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	Date Inspected:
	20 Dec 19
	

	Officer:
	LE
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	Decision
	REFUSE

	

	Development Description:
	Replacement of an existing structure with garden room and internal alterations.

	Site Address/Location:
	Major House, 12 Church Street, Clitheroe BB7 2DG

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	No response

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Civic Society
	The proposed internal alterations, if executed as indicated in the design statement and sketch plans - and suitably conditioned - are considered to be acceptable given the improved amenity these would provide to this much altered Grade II Listed property at the heart of the Conservation Area. Externally, the proposed alterations to the rear elevation are considered to be an improvement on what exists and we have no objections, in principle, to these proposals. However, the Society believes that further consideration and evaluation could result in other ways of accommodating the desired improvements to the domestic amenity. This, in turn, could result in a scheme with less overall impact than those indicated in the proposed scheme and minimal - if any - reduction in beneficial amenity.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	None

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES AND SITE PLANNING HISTORY:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:
· Key Statement DS1 – Development Strategy

· Key Statement DS2 – Presumption in favour of sustainable development  

· Key Statement EN5 – Heritage Assets  

· Policy DMG1 – General Considerations  

· Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets  

· Policy DMH5 – Residential and curtilage extensions 

· National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

· Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990

	Relevant Planning History:

3/2020/0250 (Listed building consent)
RV/2019/ENQ/00150 – preapplication advice

	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:
The property is located fronting Church Street in historic core of Clitheroe. It is a substantial stone-built Grade II listed dwelling within the conservation area with an imposing presence in the street scene. It has been painted / rendered and there have been some unsympathetic alterations over the years. The rear is elevated above York Street and there is a lightweight greenhouse in situ. The floor plan shows a triangular store area adjacent to the greenhouse with modern window, it is unclear when this addition was built and it appears to adjoin or abut number 10a which is at the rear. 

	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:
The application is for planning permission for the demolition of a greenhouse, construction of rear extension and internal alterations. 

	Principle of Development:

The property is a Grade II listed building in Clitheroe Conservation Area. Therefore, the Council has a duty under the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 to have special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses and preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of the conservation area.

	Heritage Considerations: 

Both the NPPF and Ribble Valley’s Core Strategy outline clear expectations relating to the historic environment and how the Council should assess new proposals. Paragraph 189 of the NPPF requires an applicant to describe the significance of any assets affected by a proposal, including any contribution made by their setting.  

The NPPF goes on to say at paragraphs 194-196 that in considering the impact of a development, great weight should be given to conservation of the asset. The more important the asset, the greater the weight should be. Any harm to or loss of significance requires clear and convincing justification, affording due weight to any public benefits which may exist. This reflected in core strategy policy DME4. 

Pre-application advice was given prior to the submission of this application which concluded that the proposal was unlikely to be supported. The proposal submitted is substantially the same as the pre-application scheme with the main difference being that the new sunroom is proposed to be accessed via a new doorway from the store instead of by making alterations to the dining room window. 

It is evident that the building has undergone many alterations since it was first constructed but still retains much of its historic fabric and plan form. 
There are several elements to the proposal.

The proposal put forward involves the demolition of an existing greenhouse to the rear which has a plastic corrugated roof. It is not clear when this was constructed, it is not original, although it clearly has some age. The structure does detract somewhat from the appearance of the building and is also quite prominent in views from York Street due to its elevated position.  

It is not considered that the loss of this greenhouse would constitute harm; its removal has the potential to enhance the listed building and conservation area.  

The proposed extension is prominent and elevated above York Street, it would contrast with the original building but would also clearly be read as a later addition.

The existing structure is a greenhouse and what is proposed is a habitable room. It is a more solid permanent structure, potentially will be more intensively used and lit up at night. The formation of habitable accommodation here will become over dominant. Whilst a sunroom is undoubtedly desirable for the current occupants, it is not accepted that further habitable accommodation is essential to provide an adequate standard of amenity or it is essential to ensure the building is in its optimum viable use.  It is 

It was originally proposed to remove a window frame to the rear elevation and replace this with doors to facilitate internal access to the new garden room, this has now been amended so that a door would be formed through the existing store to the side of the greenhouse. This part of the building is a triangular outshut with wide modern window and appears attached to 10a. It is not clear if this is part of the original Major House.  It is understood that if a new extension is to be accepted then the new structure needs to be linked to the main living accommodation for practical purposes as it is evident that the existing greenhouse is not accessible from the house. This alteration will also have a harmful impact on the historic interest of the building but is considered a better solution to the original proposal to use the existing window opening and loss of a historic sash window.   

Some internal alterations to the front portion of the house are also proposed and this includes removal of an internal wall to create a larger hallway from two smaller lobby spaces, possibly retained from when the house was two separate dwellings. A doorway will also be formed in an existing opening.  The plan form of a building is often one of the most important characteristics and the heritage statement acknowledges the loss of plan form and that it would constitute harm.  The insertion of new partitions may have less impact if care is taken to retain decorative features but would still have a cumulative impact that could potentially harm significance.  

There are some other internal works proposed such as the removal of stud walls towards the rear of the building and it is not considered that these would result in harm to the building. 

A heritage statement has been submitted which concludes that the proposal will result in less than substantial harm to the heritage assets. Where less that substantial harm is identified the proposal must be weighed against the public benefits of the scheme including, where appropriate, securing its optimum viable use.  The statement says that the employment of local tradespersons is a public benefit and that the proposal will secure the optimum viable use of the building. 
It is not accepted that the minimal benefit of local employment would outweigh the harm, nor are the alterations essential make the building viable. It is a substantial family home with more than adequate living accommodation.

Therefore, whilst a slight improvement on the pre-application scheme, the proposal is unacceptable in terms of its impact on heritage assets, contrary to both local and national planning guidance and legislation. 



	Visual Amenity:

Notwithstanding the impact on heritage assets above, the visual impact of the existing conservatory is harmful and its loss would improve the appearance of the rear of the building which whilst a secondary elevation is prominent in views from York Street. 

	Residential Amenity:

Notwithstanding the concerns with regard to impact on heritage assets. The scale of the extension is broadly similar to that in situ and it is not considered that it will have a materially greater impact on neighbouring property than the current situation. The proposal therefore would accord with DMH5 and DMG1 of the Core Strategy

	Highways:

There are no highway safety implications

	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

For the reasons in the appraisal it is recommended accordingly 

	RECOMMENDATION:
	That planning permission is refused.


