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	Date Inspected:
	7/5/19, 10/9/19 & 13/2/20
	

	Officer:
	AD
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	

	


	Development Description:
	Replacement of eight windows and one door

	Site Address/Location:
	22 Church Street Ribchester PR3 3XP

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	No objections. Enhancement to Church Street.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Historic amenity societies:
	

	Consulted, no representations received.

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	None received.

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES :

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. ‘Preservation’ in the duty at section 66 of the Act means “doing no harm to” (South Lakeland DC v. Secretary of State for the Environment [1992]).

Ribchester Conservation Area Appraisal

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG)

Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Key Statement EN5 – Heritage Assets

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations

Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets



	Relevant Planning History:
Discussion with the applicant has continued (including provision of historic photographs - 1990s and suggestion that double-glazing may be acceptable).

3/2019/0582 - Replacement of nine windows and one door. LBC refused 11 September 2019. Proposed to replace 9 modern windows (8 top-opening mock sash; 1 side-opening casement at front 2nd floor) with 24mm unit double-glazed 2/2 pane sash (front 1st and 2nd), double-glazed side-opening casement (front 2nd) and double-glazed side-opening casement (rear).

The case officer advised 8/8/19: 
“further to considerations made in respect to application 3/2019/0368.

The submitted Proposed Window and Door Replacement Strategy identifies that “windows will be reinstated to a traditional design”. The principle of replacing modern and incongruous windows with authentic historic styles is likely to be acceptable. However, insufficient information has been submitted to justify the 2/2-pane sash windows (a late C19 window type; a multi-paned sash would be expected to this late C18/early C19 building – see 27 to 31 Church Street and Historic England advise and Ribchester Conservation Area Management Guidance) at front elevation ground and first floor, side hung casements at front elevation second floor (I recall that there is/was an example of a historic, multi-paned, fixed -light in one of the building attics in this row?) and side-hung casements throughout the rear (e.g. the ground floor window has a distinct vertical emphasis suggesting a sash window opening). 

I am concerned that the installation of inauthentic replacement window styles will further confuse the ‘reading’ of the historic development of the listed building and will be harmful to special architectural and historic interest. I would therefore be grateful for the submission of further information in respect to the justification of the window style and form proposed for this property.

I note that considerations to authentic window style (including number and dimension of glazing bars) appear to be stymied by a wish to maximise light. 

I also note that double-glazing units will be ‘slim- line’. However, in my understanding, thinner (than 24mm) units are available - might this reduce the size of window frame members?”.

No post 3/2019/0368 advice was sought.

3/2019/0368 - Four replacement windows to front and four to the rear, with replacement French doors to the rear.  Windows and doors to be painted white, side-hung casement, double-glazed timber to replace existing stained and painted, top-hung and side-hung casement, double and single-glazed timber windows. LBC refused 11 June 2019.
The case officer sought changes on 7 May 2019 (no response received):

“The following guidance would appear to have been considered. However, the reason for wholesale replacement of windows with side-hung double-glazed casements is not clear.

“Details should be appropriate to the date of the building or to the date when the window aperture was made” (Ribchester Conservation Area Management Guidance).

“the new window should be designed to be in keeping with the period and architectural style of the building” (‘Traditional windows: their care, repair and upgrading’, Historic England, February 2017).

In my understanding, many buildings have been subject to changes in window style and the approach above ensures best possible authenticity of replacement and avoids an arbitrary return to a specific point in time.

Nos. 16 to 22 Church Street is a late C18th Georgian terrace. Multi-paned vertical-sliding sash windows would be expected (at least to the Ground and First Floor of the front elevation).

The following may also be of interest:

‘The Georgian Group Guide No.1: Windows’ identifies:

“Georgian buildings in particular rely for their aesthetic effect largely on their proportions, and especially on the appropriate detailing of windows and doors”.

‘The Oxford Dictionary of Architecture’ (James Stevens Curl, 1999, page 737):

“In many cases glazing-bars were removed from earlier windows, changing the geometry and destroying the vertical emphasis created by repeated vertical rectangular panes. C18 relationships between pane, sash, window, and façade that had been so important in establishing the proportions of Georgian domestic architecture was destroyed”.

‘Traditional windows: their care, repair and upgrading’ (Historic England, February 2017, page 4) identifies:

“Aesthetic value - Fenestration often forms an integral part of the design of the building and contributes to a building’s visual interest. If later in date, its aesthetic qualities may add to or detract from the interest of a building. Replicas or recreations of fenestration of aesthetic quality will maintain this value. In contrast, much off-the-peg joinery and modern glazing does not replicate historic appearance and so can detract from the aesthetic value of the building”.

Ribchester Conservation Area Management Guidance identifies:

“Glazing bars in old buildings are invariably moulded and slender. Over time, the thickness and moulding of glazing bars, the size and arrangement of panes and other historic window details varied. Care is therefore needed in the repair and replacement of historic windows to ensure works are ‘honest’ and not historically misleading”.
‘Traditional windows: their care, repair and upgrading’ (Historic England, February 2017) identifies:

“Replacing a window of inappropriate pattern or material … It may be possible to base the design on windows that survive elsewhere in the building or it may be necessary to look for examples in other buildings of the same period and style close by. The local planning authority may also be able to offer advice … Where the objective is to sustain or enhance the significance of a building by introducing an accurate copy of a historic window which is multi-paned, then single glazing could be required as incorporating double glazing may not be possible due to the size of the glazing bars. Glazing each pane would also reproduce the broken reflections that may be needed. In such cases, draught-proofing or secondary glazing or other compensatory measures to enhance the energy efficiency in other parts of the building may need to be considered”.

In respect to the latter, I attach a photograph of multi-pane windows at 29-31 Church Street (C18 and mid-C19). Historic photographs were also submitted with applications at Nos. 11 and 13 Church Street (the latter shows a 3/3 vertical-sliding sash to the rear Ground floor window)”. 

Pre-application advice provided 1 April 2019:

“significant variety in window styles along Church Street which provides some difficulty in providing advice regarding future proposals … Sliding sash and side-hung casements are the two principal window types … It is important that the design, scale and proportion of new windows should be sympathetic to the character of the building (Ribchester Conservation Area Management Guidance) … it is my view that sash style windows to the frontage and side hung casements to the rear would be a suitable approach to this property. I would draw your attention to Listed Building Consent ref – 3/2017/0388 for the installation of new windows at no.11 Church Street, where similar issues were considered. 

I have consulted with my colleague in Conservation who would have some initial concerns based on the assessment undertaken at no.11 … However, in my view if you are able to sufficiently justify the approach taken, which you have begun to describe within your Heritage Statement, there would be reason to support a visual betterment accounting for the contribution which the current windows make to the building and the wider asset”.
3/1995/0096 - Replace windows to front & rear. Rebuild kitchen walls velux window to attic at rear.  Open up former window openings. LBC granted 4 April 1995. ‘Existing plans’ show top-opening casements to front and rear; blocked front attic window. Condition 2 requested front window replacements to be fully functional traditional timber sliding sash.

Relevant planning appeal decisions:

45 Church Street (proposed front and rear dormer windows to Building of Townscape Merit; 3/2006/0233; dismissed) “Church Street … although some have been marred by the incorporation of unsuitable modern features, they form an harmonious and attractive whole, whose character has not been seriously eroded”.

28 Church Street (extension, interior changes, rooflights to Grade II listed building; 3/2012/0479; dismissed) “the proposed reinstatement of traditional doors, windows and rainwater goods authentic to the origins of the listed building is a positive aspect of the proposal. In view of the six over six pattern of the sliding sash windows at No 29, the adjacent part of the listed building, I do not share the appellant’s view that an eight over eight pattern would be appropriate in No 28 (despite this being present at No 30)”.
20 and 21 Church Street (rooflights and extension detailed form and materials; Listed Building enforcement appeals; allowed; 2009) “The appeal is allowed … whereas the front elevation of the row of houses, and those of other houses to both sides, is well preserved, the rear elevation has been seriously eroded”.

2 Blackburn Road (extensions and alterations to Building of Townscape Merit; 3/2012/0584; allowed) “During my site visit, I noted that a wide range of materials for windows and doors, including UPVC windows, was common to the area. In this regard, there is nothing that leads me to agree with the Council’s assertion that the proposed development would ‘further detract’ from the character of area, due to the proposed use of UPVC and aluminium materials. Taking the above into account, I find that the proposed development would not harm, but would preserve the character and appearance of Ribchester Conservation Area. I also consider that it would make the positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness”.



	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

Nos 16-22 (consecutive) Church Street, Ribchester is a row of Grade II listed (one entry in the list) late 18th century weaver’s houses.  The adjoining 8-15, 23-4 and 25-6 Church Street are also Grade II listed late 18th century weaver’s houses which form one continuous terrace.  The terrace is at the centre of Ribchester Conservation Area and is also prominent in views from the playing field to the rear.  The Ribchester Conservation Area Appraisal (adopted April 2007) identifies the view up and down the front of the row as an ‘Important View’ and the playing field to the rear as a ‘Significant Open Space’ (most of the playing field is also a Scheduled Ancient Monument).

Hodge AC and Ridge JF in ‘Ribchester’ (1984) note the importance of the weaving houses to the village and how the former function of the buildings is reflected in their form and character.  

‘Ribchester began to take on something like its present appearance late in the 18th century when many new cottages were built to house the growing number of weavers.. several fine examples in Ribchester, like the whole terrace on Church Street opposite the White Bull ... more often the weaving shops were at the back of the house’ (pages 9-11).  

The list description (22 November 1983) identifies:

‘Part of a row of weavers' houses, late C18th … Nos. 16, 17, 18 and 19 are all of one bay with a door to the right and with 2-light windows with square mullions on the ground and 1st floors (except No. 19 which lacks mullions). A tunnel entrance with semi-circular head and keystone shares the right-hand jamb of the doorway to Nos. 17-19. Nos. 20, 21 and 22 are similar but have only one light to each window. Nos. 21 and 22 are a pair with doorways in the centre separated by a flat-headed tunnel entrance which shares their jambs. Modern glazing throughout, except for the attic window of No. 19 which has fixed small panes. The attic windows of Nos. 20-22 are blocked and a window has been inserted above the last tunnel. Above the tunnel entrance to No. 17 is a plaque 'RHM 1793'


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

Site inspection 13/2/20 identified that rear replacement window and door works had been implemented (see Q4 of application form) i.e. very wide framed side-opening casement windows – the oversize of frames has significantly altered opening proportions and this treatment is conspicuous within the terrace.
The submitted information concerning front elevation windows is sparse, generic and contradictory (efforts were made at validation stage to obtain the necessary information). An unscaled drawing of a 2/2 sash is shown at page 6 of the Design Statement with an annotation suggesting that the windows will be configured to a 6/6 pane configuration. The Additional Documentation Request appears to show the use of faux glazing bars. The proposed 18mm wide double-glazing units are stated to be thinner than existing double-glazed units (NB windows to front are currently single-glazed).


	Impact upon the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building, setting of listed buildings and the character and appearance of Ribchester Conservation Area:
Both existing and proposed window styles are harmful to the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building. 
Rear windows are in loose vertical alignment and openings are wider than tall. The ‘Illustrated Handbook of Vernacular Architecture’, Brunskill R.W., 1978, page 123 states: “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”. Unfortunately, the submitted information does not explore any provenance for casements at the rear. Brunskill also notes of window development from the late C17 “Although the basic shape was that of a vertical rectangle, lighting requirements sometimes led to variations … in the North of England, where the mullioned tradition was never entirely lost, two vertical windows were added together to give a square shape”. A historic photograph was submitted with 3/2004/0535 & 0831 (13 Church Street) showing a 3/3 vertical-sliding sash to the rear Ground floor window. 
Not only do side-opening casements appear to be without provenance, their implemented form is inelegant, out of proportion with openings and conspicuous.

Scaled front elevation plans are required to understand the impact of 6/6 sashes (including proportions and the incorporation of the proposed double-glazing type). The authenticity of 6/6 pane sashes is not established in historic photographs; this matter is also considered in the appeal related to 3/2012/0478 (28 Church Street; paragraph 16).
Therefore, proposed and implemented replacement windows appear misleading and incongruous in respect to the historic development and architectural and aesthetic significance of this listed building.

Mindful of NPPG (“In general terms, substantial harm is a high test, so it may not arise in many cases”), the harm (with no impact to historic fabric) to the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building is ‘less than substantial’. 

NPPF paragraph 196 requires consideration to any public benefits from proposed harmful works. No holistic assessment of potential energy saving measures (and their relative impact on listed building special interest) at the property has been submitted for assessment. There does not appear to be any benefit from replacing existing inappropriate window styles with those proposed/implemented.  The public benefit of construction employment does not outweigh the harm to the designated heritage asset.

	

	RECOMMENDATION:
	That listed building consent be refused for the following reason:
The proposal is harmful to the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building because implemented rear windows are incongruous and conspicuous in form (including timber frame section sizes and opening mechanism) within this late Georgian terrace and insufficient information has been submitted to understand the impact of proposed front elevation double-glazed windows with faux glazing bars. 



