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	Date Inspected:
	10 September 2018
	

	Officer:
	AD
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	APPROVAL

	


	Development Description:
	Application for retention of unauthorised works completed in 1998.  The following works deviated from the permission given on 28/09/98: 1.  Amendments to the layout of two en-suite bathrooms 2. Amendment to the location of staircase from rear GF room to cellar 3. Insertion of UPVC French window in rear GF external wall 4. Erection of timber balcony to rear (the French windows to the rear GF elevation lead to this balcony) 5. Amendment to location of kitchen (moved to cellar) 6. Insertion of a timber back door into the rear elevation at cellar level.

Retention of unauthorised works completed without permission: 1. Windows to front elevation 2. Front door 3. Exterior paintwork 4. Rainwater goods 5. Foul water disposal, fixtures to rear wall 6. External pointing and render.

	Site Address/Location:
	44 Higher Road Longridge PR3 3SX

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	Does not want this application to set a precedent to rest of row of historical cottages as it has heritage value (LB in CA).

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Historic amenity societies:
	

	Consulted, no representations received.

LAAS:

Given that the majority of the works are already extant and have been so since 1998 – no objections; no mitigation works. 

If new proposals - impact on the internal circulation of the building by the blocking of the door from the ginnel and the alteration of the stair to the cellar (may have found this change acceptable if the location of door and stair remained visible and understandable); against the creation of the French doors and rear balcony as being too much of an impact on the historic character of the exterior view of the building (balanced against any precedent that had already been set by any listed building consents granted for similar features on other members of this row) and as mitigation would have recommended a building record of the structure 'as existing' before the works started.

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	None received.

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 

Longridge 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:

No formal pre-application advice has been sought.

3/1998/0561 & 0555 – Construction of a rear extension. LBC and PP granted 28 September 1998. The development description on the application forms states ‘Rear extension’ and conditions relate only to external works. Whilst the plans show a number of internal alterations there is no annotation, schedule of works or explanation as to impact on the historic fabric. The officer’s delegated report refers to a ‘full refurbishment’. 

	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:
Nos. 6 to 44 Higher Road is a prominent Grade II listed (27 October 1971; revised 22 November 1983; one entry in list) row of houses (begun in 1793) within Longridge Conservation Area.

The list description states “Row of houses, begun in 1793. Squared coursed sandstone with slate roof and brick stacks, except that on the gable (left-hand) wall of No. 44. 2 storeys-with cellars entered at lower ground level to the rear. Windows have plain reveals and projecting stone sills, with modern windows. Each house is of one bay, with the doors of adjacent houses paired, with a third door, leading through a tunnel to the yard, between them. The doorways have plain stone surrounds. Some of the houses now have an extra window on the 1st floor over the door. Nos. 6, 8 and 44 have stone gutter brackets. A keyed joint between No. 24 and 26 indicates a break in construction. Built by the Longridge Building Society, one of the earliest terminating building societies in the country, and used as an example by Price, Seymour J., Building Societies, their Origin and History, Cambridge, 1958, pp 32-44.”.

The Longridge Conservation Area Appraisal (The Conservation Studio consultants, 2005; subject to public consultation) identifies: 

(i) “To the north of the Market Place on Higher Road, the continuation of King Street, is a long row of listed cottages dating to the late 18th Century” (General Character and Plan Form);
(ii) “1700-1800 … The formation of some of the country’s earliest building societies by the late 18th century confirms that some sort of expansion was already beginning in the upper town. Most notable were the row of terraced cottages which were built by the Longridge Building Society between 1793 and 1804 along Higher Road. These each contained a cellar for handloom weaving” (Origins and Historic Development);
(iii) “Longridge is largely a 19th century town, mostly built after the new railway allowed greater industrial development from the 1840s onwards. There is a mixture of late 18th and 19th century stone buildings, in a variety of uses. The conservation area is therefore defined by solid, stone built buildings, many of them two or occasionally three storey terraced houses” (Architectural and Historic Character);
(iv) “The buildings in Longridge are almost exclusively built out of sandstone extracted locally, mainly from the Tootle Heights quarries. Roofs are usually covered in sandstone stone slate or Welsh slate, sometimes laid in diminishing courses … Eaves can be defined by stone cornicing, concealing a hidden gutter, or with the roof discharging into bracketed cast iron gutters. Occasionally the eaves are decorated with a modillion stone or timber cornice, suggesting a late 18th century date” (Building Methods, Materials and Local Details);
(v) “The survival of the handloom workers’ cottages in Higher Road, King Street and Market Place” (Strengths: The most important positive features of the Longridge Conservation Area);
(vi) “Insensitive alterations to historic buildings, particularly windows, spoiling the conservation area’s historic character and appearance” (Weaknesses: The principal negative features of the Longridge Conservation Area);
(vii) “Many of the unlisted, and some of the listed, buildings in the conservation area have been adversely affected by the use of inappropriate modern materials or details” (Threats to the Longridge Conservation Area).

SJ Price’s article ‘Building on the Longridge Fell’ in ‘Building Societies: Their Origin and History’ (1958) states:

“Under his (Robert Parkinson, curate) leadership proposals for the formation of a building club were discussed, draft articles prepared and approved, and finally, on 6 March, 1793, at a formal meeting at the house of John Swarbrick, in Dilworth, 

“Articles of Agreement for Building a House, with Necessary and Coalhouses, for each Subscriber (according to a Plan to be fixed on by a Majority of the Subscribers)” 

were entered into and agreed by those whose names were underwritten”. 

The Articles included:

 “VII. Each proprietor must have a Covenant inserted in his Deeds, not to lay, or suffer his Tenants to lay, any Ashes, Dung, Manure, or other Nuisance, at the Front of his own, or any other House belonging to the Society….

 IX. If any Matter or Thing, for the mutual Benefit of the Society, shall be proposed at any Monthly meeting, the same shall be determined by a Majority of the Members present, and entered into the Account-book by the Secretary. But nothing shall be admitted tending to alter or destroy the external Uniformity or Regularity of the Buildings, which is inviolably to be adhered to” (page 33).

Price notes that:

 “On 4th May, 1793, the members agreed to purchase from John Seed of Whittingham, late of Dilworth, yeoman, before 2nd February, 1794, a plot of land, 120 yards by 30 yards, as staked out from the front of two closes in Dilworth near the village of Longridge, lying east from John Seed’s inn the ‘White Bull’, and in the tenure of John Swarbrick, adjoining the highway from Longridge to Chipping. Possession was to be given immediately. The members were to pay, on 2nd February, 1794, £200 and to bear the expenses of the conveyances, also half of the cost of levying a fine; they were also to fence off the plot, to maintain fences, and to bear a proportionable part of parochial and other taxes and assessments” (page 36).

The submitted Heritage Statement identifies:
“The floor of the front of the ground floor is interesting; it is formed of huge sandstone lintels spanning from the sloping ground to a large mass of masonry in the core of the basement floor. These lintels support a stone slab ground floor in the front room”. The applicant advises that this structure can be accessed (door opening now blocked).
“The historic town survey says that the Club Row (High Street) loomshops were entered at lower ground level at the rear. Whilst the original location of any back door for number 44 is unknown”.


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

The application follows discussion of suggested unauthorised works with a prospective purchaser of the property.

The submitted ‘Historical Overview, Heritage and Access Statement’ appears to imply Borough Council responsibility for the unauthorised works following 3/1998/0561 & 0555:
“In the absence of any specific conditions or requirements, with regard to the interior refurbishment the owners carried out a refurbishment that they believed to be sympathetic to the building whilst making it suitable for modern-day living. Though the council set no conditions to retain any specific features”.

However, it is recognised:

“When reading the details of this 1998 application and ensuing events, it is possibly somewhat striking to the contemporary reader that little detail of exact intentions, methods and materials is offered by the applicant’s agent”.

At page 28 is the applicant’s view that “the permission for the extension remains open”. However, there does not appear to be an overlap (except some break-through in rear walls at Cellar and Ground Floor) between the proposed works (including internal changes shown on plans but not referred to in the development description or detailed) and the unauthorised works implemented.
Whilst the application is for “retention of unauthorised works” (which includes considerable loss of finite historic fabric without record), the proposals do include proposals for the amelioration of unauthorised works (e.g. painting of stained finish joinery).

The submitted information and site inspection/meeting identifies the following unauthorised works:

(i) Removal of suspended rear Ground Floor, historic external doors and Ground-First Floor stair rail/bannister (the loss of Cellar – Ground Floor stairs is not included as it is difficult to envisage installation of the stairs shown on the plans for 3/1998/0561 & 0555 without loss of existing fabric);
(ii) Installation of Cellar-Ground Floor stairs and en-suite to First Floor bedrooms (both enclosing historic fire places/stacks – most important design feature of rooms?);
(iii) Installation of windows and external doors (‘whilst these windows are not an exact period reproductions of the type of windows that one would expect to have found in the property when first built and the currently recognised materials and methods may not have been used’; rear First Floor UPVC French Windows);

(iv) Tanking (no details submitted) of the cellar and re-plastering of all walls using modern materials;

(v) Installation of new internal doors;

(vi) Installation of rustic style timber balcony (accessed by doorway with dressed stone quoins/jambs) to rear facade;

(vii) Conversion of rear Cellar window opening to door;
(viii) Installation of TV aerial and wall box.
The application includes the following works of amelioration:
(i) Replacement of UPVC French Windows in timber;

(ii) Paint windows, doors and balcony;

(iii) Doors to have ‘heritage style door furniture’;

(iv) Replace UPVC rainwater goods in cast iron;

(v) Remove en-suite partition (around stack) from rear First Floor bedroom;
(vi) Reinstating lime pointing/render where cement has been used;

(vii) Re-opening of front First Floor fireplace.

The application also includes the following proposals:

(i) Proposed en-suite within rear First Floor bedroom;

(ii) Proposed rain water hopper;

(iii) Proposed installation of satellite dish (no details);

(iv) Proposed external boiler vent (no details). 

The application suggests that some of the unauthorised work has had less impact on historic fabric than would have been the case with implementation of 3/1998/0561 & 0555.



	

	Impact upon the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building and the character and appearance of Longridge Conservation Area:
NPPF paragraph 191 requires “Where there is evidence of deliberate neglect of, or damage to, a heritage asset, the deteriorated state of the heritage asset should not be taken into account in any decision”. Paragraph 194 requires “Any harm to, or loss of, the significance of a designated heritage asset (from its alteration or destruction, or from development within its setting), should require clear and convincing justification”. The surviving historic fabric, condition of the listed building and submitted information do not provide evidence for the acceptability of most unauthorised works. ‘Retrospective LBC’ is not recommended for works other than installation of TV aerial and wall box. 

However, the proposed ameliorating works are acceptable and welcomed (it is suggested that an Informative confirm that this does not imply an acceptance of the unauthorised work). In addition the proposed, en-suite within rear First Floor bedroom and rain water hopper are acceptable. Insufficient information to consider the principal of satellite dish and external boiler flue has been submitted.
Consideration has been made to the impact of 3/1998/0561 & 0555. Whilst different considerations might apply today (e.g. creation of large openings in rear wall and loss of historic window pattern), the relative impact of the authorised and unauthorised schemes cannot be fully considered because of the limitations in extant information discussed above.
The balcony is incongruous and dominates the rear elevation (the list description and Heritage Statement refer to the importance of rear elevation access to the listed terrace). 

	

	Impact Upon Residential Amenity:

The balcony provides an elevated view over the adjoining garden.

 

	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

Therefore, in giving considerable importance and weight to the duties at section 16, 66 and 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 and in consideration to NPPF (2018) and Key Statement EN5 and Policies DME4 and DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy it is recommended that listed building consent be granted for the specific works detailed above only.



	RECOMMENDATION:
	That listed building consent be granted subject to conditions.


