	Report to be read in conjunction with the Decision Notice.

	

	Application Ref:
	3/2016/0704
	[image: image1.jpg]&7, Ribble Valley
Borough Council
www.ribblevalley.gov.uk





	Date Inspected:
	18 August 2016
	

	Officer:
	AD
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	REFUSAL

	


	Development Description:
	Replacement of single glazed windows to the original building. Replacement of the timber doors and windows to the reception with aluminium, reset area of flooring to remove internal step and replace cladding, facia and barge boards and box in exposed structural steelwork. Fix new reception sign to exposed steel girder to front of reception.

	Site Address/Location:
	St Wilfrids C of E Primary School Church Street Ribchester PR3 3XP.

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	No objection.

	

	
	

	
	

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	No representations have been received in respect of the proposed development.

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Key Statement EN5 – Heritage Assets

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations

Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990

Ribchester Conservation Area Appraisal

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG)



	Relevant Planning History:

No pre-application advice has been sought on the proposed development. 
3/2011/0615 – Proposed installation of solar photovoltaic (PV) cells on the roofs of Ribchester St Wilfrilds C of E Primary School, aspects South, South West. PP granted 14 December 2011.
3/2003/0516 – Single storey extension to provide a resources room. PP granted 2 July 2003.

3/1999/0493 - Construction of a new 50m2 covered play area and extension of an existing teaching block to form a new 20m2 resource area. PP granted 7 September 1999.

	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

St Wilfrid’s C of E Primary School is prominently sited within Ribchester Conservation Area and adjoins/faces the River Ribble (footpath FP59 adjoins), Ribchester Roman Fort scheduled monument and C19 terraces (Buildings of Townscape Merit in RCAA). 
The submitted Heritage Statement identifies: the school was built in 1872; Doors and windows are formed from stone jambs and mullions, with 2 No large windows comprising of a triple lancet window with 3No tracery glazed panels, the other windows are comprised of 1No single lancet  window and 1No rectangular window, all windows are glazed directly into the stonework (single glazing).

The Ribchester Conservation Area Appraisal (The Conservation Studio consultants; adopted by the Borough Council following public consultation 3 April 2007) identifies:
The school, Nos.1-7 Church Street and Nos.63-74 Church Street to be Buildings of Townscape Merit making a positive contribution to the character and appearance of Ribchester Conservation Area; Important Views of the river valley to the south and east from the school (Townscape Appraisal Map);
“The architectural and historic interest of the area’s buildings” (Summary of special interest);
“The present primary school was built as a National School in 1872” (Origins and historic 
Development; 1893 OS Map);
“The Ribble Valley Way, a middle-distance footpath that follows the full 70 miles of the river, from its 

source at Ribblehead in North Yorkshire to the flat, tidal marshes of its estuary west of Preston, 

passes through the conservation area. The sound of the St Wilfrid’s primary school bell is a feature of 

the southern end of Church Street” (Activities/uses);
“Historic character and appearance of core area” (Strengths: the most important positive features);

“Loss of architectural detail (original windows, doors etc)”; “Insensitive alteration of historic buildings spoiling the conservation area’s historic character and appearance” (Weaknesses: the principle negative features);
“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. Common faults include … windows with uPVC or stained hardwood” (Threats). 



	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

It is proposed to re-glaze the Gothic windows of the original build (some of which are uPVC, obtrusive opening lights and timber inserts to screen ceiling) with double-glazed units and re-model the entrance porch (including replacement of timber joinery with aluminium and other non-traditional materials). The application states that the object of proposals is to improve appearance, utility, flexibility, thermal performance and reduce carbon footprint.
No information has been submitted in respect to the planning status of the existing harmful modifications to the Gothic windows. 

The requirements of the DDA regulations are referred to in application correspondence. The application was not subject to pre-application discussion and does not include an access plan (NPPF paragraph 132 requires “clear and convincing justification” for any harm to designated heritage assets).
On 22 September 2016 further details and amendments were sought:
“Proposed double-glazed units in the Gothic tracery windows (most distinct and significant design element of the building). 

‘Proposed New Frame Sections’ on drawing B02 D3 shows that frames will project from the stonework and be visible. No ‘as existing’ drawings have been submitted and I would be grateful for your confirmation as to any proposed difference in frame sizes and consequent visual impact.

I am mindful that double-glazing has different reflective properties to traditional glazing (see attached recent appeals – paragraph 15 Mellor Lodge - paragraph 10 Salisbury Cottage). Please confirm that alternative proposals have been considered and discounted in this respect. 

In my opinion, the existing Reception is incongruent and conspicuous and its redevelopment provides an opportunity to enhance the significance of Ribchester Conservation Area. However, the re-modelling of the existing extension with proposed replacement of joinery with aluminium doors and windows would appear to compound existing harm”.  

The response received (22 September 2016) advised:

“The existing glazing is fitted directly into the stonework, there are no window frames, the only framing is the later addition of the opening lights as shown on the photos submitted. The frame size of the new units allows for 28mm visible externally, the opening steel casements have a 40mm site line, these will be coated in black to reduce their visibility. The new double glazed units are kiln modified to give an aged appearance to mimic the existing glazed finish and the reflective qualities of the original.

As for the reception, unfortunately our budget only allows for a certain amount refurbishment works to the existing, and not for demolishing and re-building a more sympathetic reception extension. If you are unhappy with the proposed colours of the window and door units we are willing to change these, however the changes would still have to comply with DDA guidance allowing for a contrast between the entrance and the adjacent building. 

Regrettably as I am under financial time constraints I am unable to agree to an extension of time, as to do so would mean that the project will not be able to proceed”.



	Impact upon Ribchester Conservation Area

	In my opinion and mindful of the Weaknesses and Threats concerning loss of architectural details and use of inappropriate materials and details identified in the Ribchester Conservation Area Appraisal, the proposal will have a harmful impact upon the character and appearance of Ribchester Conservation Area.

The elegance and architectural intention of the Gothic windows relies on the prominence of the finely moulded stone tracery and the subordination of glazing. The detrimental impact of existing unauthorised work (e.g. uPVC casements) is very apparent. In my opinion, the high reflectivity and double-glass register of double-glazing, together with new window framing (28mm or 40mm), will draw the eye to the glazing and result in a discordant and incongruous treatment to the Building of Townscape Merit’s most prominent and important design features.
The existing reception is poorly detailed and the adjoining extension (visible from the riverside footpath) is marred by use of plastic framed fenestration. In my opinion, the proposed use in re-modelling of a number of modern smooth, shiny and uniform non-traditional materials alongside inauthentic historic details (designed wrought iron work) will compound discordance with the historic build.  

	

	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

In consideration to NPPG (‘substantial harm is a high test, so it may not arise in many cases’) the harm to the designated heritage asset (conservation area character and appearance) is ‘less than substantial’. NPPF paragraph 134 requires that any ‘public benefits’ be considered. In my opinion, the suggested improvements to utility, thermal performance and carbon footprint (and contractor employment) are potential public benefits. However, the submitted information (including response of 22 September 2016) does not provide the clear and convincing justification for harm required by NPPF paragraph 132 – could the same benefits be achieved by other, less-damaging, proposals? There is no suggestion that the existing signs displayed on the historic build will be removed on implementation of the proposed reception facia sign. Therefore, mindful of the statutory duties and national and local policy I do not consider the possible benefits to outweigh the harm identified above. 
Therefore, in attaching considerable importance and weight to the statutory duty at section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, in giving great weight to conservation and with regard to Core Strategy Key Statement EN5 and Policies DME4 and DMG1 I would recommend that planning permission is refused.


	RECOMMENDATION:
	That planning permission is refused for the following reason:

The proposal has a harmful impact upon the character and appearance of Ribchester Conservation Area. This is because: (i) window framing and the high reflectivity and double-glass register of proposed double-glazing will be visually conspicuous and result in a discordant and incongruous treatment to the Building of Townscape Merit's important stone tracery windows and (ii) the proposed use of modern smooth, shiny and uniform non-traditional materials alongside inauthentic historic details (designed wrought iron work) will compound the discordance and incongruity of the existing extension with the historic build. This is contrary to Core Strategy Key Statement EN5 and Policies DMG1 and DME4 and the National Planning Policy Framework Paragraph 17 (conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance), Paragraph 60 (reinforce local distinctiveness), Paragraph 131 (development sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and positively contributing to local character and distinctiveness) and Paragraph 132 (great weight to conservation).


