
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2007/1046/P

	Development Proposed:
	RETROSPECTIVE APPLICATION FOR REPLACEMENT OF EXISTING MODERN WINDOWS TO REAR ELEVATION.  REPLACEMENT OF WINDOW TO GABLE ELEVATION.  REPLACEMENT OF PORCH TO FRONT ELEVATION.  LOWERING OF GROUND LEVELS TO REAR GARDEN BY 150MM.  REPLACEMENT OF RENDER TO REAR ELEVATION, LIKE-FOR-LIKE AT CROSS TREES, 6 WHALLEY ROAD, HURST GREEN

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council – Aighton Bailey & Chaigley Parish Council have no objections to this proposal.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Historic amenity societies – consulted, no representations received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings.

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

Policy ENV16 - Development Within Conservation Areas.

Joint Lancashire Structure Plan Policy 21.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The replacement of windows, porch and render has been harmful to the character and setting of the listed building.



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

	No’s 2, 4 and 6 Whalley Road is a Grade II listed row of 3 cottages of the late 18th century.  The list description refers to the front elevation of the row only, windows and doors having plain reveals, no 16 being the oldest in the row, and no 6 having a wooden porch.

This application has not been invited and follows telephone discussion and office meeting with the applicants in January 2007 before their purchase of the property (including clarification of the extent of listing and listed building consent requirements for intended works) and the discovery of unauthorised works whilst inspecting site in respect of application 3/2007/0914/P (single storey side extension – LBC granted 14 November 2007).  See letter 12 October 2007.

A statement has been submitted with the application in regard to the Borough Council’s letter of the 12 October 2007 and my meeting with the applicants on the 16 October 2007.  I am concerned at the work executed in the following respects :

1.
Re-rendering of rear elevation – the statement refers to the removal of a test panel of render identifying underlying stonework to be badly spalled.  In my opinion this, inter alia, might have suggested leaving the sand:cement render in situ and letting it degrade with time rather than removing it and risk further damage to stonework (particularly as similar test panels in the gable wall, which retains its pre-2007 render, suggest that a dense and hard render was applied to the building).  Such an approach is favoured by the Society for Protection of Ancient Buildings in the technical leaflet The Need for Old Buildings to Breathe (T. Hughes) ie “where render is so hard that it does not respond it is probably best to leave it to age naturally”.  This advice leaflet also discusses the potential problems associated with application of sand:cement render (unfortunately the new render applied at 6 Whalley Road is like-for-like).

2.
Replacement of rear/gable windows and surrounds – no evidence has been submitted to confirm the need for replacement of all stone surrounds at the rear elevation or that works were undertaken in accordance with minimum intervention/conservative repair principles.  

            PPG15 paragraph C.40 states that “As a rule, windows in historic buildings, should be repaired, or if beyond repair should be replaced like-for-like”.  Paragraph C.42  further clarifies that “If a building has been re-windowed … In general the existing windows should be retained, unless they are obviously inappropriate or in very poor condition’’. Paragraph C.6 suggests that the reinstatement, where appropriate, of historic features should be authentic. Whilst it is acknowledged that the photo submitted suggests previous windows were not of historic interest I believe the new windows to be ill-fitting modern imitations of the historic front windows (frame section sizes;double glazing).  This harm to the character of the listed building is particularly pronounced in the replacement of the prominent first floor gable window.

3.
Replacement of front timber porch – this is a feature specifically referred to in the list description.  In addition to the unrecorded loss of historic fabric I believe the new porch to be crudely detailed in comparison to photos of the previous porch.

In my opinion the works undertaken have been harmful to the character and setting of the listed building.

	RECOMMENDATION: That listed building consent be refused.
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