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	20/9/2022
	

	Officer:
	AD
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	Decision
	Refusal

	

	Development Description:
	Proposed single storey extension to the rear, removal of existing uPVC window and door to the rear of the lower ground floor. Installation of 2 conservation roof lights in rear roof pitch, with internal lightwells to ceiling. New stud walls to form en-suite on the second floor. Removal of existing external soil stack to the rear and installation of new internal soil stack. Removal of existing garage and construction of replacement garage. Resubmission of application 3/2021/0985.

	Site Address/Location:
	84 Whalley Road Clitheroe

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	No comments received.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Historic amenity societies:
	

	Consulted, no representations received.

LCC Archaeology:
No indications that the external works would impact any early buried remains. No formal archaeological work necessary.

Support the reasons for refusal of the previous application. Note few existing rear extensions to this row, public access to the rear and the public open space of the former Primrose Mill lodge and race immediately to the northwest. Views of the rear of the property are rather more than 'minimal' as stated in the Heritage Impact Assessment. Whilst fences and vegetation do conceal much of the present lower ground floor walls, the proposed extension and its modern gable-end openings may well be more visible.

LCC Highways:
No objection.


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	None received.

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

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

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]).

NPPF
NPPG


	Relevant Planning History:

3/2022/0828 - Proposed single storey extension to the rear, removal of existing uPVC window and door to the rear of the lower ground floor. Installation of 2 conservation roof lights in rear roof pitch, with internal lightwells to ceiling. New stud walls to form en-suite on the second floor. Removal of existing external soil stack to the rear and installation of new internal soil stack. Removal of existing garage and construction of replacement garage. LBC under consideration.

3/2021/0986 - Proposed single storey extension to the rear, removal of ceiling to second floor rooms and insertion of 3 conservation rooflights in rear roof pitch. New stud walls to form en-suite on the second floor. Removal of existing garage prior to construction of replacement. LBC refused 26/11/2021.

3/2021/0985 - Proposed single storey extension to the rear, removal of ceiling to second floor rooms and insertion of 3 conservation rooflights in rear roof pitch. New stud walls to form en-suite on the second floor. Removal of existing garage prior to construction of replacement. PP refused 26/11/2021.

3/2021/0985 - Proposed single storey extension to the rear, removal of ceiling to second floor rooms and insertion of 3 conservation rooflights in rear roof pitch. New stud walls to form en-suite on the second floor. Removal of existing garage prior to construction of replacement. PP under consideration.

3/1998/0225 & 0226 – Non-illuminated shop sign. LBC and AC granted.

3/1990/0413 – Demolition of external staircase. LBC granted.

3/1977/0850 – New window frames and cement rendering to top half of building. LBC granted 16/9/1977.

6/2/1331 – Change of use of ground floor front room to office. Refused. Appeal.


	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:
 ’78-88 Whalley Road’ is a Grade II listed (30/9/1976) terraced row of the early C19 prominently sited on the approach to Clitheroe town centre from the south-west. Primrose Mill pond area (environmental improvements being undertaken) is to the west.

The list description identifies:

“Early C19. 3 storeys, rendered, with slate and stone slate roofs and modillion eaves cornice. 1 window each, except for No 80 which has 2, stone surrounds, no glazing bars. Doorways have stone surrounds with cornices. Small mid C19 shop front to No 84. Modern windows and modern door to the end property which is occupied as a club. Nos 60 to 164 (even) form a group, all except Nos 76 to 110 being buildings of local interest only”.

Upvc windows and a door have recently been installed to the rear elevation of No. 84. LBC (3/1977/0850) suggests that 2/2- sash windows were replaced at the front elevation.

The row adjoins and is within the setting of ‘Commercial Hotel (including Stable Block to rear)’ and ’90-110 Whalley Road’ (both Grade II and of similar construction period).

The row rear garden layout and access is as shown on the 1840s OS map. No. 84 retains the outbuilding close to the house shown on this map. 


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:
Planning permission is sought for a full-width, rear, single-storey extension (rendered walls; aluminium windows and doors) and alterations (removal of lower ground floor rear upvc door and window; second floor installation of 2 rear rooflights with lightwells through ceiling and slate vent and installation of rear room en-suite). It is also proposed to demolish an existing mono-pitch modern garage at the bottom of the garden and construct a new double-pitch garage (rendered walls; metal roller shutter door) – whilst not clear from the submitted block plan, the submitted Heritage Impact Assessment states that the replacement garage will be slightly smaller in area and will be located closer to the rear access track. An existing external soil pipe is to be removed.

	Impact upon the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building and the setting of listed buildings:
The proposals are harmful to the special architectural and historic interest and setting of the listed building and the setting of the adjoining listed buildings. Rear elevations are visible from the access shown on the 1840s OS map.

The lower ground floor window and door (and adjoining walling) are important elements of historic fabric (see stone surrounds) and also contribute to building aesthetics and an understanding of historic access/movement and planform. The proposed extension is across the whole width of the property and obscures views of the lower ground floor. The roof apex of the extension has a discordant relationship with the windows above.   The triple-light door and window arrangement is incongruous and conspicuous in respect to the window pattern above (which largely reflects the single window to a floor pattern noted in the list description with reference to the Whalley Road elevation; see also page 2 of the Heritage/Design and Access Statement) and draws the eye from the historic building and its features of interest.

The rear roofslope of the row is prominent and has few disruptions (its unbroken line is unifying and part of the listed building’s significance). The proposed rooflights are prominent, incongruous and conspicuous. One rooflight is to a bedroom which already has a window. 

No evidence has been submitted to suggest that the ceilings are not an original/historic or important feature of the second floor of the late Georgian listed building (presumably inserted to hide the roof structure from view and form a proportioned space). Proposed lightwells will result in loss of historic fabric and will form eye-catching features of the ceiling. 

The original planform of the neo-classically influenced double-pile building appears to have been largely retained (similar over all floors?). The proposed partition along the whole of one side of the second floor rear room changes the carefully considered proportions.

However, it is suggested that works harming the interior only do not form part of reasons for refusal on this planning application.

The 1890 OS map shows that outbuildings adjoining the access road were a historic feature of the row (however, existing structures are modern and of no merit). The existing and proposed  garages are prominently sited and incongruous and conspicuous in their historic setting because of their form and materials (rendered walls; overtly modern single metal door). The Head of Service revisions to the file report for 3/2021/0985 have been considered “It is noted that there are numeous outbuildings situated at the rear of these properties and given the presence of an existing garage in this location the replacement garage , although modern design  and materials would not have a harmful impact to warrant refusal on this element of the scheme”.proposed garage was established as acceptable as part of the previous development at this site.

‘Making changes to heritage assets’ (Historic England, 2016) is particularly relevant at paragraph 15, 41-45 and 47-50. ‘Alterations to listed buildings’ (IHBC, 2021) is particularly relevant at paragraph 5.11.6, 7.1.2 and 7.2.1-7.2.2.

The proposals are contrary to Key Statement EN5 and Policy DME4 and DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

There will be a presumption in favour of the conservation and enhancement of the significance of heritage assets and their settings. The historic environment and its heritage assets and their settings will be conserved and enhanced in a manner appropriate to their significance for their heritage value; their important contribution to local character, distinctiveness and sense of place; and to wider social, cultural and environmental benefits (EN5).

In considering development proposals the Council will make a presumption in favour of the conservation and enhancement of heritage assets and their settings.

Alterations or extensions to listed buildings or buildings of local heritage interest, or development proposals on sites within their setting which cause harm to the significance of the heritage asset will not be supported.

Any proposals involving the demolition or loss of important historic fabric from listed buildings will be refused unless it can be demonstrated that exceptional circumstances exist (DME4).

All development must protect and enhance heritage assets and their settings (DMG1).

The loss of important historic fabric is restricted and most works are reversible – harm to the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building and the setting of listed buildings is ‘less than substantial’.

NPPF 200 requires ‘clear and convincing justification’ for any harm. NPPF 202 also requires consideration to the public benefits of development resulting in ‘less than substantial harm’. The removal of the external soil and waste pipes is of limited public benefit in respect to the special architectural interest of the listed building. Contractor employment will be of public benefit during construction. However, public benefits do not outweigh the harm to the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building and the setting of listed buildings.


	Residential Amenity:
The proposals have an acceptable impact upon the amenity of adjoining and nearby residents.

	Ecology:
RVBC Countryside identify no bat issues.


	Highways:
The comments of LCC Highways suggest an acceptable development in this respect.

	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 planning permission be refused.

	RECOMMENDATION:
	The proposal is harmful to the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building and the setting of listed buildings because of the installation of incongruous and conspicuous rooflights and, the incongruous and conspicuous form and materials of the extension and the incongruous and conspicuous form and materials of the garage. This is contrary to Key Statement EN5 and Policies DME4 and DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.
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