoration of the pineapple finials pictured in the Heritage Statement early C20 photograph (page 9) and referred to in the 1954 list description, I would be grateful for your confirmation/consideration to the following:

(i) When were the finials stolen?

(ii) 7.3 of the Heritage Statement refers to ‘reclaimed acorn finials’ (no details other than photograph without dimensions) which does not appear to meet the preconditions to restoration advocated by Historic England at paragraph 24 of Making Changes to Heritage Assets (2016) “Restoration is likely to be acceptable … The work proposed is justified by compelling evidence of the evolution of the heritage asset and is executed in accordance with that evidence”.
Please advise in respect to the assertion at 7.2 of the Heritage Statement that listed building consent (3/2017/0777 in respect to Newton Hall) has already been granted for repointing and coping re-bedding to this listed building”.

The agent responded 12 January 2018:

“email to you on 11th December refers to a section of wall being dangerous and as illustrated in photographs on page 15 of our Heritage statement, this clearly shows a lean in the wall. I have myself on site experienced the ease of which it can be moved. I spoke to (RVBC colleague) this morning and he said he did not review this section and it that he carried out a visual inspection. 

The gate posts and adjoining boundary walls are in a dilapidating condition, even if not considered to be a significant hazard to the public (may I add that you can physically move the top stone plinth on top of the west gate pier). We seek to address an existing vulnerability and weakness associated with this designated heritage asset. The proposed works will remove potential risks as well as provide an enhancement in terms of improved overall condition and aesthetic value to the gate posts and adjoining sections of boundary wall, the merits of which far outweigh any potential harm caused. This intended asset enhancement will add to the current listed building approvals to ensure that the site as a whole is maintained as a heritage asset. 

I do not consider that a structural report is required as this is not a material consideration. It is aesthetically clear that these piers require re-building to address the current poor condition, lack / none current pointing to maintain the character, appearance and structural rigidity of the asset. 

The theft of the finials was prior to the ownership of the property by the applicant and again is not a material consideration. However the finials were present when the gate posts and boundary wall was listed in 1954 and are mentioned in the HE list entry.  We can provide some additional detail of the proposed finials but these have been well sourced to again enhance the asset. Without access to the originals we feel this is a more than suitable replacement. 

With regards to the last comment of the below email, please see attached decision notices for application no’s 3/2017/0776 and 3/2017/0777, which clearly states that “re-pointing external boundary walls and re-bed stone copings” are included within the scope of both applications and works for which both planning approval and listed building consent have been granted.  

I see no reason why this application cannot be progressed positively to a conclusion to meet the intended decision date of 26th January to allow these important works to be progressed”.

The case officer considered it expedient (mindful of NPPF paragraph 187) to reiterate previous points and appended extracts from The SPAB Approach (see below) in his response of 17 January 2018.


	Impact upon special architectural and historic interest of the listed building, the setting of listed buildings, the character and appearance of Newton Conservation Area and the character (cultural heritage) of the Forest of Bowland AONB:

In my opinion, some repair work will be required to this listed building to ensure its proper preservation and the outline intensions of the applicant in this respect are welcomed. However, it is disappointing that the agent will not provide the information necessary for the Borough Council to thoroughly assess the proposals at this stage (extent of works which are immediately necessary) and to thoroughly undertake its legal duties at section 16, 66 and 72 of the Act. Section 10(2)(b) requires a LBC application to contain “such other plans and drawings as are necessary to describe the works which are the subject of the application”. This would appear to be an issue that could reasonably be resolved by condition.
In my opinion, the fixing of reclaimed (i.e. designed for another historic building) stone finials of unspecified size, material and design to the listed building does not meet the intentionally strict considerations for restoration. This element of the works does not appear to have the urgency of the health and safety and building preservation matters above – refusal of the application in respect to finials would prevent early implementation of wall repair. 

Consideration has been made to the following:

‘Conservation Principles’ (Historic England, 2008):

 “authenticity and integrity: 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” (paragraph 91).

‘Making changes to heritage assets’ (Historic England, 2016):
“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” (paragraph 11).
“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)
“Restoration is likely to be acceptable … The work proposed is justified by compelling evidence of the evolution of the heritage asset and is executed in accordance with that evidence” (paragraph 24).

‘The SPAB Approach’ (SPAB, 2017):
“The SPAB’s ideas stem from the thoughts of John Ruskin. In his ‘Seven Lamps of Architecture’ (published 1849) Ruskin railed against destructive work to old buildings, described at the time as ‘restoration’. Ruskin called restoration ‘a lie from beginning to end’ because it sought to change the character of an old building by erasing the evidence and record of its true history … The SPAB Approach is based on the protection of ‘fabric’ — the material from which a building is constructed. A building’s fabric is the primary source from which knowledge and meaning can be drawn. Materials and construction methods embodied in building fabric illustrate changes in people’s ideas, tastes, skills and the relationship with their locality. Fabric also holds character and beauty; the surfaces, blemishes and undulations of old buildings speak of the passage of time and of lives lived. Wear and tear adds beautiful patination that new work can only acquire through the slow process of 

ageing. Building fabric is precious. A concern for its protection helps ensure that the essence of an old building survives for future generations to appreciate. The SPAB Approach therefore stands against Restorationist arguments that it is possible and worthwhile to return a building to its original — or imagined original — form. Equally, the SPAB Approach generally rejects arguments that original design or cultural associations are more important than surviving fabric. For the Society, protecting fabric allows meaning and significance to be drawn from it by individuals, groups and successive generations.” (page 8 and 9).

“UNDERSTANDING: All conservation work involves decision-making. For these decisions to be well-considered, knowledge and understanding are essential. The SPAB Approach calls for an understanding of history, design and construction … Equally important is understanding of structural issues. For example, is the lean of a wall worsening, or did it occur and cease years ago? Is the decay of a timber superficial or a structural threat? Often the best first step, where a potential structural
problem is identified, is simply to monitor, watch and learn. Thought and investigation should precede any action” (page 11).

“ESSENTIAL WORK ONLY: The Society’s approach very often involves carefully considered inaction.
Where no problems exist, or where a problem has no major effect on use or conservation, an old building is best left alone and simply enjoyed. Problems need to be tackled, but the Society encourages work which is no more – but no less – than is essential. Restricting work to these things

helps ensure the maximum survival of historic fabric. As a secondary benefit it should also reduce effort and cost. Sometimes more work than essential is undertaken in a bid to secure long-term benefits. There are certainly occasions when the opportunity of access makes it sensible to carry out more work than is immediately necessary, but generally the best conservation approach is to deal with present problems alone” (page 12).
“REPAIR NOT RESTORATION: Restoration of the kind opposed by Ruskin and Morris sets out to turn back the clock or to recreate the past. Its often a destructive process and may leave a building without the signs of age or evidence of its past interaction with people. Knowledge of an original design is not sufficient reason for erasing later change, particularly where this change has added positively to a building’s historic interest. Also, the Society believes that damaged or missing elements of a building do not necessarily need to be replaced, except where there is a functional need. Then, small-scale, localised reinstatement may be justified, but only if carried out for well-considered, practical reasons. Reinstatement for the sake of tidiness, or to recreate historic design or detail is at odds with the SPAB Approach” (page 13).

‘Hydraulic Lime Production Coming Full Circle?’ (Figueiredo C, Henry A, and Holmes S, 2018 in The Building Conservation Directory) identifies concerns with hydraulic lime strength classification and resultant use of Natural Hydraulic Limes where mortar does not act sacrificially to protect stone.

Addendum following submission of initial recommendations and the receipt of additional information (letter from Reid Jones Partnership) from the agent 23 January 2017

The consulting civil and structural engineer letter states “We consider that the two pillars, along with the section of boundary wall adjoining the east pillar, are a hazard to occupants of the building and to users of the public footpath”. There is reference to the need for a new wall foundation and a need to replace cramps and dowels. The extent of rebuild works is not specified. In my opinion, proposed repair works are necessary. It is recommended that the request of a structural appraisal be deleted from the suggested condition.   

	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 asset (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) and in consideration to Key Statement EN5 and Policies DME4 and DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy I would recommend that listed building consent be granted subject to conditions.


	RECOMMENDATION:
	That listed building consent be granted subject to conditions .


