Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - APPROVAL

	Ref: AD/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2011/0243/P

	Development Proposed:
	Removal of a modern staircase and changes to first floor layout at Horton Grange Cottage, Horton

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council – None received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	English Heritage – Do not wish to offer any comments.  Determine in accordance with national and local policy guidance, and on the basis of RVBC expert conservation advice.

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.

PPS5.

HEPPG.

Policy ENV20 - Proposals Involving Partial Demolition/Alteration of Listed Buildings.

Draft NPPF.



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

	Horton Grange Cottage is a Grade II listed house of the late 18th century, with possible 17th century remains (list description).  The building range is perpendicular to the road and prominent as a result of its topographical elevation and the open character of land to the south.

3/1980/1131/P – Erection of two storey extension to form a kitchen, bathroom and bedroom at “The Cottage”.

3/1980/0889/P – Erection of a block of three loose boxes for stabling horses.  Withdrawn 14 October 1980.

22 June 2010 – Complaint received concerning unauthorised boundary wall demolition and footing installation for a new building within the curtilage.  Site inspection 22 June 2010 revealed major internal demolition work was also being undertaken (chimney stack/chimney breast; two internal walls).  Owner subsequently required to restore these elements.  There were also found to be discrepancies between the list description and that found on site (see letters 25 June 2010 and 16 July 2010). This issue has not been resolved.

A historic building report was submitted by the property owners in respect to the enforcement complaint.  A letter from officers noted with respect to this and further proposed works that: “the apparent departure of the building from recognised forms/typologies and absence of clarity in its evolution would appear to add to the buildings uniqueness and significance as well as suggesting caution in proposed alterations to the historic fabric’’ (2 December 2010).

The historic building report has been submitted as part of the current application.  It notes:

(i)
“On account of past changes to the building it is difficult to clearly interpret historical development and usage: for example, the principal southern elevation incorporates a variety of architectural styles to the window and door openings, together with subtle changes in construction technique and possible evidence of blocked, enlarged and newly formed openings” (Summary);

(ii)
“In summary, the appraisal … compelling evidence that much of the building is in fact the product of a significant construction and remodelling which could well date from the late 18th century … the interior does of course provide useful if somewhat confusing evidence of past changes to the structure” (Summary);

(iii)
The OS map of circa 1890 “indicates that at this time the western end bay was possibly a separate dwelling … this proof of former multi-occupancy is important in a building which, otherwise, presents conflicting and confusing evidence for historic development, usage and alteration” (3.3);

(iv)
“The interior offers little in terms of clarification … there is, though further evidence of late 18th century intervention which again explains the dating suggested in the list description.  Such evidence includes the window seats formed beneath several of the front elevation windows, a neo-classical fireplace present in the bedroom of the eastern bay, the central Queen post roof truss and perhaps the floor structure throughout the upper storey appears to have been inserted in one phase.  Added to the late 18th century features already described to the exterior, the case of significant 18th century development, perhaps, remodelling or rebuilding, is a strong one” (3.3);

(v)
“It seems likely that the stair and landing in the centre part of the building were inserted as part of the presumed late 18th century modelling, and that the stair at the western end was probably provided, along with minor alteration, to form an extra bathroom, to satisfy the need for a separate dwelling at this end of the building” (3.3);

(vi)
“and both staircases are late 18th century at the oldest” (3.3);

(vii)
“It is also important to ensure methods of repair etc are appropriate, and for this careful attention to detail is required … general adoption of like-for-like material repair/replacement, mindful that repairs should only be carried out where necessary with intervention kept to a minimum” (4.1);

(viii)
“It has been reported to the author that the recently removed wall was mostly of concrete block with partial brick elements, and this indicates possible 20th century insertion.  But since the four joists above rely upon support at this position, it is clear that some form of support, whether it was a wall or perhaps a beam, was incorporated when the first floor was renewed (date unknown) above and that continuity of support here is obviously required.  It could be argued that fire places at either end of this, now double bay, space shows a history of two distinct rooms …” (4.1);

(ix)
“Interpretation of the buildings historical development has proved exceptionally difficult” (5).

The historic building report would appear to confirm that the building has 17th century origins (principally the single pile general planform) and was significantly remodelled in the late 18th century.  The report also suggests that the building range retains evidence for historic subdivision and multiple usage.

It would appear that an understanding of the interesting but confusing evolution of this building has been significantly compromised by the recent unrecorded loss of historic fabric and plan form. Unfortunately, the contractor’s description/recollection of works requested 2 December 2010 has not been received.  

The historic building report also states that:  “It is perhaps appropriate to allow some degree of flexibility to the interior layout of the building as determined by “non-original” partition walls and the two non-original staircases.  These features represent past alteration and remodelling which obscures the possible original layout of the building and appears more the product of ad hoc changes than of any clearly defined building typology” and “no firm conclusions have been drawn other than that the building contains evidence of 17th century construction, alongside more definite proof of 18th century and more recent alteration/remodelling.  In essence this might be sufficient to render the building inappropriate for statutory listing”.

However, it is my understanding that:

(i)


the building was listed because it is ostensibly late 18th century.  English Heritage’s “Principles of Selection for Listed Buildings” (March 2010) states: “Age and Rarity … from 1700 to 1840, most buildings are listed …”.

(ii)
HEPPG paragraph 161 states: “Additions and changes in response to the change in needs of owners and occupants over time may themselves be a key part of the asset’s significance”.

(iii)
a thorough understanding of the significance of historic buildings is the essential precursor to alterations and interventions e.g. PPS5 HE6.1.  “Informed Conservation’’ (Kate Clark, EH, 2001) is quoted in the historic building report and it is noted from this document that: “these guidelines are based on certain fundamental assumptions:

-
that understanding is the bedrock of conservation;

-
without understanding, conservation is blind and meaningless;

-
that prior understanding is the best basis for conservation decisions.  We must understand buildings and their landscapes before we change them, not because we change them” (Summary, page 8).


The limited understanding of the evolution of Horton Grange Cottage would suggest a cautious approach to any new work.

(v)
The non-conforming of Horton Grange to standard typologies would appear to increase its interest rather than diminish it.

A Design and Access Statement has been submitted.  Paragraph 1.1 suggests that: “the property is statutorily listed Grade II, the schedule indicating that this is for its group value”. This does not appear to be correct.

HEPPG paragraph 110 advises that there is no statutory requirement to have regard to the provisions of the development plan for decisions on applications for listed building consent.

Section 16(2) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states that when considering applications for listed building consent, special regard shall be had to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses.

PPS5 Policy HE7.1 states  “in decision making local planning authorities should seek to identify and assess the particular significance of any element of the historic environment that may be affected by the relevant proposal”.

PPS5 Policy HE7.6 states ‘’where there is evidence of deliberate neglect of or damage to a heritage asset in the hope of obtaining consent, the resultant deteriorated state of the heritage asset should not be a factor taken into account in any decision’’.  

PPS5 Policy HE9.1 states “there should be a presumption in favour of the conservation of designated heritage assets and the more significant the designated asset, the greater the presumption in favour of its conservation should be.  Once lost, heritage assets cannot be replaced and their loss is a cultural, environmental, economic and social impact.  Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting.  Loss affecting any designated heritage asset should require clear and convincing justification..”.

PPS5 Policy HE9.4 states “where a proposal has a harmful impact on the significance of the designated heritage asset which is less than substantial harm, in all cases, local planning authorities should: 

1.
Weigh the public benefit of the proposal (for example, that it helps to secure the optimum viable use of the heritage asset in the interests of its long term conservation) against the harm; and

2. 
Recognise that the greater the harm to the significance of the heritage asset, the greater the justification will be needed for any loss”.

PPS5 is accompanied by the Historic Environment Planning Practice Guide (HEPPG, March 2010).  Paragraph 2, Introduction, of the HEPPG states that the practice guidance may be “material to individual planning and heritage consent decisions”.

Paragraph 54 of the HEPPG reiterates PPS5 HE7.1 and the importance of understanding the significance of a heritage asset before works are proposed ‘’..being able to properly assess the nature, extent and importance of the significance of a heritage asset and the contribution of its setting is very important to an applicant in order to conceive of and design a successful development and to the local planning authority in order to make decisions in line with the objectives of the PPS and the development plan’’.
Paragraph 182, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG refers to plan form and significance ‘’the plan form of a building is frequently one of its most important characteristics and internal partitions, staircases (whether decorated or plain, principal or secondary) and other features are likely to form part of its significance.  Indeed, they may be its most significant feature.  Proposals to remove or modify internal arrangements, including the insertion of new openings or extension underground, will be subject to the same considerations of impact on the significance (particularly architectural interest) as for externally visible alterations’’.

Paragraph 179, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG states:  “the fabric will always be an important part of the asset’s significance.  Retention of as much historic fabric as possible is therefore a fundamental part of any good alteration or conversion, together with the use of appropriate materials and methods of repair.  It is not appropriate to sacrifice old work simply to accommodate the new ”.

Policy ENV20 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan (adopted June 1998) has the status, following Government Office North West approval, of a ‘saved policy’.  This states ‘’Proposals for the alteration or repair of listed buildings should be sympathetic to their character and appearance.  The most important features of any listed building will be preserved”.

Paragraph 177 of the draft National Planning Policy Framework (July 2011) states ‘the Government’s objectives for planning for the historic environment are to:

..conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance..’.

 Paragraph 183 of the draft NPPF states ‘..as heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and convincing justification..’.

Note is made of recent decisions by the Planning Inspectorate where plan form has been an issue. The Planning Inspector commented on appeal APP/T2350/E/07/2041941, 58 Moor Lane, Clitheroe (12 October 2007; Grade II listed building) “Internally, the proposed provision of an en-suite bathroom within the front first floor bedroom would be uncomfortably close to the existing fireplace and would distort the original shape of the room’’. The Planning Inspector commented on appeal APP/T2350/E/10/2135049, 35 King Street, Whalley (16 December 2010; Grade II listed building of double-pile plan) ‘’the new stud partition in the rear ground floor room would be especially harmful because it would subdivide an original room, would create an incongruous dog-leg corridor, and would result in the creation of a narrow room without natural lighting’’ (paragraph 5).

In my opinion, the proposed works would be unduly harmful to the historic plan form and fabric of the listed building.  The proposals seek to remove substantial evidence for at least one of the building’s historic layers.  Whilst the historic building report suggests that much of the interior could be a late 18th century remodelling, I suspect that the fabric now subject to proposed modification/loss is later and 19th century (the western stairs may be even later).  Notwithstanding this, and until the historic development of this listed building can be established so as to demonstrate the relative significance of historic layers, it is my presumption that the historic fabric and plan form is significant. The works do not appear to result in public benefit (PPS5 HE 9.4).

The Principal Planning Officer (Design and Conservation) has recommended that listed building consent be refused.  Following initial recommendation additional information has been submitted to the original historic building assessment.  It is clear that there is a need for a balanced view in relation to impact and significance of harm and on the importance of the previous alterations.  I accept that approval may erode the character of the building but in this instance, consider the changes not to be too significant or damaging to the main character of original features and that by approving the proposal it will enable use of the dwelling.



	RECOMMENDATION: That listed building consent be granted.


DATE INSPECTED: 

















