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	Date Inspected:
	14/09/18 and previous
	

	Officer:
	AD
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	APPROVAL

	


	Development Description:
	Reconstruction of two chimneys, replacement of one existing rooflight and installation of two new ones.  Construction of new internal first floor partitions to previously approved layout.  Installation of new horizontal ceiling at first purlin height.

	Site Address/Location:
	Horton Grange Cottage Horton Road Horton BD23 3JT

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	No comments received.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Historic amenity societies:
	

	No comments received.
RVBC Countryside:

Bat protection and bat and bird roosting sites/provision conditions are suggested.



	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	None received.

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. ‘Preservation’ in the duties at sections 16, 66 and 72 of the Act means “doing no harm to” (South Lakeland DC v. Secretary of State for the Environment [1992]). 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG)

Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Key Statement EN5 – Heritage Assets 

Key Statement EN2 – Landscape

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations

Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets

Policy DMG2 – Strategic Considerations



	Relevant Planning History:

25 May 2018 – RVBC response to informal pre-application enquiry (submission of Building Condition Survey Report):

“The submitted report identifies/suggests: rebuilding of the demolished chimney; re-roofing because of insect infestation/wet rot to timber roof laths and damaged stone slates and re-placement of the first floor ‘traditional plaster and lath construction’ ceilings which have been removed. I would support the submission of a listed building consent application in regard to these works. 

The report also refers to the incorporation of insulation at first floor ceiling height, removal of first floor stud-work walls and possible alteration to first floor ceiling level – I am happy to comment on these work elements following the submission of further information as to the significance/impact upon fabric and planform”.

3/2017/1206 - Insertion of three rooflights; reinstatement of first floor ceilings; rebuild all chimney stacks and pots. LBC refused 6 April 2018. No formal pre-application advice was sought in respect to the proposed works. However, the case officer discussed the reasons for refusal of 3/2017/0580 & 0581 with the applicant. No comments from Historic England (consulted because of unauthorised works) or LAAS.
3/2017/0580 – Five proposed roof lights and removal of first floor ceilings. PP refused 17 November 2017.

3/2017/0581 – Five proposed roof lights and removal of first floor ceilings. LBC refused 17 November 2017.

3/2011/0243 – Proposed removal of a modern staircase and changes to the first floor layout. LBC granted 21 December 2011.

22 June 2010 – Complaint received concerning 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).  

3/1980/1131 – Erection of two storey extension to form a kitchen, bathroom and bedroom at “The Cottage”. PP granted 24 October 1980.

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

	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

The list description identifies that Horton Grange Cottage is a Grade II listed “house, late C18th, with possible C17th remains”.  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.

No heritage assessment has been submitted (NPPF paragraph 129; the Heritage Statement submitted is a list of proposed works) and the Historic Buildings Assessment submitted with 3/2011/0243 has therefore been considered. This 
would appear to confirm that the building is ostensibly C18 but has 17th century origins (principally the single pile planform).  The report also suggests that the building range retains evidence for historic subdivision and multiple use:

“On account of past changes to the building it is difficult to clearly interpret historical development 

and usage … 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);

“Roof space showing central queen post truss with fishtail king strut and back purlins. The neat 

woodwork is again evidence of late C18th or early C19th work” (Figure 13).

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);

“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);

“it seems likely that the eastern bay is a later extension to what may have been a originally three bay dwelling, and that the provision of a door here might suggest this was originally a compact extra dwelling, or maybe a workshop, perhaps even a stable” (3.3);

“It seems likely that that the stair and landing to the centre part of the building were inserted as part of the presumed late C18th remodelling, 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 … housing an elderly relative offers a ready and historically commonplace explanation” (3.3.).

“it is almost certain the roof and the first floor structures and both staircases are late C18th at the oldest, and possibly represent far more recent renovation work” (3.3).

 “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);

“In accordance with the findings of this appraisal, a sympathetic and appropriate scheme of repair is 

strongly endorsed so as to conserve the building and arrest further deterioration of the historic 

building fabric. Care and skill are required in order to ensure that this scheme enhances rather than 

harms the building’s heritage value”(5).

“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” (5).



	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

The proposals now largely relate to repairs and the amelioration of unauthorised works.

Considerable historic fabric has been removed (also see planning history re: former owners) including chimneys (x2), First Floor ceilings and First Floor non-structural walls.
The submitted information is confusing. The ‘Heritage Statement’ is a description of works and appears to have been submitted by a previous agent (see also 3/2017/1206). The Building Condition Survey Report is based on a site inspection on 7 May 2017 but has not been previously included in application submissions and it is not clear as to when the report and recommendations were compiled (why wasn’t RVBC informed of need for urgent works - see mitigation at section 9 of the Act?). 

The proposals include elements commented upon and supported by the case officer in May 2018 i.e. rebuilding of the demolished chimney (the plans also show the proposed rebuilding of another chimney demolished by the previous owner); re-roofing because of insect infestation/wet rot to timber roof laths and damaged stone slates and re-placement of the first floor ‘traditional plaster and lath construction’ ceilings which have been removed. Information is confused in respect to the position of the latter – whilst the undated Building Condition Survey report suggests the removed ceilings were raised to first purlin level, the only photo included of the First Floor east room does not suggest this. This appears to be confirmed by a photo submitted with 3/2017/0581 of the same room. The case officer’s most recent site visit suggests that the raised ceiling arrangement did apply to the First Floor West room (lower parts of rafters show evidence of being underdrawn with plasterwork) but the surviving evidence does not suggest that this applied universally elsewhere (the historic rooflight suggests this was the case over the stairs – however, the adjoining main truss has only its bottom chord painted). The Building Condition Survey recommends that “the ceilings are replaced on the same plane and position as would have originally been installed” - is this to the C17 or C18 remodelling form and what is the evidence? The proposed plans state “all ceilings to first floor areas are to be installed to the same height as the first purlin from wallplate”.
It is proposed to undertake the internal partition (plan form) alterations approved by the Borough Council in 3/2011/0243. However, the plans are incorrect in suggesting rebuilding of the partitions in the middle right First Floor bay is in accordance with 3/2011/0243 – this work is unauthorised.

	Impact upon the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building and setting of listed buildings:

Concern has previously been expressed at the Historic Building Assessment (August 2010) submitted with 3/2011/0243 and subsequently referenced which considers the listed building to be a significantly altered C17 building rather than the “house, late C18th, with possible C17th remains” identified in the list description. However, this Assessment did appear to recognise the extent and impact of modern interventions and the need for careful conservation:

 “In accordance with the findings of this appraisal, a sympathetic and appropriate scheme of repair is 

strongly endorsed so as to conserve the building and arrest further deterioration of the historic 

building fabric. Care and skill are required in order to ensure that this scheme enhances rather than 

harms the building’s heritage value”(5).

This is the third application submitted by the current owner and focus has now been made to the amelioration of unauthorised works and necessary repair works. Whilst further detailed consideration is required in respect to replacement ceiling heights in this ostensibly Georgian building, it is important to the proper preservation of the building that repair works are progressed as soon as possible.  

	Impact Upon Residential Amenity:

The proposals (roof lights) have an acceptable impact the amenity of neighbours.
 

	

	Landscape/Ecology:

Imposition of the bat and bird protection/provision conditions suggested by RVBC Countryside will ensure an acceptable development.

	

	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

Therefore, in giving considerable importance and weight to the duties at section 16 and 66 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 I would recommend that listed building consent be granted.



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


