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	8/7/2021 and 12/8/2021
	

	Officer:
	AD
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	Decision
	Refusal

	

	Development Description:
	Proposed replacement windows, front door, re-rendering and internal alterations

	Site Address/Location:
	11 Railway View Road Clitheroe BB7 2HE

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	No objections.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Archaeology:
	

	No objections, no formal archaeological works required. The map reproduced is not actually of 1847, but is a 'revised' map of c.1860-1865. The 'real' 1847 OS 1:10,560 mapping (sheet Lancashire 47, surveyed 1844) does not show the house.

Historic England:
Do not wish to comment. suggest seeking views of the RVBC specialist conservation adviser.

Historic amenity societies:
Consulted, no representations received.


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	No written 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]).
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:
No Pre-application advice sought.

No planning history.

	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:
‘Nos. 11 and 13 Railway View Road’ is an early-mid C19 listed building (30/9/1976), now two neo-classically designed townhouses, prominently sited (along the boundary) within Clitheroe Conservation Area. The front elevation of each dwelling appears as a mirror-image to the adjoining. However, roofs contrast (No 11 is formed under a hipped roof) and the case officer understands that properties are subject to ‘borrowed space’. The submitted Heritage Statement identifies that the property has been unoccupied for circa. 20 years.

The list description typically refers to the front elevation only and without reference to the interior:

“Early-mid C19. 2 storeys, rendered. Slate roof with two stone stacks and stone blocking course. Rusticated quoins to left. two windows to both storeys, stone surrounds, hung sashes with glazing bars. Doors of four panels in stone surrounds with wood hoods on brackets”.

There is no planning history and it is not known when No11 lost its “hung sashes with glazing bars” and “wood hoods on brackets”.

The site is within the immediate setting of the adjoining ‘3-9 Railway View Avenue’ (Grade II listed row of early-mid C19 cottages/townhouses). Adjoining properties to the SE and SW are identified as Buildings of Townscape Merit positively contributing to the conservation area in the Clitheroe Conservation Area Townscape Appraisal map.

The Clitheroe Conservation Area Appraisal also identifies:

“The architectural and historic interest of the area’s buildings, 88 of which are listed” (Summary of special interest).

“The opening of the railway in 1850 (although there was not a purpose-built railway station until 1871) appears to have had little impact on stimulating further industrial growth” (Origins and historic development).

“There are also good views from St Mary Magdalene’s churchyard” (Key views and vistas).

“The railway line, closed to passenger services in 1962, was re-opened in 1994 and a regular service runs from Clitheroe to Blackburn” (Activities/uses).

“The conservation area is most notable for buildings from the late 18th century and 19th century … In Clitheroe, as in other market towns, the 18th century marked a movement away from traditional vernacular building to a more consciously designed ‘polite’ form of architecture. Buildings from this period are influenced by a sense of proportion and incorporate sliding sash windows and elements of classical detailing such as pediments and friezes” (Architectural and historic character).

“Many buildings are covered in stucco, a form of render that was popular in the early 19th century. Similarly a large number of buildings have either by design or at a later date been rendered with a smooth or roughcast coat of plaster which conceals the walling material … Historic windows are generally timber sliding sashes deeply recessed in the stone- or brickwork” (Building materials and local details).

“Buildings of Townscape Merit in Clitheroe vary, but generally date to the 18th and 19th century.  … considered to be good, relatively unaltered examples, of their type. The survival of original materials and details, and the basic, historic form of the building, is important. Where a building has been adversely affected by modern changes and restoration is either impractical or indeed, not possible, they are excluded” (Buildings of Townscape Merit).

“Railway View Avenue, which links King Street to residential development at the foot of the hill, probably follows the route of an ancient track from Castle Street to Waddington. The O.S. map of 1886 shows that the only development along this street was no. 1 (Lowfield) and nos. 3 to 9, which are now listed. The street still retains some fine trees but has little historic appearance” (Character Area 2).

“Loss of architectural detail (original windows, doors etc)” (Principal negative features: Character Area 2 and Weakness: Clitheroe Conservation Area).

“Loss of original architectural details. Many of the unlisted, and some of the listed, buildings in the conservation have been adversely affected by the use of inappropriate modern materials or details. Common faults include: the replacement of original timber sash windows with uPVC or stained hardwood; the loss of original panelled front doors and their replacement with stained hardwood, uPVC or aluminium doors” (Threats: Clitheroe Conservation Area).

The submitted Heritage Statement identifies:

“The timber hood referenced in the Listing has fallen off the building due to rot but has been retained. Unfortunately, the timber hood is on very poor condition and beyond repair therefore an exact replica has been manufactured copying details, size etc” (2.2).

“A 4 panelled timber door, assumed to be original, with glazed fan light over provides the only access into the property” (2.4).

“The northern elevation … the first floor sliding sash window appears to be original” (2.7).

“Unusually, the demise of 11 Railway View Road only extends to ¾ width of the gable end with the final ¼ occupied by 13 Railway View Road” (2.9).


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:
Listed building consent is sought for:

the removal of the existing cement based render (stucco to front; roughcast to side) and re-rendering “with a lime based insulating lime render, which will then be finished with a mineral based masonry paint, such as Keim Granital, to provide breathability to the stone walls. The existing detailing with the coursing lines will be replicated”;

the cleaning of modern paints from stone surrounds, quoins and sills “using low impact sand blasting or similar techniques”;

re-painting of the quoins and surrounds “using a mineral based paint such as Keim Granital which will provide weatherproofing but crucially breathability to maintain the vapour open nature of the building”;

reinstatement of the (replica) timber hood;

replacement of the existing front entrance door with a replica “using Accoya and factory finished with new weather seals, thresholds etc”.

replacement (painted timber, 18mm wide double-glazed) windows to the front and side elevations. Multi-paned (6/6) vertical sliding sash to the front. ‘Surface applied glazing bars’. Beading; 1/1 vertical sliding sash to the side. In respect to the side window, the Heritage Statement identifies “cannot be entirely sure of the original window configuration to this opening but rather than major structural intervention, the use of a double sliding sash restores the verticality and proportions associated with this age of property”. The existing first floor gable window is historic (but not original – 1/1 vertical sliding sash with obscure glazing). The ground floor gable window appears to be an inappropriate mock-Georgian window (in a modern opening?). The front windows are inappropriate mock-Georgian sash;

Removal of most of the ground floor dividing wall (including doorway) between Living/Dining and Kitchen;

New opening in first floor dividing wall between Bed and Bath;

Division of former Bed into Bed 2 and Bath;

All internal plaster to be removed from the external walls and replaced with insulated lime plaster, finished with mineral paints.


At Validation stage the agent was advised to submit:

Details of method of proposed paint removal from quoins;

Joiner’s report in respect to need to replace (and not repair) the front door and remaining historic sash window; and

Significance assessment/description re: building planform (mindful of the proposed loss of interior walling and reconfiguration).

The agent responded:

1. sand blasting; 
1. Joiners Report –no sense in retaining the single glazed sliding sash on the north elevation (and affect the energy performance of the building). 
1. Significance Assessment of the Plan Form –the Listing makes no reference to the internal arrangement of spaces. 


	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 following works have a harmful impact upon the special architectural and historic interest and setting of the listed building:

The front door (4-panel; similar to No. 13), first floor gable window and dividing walls at ground (note the low height door suggesting historic) and first floor appear (no evidence submitted to the contrary) to be important elements of fabric and planform. Their removal/alteration/replacement is not justified (e.g. no submission of joiners report considering repair). The subdivision of the first floor rear room further erodes historic planform.

Consideration to ‘Traditional windows: their care, repair and upgrading’ below suggests that proposed front elevation double-glazed multi-pane windows would be incongruous and conspicuous in respect to the front elevation of No. 13 (the prominent roadside façade of No 11 mirrors No 13 to a large extent) and its original (?) individually paned and traditionally constructed (functioning glazing bars; no beads no apparency of the 18mm double-glazed unit). The list description (1976) does not refer to the modern windows at the front elevation – when installed (no planning history)? 

There is also initial concern at the need to remove external render (the applicant confirmed on site that damp issues have been resolved following attention to flashings – might this unnecessary damage fabric?) and internal plaster (most plaster appears modern but the plaster around the first floor front window appears to be historic). The acceptability of building cleaning methods (sand blasting suggested), re-painting of stonework on removal of paint and impact on ‘breathability’ of insulated lime plasters and renders has not been established.

The following guidance and advice has been considered.


The Clitheroe Conservation Area Management Guidance identifies:

“Windows … Glazing bars in old buildings are invariably moulded and slender. Over time, the thickness and moulding of glazing bars, the size and arrangement of panes and other historic window details varied. Care is therefore needed in the repair and replacement of historic windows to ensure works are ‘honest’ and not historically misleading. Details should be appropriate to the date of the building or to the date when the window aperture was made”.

“Stone cleaning: All stone cleaning techniques have an inherent risk of damaging the stone and must be selected and executed with care … Abrasive cleaning methods, including blasting of any kind, are likely to cause damage”.

“External painting: Previously unpainted surfaces should not normally be painted over. There is rarely a good reason to paint historic stonework or brickwork”.

“Doors and doorways: Original doors should be retained. Their replacement or defacement is often entirely unnecessary”.

‘Making changes to heritage assets’ (Historic England, 2016) identifies:

“The plan form of a building is frequently one of its most important characteristics and internal partitions … are likely to form part of its significance. Indeed they may be its most significant feature. Proposals to remove or modify internal arrangements, including the insertion of new openings or extension underground, will be subject to the same considerations of impact on significance (particularly architectural interest) as for externally visible alterations” (paragraph 45).

“Doors and windows are frequently key to the significance of a building. Replacement is therefore generally advisable only where the original is beyond repair, it minimises the loss of historic fabric and matches the original in detail and material. Secondary glazing is usually more appropriate and more likely to be feasible than double-glazing where the window itself is of significance” (paragraph 15).

“The removal of hard renders may cause more damage to the significance of the building than retention” (paragraph 14).


‘Guidance on alterations to listed buildings’ (IHBC, 2021) identifies:

“Abrasive systems can partially or completely remove the outer surface of the stone, or brick or terracotta, which can destroy the architectural unity and quality of the treated façade by obliterating the detailing and original surface tooling” (3.5.5).

“Rubble, brick and rendered buildings may have historically been painted using traditional coatings and pigments that are breathable. This often contributes to local distinctiveness” (3.6.2).

“So-called vapour-permeable paints are usually much less permeable to liquid moisture than limewash and are seldom appropriate for painting building facades” (3.6.5).

“The reinstatement of documented missing architectural fixtures or features may be appropriate if there is clear and compelling evidence and the work is undertaken accurately” (3.10.1).

“Adding interior or exterior insulation will affect the appearance and character of the building but it may also create or increase moisture problems in walls” (3.12.2).

“As a general rule, original doors and windows should be retained. They should be replaced only where they are demonstrably beyond repair” (4.1.1).

“The appearance and character of a building will greatly depend on the design and detailing of its walls and its windows and doors. Any alteration to the form of the latter is likely to have a considerable impact upon the overall appearance of the building as a whole” (4.1.2).

“Original doorways and any surviving joinery should be retained, and repaired if necessary, unless compelling evidence is submitted that repair is not possible” (4.2.1).

“Applied glazing bars to the surface of windows or sandwiched between panes of double-glazing are generally inappropriate” (4.3.5).

“Listing always applies to the whole building including the interior and is not limited to those features described in the statutory list entry” (7.1.1).

“The plan of a building is one of its most important characteristics. Interior plans and individual features of interest should always be respected and left unaltered as far as possible with all major works of alteration limited to areas of secondary or lesser importance. Internal walls should always be investigated with care in advance of alterations as ancient or interesting features may be hidden. In many cases the partitions themselves may be of historic interest” (7.2.1).

“In a property that retains its original plan form it is seldom appropriate to open up a sequence of rooms to create a larger space or for subdivision into several smaller spaces” (7.2.2).

SPAB website

“What should I use to paint or treat replacement render? A traditional limewash will normally be most appropriate. The high water permeability will allow the walls to 'breathe'.
As with cementitious renders, standard modern paint systems usually have a lower permeability and there is the risk of moisture becoming trapped. The application of colourless water-repellent solutions is also inadvisable because their long-term effects are unknown”.

“What should I use to paint or finish the plaster? It is normally advisable to select a paint that is vapour permeable, compatible with any existing finishes and can be easily reapplied. Limewash, soft distemper and, from the 19th century especially, wallpaper were amongst the interior finishes used widely historically. These frequently remain appropriate for redecoration, although modern alternatives, including clay-based formulations and, sometimes, proprietary renovation paint, may be suitable”.

‘Traditional windows: their care, repair and upgrading’ (Historic England, 2017) identifies:

“Where a window that diminishes the significance of the building, such as a PVCu window or an ‘off the peg’ timber window of an inappropriate pattern, is to be replaced the new window should be designed to be in keeping with the period and architectural style of the building. It may be possible to base the design on windows that survive elsewhere in the building … Where the objective is to sustain or enhance the significance of a building by introducing an accurate copy of a historic window which is multi-paned, then single glazing could be required as incorporating double glazing may not be possible due to the size of the glazing bars. Glazing each pane would also reproduce the broken reflections that may be needed. In such cases, draught-proofing or secondary glazing or other compensatory measures to enhance the energy efficiency in other parts of the building may need to be considered” (5.2).

NPPG states that “substantial harm is a high test, so it may not arise in many cases”. In the absence of a joiners report and planform significance assessment it is difficult to establish the level of harm. However, the removal of the front door and parts of interior walling is not reversible. Harm is ‘less than substantial’ but approaching substantial. 

NPPF paragraph 202 requires that ‘less than substantial’ harm be weighed against any public benefits of proposals including, where appropriate, securing its optimum viable use. The principle of replacement of the modern and inappropriate windows and associated contractor employment are public benefits. The submitted information suggests works will: allow more natural light to enter the living spaces; improve the internal layout to make it suitable for modern living with minimal intervention; provide a sympathetic approach to thermal improvements to building fabric (combined use of insulated render and plaster together with double glazing) and provide noise attenuation (proximity of the dwelling to the main road, bus lay-by). However, no information has been submitted to suggest that the property will not be lived in without the specific alterations proposed. Energy efficiency is a potential public benefit but no holistic assessment of the building and potential environmental improvements has been submitted to gauge whether similar benefits could be obtained from less damaging alternatives. No information has been submitted to confirm the efficacy of the double-glazed unit proposed in respect to noise attenuation. The public benefits of the proposals do not outweigh the harm to the special architectural and historic interest and setting of the listed building.


	Residential Amenity:
The proposed works have an acceptable impact upon the amenity of nearby residents.

	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 and Key Statement EN5 and Policies DME4 and DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy it is recommended that listed building consent be refused.

	RECOMMENDATION:
	That listed building consent be refused for the following reason:

The proposed works are harmful to the special architectural and historic interest and setting of the listed building because of the loss and alteration of important historic fabric and planform (including the front door, first floor gable window, ground and first floor room dividing walls) and the installation of incongruous and conspicuous double-glazed windows at the front elevation. 
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