Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/JS

	Application No: 
	3/2007/1021/P (LBC)

	Development Proposed:
	Removal of modern plaster from internal walls to reveal original features (oak panelling, beams, stone features etc) at Higher Parkhead Cottage, Accrington Road, Whalley.  

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council – Whalley Parish Council have no observations.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC (Archaeology):  The proposed removal of modern plaster has the potential to reveal earlier, as yet unknown, features which could provide more detail as to the original date of construction, as well as evidence of how the building was used in the past.  If minded to grant permission recommend an archaeological watching brief be undertaken as part of the work in order to record any such features (condition suggested).  

Historic amenity societies:  Consulted – the Council for British Archaeology comment that they understand unauthorised works have taken place with the loss of historic fabric and features;  this is archaeological evidence for the origins and development of the building.  The CBA’s view is that work should be stopped immediately and a listed building application submitted.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations.

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.  

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

Joint Lancashire Structure Plan Policy 21



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

	Parkhead Farmhouse is a Grade II listed house, probably early 17th Century, altered 1838 (list description) which has now been subdivided.  

The Parkhead Farm complex was subject to residential conversion and redevelopment in the early 1990s to produce six dwellings.  A garage has been constructed within the application site (3/1997/0390/P).  In 1996 (3/1996/0476/P) listed building consent was granted, retrospectively, for works to convert the extreme south west element of the range to residential use – this included the replacement of original staircases, ceilings and floors.  In 2001 (3/2000/0887/P) listed building consent was refused for the erection of a front porch.  In 2006 (3/2006/0539/P) listed building consent was refused for the retention of a front porch. 

At my site inspection of 26 September 2007, I found that internal works were being undertaken.  At a subsequent site meeting on 5 October 2007 it was established that chimney pieces were being modified and that plaster work had been removed from ceilings, walls and a (very interesting) historic partition.  The applicant was advised that this work is unauthorised.  

In October 2007 listed building consent and planning permission was refused for the proposed construction of a garden lounge extension.

PPG15 paragraphs C.5 and C.6 emphasise the importance of listed building historic fabric as a record of building development and change, ie “subsequent additions … are often of interest in their own right as part of the building’s organic history.  Generally, later features of interest should not be removed merely to restore a building to an earlier form.”  and “..In general the wholesale reinstatement of lost, destroyed or superseded elements of a building or an interior is not appropriate..”.  
PPG15 paragraph C.3 emphasises that:

“Alterations should be based on a proper understanding of the structure .. old works should not be sacrificed merely to accommodate the new”.

PPG 15 paragraph C.60, Plasterwork, suggests that:

“All old plain plasterwork should be preserved where possible..”

Paragraph C.61, Chimney pieces and Chimney breasts, suggests that:

“The removal of a later chimney piece of interest should not normally be allowed, even if an earlier open hearth is known to survive behind it. The removal of a chimney breast is almost never acceptable, not least because it may affect the structural stability of the building.”

Paragraph C.58 suggests that:  

“The plan of a building is one of its most important characteristics.  Interior plans and individual features of interest should be respected and left unaltered as far as possible .. staircases, panelling … doors and doorcases, mouldings .. wall decorations are part of the special interest of a building and may be its most valuable feature.”

PPG 15 paragraph B.10, Late approval of details, suggests that:

“The authority must always be satisfied that it has adequate information to assess the effect of proposed works on the listed building before granting consent;  the extent of the work, the method to be used, and the materials involved are all important.”

PPG 15 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.”

The application is retrospective (although this is not stated in the submission and appears to have confused consultees).  It only concerns one element of the unauthorised works discovered on 26 September 2007 and examined more thoroughly at a meeting of the 5 October 2007, ie the removal of modern plaster.   The “before works” photos submitted appear to show lath and plaster work rather than “modern plaster”.   Furthermore, no details have been submitted in respect of plaster removal, the making good of timber partition and other surfaces and the constituents and form of the new plaster (although the applicant suggested that this was dry hydraulic lime at the meeting of 5 October 2007; it was also suggested that lath and plasterwork dated from the 1960s).

The “before works” photos also show, for example, that an internal historic plank door has been replaced with a half glazed door and that one chimney piece has been significantly altered and remodelled.  

In my opinion the timber panel work appears in good condition.  However, I am not convinced from the information submitted that works have not been damaging to the special interest of the listed building - layers of building history up to 400 years old might have been lost without any archaeological record.



	SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The information submitted does not confirm that implemented works have not harmed the character and fabric of the listed building. 



	RECOMMENDATION: That listed building consent be REFUSED.


DATE INSPECTED: 














