
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2010/0990/P

	Development Proposed:
	Replacement of sash windows downstairs to right of the porch.  Like-for-like replacement with the exception of double glazing to reduce heat loss and lack of draft proofing at Ashgrove House, Shawbridge Street, Clitheroe.

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - 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.

PPS5.

HEPPG.

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

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings (Setting).



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The proposal would result in the unnecessary loss of important historic fabric and harm to the character (including a conspicuous change to the arrangement of the top and bottom sashes) of the listed building.



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

	Ashgrove/Shaw Cottage is a Grade II listed 17th century house.  The list description specifically refers to the building element in question “… also to the right late 19th century glazed porch, 2 later 19th century windows of 2 lights”.  The listed building has a wide frontage to the road, is composed of a number of architectural elements (Ashgrove may have been remodelled?) and retains its impressive historic setting to the front (see 1845 and 1889 Ordnance Survey maps).

In “Some Vanished Homesteads of Clitheroe” (Langshaw A, 1955) it is suggested that “The only house on the east side of Mearley Brook was Pages, the present Shaw Cottage, which was built on the wastes there towards the end of the 17th century.  There you see the type of homestead which was built in Clitheroe in Stuart times, and I believe it to be the sole remaining example”.  At page 71 of “Clitheroe: From Burgage Plots to Boundary Stones” (Ainsworth C, 2003) there is a photo (by E.Buck) of the property accompanied by text “Shaw Cottage, referred to as “Bawdens or Standens” in Lang’s Survey, was built by Edward Page in 1681 in a place called “The Shey” located close to the towns pinfold.  Once permission was granted for the house to be built, liberty was also granted to get wall-stones for the walling of the house, barn and garden, in any part of the Shey or the High Moor”.  At page 79 is noted “Shaw Cottage in Shawbridge Street is the last known burgage to be created.  It was built in 1681 and raised to burgage status a few years later but only paid 8d Borough Rent’’.

02/0068 – Replacement of window frames.  LBC granted 17 May 2002.

93/0222 – Internal alterations to provide accommodation in loft and en suite bathroom on first floor.  LBC granted 3 June 1993.

79/0257 – Demolition of existing outbuildings and erection of extension to form cloakroom, shower room, food preparation and utility area at Ashgrove.  LBC granted 2 April 1979.

6/2/2159 – Outline application for erection of No 1 detached dormer type bungalow on land rear of Ashgrove.  Refused 9 January 1974.

Unfortunately, application 3/2002/0068 included little information as to the extent or nature of proposed works (eg no proposed drawings or identification of windows affected). Whilst the application form states “replacement of window frames (like for like)” the officer report expresses concern at the potential impact of double glazing.

Section 16(2) of the Planning (Listed Buildings & Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states that when considering applications for listed building consent, special regard shall be had to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses. 

 Planning Policy Statement 5 ‘Planning for the Historic Environment’ (PPS5, March 2010) states at paragraph 7 that government objectives for planning for the historic environment include: the delivery of ‘’sustainable development by ensuring that policies and decisions concerning the historic environment ..recognise that heritage assets are a non-renewable resource..’’

PPS5, Policy HE1.2 states “Where proposals that are promoted for their contribution to mitigating climate change have a potentially negative effect on heritage assets, local planning authorities should … help the applicant to identify feasible solutions that deliver similar climate change mitigation but with less or no harm to the significance of the heritage asset and its setting”. 

PPS5, Policy HE7.2 states  “in considering the impact of a proposal on any heritage asset, local planning authorities should take into account the particular nature of the significance of the heritage asset and the value that it holds for this and future generations.  This understanding should be used by the local planning authority to avoid or minimise conflict between the heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of the proposal’’.

 PPS5 Policy HE9.1 states “there should be a presumption in favour of the conservation of designated heritage assets and the more significant the designated asset, the greater the presumption in favour of its conservation should be.  Once lost, heritage assets cannot be replaced and their loss is a cultural, environment, economic and social impact.  Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting.  Loss affecting any designated heritage asset should require clear and convincing justification..”.

PPS5, HE9.4  states that: “Where a proposal has a harmful impact on the significance of the designated heritage asset which is less than substantial harm, in all cases local planning authorities should:

(i)
weigh the public benefit of the proposal … against the harm;

(ii)
recognise that the greater the harm to the significance of the heritage asset the greater the justification will be needed for any loss’’.

PPS5 is accompanied by the Historic Environment Planning Practice Guide (HEPPG, March 2010).  Paragraph 2, Introduction, of the HEPPG states that the practice guidance may be “material to individual planning and heritage consent decisions”.

The Heritage Environment Planning Practice Guide, paragraph 152 states “doors and windows are frequently key to the significance of the building.  Change is therefore advisable only where the original is beyond repair, it minimises the loss of historic fabric and matches the original in detail. Secondary glazing is usually more appropriate than double-glazing where the window itself is of significance. As with the building as a whole, it is more appropriate to deal with timber decay and similar threats by addressing the cause of the decay rather than treating the symptoms, but where remedial works are shown to be necessary, minimum interference to achieve reasonable long term stability is the most sustainable approach”.

Paragraph 179, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG states “the fabric will always be an important part of the asset’s significance.  Retention of as much historic fabric as possible is therefore a fundamental part of any good alteration or conversion, together with the use of appropriate materials and methods of repair.  It is not appropriate to sacrifice old work simply to accommodate the new”.  

The application does not suggest that there is anything greatly wrong with the existing historic (late 19th century?) windows ie “no longer draft proof and were fitting badly” (joiners report).  The proposed replacements are to a different style (see proposed relationship between top and bottom sash in submitted drawing).  The proposed incorporation of double glazing results in a larger timber section in the one drawing submitted (of one bottom rail - the impact on other elements is thus unclear).

The two-light window to the left of the porch appears to be a recent replacement, is incongruous in the facade (top hung “mock sash” with oversized members and a timber surround) and has lost the character of the window shown in the E. Buck photograph.

In respect to Policy HE1.2 of PPS5 I would expect the applicant to revisit the energy saving improvements which could be achieved with little loss/alteration to historic fabric and character. 

	RECOMMENDATION: That listed building consent be refused.
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