
Development Control Committee 10th September 2018

Updates Sheet

HPK/2017/0247 – Land off Linglongs Road, Whaley Bridge 

A letter of objection from Cllr Michael Dean, Whaley Bridge Town Council has been 
received stating: 

1. We are all aware that there is a great need for housing in the country as a whole 
and Derbyshire is no exception. The wholesale stopping of all developments will not 
alleviate this but also the building of 107 high specification houses will not help 
alleviate the chronic housing shortage, especially among the low paid and first time 
buyers.

2. I would be against the development in every aspect unless housing is built for the 
aforesaid demographic. I would recommend a 50/50% split between affordable 
housing and housing built for the speculative market. The one thing Whaley Bridge 
and its residence do not need is more 3, 4, 5 bedroom 2 bathroom houses when 
people born and raised in the town will not be able to afford them and so will not be 
able to live in the area.

A letter from Ruth George MP has also been received stating: 

 Approximately 50 additional detailed documents have been added to the 
public portal, giving no time for residents to read and respond to such a large 
amount of new information. 

 Local people have a democratic right to scrutinise and respond to the details, 
which will have a very immediate impact on dozens of residents whose 
gardens adjoin the site and which their homes overlook. 

 This important decision must not be made on the basis of such a huge 
number of revised plans, publicised at the last minute only one working day 
before the committee meeting. 

 The Council have already been criticised by the ombudsman for their 
treatment of the application on the site and for not following due process. 

 Residents will consider it a betrayal of the democratic process for the 
application to proceed to Committee on Monday; I call on you to withdraw the 
application from the agenda to give residents proper time for consideration of 
the revised plans. 

Officer comments 

In response to the letter from the MP, paragraph 3.6 of the committee report sets out 
the changes shown in the latest set of plans. The changes to the layout relate to the 
retention of trees T57, 58 and 69, which are considered to be veteran trees. As a 
consequence, the road serving the cul de sac has now been realigned resulting in 
the retention of tree 57 and 58. Plot 12 is orientated to face onto the cul de sac and 
plot 500 (now plot 102) repositioned to the south east section of the site. These 
changes are contained wholly within the site and do not affect any existing residents. 
No other changes are proposed.  Whilst a number of plans and documents have 



recently been uploaded onto the Councils web site, they only reflect this change to 
the layout, ensuring that all plans and documents are consistent.   

In determining whether it is necessary to re-consult, the National Planning Practice 
Guidance at paragraph 26 sets out guidance for Local Planning authorities on the 
factors which should be taken into account in determining whether re-consultation 
should take place. It advises that:

“Where an application has been amended it is up to the local planning authority to 
decide whether further publicity and consultation is necessary. In deciding whether 
this is necessary the following considerations may be relevant:

 were objections or reservations raised in the original consultation stage 
substantial and, in the view of the local planning authority, enough to justify 
further publicity?

 are the proposed changes significant?
 did earlier views cover the issues raised by the proposed changes?
 are the issues raised by the proposed changes likely to be of concern to 

parties not previously notified?”

In this case, although objections were received in respect of the loss of trees, the 
new layout now ensures that more trees are to be retained on the site. Officers do 
not consider the amended layout to be a significant change to the layout (affecting 2 
plots out of 107 and the realignment of one cul de sac) and the amendments 
address the earlier views and concerns raised. In addition officers do not consider 
that the change to the layout is likely to raise concerns with any party not already 
notified. Officers therefore concluded that applying National Planning Policy 
Guidance, re-consultation in respect of this reserved matters application was not 
necessary. 

In addition, the Council’s Statement of Community Involvement states that “Re-
notification is not undertaken for minor changes to plans, however significant 
alterations may require additional consultation.” – paragraph 7.12.  For the reasons 
set out above, Officers consider the changes to the plans to be minor and therefore 
that additional consultation was not necessary.

The comments of the other objector are noted, however as set out in the committee 
report, the Policy H4 of the adopted Local Plan requires a provision of 30% of 
affordable housing on sites comprising 25 units or more, therefore to seek a greater 
proportion would not be policy compliant. 

The revised planning layout plan still shows the removal of Tree 44 (located where 
the second access was originally proposed) to be removed, this conflicts with the 
revised detailed Landscaping Plans which show its retention. Consequently it is 
recommended that a condition be imposed stating: 

1. Notwithstanding the details shown on the revised planning layout plan ref 
466/P/PL/01 Rev Q, tree 44 as shown on the approved master landscaping plan and 
detailed landscaping plans shall be retained.  



HPK/2018/0068 - The George & Dragon

An additional plan has been received from the applicant, Nexus Planning, to address 
the concerns of residents regarding there being sufficient space for the bins to be 
stored on refuse collection days. This is indicated on plan ref GD-BTP-00-SP-DR-A-
3249-101_3 as “bin dwell area”. 

Further comments from members of the public and a petition signed by 71 people 
has been received raising the following issues:

 The new access will have an impact upon road safety, particularly for children 
crossing at peak times

 A reduction in car parking spaces will force those who visit the pub to park on 
nearby streets causing disruption to local residents

 The development is not sufficient quality to be considered appropriate within 
the Conservation Area

 Major effect upon main road leading to more accidents
 People will either park in dangerous places within the village or will not bother 

to stop, leading to the closure of businesses
 Dangerous for drivers exiting and entering the proposed development
 The Council’s attention has been drawn to the cottage building attached to the 

pub which is currently ‘for sale’ as a two bedroom dwelling. It is noted that the 
building does not have a lawful use as a residential dwelling at present and a 
change of use would be required for this type of development.

 Some village shops have an arrangement whereby their customers can use 
the pub car park, there would be a real risk to the viability of these shops if 
customers were unable to park. 

HPK/2018/0161 – Bridge Mills, Tintwistle

DCC Highways 

Awaited in respect of layout changes as per the comments in the committee report. 

HPBC Waste

07.09.18

The technical response with regard to surface construction is adequate for my 
records.  Specific collection arrangements will be communicated to residents once 
they move into their new homes.

Agent

In response to the earlier comments of HPBC Waste, the applicant has stated that 
NHBC require long drives to be constructed to adoptable construction thicknesses so 
fire and refuse vehicles do not cause damage. 

HPBC Waste

05.09.18



I have reviewed the plan and the main access route seems adequate, however, I 
note the reference to “private driveways” which appears to relate to the red spotted 
areas.  This would be an issue of concern as we generally would not drive an RCV 
onto private areas and if the areas are of block paving then that in itself is a problem 
regarding weight of vehicle and potential damage.  Generally, when we have had 
similar developments residents are instructed to present bins at a point adjacent to 
the public highway. This could present a problem due to the distance particularly 
from properties bordering the penning trail / river.

HPBC Independent Valuer

A further update is awaited, however, as discussed in the officer committee report, 
the agreement of the re-appraisal concerning the total provision of affordable 
housing units and ‘Affordable Housing Scheme’ is a matter controlled by the s106 
legal agreement rather than reserved matters submission.

Derbyshire Police

The amended ‘outer side’ boundary treatment adjacent to the open space is noted.

The amended Folkestone plot 111 has a door to a hallway at the ground floor and 
WC window at the first floor.  Neither are habitable rooms so there is no real outlook.  
I would suggest adding a lounge window to the side elevation as a special plot, or 
preferably replacing for an end facing Ennerdale type.

Plots 93 and 94 are either side of the road junction for the sewage works access, but 
some distance from the works themselves.  The junction is still a key node and likely 
to be a general turning space so some outlook is desirable.  Initially the road facing 
the side elevations of both plots were enclosed with fencing and walling. Later 
revisions exposed the side elevation of plot 94 when it was altered to a Folkestone 
type, but with no side treatment.  The Maidstone unit at plot 93 has a small ground 
floor side window but outlook is obscured by a full length stone wall.  Whilst I accept 
that the junction is less significant than others, as it wraps around two house corners, 
I still consider that some outlook is needed.  This could be achieved by dropping 
back the side wall at plot 93, treating the side of plot 94 (to habitable rooms) or both.

I am not convinced about the proposed TPT arrangement at present, however, I 
have not viewed the engineering and levels drawings for the TPT and accepting that 
these may dictate the layout to some degree.  Initially (for the indicative outline 
layout), the TPT was separate from the development with a single narrow link which I 
advised should be amended.  The detail of the current application altered the aspect 
of the trail with formalised links through the site and the orientation of houses 
changed to the front of the TPT and junctions.  This fundamentally changed the 
territorial aspect of the development, but given the benefit of having the trail 
overlooked to a degree and with the boundary definition initially suggested I was 
happy that the problems of reduced resident territoriality and increased permeability 
were balanced.  



With all boundaries except surface changes and kerbing removed I am concerned 
about this balance and the reasons suggested for the removal of railing along the 
TPT edge doo not stack up at face value.  There appears to be no less room for 
resident access/egress than with the previous layout with the estate rail included.  If 
on balance there is no reasonable prospect of including the rail to define the public 
trail edge from private driveways, my suggestion would be to reinforce private 
curtilages with additional sections of estate rail, as included within other road facing 
house boundaries on site.  This would replace the majority of the currently proposed 
hedging on the TPT edge, which is likely to reduce outlook in time anyway.  If 
planting to this edge is desired it may be low growing shrubs to maintain sightlines.  
If there is a prospect of re-introducing the rail shown on earlier site plan revisions, 
then my advice would be to do so.

The addition of communal gating for shared garden access is noted.  As there is no 
detail of a locking schedule and key locking from both sides of these gates would be 
needed for practical use, I would ask that this matter is either subject to additional 
approved plans or a condition of approval.

Environment Agency

Awaited as per the comments in the committee report.

Officer Comment

The resolution of these outstanding matters are unlikely to alter the report 
recommendation noting that the applicant has agreed to time extend to the 20th 
September 2018 to address these matters raised.

Amended recommendation:

Delegate authority to the Chair and Operations Manager – Development 
Services to Approve the application subject to the above matters being 
satisfactorily resolved and the conditions as set out in the officer report. 

HPK/2018/0120 – MacCarthy & Stone, Buxton

Historic England Advice 

The application site is the site of the former bottling plant. The site lies on the north 
side of Station Road on rising land. The site is located outside and is visible from 
both the Central and Hardwick conservation areas. Both conservation areas contain 
numerous listed buildings; prominent within the Central conservation area is the 
Grade I listed Crescent and the associated Grade II registered park and garden 
(PAG) of the Slopes. The proposed development has the potential to affect the 
significance the conservation areas and numerous listed buildings within derive from 
their settings. 

We have been consulted on additional information in relation to planning application 
HPK/2018/0120. We have previously provided advice on the proposals in our letter 



of 2nd May 2018, including an assessment of significance, which remains relevant to 
the determination of this application. 

The additional information provided includes a Heritage Statement (8th August 2018) 
and amended plans. It will be for your authority to consider whether the Heritage 
Statement provides a robust and accurate analysis of the impact of the proposal on 
the significance of heritage assets in line with paragraph 189 and 190 of the NPPF 
2018. As previous advised, in our view, current proposal would have a harmful 
impact on the significance individual listed buildings derive from their setting 
including the Station and the Viaduct, and the Grade II registered Slopes (PAG). It 
would also have a harmful impact on the significance which the Central and 
Hardwick conservation areas derive from their setting. We do not agree with the 
conclusion within the Heritage Statement that there would be no harm to the setting 
of the nearby conservation areas, listed buildings and the Grade II PAG. 

In relation to the amended plans, we note amendments to the design, in particular 
amendments to the south elevation, which is prominent within the street scene. 
Whilst we acknowledge the revised design has broken up the massing of this 
elevation to some extent, improving its overall appearance, the amendments fail to 
fully address our previous concerns in relation to the proposed scale of the building 
as outlined in our previous advice letter of 2nd May 2018. 

We consider that the scale of the building remains unduly dominant and would have 
a harmful impact on the significance of individual listed buildings including the 
Station and the Viaduct, and the Grade II registered Slopes. It would also have a 
harmful impact on the significance which the conservation areas derive from their 
setting. In addition it appears to us that the proposal fails to correspond to your own 
SPD. 

Our advice is given in line with the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation 
Areas) Act 1990, the National Planning Policy Framework, the Planning Practice 
Guidance and the Historic Environment Good Practice in Planning Notes 2-3.

Historic England has concerns regarding the application on heritage grounds as 
outlined above. We believe the scale of the building remains unduly dominant and 
recommend that it is reduced. Ultimately it will be for your authority as the decision-
maker to weigh the public benefits associated with the scheme against the harm, 
taking into account any ‘clear and convincing’ justification (paragraph 193,194 and 
196 of the NPPF 2018). 

In determining this application you should bear in mind the statutory duty of section 
66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 to have 
special regard to the desirability of preserving listed buildings or their setting or any 
features of special architectural or historic interest which they possess. 

Officer Comment

The Historic England comments have been considered by the Council’s 
Conservation Officer. He has commented that it is beyond doubt that the building will 
be visible from significant vantage points – the lower paths of the Slopes, for 



example and from the Assembly Room windows of the Crescent (something which 
Historic England were concerned  about when the former Sainsbury’s proposals 
were being discussed).  However, our negotiations have been addressing these 
issues by seeking improvements to the elevations that can be seen from these 
vantage points.  

Whilst it would be preferable to see a development which is a storey lower 
throughout but that is not going to be viable for the developer and the benefits arising 
from the regeneration of this town centre site would not be realised.  We have long 
argued for a high quality landmark building on this site and the proposals 
undoubtedly, in his view, will be high quality in terms of finish and overall design 
ethos.   

Overall in the light of the Historic England comments, it is considered that there 
would be harm to the setting of designated Heritage Assets in the form of the 
Conservation Area and Listed buildings but, having considered the views of the 
Conservation Officer it is concluded that the harm would be less than substantial. 
The NPPF advises that 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, where appropriate, 
securing its optimum viable use. 

In this case the proposal would deliver public benefits in terms of providing 
residential accommodation for an aging population in a sustainable town centre 
location in close proximity to public transport, shops and existing and proposed 
public services. There would be economic benefits to the developer and through the 
construction industry supply chain and spending by future residents in the local 
economy. As the Conservation Officer has pointed out this development would 
regenerate a derelict gateway site in the town with an iconic building which has long 
been an aspiration in planning policy. 

Accordingly, despite the Historic England objection it is concluded that the planning 
balance remains in favour of approval of this scheme. 

Applicant comments

The following comment has been received from the applicant:

McCarthy & Stone, as a responsible constructor and manager of specialised 
retirement accommodation, therefore consider the imposition of a fire sprinkler 
condition, particularly at this late stage in the design and application process, 
to be unnecessary, overly prescriptive and there is no policy requirement for 
such a system.  Additionally the consultation response received from 
Derbyshire Fire and Rescue Service which recommends a fire sprinkler 
system is based on guidance and not policy. McCarthy & Stone do not believe 
the imposition of the type of fire protection used within its development is a 
concern of the planning system and believe that the imposition of this 
condition is unnecessary and should be excluded.

Officer Comment



Having reviewed the applicant’s comments in the light of the adopted local plan it is 
considered that there is insufficient policy basis to support the inclusion of this 
condition and it should be omitted.

Amended recommendation

A: Approve subject to Section 106 agreement to secure:

 Plan monitoring fee of £5,000. 
 £10,000 towards Traffic Regulation Orders, implementation, management 

and maintenance of active car parking signage and enhancement of 
existing bus stop shelters 

 Minimum of 2 hours care per week. 

and the conditions set out in the officer report minus condition relating to 
sprinkler system

B. In the event of any changes being needed to the wording of the Committee’s 
decision (such as to delete, vary or add conditions/informatives/planning 
obligations or reasons for approval/refusal) prior to the decision being issued, 
the Operations Manager – Development Services has delegated authority to do 
so in consultation with the Chairman of the Planning Applications Committee, 
provided that the changes do not exceed the substantive nature of the 
Committee’s decision.

HPK/2017/0692 – Simmondley Lane 

Additional Representations

An additional 5 No. representations have been received since publication of the 
Committee Agenda. Details can be read on file. A summary of the issues raised is 
provided below.

Flooding

 Photographs have been submitted with comments stating that they refer to a 
recent (last) flooding incident, during which properties were damaged, which 
was costly to repair. It is stated that building on land that acts as a soakaway 
would be a problem which would lead to future flooding. A couple of photos 
have been inserted for viewing.

 It is felt that drainage issues have not been adequately addressed.

Highways safety

 The methodology of the most recent speed survey has been questioned, 
considering that as the survey was undertaken during school holidays this 
would not be a true representation of the traffic on the road. It is suggested 
that a further survey should be carried out during term time at peak times. It is 
trusted that members will view the site before making a decision.



Officer comment

The additional representations reiterate issues previously raised, i.e. flooding a 
methodology of the speed survey.

As regards flooding, as noted in the Officer Report (7.37-7.39):

 The Environment Agency (EA) and DCC Flood Risk Team commented on the 
previously approved application. The EA concluded that the site is not located 
in a high flood risk environment and as such the EA had no comments to 
make. DCC Flood Risk Team did not raise any objections but provided some 
suggestions, including keeping impermeable surfaces to a minimum, adopting 
Sustainable Drainage Systems where possible, carrying out ground 
investigations and considering if ground infiltration can be adopted rather than 
discharging into a surface water body or public sewer system, plus 
investigating if there are hidden watercourses on the site. 

 United Utilities have raised no objection to the current application, subject to 
conditions relating to details of surface water and foul drainage.

The footprint of the proposed buildings and proposed hard surfacing are barely any 
different than the latest approved scheme. Hence, the current application does not 
raise any additional flood risk concerns than the applications that have already been 
previously approved. Neither of the statutory consultees that deal with drainage 
and/or surface water runoff/flooding have raised any objections.

As noted in the Officer Report (‘conditions’) 2 No. conditions are recommended 
relating to the submission of a surface water drainage scheme and foul and surface 
water shall be drained on separate systems.

As regards the speed survey, the Highway Authority has considered the information 
submitted and has raised no objections on the grounds of the survey not being 
methodologically sound.

Informatives

In light of the above comments it is recommended that an additional informative be 
attached to the decision:

In order to compile a suitable surface water drainage scheme for submission to the 
Local Planning Authority the developer is advised to consider the suggestions of 
DCC Local Lead Flood Authority. 

Conclusion/Recommendation

The comments of the further representations are noted. As the Highway Authority 
has not raised any concerns about the speed survey methodology it is considered 
that the results are acceptable. It is noted that some residents still have concerns 
regarding flood risk. However, a) none of the statutory consultees have raised any 
objections, b) the footprint and hard surfacing proposed barely differs to the previous 



approval for 2 No. dwellings, c) an additional informative is recommended and d) 
conditions have been proposed re foul and surface water drainage. Therefore the 
recommended remains as stated in the Officer Report, i.e. approval subject to 
conditions and informatives.

HPK/2018/0133 – Windy Haugh

Additional Representation

As a very near neighbour of the proposed dwelling, I must say that I fully support the 
proposal. Although I live directly opposite the site, it will be difficult to impossible to 
see into the site from our house, due the evergreen hedging and mature trees which 
I believe are subject to tree preservation orders. 

HPK/2018/0178 – Samas Roneo

Highway Authority - You will be aware of the Highway Authority’s previous 
concerns regarding the application proposals, particularly in respect of the delivery of 
a suitable access to serve the site and the internal estate street layout. The drawings 
attached to your e-mail show a revised junction layout – SK002 Rev C and swept 
path analysis for the turning areas - SK004. 

The revised junction layout has improved geometry and horizontal alignment, which 
is likely to be acceptable in principle from a highways perspective. The proposals 
have also been supported by a road safety audit, which did not raise any potentially 
insurmountable highway safety issues that could not be dealt with at a detailed 
design stage. Whilst the Highway Authority may still have some concerns regarding 
the potential conflict with existing drives on the opposite side of the road (to the 
development) it is unlikely this would be sufficient for it to be considered severe to 
justify and sustain an objection to on highway safety grounds. However, the 
applicant should be made aware that the implementation of such works, within 
highway limits, will need to be carried out under a section 278 Agreement with the 
Highway Authority; which requires a separate construction approval process for the 
layout and construction details. This may well require minor amendments to be 
undertaken to the design details.

It is also noted that your website includes a further revised application site boundary 
plan for this development (dated 29/8/2019).As previously advised the red-line site 
boundary is not considered sufficient to fully encompass the revised access 
arrangements shown on Drg No sk002 Rev C and it will rely on adjoining controlled 
land to enable the access to be delivered. No doubt your Authority are satisfied that 
this arrangement is acceptable and enforceable. 

However, in terms of the revised layout, the design outlined on drg No sk002 Rev C 
is much improved and could be used as a foundation for modifying the conditions - 
on the basis any minor amendments to the layout / construction will be undertaken 
as part of the construction approval process with the Highway Authority.

In terms of the internal estate street layout the applicant appears to have revised the 
layout plan – drg no 002 rev E – generally in accordance with previous highway 
comments and has provided an increased highway corridor width (6m wide) for the 



majority of the primary estate street. This is likely to be sufficient to protect / provide 
any future access proposals to Gamesley Station.

The majority of other issues identified in my consultation responses relating to this 
site also appear to have been addressed, however, it is noted that the awkward 
parking arrangements for plot 17 still exist. However, one further concern remains 
with respect to the turning areas provided at the head of the cul-de-sacs. Based on 
the swept path analysis drawing included in your email the refuse vehicle is required 
to over-run pedestrian areas / verges and enter private areas in order to successfully 
undertake the turning manoeuvre. Whilst this demonstrates for planning purposes 
that vehicles can in theory turn, this would not be acceptable for adoption purposes 
where stand-alone turning facilities are required, so that all vehicles expected to use 
the street can turn wholly within highway limits; unless this can be achieved it may 
ultimately prejudice adoption of the estate streets in the form shown.

Whilst the Highway Authority may not be in a position  to raise an objection to the 
proposals as submitted, if the developer wishes to pursue adoption of the estate 
streets with the Highway Authority in the future it is likely further minor amendments 
to the layout will be required – these will also form part of the Highway Authority’s 
response to the reserved matters consent for this site (this may well require further 
substitution of plans if the layout is modified as part of that application).

HPK/2018/0236 – Overlea Farm

No further updates. 

HPK/2018/0328 – Market Arcade

Additional information has been provided by AEC the appointed Asbestos 
Consultant, below, thus providing an evidence base and methodology of the 
tendered proposals.

Court room 2
Due to the condition of the ceiling it is recommended the entire ceiling be removed in 
full as part of the main asbestos removal works.

Court room 1
This ceiling is in much better condition. However due to the type of ceiling (lath and 
plaster) and the amount of raw sprayed asbestos residues within the roof void and to 
the top of the ceiling it is recommended that the ceiling is replaced. This is due to the 
fact it will be difficult to guarantee the ceiling has been satisfactorily cleaned and no 
residues are trapped within the ceiling structure.
If the ceiling is left in situ then it will more than likely need encapsulating and 
recording on the asbestos register. It will also be subject to regular reinspections in 
accordance with the Control of Asbestos Regulations 2012. In addition it will then 
have a knock on affect regarding any future works.
Additional information has also been provided by the architect confirming:

 It is well documented the existing condition of the ceiling in fact in courtroom 2 
the ceiling has actually failed and large elements of the ceiling have already 



collapsed. Extracts have been provided  from one of the Refurbishment and 
Demolition surveys: J1136393 recently updated

 The asbestos issue aside, until Phase II is implemented we have a building 
with no means of heating. The email trail below supports the position that it 
would be an enormous  risk to complete lath and plaster works with no 
heating in a building or means of controlling environmental conditions. Post 
works in a Phase II we would upgrade the heating system and re-wire after 
the strip out in Phase I. We need to minimise any damage to historic faithful 
ceiling so again in terms of timing it is not feasible to complete a historic 
ceiling in Phase I and potential risk damage.

 Ornate Interiors has provided the following advice for re-instating the ceilings. 
The building temperature must be maintained at 5 degrees + in order for the 
plaster to fully cure over the 12 month period and the potential damage which 
can be done to the installed ceiling should work be carried out above.  This 
would support the argument that the ceilings shouldn’t be reinstated until the 
rooms are made usable and heated. in order to re-plaster the ceilings the 
building temperature must be maintained at 5 degrees + in order to let the 
sand lime plaster fully cure, this process can take 12 months to fully 
carbonate the plaster.

 Once the first coat of plaster has been applied to the lath, it is imperative that 
no works are carried out above in the roof void area, in order to minimise 
breaking the “nibs” of plaster above the lath.

 The prime reason of the nibs is to support the weight of the plaster on the 
ceiling, once broken or snapped off there is nothing holding up the ceiling.
1. Take site sections and squeezes of existing mouldings, also site 

dimensions for reinstatement of mouldings.
2. Full strip out of the mouldings and ceilings.
3. Inspect the structural timbers/beams for infestation/rot.
4. Replace any defective timber joists.
5. Carry out any ceiling void works to completion.
6. Install hardwood lath.
7. Apply first scratch coat of plaster and allow to fully cure, this could take up 

to 2 weeks, weather dependant. (mist with clean water as required).
8. Apply a float of sand lime plaster and allow to fully cure this could also 

take up to 2 weeks, weather dependant. (mist with clean water as 
required).

9. Apply setting coat of lime plaster.
10.Reinstate mouldings back to original dimensions once setting coat has 

cured.

Officer Comment

Whilst the removal of the ceiling and the inability to replace it immediately is 
unfortunate and will result in less than substantial harm to the listed building, it is 
considered that this would be outweighed by the public benefit of removing the 
asbestos. The technical aspect of the lack of heating in the building and the difficulty 
in providing a replacement until the interior of the building is heated is noted and 
therefore, subject to the safeguard of the condition requiring the permanent 
replacement to be provide prior to the building being brought back into any form of 
use, the scheme is considered to be acceptable.


