
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL
	Ref: AD/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2012/0898/P (LBC) & 3/2012/0897/P (PA)

	Development Proposed:
	Alterations to a Grade II listed building both internal and to rear elevation at 2 Abbey Croft, The Sands, Whalley

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council – No observations received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	RVBC (Countryside Officer) – if minded to approve, standard protected species (bats) planning condition required.

English Heritage – Do not wish to offer any comments on this occasion. 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

	Letter of objection received from the owner of 1 Abbey Croft in concern to the removal of the wall between the kitchen and living room:

1. Important historic fabric contributing to essential character of building;

2. Supporting wall for the first and second floors which are both in shared ownership between 1 and 2 Abbeycroft; contributes to the integrity and strength of the upper floors;

3. Noise will result from wall removal to 1 Abbeycroft as single brick walls in kitchen;

4. Fire safety – removal of wall could be a fire hazard to 1 Abbeycroft as single brick walls in kitchen.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

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

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings (setting).

Policy ENV16 - Development Within Conservation Areas.

Policy G1 - Development Control.

NPPF

HEPPG

Whalley Conservation Area Appraisal.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The proposal has an unduly harmful impact upon the character and significance of the listed building because of the loss of important historic fabric and alterations to historic plan form. Contrary to Policy ENV20 of the Local Plan.



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

	Nos.1, 2 and 3 Abbeycroft (one entry in list) is a Grade II listed row of three houses: 

‘probably originally one, mid C17, altered late 19th Century ... sandstone rubble …2 storeys, with attic …  Windows C19, chamfered with central mullion … Doors have chamfered stone surrounds … Inside, the door of No.2 opens against a firehood baffle. The heck post and bressumer are moulded and stopped. Above the bressumer is a ceiling beam, 2 studs remaining of the plastered infill which must have joined them. No3 not accessible at time of survey, but said to have bressumer for a firehood which backed onto that in No 2, and an outshut which contains a dog-leg stair with turned balusters and moulded handrail. Nos 2 and 3 have ceiling beams with quarter-round mouldings … RCHM report by Sarah Pearson dated August 1979’ (list description).  

A heritage statement was submitted with 3/2010/0402 (No 1 Abbeycroft):

LCC (Archaeology) noted ‘the report reaches the conclusion that No 1 Abbey Croft is likely to have been part of the original mid - C17 build, and not a later C19 extension as suggested by Sarah Pearson … building … subject of extensive alteration during the C19 and C20’;  

In summary, Jonathan Ratter’s heritage statement suggests that No 1 has 17th century origins (paragraph 2.2).  The lack of heating and the doorway near the centre of the front wall suggests a possible non-domestic origin (2.2).  Mid/late 19th century alterations were drastic and included the installation of a new first floor with softwood joists and a new staircase, the construction of a new brick flue against the existing party wall and the construction of new brick walls on the ground floor – it is also suggested that the ground floor stone flags are almost certainly of the 19th century as the brick walls are built off foundations that are below floor level (2.3).  Mid/late 20th century works include the renewal of all glazing (except for one window which retains leaded lights) with softwood casements, alterations to the 19th century fireplace opening and damp proofing measures including asphalt flooring, water proof cement rendering and an electro-osmotic damp proof course (2.4).  It is also suggested that the poor quality of the rubble stonework makes it almost certain that the 17th century house was covered by a roughcast and lime wash and that it was exposed as part of the Victorian works.  Exposure of stone that was originally designed to be covered is probably one of the causes of the damp problem that required remedial works in the 20th century.

Sarah Pearson’s report states:

 ‘both of the central bays of the present building were originally heated by timber and plaster firehoods. These are of an unusual type with both a ceiling beam and a bressumer beam a couple of feet lower. They are joined by studs and the gaps must have been plastered to start with. The N hood is arranged normally with the bressumer chamfered and stopped on a carved heck post of a small screen …

all three main rooms on the ground floor have beams with quarter round mouldings. It is not therefore easy to ascertain their original functions. The central room has, as stated above, most likely to have been the hall. The N room may have been a kitchen, or may have been a heated parlour …one thing which makes it difficult to understand the layout is that there is no evidence for the site of the original main doorway. It might have been in the N bay against the heck of the firehood forming a lobby entrance …the presence of symmetrically turned balusters suggests that it cannot have been built much later than the middle of the century, perhaps c.1660 at the latest …

considerably modernised in the late C19 …and the exterior completely gone over so that no trace of the original openings remain. It is unusually high for a C17 building and, since the roof is clearly not original, it is possible that it was also heightened at this time (cf. Jonathan Ratter – ‘re-roofing, retaining the original truss and some of the purlins) ’.

The range is prominently sited within Whalley Conservation Area and is visually associated with other listed buildings including Whalley Abbey West Gatehouse (Grade I and scheduled monument). 

The latest application submissions include a heritage assessment by Gary Miller with specific reference to No2 Abbeycroft:
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(page 6).

[image: image2.wmf]
(page 35; Conclusions).
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(page 37; Relative significance of individual features).

Site history

Fencing has recently been erected between No1 and No2 Abbeycroft [Part 2 Minor Operations Class A (1)(d) of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development Order) 1995 - emphasises the building’s subdivision?].
3/2012/0515 & 0516 – Internal and external alterations to a Grade II listed building. LBC and PP refused 31 July 2012 because “The proposal has an unduly harmful impact upon the character and significance of the listed building because of the loss of important historic fabric and alterations to historic plan form (including heck post screen, internal wall between lounge and kitchen, formation of external doorway, blocking without memory of door from C19 re-modelling and insertion of new staircase from ground to second floor). This is contrary to Policies ENV20 and ENV19 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan”.

Site inspection 5 July 2012 - most walls, chimney stack and timberwork had been stripped [no patina of age left and appear to have received a harsh cleaning treatment; includes the screen/heck of the fireplace (a previous site inspection at No 3 Abbeycroft revealed the existence of wattle and daub infill to timber panels subsequently plastered over)] and an opening for a new stair to second floor created (joists cut; laths are riven). 

A pre-application site meeting was held in March 2012. A letter subsequently advised “the proposed: demolition of the historic wall (ground floor between living room and the kitchen); insertion of roof lights; rear extension and construction of an office within the garden are unlikely to be supported by officers should applications be received.  The proposed: attic conversion; restoration of floor levels; replacement of stairs; modification of fireplace and surround and removal of modern wall divisions may be acceptable subject to considerations of detail and significance and a robust justification”. Photographs were taken; site notes record:

(i) ‘said ok to do a little exploratory work above (kitchen/living room) door – looks square cut’;

3/2010/0402/P (LBC) - Replacement windows and minor internal alterations at No 1. LBC granted 21 October 2010. Ancient Monuments Society concerned at level of information submitted prior to Jonathan Ratter’s report because of potential impacts for whole range. The architect referred to No 2:

‘No.2 is in a similar condition to No.1 prior to the recent works with extensive signs of damp ingress, particularly to the party wall with No.1. No.2 still has the asphalt floor over stone flags, however there is no sign that it had an injection dpc or cement render to the walls that No.1 had. The asphalt is effectively a dpm, similar in principle to visqueen, though not as effective. It is our considered view (and of Jonathan Ratter) that the replacement of an asphalt dpm (within No.1 or No.2 Abbeycroft) with a visqueen dpm will have no material impact on the fabric of the building range as a whole’.

3/2010/0162/P (LBC) - Retrospective application for replacement windows and minor internal alterations at No 1. LBC refused 23 April 2010.

The case officer has visited No.3 Abbeycroft in the provision of pre-application advice. The bressumer, a C17 staircase and wattle and daub infill timber framing were noted (see photographs). 

3/1993/0393 – addition of first floor window in gable end (No 1).  LBC granted 17 August 1993.

3/1987/0133 & 0134 – roof repairs (1-3 Abbeycroft).  LBC granted 12 May 1987.

Legislation, policy and guidance

Mindful of the status of the emerging LDF, note is made of the opinions in Mynors C., 'Listed Buildings, Conservation Areas and Monuments' (2006) and the discussion of 'Applications for planning permission' and 'Overlapping statutory duties' at 14.2 ff. He concludes that 'the order of preference must be: 

(1) the development plan, so far as material; 
(2) the effect of the proposed development on any listed buildings or their setting or on any conservation area; 
(3) the responses to publicity and consultation; and then 
(4) any other material considerations'. 

Mynors states that 'It follows that the duties under the Listed Buildings Act are subordinate to the duty to have regard to the plan, but that they are still more important than the duty to have regard to any other material consideration'. Other material considerations would appear to include the NPPF.

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990

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.

Section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states that in considering whether to grant planning permission for development that affects a listed building or its setting, the local planning authority shall have special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses.

Section 72 (1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states that in the exercise of planning functions special attention shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a conservation area.

Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan

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”.

Policy ENV19 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan states that “development proposals on sites within the setting of buildings listed as being of special architectural or historic interest, which cause visual harm to the setting of the building, will be resisted. In assessing harm caused by any proposal the following factors will be taken into account:

(i) the desirability of preserving the setting of the building;

(ii) the effect of the proposed development on the character of the listed building;

(iii) any effect on the economic viability of the listed building;

(iv) the contribution which the listed building makes to the townscape or countryside;

(v) the extent to which the proposed works would bring substantial benefits to the community including economic benefits and enhancement of the environment”.

Policy ENV16 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan concerns development proposals within conservation areas: 

‘’Within conservation areas development will be strictly controlled to ensure that it reflects the character of the area in terms of scale, size, design and materials. Trees, important open spaces and natural features will also be protected as appropriate. The desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a conservation area will also be a material consideration in deciding development proposals outside the designated area which would affect its setting or views into or out of the area’’.

The accompanying text states ‘The main elements of Council policy are retention and enhancement’.
Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan is a ‘saved policy’. This states ‘’In determining planning applications the following criteria will be applied:

(a) Development should be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of its size, intensity and nature;

(h) Materials used should be sympathetic to the character of the area’’.

The National Planning Policy Framework (27 March 2012): 

Paragraph 7 of the NPPF states that sustainable development has three dimensions. The creation of a high quality built environment and providing support to community cultural well being are part of the social role. Protecting and enhancing the built and historic environment is part of the environmental role;

Paragraph 17 states “within the overarching roles that the planning system ought to play, a set of core land-use planning principles should underpin both plan-making and decision-taking. These 12 principles are that planning should: 

 … conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance, so that they can be enjoyed for their contribution to the quality of life of this and future generations”.

Paragraph 126 states that local planning authorities should recognise that “heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource” which should be conserved in a “manner appropriate to their significance” . Local planning authorities should also take into account “the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets ... the wider social, cultural, economic and environmental benefits that conservation of the historic environment can bring ... the opportunities to draw on the contribution made by the historic environment to the character of a place”;
Paragraph 128 states “In determining applications, local planning authorities should require an applicant to describe the significance of any heritage assets affected, including any contribution made by their setting. The level of detail should be proportionate to the assets’ importance and no more than is sufficient to understand the potential impact of the proposal on their significance”.
Paragraph 129 states “Local planning authorities should identify and assess the particular significance of any heritage asset that may be affected by a proposal (including by development affecting the setting of a heritage asset) taking account of the available evidence and any necessary expertise. They should take this assessment into account when considering the impact of a proposal on a heritage asset, to avoid or minimise conflict between the heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of the proposal”.

Paragraph 130 “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 131 states “In determining planning applications, local planning authorities should take account of:

●
 the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and putting them to viable uses consistent with their conservation;

● 
the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to sustainable communities including their economic vitality; and

● 
the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness”.

Paragraph 132 states “When considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation. The more important the asset, the greater the weight should be. Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting. As heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and convincing justification”;
Paragraph 134 states “Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, including securing its optimum viable use”.

Paragraph 138 states “Not all elements of a World Heritage Site or Conservation Area will necessarily contribute to its significance. Loss of a building (or other element) which makes a positive contribution to the significance of the Conservation Area or World Heritage Site should be treated either as substantial harm under paragraph 133 or less than substantial harm under paragraph 134, as appropriate, taking into account the relative significance of the element affected and its contribution to the significance of the Conservation Area or World Heritage Site as a whole”.

Whalley Conservation Area Appraisal

The Whalley Conservation Area Appraisal (The Conservation Studio consultants; adopted by the Borough Council following public consultation 3 April 2007) states:

‘Continuing loss of original architectural details and use of inappropriate modern materials or details’ (Threats to the Whalley Conservation Area).
Historic Environment Planning Practice Guide

English Heritage (web-site 23 April 2012) advices “Following the publication of the National Planning Policy Framework, PPS5 was deleted. However the Practice Guide remains a valid and Government endorsed document pending Government's review of guidance supporting national planning policy as set out in its response to the select committee. The references in the document to PPS5 policies are obviously now redundant, but the policies in the NPPF are very similar and the intent is the same, so the Practice Guide remains almost entirely relevant and useful in the application of the NPPF”. 

 ‘the extent and importance of setting is often expressed by reference to visual considerations. Although views of or from an asset will play an important part, the way in which we experience an asset in its setting is also influenced by other environmental factors such as noise, dust and vibration; by spatial associations; and by our understanding of the historic relationship between places. For example, buildings that are in close proximity but not visible from each other may have a historic or aesthetic connection that amplifies the experience of the significance of each. They would be considered to be within one another’s setting” (paragraph 114);

“features such as tool marks, carpenter’s marks, smoke blackening, decorative painting, pargetting or sgraffito work are always damaged by sand-blasting and sometimes by painting or other cleaning, as is exposed timber. Such treatments are unlikely to be considered as repairs and would normally require listed building consent” (paragraph 151); 

“doors and windows are frequently key to the significance of the building.  Change is therefore advisable only where the original is beyond repair, it minimises the loss of historic fabric and matches the original in detail” (paragraph 152);

“even the most minor repairs can sometimes have an impact on the archaeological interest of a heritage asset and may reveal new information relating to the significance of that asset. The recording of evidence revealed by such works may therefore be appropriate” (paragraph 153);
“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 182);
 “the insertion of new elements such as doors and windows, (including dormers and roof lights to bring roof spaces into more intensive use) is quite likely to adversely affect the building’s significance ..  New elements may be more acceptable if account is taken of the character of the building”  (paragraph 185)
 “Doors and windows are frequently key to the significance of the building.  Change is therefore advisable only where the original is beyond repair, it minimises the loss of historic fabric and matches the original in detail.  Secondary glazing is usually more appropriate than double glazing where the window itself is of significance” (paragraph 152)
“it would not normally be acceptable for new work to dominate the original asset or its setting in either scale, material or as a result of its siting” (paragraph 178);

“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 179);
“The junction between new work and the existing fabric needs particular attention, both for is impact on the significance of the existing asset and the impact on the contribution of its setting… New openings need to be considered in the context of the architectural and historic significance of that part of the asset. Where new work or additions make elements with significance redundant, such as doors or decorative features, there is likely to be less impact on the asset’s aesthetic, historic or evidential value if they are left in place’  (paragraph 180);

“the introduction of new floors into a building or removal of historic floors and ceilings may have a considerable impact on an asset’s significance” (paragraph 184);
“small-scale features, inside and out, such as historic painting schemes, ornamental plasterwork, carpenter’s and mason’s marks, chimney breasts and stacks, inscriptions and signs, will frequently contribute strongly to a building’s significance and removing or obscuring them is likely to affect the asset’s significance’’ (paragraph 187);

“extant flooring materials will often be of interest in themselves. Additional care is needed on lower floors to ensure that archaeological interest below the finished surface is not adversely affected by proposed works” (paragraph 188);
“new services, both internal and external can have a considerable, and often cumulative, effect on the appearance of a building and can affect significance” (paragraph 189);

“restoration of a listed building requires its alteration and is almost always likely to need listed building consent and may require planning permission” (paragraph 158); 

“restoration … previous repairs may be historically important, and may provide useful information about the structure of the building, as will the recording of any features revealed by the work” (paragraph 159);

“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” (paragraph 160);

“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” (paragraph 161);

“restoration involving the stripping –off of later layers of work or abrasive cleaning is only likely to be acceptable where it can be shown that:

1. the later layers are not of significance in themselves.

2. they are damaging the original and other significant fabric.

3. by their removal there would be an enhancement to the significance of the building that outweighs the loss of the later addition” (paragraph 163).

The ‘Setting of Heritage Assets: English Heritage Guidance’ (EH, October 2011) states: 

“The numbers and proximity of heritage assets in urban areas means that setting is intimately linked to considerations of townscape and urban design” (2.2).

“The setting of some heritage assets may have remained relatively unaltered over a long period and closely resemble the setting in which the asset was constructed or first used. The likelihood of this original setting surviving unchanged tends to decline with age and, where this is the case, it is likely to make an important contribution to the heritage asset’s significance ... the recognition of, and response to, the setting of heritage assets as an aspect of townscape character is an important aspect of the design process for new development, and will, at least in part, determine the quality of the final result” (2.5).

“the cumulative impact of incremental small-scale changes may have as great an effect on the setting of a heritage asset as a large-scale development” (4.5).

“Removing Paint from Old Buildings” (SPAB Information Sheet 5,1994)

“before stripping any historic surface ask yourself if it is really necessary. Stripping may well remove interesting earlier surfaces, and the wrong method can damage the fabric underneath. In some cases it may be unjustified on historical or aesthetic grounds, particularly if the intention is to leave items stripped that were always meant to be covered”.

“Energy Efficiency and Historic Buildings: Application of Part L of the Building Regulations to Historic and Traditionally Constructed Buildings” (EH, November 2010) states : “where there are rooms in the roof, a 50mm ventilation path is recommended beneath the roof finish, insulation, vapour control layer and an internal lining (Stirling 2002).  It is important to maintain the through-flow of air when detailing new dormers or rooflights.  Few historic buildings would be able to meet these requirements” (page 57). 

‘Conservation Principles, Policies and Guidance for the Sustainable Management of the Historic Environment’ (English Heritage, 2008) identifies four groups of heritage values: Evidential, Historical, Aesthetic and Communal. 

‘Constructive Conservation in Practice’ (English Heritage, 2008) states “Constructive Conservation is the broad term adopted by English Heritage for a positive and collaborative approach to conservation that focuses on actively managing change …
The aim is to recognise and reinforce the historic significance of places, while accommodating the changes necessary to ensure their continued use and enjoyment  
… The Principles also underline the importance of a systematic and consistent approach to conservation. In order to provide this consistency, we are guided by a values-based approach to assessing heritage significance”.

Note is made of the Planning Inspector’s comments on appeal APP/T2350/E/03/1123798, 2 The Square, Whalley (26 November 2003; Grade II listed building; attic conversion) ‘’The Council raises no issue in relation to the internal works proposed to provide access and I have considered whether it would be possible to make a split decision, permitting these works, without the roof lights. However, I do not believe that to be a reasonable approach because there is insufficient detail on the scheme drawings to demonstrate how the existing ceiling joists would be adapted to provide a floor loading capacity or how what appears to be a new staircase would be supported. In this context it is not possible, in my view, to reach a conclusion that the works would not harm the special architectural or historic interest of the listed building’’ (paragraph 8).

Initial conclusions prior to 15 November 2012

It is not clear why a planning application has been submitted for the works.  In addition to proposed works, consent is sought for works already undertaken – however, no justification for these works or proposed amelioration is submitted. 

The applicant has recently enquired as to the possibility of commencing works relating to flood prevention before application decision.

The application does not provide sufficient information to describe or justify the unauthorised works found on 5 July 2012 (e.g. stripping of plaster including fireplace screen/spere; cleaning of timber framing; cutting through of joists and ceiling in attic stair provision). Indeed, the heritage assessment now suggests this fabric to be of high significance. The Ribble Valley has few examples of timber framing.

The heritage assessment refers to the high significance of the building exterior and contribution of the building to the setting of a number of important designated heritage assets. Abbeycroft’s facades are largely a product of the C19 remodelling. 

The stripping of plaster has revealed evidence for previous openings in the walling. However, no discussion is provided in respect to the restoration considerations at HEPPG paragraph 160 and 161 or robust justification provided for either the removal of the C19 doorway (without memory – see HEPPG paragraph 180) and the opening-up a defunct and deliberately superseded element of an earlier build (the heritage assessment does not speculate on the date of this feature; confusingly, the proposed re-opened door is to adopt the hoodmould motif of the C19 windows to this elevation; the proposed new door is shown to be of inappropriate stable door opening mechanism). 

In addition to the damage to joists from installation of the attic stair, I note of proposed second floor construction that  ‘the joists seating onto each of these timber beams must be checked for depth of seating and if required improved’. This outline proposal will impact on features identified in the heritage assessment as being of high significance.

I am mindful of the concerns of the adjoining resident in respect to the removal of the internal  living room/kitchen wall. The proposals are confusing in this respect – whilst the floor plans suggest that this element no longer forms part of the scheme, this is strongly contradicted by the design and access statement. In my opinion and mindful of the conclusions in the above heritage assessments, the retention of this walling is important as it is the housebody/gable wall to the original C17 yeoman’s house.  

Conclusions following receipt of revised scheme with deletion of proposed wall removal between lounge and kitchen and the re-opening of the old door in the rear elevation (15 November 2012)

Mindful of NPPF paragraph 130 and the historic assessment, I remain of the opinion that retrospective consent should not be given for the implemented works because important historic fabric would appear to have been lost (plasterwork including timber frame infill to fireplace screen/spere; beam cleaning; historic second floor joists in installing attic stair) and no justification for the works, methods used (beam cleaning) or details as to the amelioration of works have been submitted. Whilst site inspection suggests that some of the removed wall and ceiling plasterwork was probably modern and not of interest, the issue of replacement plasterwork has not been considered in the application.

The removal of the ground floor wall is still shown on the 15 November 2012 revised plans. Proposed works are not defined  - the annotations have been removed from the revised plan and section drawing and even less information (e.g. previous reference to increasing depth of seating of historic joists in historic beams) is now provided. In this regard, I am mindful of the Inspector’s comments in concern to the proposed loft conversion at 2 The Square Whalley.

The revised plans contain a significant change to first floor planform from that originally proposed – the bathroom is uncomfortably close to and obscuring of the chimney stack which, together with the enlarged enclosed stair landing, results in a harmful distortion to the historic shape of the room. The impact of new plumbing arrangements on historic fabric and character is not discussed.



	RECOMMENDATION: Refuse listed building consent and planning permission.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














