
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2009/1063/P 

	Development Proposed:
	Retrospective application to tank the basement and for the installation of a toilet and shower with partition walls and extractor fan.  Erection of partition wall and door to create a two room area and laying of stone flagged floor to two thirds of this area and carpet to one third.  Installation of lighting and power at all areas at 30 Higher Road, Longridge

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Town 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.

Policy ENV20 - Proposals Involving Partial Demolition of Listed Buildings.

Policy ENV16 - Development Within Conservation Areas.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The tanking has been potentially harmful to the historic fabric and character of the listed building.  



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

	No’s 6-44 Higher Road is a grade II listed (27 October 1971) row of houses (begun in 1793 within Longridge Conservation Area.  The list description refers to “.. two storeys with cellars into the lower ground level to the rear” and “built by the Longridge Building Society, one of the earliest terminating building societies in the country..” .

4/2/30 – N/A

4/2/1456 – Alterations necessary to bring dwelling up to required standard.  Planning permission granted 20 September 1973. (This includes the removal of internal steps down to the cellar and provision of new external steps to the cellar from ?  elevation).

79/1046 – Extension.  Listed building consent granted 6 November 1979. (‘Existing’ plans indicate that proposed works to the rear elevation in 4/2/1456 were subsequently modified).

The Borough Council was notified in October 2009 that works undertaken to the cellar were now holding up the sale of the property.  The response (see e-mail 3 November 2009) advised the applicants to undertake a planning history search to examine what had/not got consent, and also included references (Moreton B “structure of Georgian houses”, Context (IHBC) 80, July 2003; Hunt R and Suhr M, “old house handbook: a practical guide to care and repair”, SPAB, 2009) suggesting that the tanking of cellars might be problematic and potentially damaging.  

PPG15 paragraph B.3, applications, suggests that “.. an authority should certainly seek any particulars necessary to ensure that it has a full understanding of the impact of a proposal on the character of the building in question.  An authority should not accept an application for a consideration until it has proficient information to provide such understanding..”.  

PPG15 paragraph 3.42, listed building consent for works already executed, suggests that “.. local planning authorities should not grant consent merely to recognise a fait accompli; they should consider whether they would have granted consent for the works had it been sought before they were carried out, while having regard to any subsequent matters which may be relevant.  If the work is not of a suitable type or standard, consent should not normally be given, and risk a prosecution of prosecution or enforcement action will remain ..”.  

The applicant has submitted (22 January 2010) contract/inspection specifications by the contractor supplied by the previous owner regarding the works undertaken in 2006.  This states that “this specification is for tanking at the above property.. it is intended that areas of walls and existing concrete floor within the basement are tanked.. all walls must be thoroughly mechanically prepared to provide a sound/clean surface and any ingressing water stops prior to further works..”.  Also to the question previously tanked? Is the response No.  

The applicant also states that prior to the previous owners tanking of the property, there were up to 6inches of water in the basement at times of heavy rain.  It is suggested that the primary cause of this water ingress was increased height of the pavement, due to regular over-laying of tarmac.  The water used to come in the ‘window’ at the front of the basement.  That ‘window’ is now blocked up.  Basement retains a chimney which links in with the rest of the house.  

PPG15 paragraph C.3 states that “alterations should be based on a proper understanding of the structure.  Some listed buildings may suffer from structural defects arising from their age, methods of construction of past use, but can still give adequate service provided they are not subject to major disturbance..”.

PPG15 paragraph C.13 states that “traditional lime – based render is generally preferable to cement rich render.  Cement render forms a waterproof barrier that prevents any moisture trapped within the wall from evaporating and tends to try damp both higher up and further in.  This can lead to the breakdown of the wall surface which will, in time, fall away with the render..”.  

In addition to the references quoted extensively in the e-mail of 3 November 2009, I also note “funding for local authorities: partnership schemes in Conservation Areas” (English Heritage) that “providing a damp proof course simply because the existing structure was built without one does not qualify for a grant.  Experience has shown that providing damp proof courses and membranes in historic structures has often transferred damp problems to other areas of the building”.  

In “the need for old buildings to breathe”, Philip Hughes, SPAB, 1993 is stated that “.. modern buildings will be damp without a barrier to moisture because the economy of design does not provide a massive and absorbent structure but old buildings will become damp if an impervious layer is applied to them because this prevents water within the structure from evaporating.. as the moisture content of the wall increases, the likelihood of decay also increases.  Timbers quickly succumb to wet or dry rot attack because their moisture content is too high.  Timbers often occur in solid masonry walls in the form of lintels, spreaders for beam or joist ends, as bunding timbers or as fixing blocks”.

In “the control of damp in old buildings”, Andrew Thomas, SPAB, 1992 is stated that “first try stopping sources of damp by ventilation; opening up redundant flues, repointing if necessary, lowering the water table.. cellars which are seriously affected by penetrating dampness to the extent that water creeps through joints in the walling are best treated by building and inner wall as lightweight concrete blockwork..”.  In my opinion, the information submitted does not justify the drastic works undertaken (tanking) to the cellar which are now potentially problematic for the rest of the property.  In this I am mindful of the approach to damp prevention (starting with stopping the source of damp) suggesting Thomas and of the previous owner suggestion that damp resulting from the ingress of water to a pavement level coal hole opening.  Whilst noting the existing chimney ventilation and the suggestion that the previous flooring was concrete (and therefore impervious), I am also mindful of PPG15 paragraph 3.42 and therefore do not consider retrospective listed building consent should be granted.



	RECOMMENDATION: That listed building consent be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














