 

Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2007/1132 (LBC) & 3/2007/1133 (PA)

	Development Proposed:
	Replacement windows to front and rear elevations.  Small extension to the rear with solar hot water collector.  Raising rear pitch of the upper roof to form a loft room and alterations to internal layout at 24 Church Street, Ribchester

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council – Ribchester Parish Council is content with the applications and recommends approval.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Lancashire County Council (Archaeology) – Adjacent to scheduled Roman fort and vicus.  Close by archaeological work has encountered structural evidence for Roman occupation.  High potential for further archaeological deposit or finds – recommend an archaeological watching brief (condition suggested).

English Heritage – whilst alterations are evident to this and neighbouring properties, the historic value of the street lies in the collective preservation of much of its original architectural language.  Proposals of concern: 

1.
Pre-determination archaeological evaluation essential if footprint of extension projects beyond any recent building (seek LCC Archaeology advice).

2.
Consider appropriateness of a full width rear extension in this historic context.

3.
Question the justification for the invasive extension to the roof space.  Weaver’s cottages such as this were not intended to provide spacious accommodation and any attempt to alter them would fundamentally change the character of the building.  To alter the roof line as visible from the front elevation would be unacceptable as would the insertion of roof lights.

4.
Replacement windows should be to a high conservation standard.  

English Heritage are pleased to provide ongoing advice and support in determination of the application.

Ancient Monuments Society – Concerned about the proposed raising of ridge line so aligns with No 23.  Although the difference in ridge height may appear anomalous it is this quirkiness which gives historic variety to the street scene.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings & 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 proposed rear extension would be harmful to the character and setting of the listed building.



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

	24 Church Street is one of a pair of Grade II listed weaver’s houses, part of a row, late 18th century; both No 23 and 24 are two storeys, No 24 being lower (list description).  The site is very prominent (front and back) within Ribchester Conservation Area and it adjoins a public playing field which is also a scheduled monument.

The applicants were advised at pre-application meetings of concern at the proposed alteration to the weaver’s house roof, extension across the full width of the property and double glazed small pane windows. 

I would agree with the comments of English Heritage and the Ancient Monuments Society in respect of the principle and detailed appearance of roof alteration – the weaving attic (or its absence) is a distinctive historical feature of the row. Following discussion, this element of the works has now been deleted. 

PPG15 paragraphs C.6 and C.42 suggest, in general, that historic window designs are not  reintroduced - and in this case it is noted that no other property in the row retains its historic front windows and so the maintenance of a uniform terrace ‘exception’ at C.42 would not apply.  However, as No 24 Church Street appears from the, albeit oblique, historic photo to have retained 6/6 pane (its original?) windows to at least 1910, and existing windows are ill-fitting and incongruous (see C.42), there appears to be some justification for the proposal.   Following discussion of PPG15 C.49 and C.50 with the applicants, the intention to double-glaze the new windows has been deleted.  

Whilst the historic Ordnance Survey maps submitted would suggest that the property was extended across the whole width of its rear elevation in the late 19th century the form of such extension is in question.  PPG15 C.6 states that ‘In general the wholesale reinstatement of lost, destroyed or superseded elements of a building or an interior is not appropriate..’. Notwithstanding this I do not believe the proposed extension would be sympathetic to the character of the listed building or row.  In my opinion, and mindful of PPG15 C.7, extension width, roof pitch (shallow) and gable detailing would result in an extension which dominates the historic building.



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