
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: ad/js

	Application No: 
	3/2008/0754/P

	Development Proposed:
	Demolition of dwelling and outbuilding and reduction of height of boundary wall (CAC) at The Cottage, Lower Lane, Longridge

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Town Council – Object, demolition should not be allowed.  The Cottage dates to the 1860s and shame not listed.  The site is opposite three gentlemen’s residences.  Positive contribution to the character and appearance of the Conservation Area. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Historic amenity societies -  consulted - Council for British Archaeology – a pleasing, symmetrical double fronted building with end stacks (well heated) and steeply pitched roof.  The South elevation has interesting architectural detailing such as hood moulds over window openings, bay windows to ground floor and pitched single storey porch with arched opening;  assumption that this was the main elevation at some point.  The North elevation, though plainer than the South front, retains a coherence -  the CBA understand that the small pane glazing shown is uPVC frames?  It is believed to be 19th Century in origin, is prominently located and is designated a Building of Townscape Merit.  

The evidence suggests that it must contribute to the Conservation Area and demolition is opposed.  Ask that consideration be given instead to refurbishing the historic building.  Any future application for the site should provide additional information on the origins and development of the ‘Cottage’.  It will be interesting for example, and relevant, to know if the differences in facade detail relate to alteration due to refurbishment or change to access arrangements, or the usual contrast between main and rear facades. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	Six letters of objection received from the residents of 1, 2, 3 and 4 Dovedale Gardens and 25 and 29 Lower Lane, which can be summarised as:

1. 
  Icon within Lower Lane; few buildings of this nature; important part of local history; fine example of a Victorian House.

2.
   A sound structural building in good repair.

3.   In keeping with other properties in the area.

4.   Within St Lawrence’s Church Conservation Area.  Building of Townscape Merit.

5.   Will conflict with the amenities of neighbouring properties.

6.   Two new properties proposed with new access will endanger pedestrians using footpaths because of increased traffic; overdeveloped – little/no gardens

7.   The resident of 3 Dovedale Gardens believes the proposals would block out her natural light, evening sunshine and view; adjacent windows will look into her property invading privacy; the house proposed at the rear will obstruct her view and that of the neighbouring property on College Close; proposed sun lounge beyond the building line and also an invasion of her privacy; property devaluation;  suggestions are made as to how the proposals might be more acceptable

8.   Recommend that trees be examined for TPO status; objection to removal of trees.

9.   The boundary wall and entrance gatepost are original and should be retained; absorbs noise from the road; are perfectly sound.

10.    Longridge already has an abundance of modern houses which are not selling.

Longridge and District History Society also object to the proposals. The Cottage dominates this area, it is unique in its design and style and is an important feature in the Conservation Area. The Conservation Area was set up to protect such buildings. Replacement with oversized modern buildings cramped onto the site. The previous construction of residences of unsympathetic design and materials surrounding this site is no justification for further mistakes. Believe (although no evidence) that the parish vestry may have given protection to this building at the time of its construction c. 1853.

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990

PPG15 - Planning and the Historic Environment

Policy ENV16 - Development Within Conservation Areas. 

Policy ENV18 - Retention of Important Buildings Within Conservation Areas.

Longridge Conservation Area Appraisal (adopted April 2007)



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The proposal would be harmful to the character and appearance of St Lawrence’s Church Conservation Area because of the loss of a prominent, interesting and pleasing historic building, which is contrary to Policy ENV18 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.



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

	The Cottage is an interesting and distinct mid 19th Century stone built villa (rainwater hoppers have the date “1849” imprinted in a mediaeval style text).  It is one of five such houses, all now designated as Buildings of Townscape Interest in the St Lawrence’s Church Conservation Area Appraisal, which the 1886-94 OS map shows formed a small hamlet on Lower Lane.

The Cottage’s north elevation, immediately adjacent Lower Lane, is tall, imposing and sombre; its south elevation appears to be the “front” and is embellished with gables, mediaeval style mullion windows with hood moulds at first floor, canted bay windows at ground floor, porch (with decorative tile floor and internal door) and decorated rainwater hopper heads.

Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 places the duty on a LPA to pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a conservation area when considering development proposals.  


Section 74 requires, in effect, that an application for the demolition of an unlisted building in a conservation area be considered in a similar fashion to an application for the demolition of a listed building (see para 3.16 (ff) and 4.25 (ff) of PPG15).  Para 4.26 states that the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a conservation area should be the prime consideration in determining a conservation area consent application.  Para 4.27 states that the general presumption should be in favour of retaining buildings which make a positive contribution to the character or appearance of a conservation area as a whole.  

I would concur with the recent decision to designate St Lawrence’s Church Conservation Area and the identification of The Cottage within the associated Appraisal as a Building of Townscape Merit.  

In my opinion the submitted statement presents a weak case for the demolition of this important building.  

The necessary requirements for designation of a building as a Building of Townscape merit are specified in the conservation area appraisal and, in my opinion, are met in this case.  

The impact and presence of The Cottage in the streetscene has been little diminished by later development in the vicinity ( Dovedale Gardens, 2003, is set back from the frontage, has buildings half the height of The Cottage and is generally respectful, albeit construction in stone would have been preferable, to The Cottage). The Cottage still relates well to the other four Victorian villas in this historic group - similar materials, architectural style and site layout. 

The Cottage is not unusual in its historic front facing away from the public highway – such south facing facades in houses outside of the towns and villages were common in the Ribble Valley - the 1886-94 Ordnance Survey map shows The Cottage to be relatively isolated and rural.  

The roadside elevation is only plain and unadorned when compared to the south elevation.  Its symmetrical composition, ashlar stonework, decorated kneelers, prominent roof slope and chimneys, ashlar boundary walling and decorative gateposts are interesting, just as typical of the period, and may have been a conscious effort to produce a formal public front to the house.  I would agree that uPVC windows are unfortunate but they appear to replicate the original fenestration  design (see the white painted timber glazing bar sash at the gable) and their installation is easily reversible  (eg with conservation grant aid?).

In my opinion the application has not demonstrated a robust case for demolition in respect to any of the considerations referred to in PPG15 para 3.17 and 3.19.



	RECOMMENDATION: That Conservation Area Consent be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














