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	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	REFUSAL

		

	Development Description:
	Listed Building Consent for proposed single-storey extension to rear, insertion of rooflights on rear roofslope and removal of internal wall.

	Site Address/Location:
	Cross Trees 6 Whalley Road Hurst Green BB7 9QJ

		

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	No response. 

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	None required. 

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	None received. 

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES AND SITE PLANNING HISTORY:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Key Statement EN5:	Heritage Assets
Policy DME4:	Protecting Heritage Assets

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)


	Relevant Planning History:

2023/0612:
Planning Application for proposed single-storey extension to rear and insertion of rooflights on rear roofslope – Pending Determination

2008/0172:
Repair of existing boundary fencing and provision of 3no. bollards to boundary. Structural repairs to gable. Re-instatement of window to gable. Replacement of trestle to porch – Approved with Conditions

2007/1047:
Extension of existing fencing to east boundary for approx. 8.7m – Refused

2007/1046:
Retrospective application for replacement of existing modern windows to rear elevation. Replacement of window to gable elevation. Replacement of porch to front elevation. Lowering of ground levels to rear garden by 150mm. Replacement of render to rear elevation, like for like – Refused

2007/0914:
Demolition of existing timber lean-to extension (single storey) and replacement with single storey extension to contain utility and cloaks (Listed Building Consent) – Approved with Conditions

2007/0913:
Demolition of existing lean-to extension to side elevation and replacement with new single storey extension – Approved with Conditions


	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

The site is comprised of 6 Cross Trees, an end-terrace in Hurst Green. The dwelling incorporates a pitched catslide roof, existing side extension, small front driveway and garden as well as a larger rear garden and is situated within Hurst Green. The dwelling is GII Listed as part of the listing ‘2,4 and 6, Whalley Road’ with this listing described as below. 

‘Row of 3 cottages, late C18th. Squared sandstone with stone slate roof. 2 storeys. Windows and doors have plain reveals. All the cottages are separated by straight joints, which suggest that No. 6 (at the left) is the earliest. No. 6 has a wooden porch. To the left is a sashed window. To the right is a casement in what is probably a blocked doorway. Further right is another sashed window. On the 1st floor are 2 sashed windows. No. 4 has a sash window to the right of its door with a similar window above on the 1st floor. No. 2 has a bow window to the right of its door, with a modern window above on the 1st floor. The chimneys are between the cottages and on the gables.’


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

The proposal seeks Listed Building Consent for a single-storey rear extension, incorporating a cat-slide roof meeting the eaves of the existing building at a height of 3950mm. At its lowest point the eaves of the extension reaches a height of 2610mm. The extension projects off the rear elevation by 4080mm and spans 3430mm in width. The proposal also incorporates removal of an internal wall and the installation of rooflights – 1 into the extension, and 1 into the existing roof plane. 


	Principle of Development:

As the proposed works fall within the bounds of Listed Building Consent, it is only possible to assess the proposal on whether it would harm the significance of the Grade II Listed Building.


	Impact upon the Historic Environment:

Context

As per KS EN5, the Council states that there will be a presumption in favour of the conservation and enhancement of the significance of heritage assets and their settings with recognising that the best way of ensuring the long-term protection of heritage assets is to ensure a viable use that optimises opportunities for sustaining and enhancing its significance.

Policy DME4 concerns both Conservation Areas and Listed Buildings – in regard to CAs, it states the following:

Proposals within, or affecting views into and out of, or affecting the setting of a Conservation Area will be required to conserve and where appropriate enhance its character and appearance and those elements which contribute towards its significance. This should include considerations as to whether it conserves and enhances the special architectural and historic character of the area as set out in the relevant conservation area appraisal. Development which makes a positive contribution and conserves and enhances the character, appearance, and significance of the area in terms of its location, scale, size, design and materials and existing buildings, structures, trees, and open spaces will be supported. In the conservation areas there will be a presumption in favour of the conservation and enhancement of elements that make a positive contribution to the character or appearance of the conservation area. 

With regard to Listed Buildings, the policy goes on to state that ‘alterations or extensions to listed buildings or buildings of local heritage interest, or development proposals on sites within their setting which cause harm to the significance of the heritage asset will not be supported.’

The NPPF (2021) also states at Paragraph 202 that ‘where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal’.

Assessment

Whilst it is evident the works concern only the rear of the property, which is not particularly visible from the public highway, Officers have concern that the fabric of the Listed Building (and subsequently the significance) is likely to be harmed by the provision of the extension proposed. This is as a result of the interruption of the established eaves line with a catslide roof (these are common on historically agricultural dwellings but less common on residences and its appearance here is somewhat jarring and incongruous with the nature and vernacular of the building) as well as the insertion of 1no. rooflight into the existing roof-plane forming in an inappropriate, modern addition which – along with the existing rooflight and the provision of the extension – contributes cumulatively to the harm to the significance of the Listed Building. Furthermore it is proposed to alter the internal plan form by removing a partition wall between the kitchen and dining room and the rear wall between the dining room and proposed extension, with no consideration given to the significance (or impact on the significance) of the internal wall in the heritage statement. It is considered that, on the whole, this harm is seen as less than substantial. 

Given less than substantial harm has been identified, it is necessary to assess against the public benefits of the proposal as per NPPF Paragraph 202. Whilst one could argue there are minor public benefits in relation to the provision of jobs for those working on the extension, this is temporary with the main benefit being a private one to the occupier of the dwelling. As such, this does not outweigh the less than substantial harm to the significance of the Listed Building and as such the proposal is not considered compliant with EN5, DME4 or the policies found within the NPPF. 


	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

As such, for the above reasons and having regard to all material considerations and matters raised that the application is recommended for refusal.


	RECOMMENDATION:
	

	That Listed Building Consent be refused for the following reason(s).

	01:
	The proposal, by virtue of the provision of a new and inherently discordant projecting feature to the rear elevation interrupting the established eaves line, and by virtue of the provision of additional fenestration in the roof-plane and internal alterations which do not consider the impact on potentially historic plan form,  is considered to cause less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset. There are no identified public benefits which outweigh this harm. As such the proposal fails the test outlined in NPPF Paragraph 202 and is not considered compliant with KS EN5 or CS Policy DME4.
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