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	3/2021/0956
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	Date Inspected:
	26/11/2021 and Pre-app
	

	Officer:
	AD
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	Decision
	Refusal

	

	Development Description:
	Remove failing cement render, clean by soft air and water brushing, repoint with quick lime.

	Site Address/Location:
	76 Whalley Road Clitheroe BB7 1EE

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	No comments received.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LLFA:
	

	No comment as LLFA Flood Risk Standing Advice should have been applied and development not listed in the 'When to Consult the LLFA' document or in the Development Management Procedure Order 2015.

Historic amenity societies:
Consulted, no representations received.


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	None received.

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:
   	
Key Statement EN5 – Protecting Heritage Assets 
Policy DMG1– General Considerations
Policy DME4– Protecting Heritage Assets

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


	Relevant Planning History:
No recent.

	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:
The ‘Commercial Hotel (including stable block to rear)’, the latter now demolished, is a Grade II listed 
(30/9/1976) commercial building of the early to mid C19 prominently sited at the approach to Clitheroe 
town centre. The list description identifies “3 storeys, roughcast stone … moulded cornice. … Doorway in 
heavy Gibbsian rustication with moulded cornice and modern door beneath rectangular fanlight. Plinth … 
Nos 60 to 164 (even) form a group, all except Nos 76 to 110 being buildings of local interest only”.

The Commercial Hotel is adjoined (and within the setting of) by ’78-88 Whalley Road’ (“Early C19. 3 
storeys, rendered”) and ’90-110 Whalley Road’ (“a public house, has a ground floor of 1914, the rest is 
early-mid C19. 3 storeys, rendered … doorways with round heads with keystones and impost blocks, 
radiating fanlights”) Grade II listed residential terraces which also incorporate late Georgian neo-classical 
design features. 

The Commercial Hotel faces St James’s Street at the head of which is the Church of St James (Grade II 
Listed  “1839-42 … Roughcast walls with smooth-rendered architraves, hammer-dressed quoins and 
buttresses … The main front is the west, which closes the vista down St James' Street, and is painted 
cream … Reasons for designation … The main west front, carefully designed to terminate the view down 
St James' Street, preserves its original character in spite of some alteration”). The Commercial Hotel is 
within the setting of this listed building.

	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:
 Listed building consent is sought for the retention of the unauthorised removal of render from the south elevation and proposed stone cleaning and re-pointing with lime-based mortar.

The Heritage Statement identifies that the cement render was causing damp problems and that it is not proposed to replace the render (stonework is proposed to be exposed).

The Methodology Statement identifies that the gable wall requires cleaning because of staining when the wall was covered in cement render. An Ecostrip Multimedia system is proposed (although the Heritage Statement suggests that a Vortech Vortex Abrasive System will be used).

	Impact upon the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building and the settings of  listed buildings:
Site inspection at Pre-app and application identifies an interesting, prestigious and imposing neo-classical frontage whereby the symmetrical stone window and door arrangement and details (e.g. door surround, moulded cornice, fanlight, quoins) are seen against a plain roughcast render (presumably covering a similar  reasonably squared rubble stone brought to course as found under the south gable render).

Both north and south gables are prominent in views along Whalley Road. The front elevation quoins return to the south gable – the juxtaposition of this detail against rubble stone would be incongruous and undermine Georgian architectural intentions. The quoins project at this point - presumably to accommodate a render.  The removal of render has exposed historic alterations (blocked openings) which would not be seen beneath a render.

Nearby listed buildings of similar era are also characterised by the use of render to prominent walls. The Heritage Statement interprets the list description’s use of ‘roughcast stone’ to indicate an absence of render. However, ‘roughcast’ is a traditional render top-coat with gravel/pebble inclusions thrown onto earlier coats (also termed ‘pebbledash’).

The removal of cement render causing damp is likely to have been supported in principle. However, building architectural form, setting and underlying wall materials would suggest the need to re-render to maintain a uniform and plain appearance to the prominent gable which does not become a distraction from neo-classical design.

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

“Stripping off finishes such as plaster to expose rubble, brick or timber-framed walls never intended to be seen is likely to have an adverse effect on the building’s significance, aside from likely harm to the building’s weathering ability, through the loss of historic materials and original finishes and harm to its aesthetic” (paragraph 28).

‘Alterations to listed buildings’ (IHBC, 2021) identifies:

“Existing render should not be stripped from façades merely to expose rubble, brick or timber framing never previously intended to be seen”. (3.7).

Therefore, the proposal to not re-render (or introduce a uniform covering e.g. limewash) is harmful to the special architectural and historic interest and setting of the listed building. This is also of some limited harm to the setting of listed buildings in the group (many of which have also been harmed by render removal). Concerns were conveyed to the agent at Pre-app.

The harm to the designated heritage assets appears restricted (cement render was not removed under RVBC supervision. Whilst harm to fabric appears to be minimal this has not been confirmed by the information submitted) to design values/significance and  is of ‘less than substantial harm’. 

NPPF paragraph 202 requires that ‘less than substantial’ harm be weighed against any public benefits of proposals. Consideration to damp issues in the fabric is a potential public benefit but little information has been submitted in respect to the extent of this problem and the need to undertake works without LBC. Construction employment does not outweigh the harm to the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building and the setting of the listed buildings.


	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:
Therefore, in giving considerable importance and weight to the duties at section 16 and 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 and in consideration to NPPF, NPPG 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 proposal to not re-cover the exposed stone south gable wall  is harmful to the special architectural and historic interest and setting of the carefully designed and finished Georgian listed building and the setting of listed buildings in the adjacent residential terraces.
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