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	Date Inspected:
	13/7/18
	

	Officer:
	AD
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	APPROVAL

	


	Development Description:
	Rebuilding of collapsed garden wall to rear.

	Site Address/Location:
	Rock House 24 Church Street Clitheroe BB7 2DG

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	No objections.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Historic amenity societies:
	

	Consulted, no representations received.

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	None 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]).

Clitheroe Conservation Area Appraisal

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG)

Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Key Statement EN5 – Heritage Assets

Policy DME4 –  Protecting Heritage Assets

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations



	Relevant Planning History:

An informal pre-application site meeting was held on 13 July 2018 to discuss proposed wall rebuild. The agent was advised to submit an application in respect to proposed reconstruction of the wall to modern standards. The loss of fabric to existing extant structures beyond the collapsed section and the stitching-in of new build to extant structures would be issues for consideration.
On 1 February 2018, RVBC Building Control advised of the collapse of a historic boundary wall between 24 Church Street and 11 York Street Clitheroe (both Grade II listed buildings). RVBC Countryside had also considered the matter and administered the removal of a large tree at the property boundary in January 2018.

3/1998/0144 – Alter existing window to give better access to garden. Existing door altered to create window. Alter kitchen layout. Remove lead pipes. Resurface rear yard area. LBC granted 6 April 1998.
3/1994/0360 – Install bathroom, roof lights and general renovation. LBC granted 14 July 1994.


	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

‘24 Church Street’ is a Grade II listed (30 September 1976) building of the late C18 or early C19 (list description). The wall is also co-terminus with the boundary of ‘11-23 York Street’ (C18 and early C19; Grade II listed). The wall is also within the immediate setting of ‘2 Church Brow’ and ’22 Church Street’ (both Grade II listed.
The wall is shown on the 1848 and 1886 OS maps and appears to form a section of the medieval burgage plot boundary to properties on Church Street (see ‘Sketch map of Clitheroe c. 1740’ and ‘Lang’s map of 1766’). The adjoining section of wall, which formerly linked to Paradise Lane, was removed when ‘The Institute’ was constructed in the late C20. 

The submitted Design/Access and Heritage Statement identifies:

“The property is listed although there is no particular mention of the garden wall in the listing entry”.

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

“The relatively intact medieval layout of the original settlement”; “Church Street, the best area of 

Clitheroe’s historic townscape”; “The prevalent use of local building stone” (Summary of special 

interest).

“The core of the conservation area which is centred on Castle Street, Church Street, Wellgate and Lowergate is also the core of the town’s original 12th century settlement. Historic burgage plots are evident in, for instance, the long, thin strip of land occupied by today’s Rose and Crown (formerly the Starkie Arms c1850) and the sites of two large dwellings, Stanley House in Lowergate and Hazelmere beside Well Terrace. The latter has a stone set in the boundary wall reading “Borough Croft late Fishs No 46” identifying the burgage plot number” (General character and plan form).
“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, Moor Lane, York Street and King Street” (Origins and historic development).

“The historic street pattern is augmented by narrow pedestrian lanes or alleys, still paved with stone setts, which lead laterally between the main north-south streets. These follow the boundary of the historic burgage plots” (The effect of historical development on plan form).

“Stone is the most prevalent walling material, used for the construction of prestigious banks and chapels as well as modest cottages. Boundary walls of local stone are also common” (Building materials and local details).
“The use of local stone for boundary and retaining walls helps to give the area its distinct identity. Many, at the rear of properties on Castle Street, Market Place and Church Street divide historic burgage plots” (Local details).
The submitted Design/Access and Heritage Statement is very brief and does not meet the requirements of NPPF paragraph 128:

“In determining applications, local planning authorities should require an applicant to describe the significance of any heritage assets affected, including any contribution made by their setting. The level of detail should be proportionate to the assets’ importance and … sufficient to understand the potential impact of the proposal on their significance”.


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

The site boundary has been altered (5 October 2018) following discussion of land ownership matters with the agent.

The submitted Design/Access and Heritage Statement identifies:

“The existing wall was a drystone wall and the proposed wall has been designed with current Eurocodes for retaining walls and will be faced with the existing limestone walling. In appearance the wall will appear as the existing wall”.

A cross-section plan of proposed new (retaining) wall construction indicates that existing stonework will be used as coping and to face the retaining wall.

The case officer advised 8 October 2018:

“mindful of your 3 October 2018 request for listed building consent without any pre-start conditions. In this respect, I would be grateful for information/drawings in respect to the following matters:

Confirmation that the wall will be rebuilt on the existing wall line (a ‘proposed’ site plan has not been submitted);

Confirmation of stone wall facing appearance – is the ‘existing’ stone coursing to be replicated in appearance? Lime mortar appearance?

Confirmation of what is proposed at the interface with extant historic fabric (which hasn’t collapsed)”.
The agent responded 8 October 2018:

“can confirm:-

the line of the rebuilt wall will one the line of the existing

the new wall will replicate the appearance of the existing and a lime mortar mix will be used on the stonework, cement mortar will be used on the blockwork behind

the proposal is to retain the remaining sections of walling and “bond” the stones of the rebuilt wall into it using the lime mortar, disturbing the remaining section of wall as little as possible”.



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

The replacement of the burgage boundary wall line retains significance and is to be welcomed. The proposals (as confirmed 8 October 2018) will not harm existing fabric and are essentially modern in construction. This appears to address restoration concerns:
““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.” (The SPAB Approach, page 8 and 9).

“REPAIR NOT RESTORATION: Restoration of the kind opposed by Ruskin and Morris sets out to turn back the clock or to recreate the past. It’s 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” (The SPAB Approach, page 13).

‘Making Changes to Heritage Assets’ (Historic England, 2016) paragraph 24 identifies 6 criteria for restoration consideration:
“Restoration is likely to be acceptable if:
The significance of the elements that would be restored decisively outweighs the significance of those that would be lost

The work proposed is justified by compelling evidence of the evolution of the heritage asset and is executed in accordance with that evidence

The form in which the heritage asset currently exists is not the result of a historically-significant event

The work proposed respects previous forms of the heritage asset

No archaeological interest is lost if the restoration work could later be confused with the original fabric

The maintenance implications of the proposed restoration are considered to be sustainable”. 



	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 and in consideration to NPPF (2018) and 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.


