Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - APPROVAL

	Ref: AD/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2013/0184/P (LBC)

	Development Proposed:
	Replace uPVC window with painted timber double hung sliding sash, replace uPVC sliding doors with painted timber French doors and replace uPVC rainwater hopper with cast iron at 28 Church Street, Ribchester

	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.

NPPF.

HEPPG.

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

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings (Setting).

Policy ENV16 - Development Within Conservation Areas.

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Ribchester Conservation Area Appraisal.



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

	28 and 29 Church Street is a Grade II listed pair of houses (one entry in the list; 11 November 1966) from 1745. The brick walling, pleasing Georgian details (although the list description notes that the windows to the front of No. 28 are modern) and roadside location ensure prominence and interest within Ribchester Conservation Area. The Ribchester Conservation Area Appraisal (The Conservation Studio, December 2006; adopted by the Borough Council following public consultation April 2007) suggests “the houses are fairly large and impressive, and brick would have been used to make a statement about the status and quality of the buildings”.

The adjoining 30 and 31 Church Street, a stone outbuilding to the rear of 29 Church Street, 27 Church Street, The Old Barn and Old Croft are identified as Buildings of Townscape Merit making a positive contribution to Ribchester Conservation Area in the Ribchester Conservation Area Appraisal.

The facing or nearby 8-26 (consecutive) and 50-58 (consecutive) Church Street are rows of late C18 Grade II listed houses.

Below ground archaeological investigation of land at 32-33 Church Street (Lancashire Historic Environment Record PRN 25462) in 2001 encountered evidence of both Roman and mediaeval occupation in the form of pottery finds, whilst further evidence of the Roman occupation of Ribchester has come from work at the Black Bull (PRN 4216), Church Street, Garage (PRN 1847), Pope Croft (PRN 23740) and Fort Avenue (PRN 15101), where medieval finds were also again recovered.

Relevant site history

(28 Church Street)

Pre-application advice provided 20 February 2013 “the proposals for the removal of harmful and insignificant modern features is to be welcomed … I note the proposed installation of an 8/8 double-glazed sash to the first floor of the rear extension and would advice that proposals for new windows/doors be accompanied by a justification e.g. as advocated for restoration proposals in the HEPPG paragraph 158ff and for the incorporation of double-glazing at HEPPG paragraph 152. This will enable the Borough Council and its consultees to reach an early decision on the proposals”.

3/2012/0479/P (LBC) & 3/2012/0478/P (PA) - REBUILDING OF EXTENSION – VARIATION IN FOOTPRINT, RIDGE LINE AND ROOF PITCHES. REINSTATE TRADITIONAL DOORS, WINDOWS AND RAINWATER GOODS. INTRODUCE ROOFLIGHTS TO UPPER AND LOWER PITCHES. ALTERATIONS TO INTERNAL LAYOUT INCLUDING BRINGING VACANT ROOF SPACE BACK INTO USE AS HABITABLE ROOMS. Current non-determination appeal.

(29 Church Street)

3/2011/0425/P (PA) 7 3/2011/0426/P (LBC) - Demolition of existing timber garage and stone outbuilding to provide improved vehicular access, parking spaces and new double garage for no 29 and two new single garages and private amenity/garden space for no’s 30 and 31. Listed Building Consent and planning permission refused 22 September 2011. The submitted historic building assessment suggests: there is a local tradition that 29 Church Street was once a public house known as The Kings Arms; no’s 30 and 31 appear to be late 18th century or early 19th century additions to the 1745 (no 29) building, which probably combined domestic and industrial or warehouse functions, and until very recently remained part of the parent property.

3/2010/0090/P (LBC) & 0091 (PA) - Demolition of existing rear outbuildings and construction of new extension. Internal alterations and general repairs to update house to modern living requirements/standards. Listed Building Consent and planning permission granted 21 July 2010 and 22 July 2010. Includes a historic building assessment by Stephen Haigh, Buildings Archaeologist.

3/2006/0909 – five replacement windows. LBC granted 25 June 2007.

3/1997/0573 – rebuild of chimney owing to dangerous condition. LBC granted 29 September 1997.

Relevant Legislation, policy and guidance

Section 16(2) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and 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.

Section 72 (1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states that in the exercise of planning functions special attention shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a conservation area.

The Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan (June 1998) is particularly relevant at Policies ENV20, ENV19 and ENV16.

The Ribble Valley Regulation 22 Submission Draft Core Strategy is particularly relevant at Policy DME4.

The NPPF is particularly relevant at paragraph 6, 7, 8, 14, 17, 56, 60, 61, 64, 126, 128, 129, 130, 131, 132, 134, 137, 138 and 215-6.

The HEPPG is particularly relevant at paragraph 80, 142-143, 152, 158-161, 179, 180, 185, 186 and 187.

‘Conservation Principles, Policies and Guidance for the Sustainable Management of the Historic Environment’ (English Heritage, 2008) identifies four groups of heritage values: Evidential, Historical, Aesthetic and Communal.

‘Constructive Conservation in Practice’ (English Heritage, 2008) states “Constructive Conservation is the broad term adopted by English Heritage for a positive and collaborative approach to conservation that focuses on actively managing change. The aim is to recognise and reinforce the historic significance of places, while accommodating the changes necessary to ensure their continued use and enjoyment … 

… The Principles also underline the importance of a systematic and consistent approach to conservation. In order to provide this consistency, we are guided by a values-based approach to assessing heritage significance”.

The ‘Setting of Heritage Assets: English Heritage Guidance’ (EH, October 2011) states: 

‘the cumulative impact of incremental small-scale changes may have as great an effect on the setting of a heritage asset as a large-scale development’ (4.5).

.. arguments about the sensitivity of a setting to change should not be based on the numbers of people visiting it. This will not adequately take account of qualitative issues, such as the importance of quiet and tranquillity as an attribute of setting; constraints on the public to routinely gain access to a setting because of remoteness or challenging terrain; or the importance of the setting to a local community who may be few in number’ (2.4).

“where the significance of a heritage asset has been compromised in the past by unsympathetic development affecting its setting …  consideration still needs to be given to whether additional change will further detract from … the significance of the asset” (2.4).
‘’many heritage assets have settings that have been designed to enhance their presence and visual interest or to create experiences of drama or surprise. Views and vistas, or their deliberate screening, are key features of these designed settings, providing design axes and establishing their scale, structure, layout and character. These designed settings may also be regarded as heritage assets in their own rights, which, themselves, have a wider setting: a park may form the immediate setting for a great house, while having its own setting that includes lines-of-sight to more distant heritage assets or natural features beyond the park boundary’’ (2.5).

The ‘Building in Context Toolkit: New Development in Historic Areas’ (CABE, EH, the 

architecture centre) identifies 8 building in context principles.

‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings: Ribble Valley Borough Council supplementary planning guidance’ (adopted September 2000) states:

‘Windows and doors - The type of windows and doors used, and their positioning are an important part of any development’ (5.2).
The Ribchester Conservation Area Appraisal ‘SWOT’ analysis states:

Weaknesses: The principal negative features of the Ribchester Conservation Area are: 

• 
Loss of architectural detail (original windows, doors etc); 

• 
Insensitive alteration of historic buildings spoiling the conservation area’s historic character and appearance

Threats to the Ribchester Conservation Area: 

• 
Continuing loss of original architectural details and use of inappropriate modern materials or details.

Many of the unlisted, and some of the listed, buildings in the conservation have been Adversely affected by the use of inappropriate modern materials or details.

Brunskill R.W. ‘Illustrated Handbook of Vernacular Architecture’ (1978, page 123) states in respect to Architectural Details “Even in a single house there was a gradation in the quality of materials and details from the front, to the sides, and then to the rear of the building. Thus the windows on the front of an 18C. Lancashire farm-house might have double hung sashes in moulded stone architraves, the sides having horizontally sliding sashes in the jambs of a squared rubble wall, while on the rear wall re-used stone mullioned windows with timber casements would be set in random rubble”.

Hall L. ‘Period House Fixtures and Fittings 1300-1900’ (2007, page 82-83) states “iron casements were still commonly used for the less important windows; in Norwich from the 1830s to the 1880s it was quite common to have sash windows at the front and casements at the back. It was equally common for servants’ rooms in the attics to have casement windows in small dormers even if the rest of the façade had sash windows”. 

The gradual erosion of the character and appearance of conservation areas has resulted in English Heritage incorporating conservation areas within its yearly “Heritage at Risk” report and indicators.  The initiating 2008 report in this regard formed part of a campaign to redress the 1 in 7 conservation areas found to be at risk (ie deteriorated over last 3 years or expected to do so over the next 3 years).  The report states that “the problems fall into two categories: what owners and residents do or fail to do to their properties and how the Council maintains the streets and public spaces”.

The report indicated that the top threat facing conservation areas was:

“1.
unsympathetic replacement doors and windows (83% of conservation areas).


The English House Condition Survey (2006) found that 40% of houses built between 1850 and 1899 now have PVCu double glazed windows and all the evidence suggests that the proportion of historic houses with PVCu windows will continue to rise significantly.”


Dr Simon Thurley, Chief Executive, English Heritage commented on the findings: “Does a row of Victorian villas with plastic windows lift your spirits?  I doubt it.”

The report also refers to a recent survey of estate agents which reveals:

1.
Unsympathetic replacement windows and doors, particularly plastic/PVCu, is the single biggest threat to property values in conservation areas”.
In ‘The Thermal Performance of Historic Windows’ (The Building Conservation Directory, 2008) Chris Wood, Head of the Building Conservation and Research team at English Heritage, discusses recent testing of the energy efficiency of plastic windows:  ‘independent testing was carried out to compare the performance of timber windows with PVCu double-glazing. This resulted from an impasse after the Isle of Wight Council served an enforcement notice against the Royal Yacht Squadron for replacing timber windows with PVCu without consent in the Grade II* Cowes Castle. One single-glazed timber casement window and one timber double-glazed sash (the council had previously approved double-glazing) were compared to two top-of-the-range PVCu windows. The tests were for weather tightness, which included air permeability, wind and water tests. The timber windows performed best in all the tests: indeed it was the single-glazed window that performed the best in the air permeability test. The problem for the PVCu windows was that they distorted by a good 5mm under pressure and, unlike the timber, did not return to the same profile. This meant that they leaked straight away’.

In “Reducing Carbon Emissions and Adapting to Climate Change in Historic Buildings: Guide for Residents” (Islington BC, 2011) it is suggested that there are other environmental drawbacks to the use of uPVC windows:

· 
PVC (Polyvinyl chloride) is a non-biodegradable material that is made from non-renewable petroleum resources.

· 
The production and disposal (via landfill or incineration) of PVC windows leads to the release of harmful industrial pollutants (eg dioxins).

· 
PVC windows are very difficult to repair, unlike timber frames.

· 
Contrary to popular belief, PVC windows degrade over time and like timber windows require maintenance if they are to remain in good condition.


Based on an analysis of the environmental impact of using different materials for window frames, Greenspec recommend avoiding PVC and using instead Forestry Stewardship Council (FSC) durable temperate hardwood, followed by, in declining order of preference, FSC temperate softwood clad with aluminium (preferably recycled), FSC temperate softwood treated with plant based paint, or certified softwood painted with low VOC paint.”

Submitted information

(original)

(i) Plan CS2-01 A states that the planning history is silent regarding the existing plastic windows at the rear (one at both ground and first floor);

(ii) Replacement multi-paned windows to be double-glazed;

(iii) ‘there is no evidence of the original form of these windows’ (D & A Statement 2.2.1);

(iv) the significance assessment is brief and mechanistic.

(revised proposals received 27 March 2013)

(i) the proposed rear window (described as 8/8 but illustrated as a 6/6 sash) is replaced by a 3/3 sash;

(ii) it is suggested that the existing bathroom window is clear glazed – but this was obscure glazed at the 27 July 2012 case officer site inspection.

Conclusions

In my opinion, the proposals are acceptable. The existing plastic window, double-door and rainwater hopper are very damaging to the character of this listed building and the character and appearance of Ribchester Conservation Area. Whilst I am concerned that the proposed detailed design of the window and (in particular the) door is without provenance I am satisfied in respect to NPPF paragraph 134 that the proposed public benefits outweigh those concerns.

I am mindful that the proposals are likely to result in the loss of obscure glazing to the first floor window. Whilst overlooking of neighbouring property has been an officer concern in consideration of planning application 3/2012/0478, I do not consider it appropriate to impose a restrictive condition in this regard to a listed building consent.


	SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL:

	The proposal has an acceptable impact upon the character and appearance of the listed building and Ribchester Conservation Area. 



	RECOMMENDATION: That listed building consent be granted subject to condition.


DATE INSPECTED: 














