
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/JS

	Application No: 
	3/2005/0164/P (LISTED BUILDING CONSENT)

	Development Proposed:
	Reinstatement of blocked up former window opening to gain additional light at Backridge Farm, Twitter Lane, Bashall Eaves

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No comments or observations received within the 21 day statutory consultation period.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC (Archaeology) – Do not consider any further archaeological response necessary.



	CONSULTATIONS: Nearby Residents

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings.

Policy 21 – Joint Lancashire Structure Plan 2001-2016



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Policy ENV 19 and Policy 21.  



	COMMENTS/ENVIRONMENTAL/HUMAN RIGHTS ISSUES/RECOMMENDATION:

	Backridge Farm is a Grade II Listed farmhouse with adjoining farm building in a single range.  Mid 18th Century.

In August 2004 Listed Building Consent and Planning Permission were granted for the conversion of the attached barn and a replacement conservatory.  A condition of these permissions referred to a letter from the agent rescinding the right to carry out unimplemented alterations, which had received permission through the part-implemented B02104 (1973).

In December 2004 Listed Building Consent was granted for internal alterations to reverse previous alterations to the building, repairs to roof, relocation of kitchen, alteration to bathroom, creation of shower room at second floor.

In my opinion the list description and the advice at PPG15 para C.6 are relevant.  Whilst it would appear that the left hand bay of the range may have had a residential use in the past, this use would appear to have been superseded historically to produce the “farm building adjoining to south west” referred to in the List description.  PPG16 C.6 advises that “In general the wholesale reinstatement of lost, destroyed or superseded elements of a building or an interior is not appropriate although, where a building has largely retained the integrity of its design, the reinstatement of lost or destroyed elements of that design could be considered.  In such cases there should always be adequate information confirming the detailed historical authenticity of the work proposed.  Speculative reconstruction should be avoided, as should the reinstatement of features that were deliberately superseded by later historic additions.”

I am also mindful that the front elevation of Backridge Farm was significantly altered in modern times (new window openings) by virtue of application BO2104.



	RECOMMENDATION: That LBC be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














