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	Date Inspected:
	13 April 2018
	

	Officer:
	AD
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	APPROVAL

	


	Development Description:
	Conversion of bathroom to bathroom and bedroom (resubmission of application 3/2018/0179).

	Site Address/Location:
	14 Terrace Row Whalley Road Billington BB7 9NX

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	No comments received.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Historic amenity societies:
	

	Consulted, no response received.

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	None received.

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES :

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. ‘Preservation’ in the duties at sections 16, 66 and 72 of the Act means “doing no harm to” (South Lakeland DC v. Secretary of State for the Environment [1992]).
Whalley Conservation Area Appraisal

Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Key Statement EN5 – Heritage Assets

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations

Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG)



	Relevant Planning History:

No pre-application advice has been sought in respect to the proposed works.
3/2018/0179 - Conversion of bathroom to bathroom and bedroom including insertion of new window opening to rear elevation. LBC refused 16 April 2018.

	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

‘10-18 Terrace Row’ is a Grade II listed (13 March 1986) “Row of houses, c.1830 for John Taylor of Moreton Hall, probably by Websters of Kendal … Gothick style … Each house of one bay” (list description) prominently sited in Whalley Conservation Area. The row is within the immediate setting of ‘Whalley Bridge’ (scheduled monument), ‘Calder Cottage The Marjorie’ and ‘Lodge at entrance to Whalley Abbey grounds’(both Grade II listed).

The list description does not refer to the building interior or rear elevation.

The Whalley Conservation Area Appraisal (The Conservation Studio consultants; adopted by the Borough Council following public consultation 3 April 2007) identifies:

The adjoining 2-8 Terrace Row and opposite 1-23a Bridge End to be Buildings of Townscape Merit (Townscape Appraisal Map).

“Add fields and properties in Whalley Road and Whalley Old Road: This area lies between Nab hill and the River Calder. It provides excellent views over the river to the ruins of the Abbey and the railway viaduct beyond. The fields are very important in reciprocal views from the Abbey site up the hill. The majority of the properties proposed for inclusion are considered to be Buildings of Townscape Merit. They appear to date to the 19th century and are generally two storeys high and built from stone which is sometimes painted or rendered. Roofs are slate and some early sash windows remain … The inclusion of these two sections of road within the designated area is important in protecting the setting of the conservation area and more particularly the setting of the Abbey” (Whalley Conservation Area boundary review).

“Most of the historic buildings in the conservation area were built as houses, often in a terrace form … The historic buildings of Whalley are mainly built from local stone with stone rubble walls, dressed stone quoins, stone window and door architraves, and stone roofing slates. In the mid-19th century brick, painted render and Welsh slate became more commonplace, reflecting a change in popular taste and the influx of imported materials along the railway. 

This provides a cohesive and attractive townscape, although the loss of original historic details (windows, doors and sometimes roofs) and maintenance, such as re-pointing, that is unsympathetic to the host buildings, adversely affects parts of the conservation area … Windows in 18th and 19th century houses were almost exclusively sliding sashes, made from timber and painted. Nos. 10-18 Terrace Row, and The Marjorie and Calder Cottage, both located over Whalley Bridge and both probably built for John Taylor of Moreton Hall in c.1830, have unusual pointed Gothic windows. Some well detailed painted timber panelled doors remain, such as no. 35 King Street (an original 18th century door with six panels) and nos. 26-32 The Sands, built in 1882. Nos. 10-18 the Terrace retain their original planked doors, decorated with rows of small metal studs” (Architectural qualities).

“Across the Calder, nos. 10-18 Terrace Row, and The Marjorie and Calder Cottage were both built in c.1830 for John Taylor of Moreton Hall, possibly by Websters of Kendall. Both groups have Gothic windows and Terrace Row is particularly notable for its stone cornice gutter and elevated entrance balcony, with some original cast iron details” (Listed Buildings).

Photograph of the front elevation of the listed terrace (Whalley Bridge and the river).

“Gothic details on the listed buildings - nos. 10-18 Terrace Row, and The Marjorie and Calder Cottage (c.1830)” (Whalley Bridge and the river: principal positive features).

The listed terrace is cut into Whalley Nab and has a three storey frontage to the road and elevated terrace gardens to the rear. Front elevation windows at Ground and First Floor are generally original (those at No.14 are crude replacements) but all Basement/roadside windows are crude modern replacements (that at No.14 with thick glazing bars). 

Site inspection identifies that the rear elevation of the late Georgian terrace also has a pattern of openings. Each unit appears of two bays – originally one bay of a door and the other bay of a window with window above. More recent openings have been created – some are modern (No. 16) but others (No. 12; multi-paned vertical sash) are longstanding. Historic planform and numbers/location of windows appear related.


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

The proposal is a resubmission of proposals in 3/2018/0179 but does not include the loss of historic fabric (and compounding of plan form changes) resulting from a new window opening. 
The Design and Access Statement identifies “Alterations will not be visible from the exterior … the works will be internal and limited to the insertion of removable plasterboard stud walls … all existing features such as steps and detailing will be maintained so that all works can be reversed”. However, it is noted from the elevation plan that “soil pipework (is to be) rationalised”. 
A Heritage Assessment has been submitted with the application. The case officer asked for further clarification of listed building significance on 5 July 2018:
“The Statement of Significance (page 10) identifies that plan form has significance, “more specifically the common layout of each property, which comprises a single lower ground floor room and front and back rooms at upper ground and first floor levels above”. Paragraph 3.13 (Aesthetic Value) suggests that interest is not derived from the architectural detailing of this plan form. Paragraph 3.8 (Historical Value) suggests that this element of significance is sensitive to alteration and has already  been eroded just by the installation of bathrooms and habitable uses.

Paragraph 4.7 (Analysis) appears to conflate issues (the significance of plan forms; the reversibility of works) within Historic England’s  ‘Making changes to heritage assets’. Importantly, paragraph  43 states “reversibility alone does not justify alteration; If alteration is justified on other grounds then reversible alteration is preferable to non-reversible”.

The Heritage Statement appears to suggest possible philanthropic origins for this impressively designed (more ‘polite’ than vernacular architecture?) row. Was appearance and layout purposefully designed in similarity to that of an almshouse? Consideration to Census (etc.) information would therefore be useful to confirm historic occupation”. 

The heritage consultant responded 6 July 2018:
“Plan form can help illuminate our understanding of historic lifestyles, in this case domestic living. Herein illustrative historic value can be derived from the story the building tells, whereas evidential value can be derived from physical fabric (as in hard evidence). Plan form is not, though, a matter of aesthetic value in this instance since the plan does not stimulate of visual senses. The heritage statement explores and discusses these matters and acknowledges a degree of significance rests with plan form, however owing to a lack of age and rarity this significance is low. The minor alteration therefore proposed will not have any appreciable harmful impact on significance, partly because the original plan form will remain decipherable and partly because the work is reversible. Reversibility is not however stated as a reason to permit the change, merely a relevant contextual factor. Accordingly, there is no ‘conflating’ of issues, just balanced judgement of relevant facts. In essence, when and if the work is completed the Row will be no less significant than it is now.
 
On occupation, the census returns from 1841 (see below this message) suggest occupants were in employment, there being a butcher, sadler, two weavers, a builder and an agricultural labourer. This information doesn’t really clarify anything other than dismissing suggestions the row was for the poor and needy in 1841. It may though offer some indication the ground level rooms were used for domestic labour and commerce. 
 
My understanding of policy is public benefit and the planning balance depends on the level of harm. As the harm in this instance is negligible, then there would appear no need for a mitigating benefits, other than the benefit to be accrued from meeting the needs of the human beings who live in the house”. 


	Impact upon the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building, the setting of listed buildings and the character and appearance of Whalley Conservation Area:

In my opinion, the proposed work is of limited, ‘less than substantial’, harm to the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building because of proposed room division and resulting disruption to the standard historic plan (see significance attached to this in the submitted Heritage Statement). In respect to NPPF paragraph 134, construction employment should be considered a public benefit which to a small degree offsets harm to the designated heritage asset. I would be concerned at the sub-division of further rooms in the property as this would significantly challenge the ‘readability’ of plan form. I am also mindful of recent appeal decisions and the weighting given to harm to historic fabric (which this development no longer includes):

APP/T2350/Y/16/3161563 (14 February 2017): 24 Higher Road, Longridge, Grade II listed  – sandblasting of walling.
APP/T2350/Y/16/3160571 (25 April 2017): Greengore, Hill Lane, Hurst Green – “As that wall has been already been altered through external cement rendering, the new opening would not cause significant harm to the fabric of the building” – gable wall of c.1600 Grade II* listed building.

I am therefore concerned that refusal of the application would not be supported at appeal.


	

	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) 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.



	RECOMMENDATION:
	That listed building consent be granted.


