
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2007/0515/P (LBC) & 3/2007/0516/P (PA)

	Development Proposed:
	ROOF ALTERATION TO RESTORE (PRE FIRE) ROOF PITCHES; RETENTION OF KITCHEN (FORMER COTTAGE) WINDOWS AS CONSTRUCTED; ALTERATIONS TO MAIN HOUSE WINDOWS AS DETAILED TO ORIGINAL DESIGN; ALTERATIONS TO BOUNDARY WALL AND GATE; ALTERATIONS TO GARDEN LAYOUT (INCLUDING WALLS/STEPS/PATHS) AND INSTALLATION OF SECURITY CAMERA (LBC) AT WHINS HOUSE, THE WHINS, SABDEN.

ALTERATION TO BOUNDARY WALL/GATE INSTALLATION.  ROOF ALTERATION (REINSTATED ROOF PROFILE).RETAIN AS BUILT.  GARDEN FEATURES (RETAIN AS BUILT) (PA) AT WHINS HOUSE, THE WHINS, SABDEN

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council – Sabden Parish Council - no objections as restoration of original and no detrimental effects (LBC); no objections (PA).



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Lancashire County Council (Highways) – No objections in principle on highway grounds.  The main vehicular access is achieved from location B and this has been designed to satisfactory specifications.

English Heritage & the historic amenity societies consulted (copies of pre-application letters to applicant attached) – No representations received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	Two letters of objection have been received from the residents of Stable House, The Whins, which make the following points:

1.
In respect of the garden – the tree and shrub planting screen is of concern.  A wall has been built parallel to the original, with the gap then filled with soil and 12 trees planted.  Close to the listed building curtilage wall and concern that damage will result (soil, invasive roots, soil drying in summer).

2.
These trees will cause light loss to the residents’ home and garden.

3.
Not explained in applications why work was done without permission.  If approved (or approved on appeal) makes a mockery of planning regulations and listed building status and sets a dangerous precedent that it is acceptable to carry out work and rubber stamp it afterwards.

4.
The application states that part of Whins House was destroyed by fire – not aware of this and told previously that dry rot.  A picture of the house prior to the damage is attached.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

Policy ENV1 - Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings.

Policy ENV20 - Proposals Involving Partial Demolition/Alteration of Listed Buildings.

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Joint Lancashire Structure Plan Policy 21.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL: 

	The attic extension is harmful to the character and setting of the listed building because its detailed treatment, which includes a chimney in the roof slope and inappropriate windows, is incongruous.

Insufficient information has been submitted in order to fully assess the impact of the proposals upon the listed building and its setting.

Outbuilding fenestration is harmful to the character and setting of the listed building because it confuses the interpretation and understanding of the historic development of the building and its site.



	COMMENTS/ENVIRONMENTAL/AONB/HUMAN RIGHTS ISSUES/RECOMMENDATION:

	Whins House is Grade II and dates from the early 19th century.  The south east façade is described in the list description.  Windows are described as sashed with glazing bars.  The site is within the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and a public footpath (FP5/3) passes the site along the access way to the east of the site.

In October 2006 the Borough Council received a complaint that works had and were being undertaken to the listed building and its curtilage.  A letter to the owner of the 3 November 2006 advised of the nature of the complaint and of planning permission and listed building consent requirements.  This included reference to requirements for the construction etc of means of enclosure within and surrounding the site, and of engineering operations.

A letter of the 18 January 2007 requested that the demolished and rebuilt (to new design) boundary wall and original entrance gateposts be reinstated within 5 months.  Two rear sash windows without glazing bars were required to be reinstated within 3 months.  Windows throughout a substantially modified outbuilding (now attached by link) were required to be replaced in accordance with the approved plans, and subject to condition 3, of 3/2004/0499/P within 3 months.  None of this work had been undertaken by the 16 July 2007.

The letter of 18 January 2007 also suggested that planning permission and listed building consent applications be submitted within 28 days in respect of the attic extension. Photographic evidence suggested that this element of the building had been subject of demolition works in the C20 and there might, therefore, be a case for retention. It was advised that an analysis of building development be submitted to aid such consideration .  A planning application was also invited in respect of the semi-circular garden ornamental feature.  

The letter of the 18 January 2007 also requested details of internal alterations to be submitted to the Borough Council within 14 days.

The submitted applications include little reference to the situation prior to works having been undertaken.  However, the Borough Council has a partial photographic record of the site dating from application 3/2004/0499/P.

In my opinion the stone backdrop/garden feature is acceptable.  However, the proposed retention of new walling to the east boundary does not reinstate the historic situation as requested 18 January 2007.

Little detail is submitted of the proposed rear elevation security camera.  However, based on drawing 02/012/07 this appears to be acceptable.

The reinstatement of 2 pane sliding sash windows at the rear is to be welcomed.  Unfortunately, no details are submitted.  Confusingly the design and access statement refers to these windows being installed by previous owners with consent (the historic windows are shown in situ on the Borough Council’s photos of August 2004).

The attic extension is prominent in views from the public right of way passing along the site east boundary.  The design and access statement suggests that this restores roof detail following fire damage.  However, no analysis is provided of the legitimacy or authenticity of such reinstatement as required by C.6 of PPG15.  I am mindful of the photo at page 31 of Sabden: Past and Present (Barrett A and Eaves D, 2004) showing an additional 2 bays to the right of the existing house (in a late 19th century / early 20th century build?) and with a roof continuous with the early 19th century build.  This suggests that there may be a case for retention of the extension in principle.  However, in my opinion the detailing is inappropriate ie a chimney placed prominently in the rear roof slope (and not at the ridge); windows without  precedent or finesse (double glazed Georgian style windows with thick frames and glazing bars).

I remain of the same opinion in respect of the outbuilding windows and their impact as expressed in my letter of the 18 January 2007.

Unfortunately, no discussion/analysis of the garden area has been submitted with the application.  Therefore, it is difficult to assess the impact of the works undertaken/being undertaken upon historic fabric or listed building setting.  Whilst I am mindful of the concerns of the neighbour in respect to loss of light, I note that tree planting is not development.



	RECOMMENDATION: That listed building consent and planning permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














