
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2011/0026/P (LBC)

	Development Proposed:
	Re-open passageway connecting both living areas in Higher Parkhead Cottage at Higher Parkhead Cottage, Accrington Road, Whalley

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No observations received.



	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

PPS5

HEPPG

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



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Evidence suggests that the proposal would be harmful to the character and significance of the listed building because of the loss and disruption to important historic fabric (possibly 17th century) and plan form.



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

	Parkhead Farmhouse is probably (list description) an early 17th century grade II listed building, altered in 1838.  The list description makes no reference to the interior of the property but previous inspection (unfortunately associated with unauthorised works) has revealed the existence of some very interesting 17th (perhaps earlier) features including oak panelling within the ‘Higher Parkhead Cottage’ element.  

Higher Parkhead Cottage

3/2009/0101 – hack out by hand the existing sand and cement pointing at the rear of the building and to repoint using a mixture of washed sand (3 parts), grit (2 parts) and lime (1 part, 3.5NHL).  LBC granted 1 April 2009.

3/2009/0099/P – replace rotten single glazed window frame with hardwood replica sash window, double rebated frame.  LBC granted 27 March 2009.

3/2008/0955/P – replace single glass units with new insulated glass units on rear of property.  LBC granted 8 January 2009.

3/2008/0151/P – repair leaking roof, to rebuild one red brick chimney in matching local stone in poor condition and to remove rotted rafter (pine/oak) and replace treated like for like.  LBC granted 14 April 2008.

3/2007/1021/P – retrospective application for removal of modern plaster from internal walls to reveal original features (oak panelling, beams, stone features etc).  LBC refused 3 January 2008. At an officer’s inspection of 26 September 2007, it was found that internal works had been undertaken.  At a subsequent meeting, it was established that chimney pieces were being modified and that plasterwork had been removed from ceilings, walls and a (very interesting) historic timber partition.  Application comments from the Council of British Archaeology – unauthorised works have taken place with the loss of historic fabric and features; this was archaeological evidence for the origins and development of the building.  

3/2007/0871/P & 0872/P – construct a garden lounge extension to provide additional ground floor space with direct access to the garden.  LBC & PP refused 18 October 2007.

3/2006/0539/P – retention of a front porch.  LBC refused 29 August 2006.

3/2000/0887/P – erection of a front porch.  LBC refused 13 February 2001.

3/1997/0390 – erection of garage. LBC granted 17 July 1997.

3/1996/0476 – retrospective application to alter existing window openings and internal works. LBC granted 11 October 1996. The plans show this included the replacement of original staircases, ceilings and floors.  

Parkhead Farm

3/2004/1182 – detached garage (Parkhead Farmhouse).  Planning permission granted 5 January 2005.

3/2003/0909 – convert garage back to residential use as it was prior to 1994.  LBC granted 5 December 2003.

3/2003/0908 – replace three windows in rear of Parkhead Farmhouse.  Existing frames are in poor condition and of inappropriate appearance.  LBC granted 5 December 2003.

3/1996/0475 – installation of two velux windows to roof at rear of building.  Installation of Oriel window to replace existing windows to roof at rear of building.  Oriel window to replace existing window.  LBC granted 8 August 1997.

3/1981/107 – proposal to extend ground floor kitchen and construct two bedrooms over.  LBC granted 17 March 1981.

3/1980/466 – proposed kitchen extension and addition of two bedrooms at first floor level.  Planning permission refused 28 October 1980.

The historic Parkhead Farm complex was subject to residential conversion and redevelopment in the early 1990s to produce 6 dwellings.  

Section 16(2) of the Planning (Listed Buildings & 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.

Planning Policy Statement 5 ‘Planning for the Historic Environment’ (PPS5, March 2010) states at paragraph 7 that government objectives for planning for the historic environment include: the delivery of ‘’sustainable development by ensuring that policies and decisions concerning the historic environment ..recognise that heritage assets are a non-renewable resource..’’ and the conservation of  “.. England’s heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance by ensuring that .. decisions are based on the nature, extent and level of that significance, investigated to a degree proportionate to the importance of the heritage asset ..”.

PPS5, Policy HE7.2 states  “in considering the impact of a proposal on any heritage asset, local planning authorities should take into account the particular nature of the significance of the heritage asset and the value that it holds for this and future generations.  This understanding should be used by the local planning authority to avoid or minimise conflict between the heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of the proposal’’.

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, environment, 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 HE7.4 states “local planning authorities should take into account .. the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets ..”.

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 179, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG refers to historic fabric and significance.


“179 – 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”.  

Paragraph 181, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG suggests that modern expectations may need to be tempered in order to safeguard the character of heritage assets.

‘’181 – when a building is adapted for new uses, its form as well as its external and internal features may impose constraints. Some degree of compromise in use may assist in retaining significance. For example, headroom may be restricted and daylight levels may be lower than usually expected’’.

Paragraph 54-57 of the HEPPG reiterate 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 54)’’.

‘’understanding the extent of the fabric that holds that interest is also important because this can, amongst other things, lead to a better understanding of how adaptable the asset may be.. (paragraph 56)’’.

Paragraph 160 and 161, Restoration, of the HEPPG states that

“160 – restoration is likely to be acceptable if:

1.
The significance of the elements that will be restored decisively outweigh the significance of those that will be lost. 

2.
The work proposed is justified by compelling evidence of the evolution of the heritage asset, and is executed in accordance with that evidence.

3.
The form in which the heritage asset currently exists is not a result of a historically significant event.

4.
The work proposed respects previous forms of the heritage asset.

5.
No archaeological interest is lost if the restoration work could later be confused with the original fabric.

6.
The maintenance implications of the proposed restoration are considered to be sustainable”.

“161 – restoration works are those that are intended to reveal or recover something of significance that has been eroded, obscured or previously removed. 


.. however, additions and changes in response to the changes and needs of owners and occupants over time may themselves be a key part of the asset’s significance” .
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’.  It states that “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”.

The submitted design and access statement suggests “it is believed that the ‘annex’ was added on to the house around the mid 1800s (according to York archives).  Unfortunately, we do not have any knowledge about when the passageway was blocked up”.  However, the 1844 Ordnance Survey map shows the wing in question.  Also, an extract from an historic assessment commissioned by the neighbour at Parkhead Farmhouse states (adjacent photographs of Higher Parkhead Cottage) “the ‘annex’ was built on in the 17th century when the house was sub-divided.  A parlour may have been sited on its ground floor…the rear of the building shows considerable signs of rebuilding, and several blocked windows …evidence from the building itself would imply that the house was divided into two around the 1670s ..”.

In my opinion, and mindful of the conditions under which the HEPPG suggests restoration might be considered acceptable (paragraph 160) the proposal appears speculative and is harmful to the character and significance of the listed building.  The significance of the doorway and reasons for/date of blocking of the doorway are far from clear (eg the submitted photograph and inspection of the visible fabric provides little information; the uncovering of oak panelling in adjacent rooms suggests an interesting and complicated building history which has yet to be comprehensively assessed).  Whilst existing access to the kitchen is not ideal, I note from recent plans that a stairway between ground and first floor within the ‘annex’ has been removed by the applicant.



	RECOMMENDATION: That listed building consent be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














