
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: SW/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2008/0545/P

	Development Proposed:
	Extension of existing staff room with installation of new lift and female toilet at Whalley C of E School, Church Lane, Whalley

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No plans we were able to look at but in principle no objections.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	English Heritage – Do not wish to offer any comments on this occasion.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV16 - Development Within Conservation Areas.

Policy ENV17 - Details Required with Proposals in Conservation Areas.

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings. 



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	G1, ENV16, ENV19 – over dominant extension to detriment of visual characteristics of Conservation Area and setting of listed building.



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

	This application details the provision of a first floor extension to accommodate staff room, WCs and lift.  Approximate dimensions of the staff room are 7.7m x 8.4m x 5.3m in height above an existing flat roofed structure with the WCs and lift necessitating an alteration to the roof profile of another existing school building.  School buildings are set within the Conservation Area of Whalley and comprise a mix of older stone buildings and more modern structures of single storey construction – pitched and flat roofed.  To the south of the site is Whalley Abbey, a grade I listed structure and to the east is St Mary’s Church, a grade I listed building.  The recently carried out Conservation Area appraisal identified the school building fronting Church Lane/The Sands as a building of townscape merit and focal building with the church to the east also considered a focal building.  To the east of the site between the school and church is a footpath that runs north/south.  In assessing the appropriateness of this scheme, it is important to have regard to the visual impact of the works as well as their impact on the setting of the grade I listed church to its east.  The most dominant buildings on site are the older stone structures.  This has resulted in a street scene of historic character with lower profile buildings set to the rear which are more modern and which respect the historic setting of the area.  In particular a view to be obtained from leaving the Abbey looking through and over the existing school yard/building to the grade I listed church to the east.  This is, I would argue, an important view and provides a visual link between the abbey entrance and historic church.  The plans put forward would severely limit this view and whilst some view may still be had of some of the tower the open setting of this feature would be seriously affected.  I am also concerned about the visual impact of the works when viewed from the footpath that runs between the side of the school and church.  From here views are readily had across the school yard towards one of the older school buildings that has been identified as a building of townscape merit and focal building.  It is accepted that the lower part of the building is already hidden by an existing single storey flat roofed modern addition but the upper part of the decorative windows is still visible given the sense of character of the building.  This does, I believe, make an important visual contribution to the area and again would be masked by the works proposed here.  I am of the opinion that there exists on site a clear hierarchy of buildings both in terms of scale and age which respects the need to safeguard views through the site to buildings of historic importance that surround it.  the scale of these works are such that they would detract from the setting of the grade I listed church and become an over dominant feature to the detriment of the character of the Conservation Area.  I thus recommend accordingly.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 12 August 2008





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO
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