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INTRODUCTION

Edisford Hall Farmhouse is a grade 2 listed building. It adjoins Edisford Hall Cottages, a property

which has recently been renovated. The Heritage Assessment indicates that the Farmhouse has been
significantly aliered and rebuilt in recent years by the previous owners. Some of this is known {o have
been unauthorised. Enforcement has been taken on the unauthorised external works in the recent past.
The applicants and present owners of the property are seeking to undertake work which will as far as
possible reinstate the traditional construction details and farmhouse layout internally. There are also
aspects of the recent modernisation which do not function well and the proposed small extension to the
1984 extension attempts to solve the layout problems at the kitchen gable end and resolve the hidden
and awkward entrance to the house. The following information was included in the archaeological
assessment for the Cotlages:

‘Edisford Hall and Edisford Hall Cofiages are Listed as a single item. A pholograph on the Images of
Photograph 4 NE elevation Edisford Hall Farmhouse. England’ web site shows the east side of the Hall in 2002. At that time the facade was covered by a
cement render and had windows that were mostly of mid 18h century type, with flat-faced muflions and
2 and 3 fights. On the ground ifoor there was one 4-fight mullioned window of early 17th century type,
simifar to the one survivinig at the rear of the colfages. The windows fo the main facade of the Hall
between chimneys, were irreglilatly-spaced, suggesting thal the building pre-dates the 78th century:

By conirast, the facade of the cottages that are the subject of this report js lreated as a mirrored pair, with
adlacent central doorways, and gothick ogee heads fo the four windows. [t is visible from the road, like
Edisford Bridge Farmhouse opposite also has gothick windows. The style was presumably chosern fo
enhance the romaniic associalions of the localily, which was nexi fo the site of a medieval river crossing
and leper hospilal.

1t s likely that the alferations were cartied out by a /arge landowner - further research would be needed
fo confirm this. However, the Browsholme Hall estale is a candidate, as they were building follies and

outbuildings in a gothick style shortly afier 1800 and Browsholme Hall is approximately four miles away
from Edisford Bridge.”

Photograph 5 SW elevation Edisford Hall Farmhouse.
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ENGLISH HERITAGE LISTING DESCRIPTION

This building is listed under the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 as
amended for its special architectural or historic interest.

Name: EDISFORD HALL FARMHQUSE AND 2 COTTAGES ADJOINING TO NORTH

List entry Number: 1362278

Grade: li Date first listed: 16-Nov-1954

Summary of Building

SD 724 413 GREAT MITTON SD 74 SW 10/86

Edisford Hall Farmhouse and 2 cottages adjoining to north 16.11 1954 - If House and 2 cotrages, late
CI8th with Ci7th remains and late medieval fragmenis. Pebbledashed rubble with sandstone dressings
and stone slate roof. Two storeys. The cottages, fo the right, are of one bay each and have plain stone
window surrounds with ogee heads. Those on the ground floor have poppyheads above the ogees. The
windows are sashed, with curved glazing bars beneath the heads. The doors are paired and have plain
stone surrounds. Above is a re-set stone with 3 shields carved in relief. The upper 2 are inscribed "W’
and ‘T”. The lower one has a flower motif. The farmhouse is of 4 bays. The window to the right of the
door has plain reveals. The one to the left is of 4 lights, mullioned with outer chamfer and inner hollow
chamfer. At the fir left is a window with plain stone surround and square mullions, of 3 lights.

On the 1st floor are similar windows of 3 lights, 2 lights, 3 lights and 2 lights. The door; in the 5rd bay,
has a plain stone surround. At the right of the facade are 2 re-set stones with decorative motlfs. On

the 1st floor, to the right of the 2nd bay, are 2 re-set stornies carved with blank tracery in refief, having
cinquefoils with panel tracery above. Under the central arches are the monograms of Christ and the
Virgin Mary., Chimneys to the right of the lefi-hand bay, between the house and cottages, and on the
gable of the right-hand cottage. At the rear of this latter cotiage is a C17th window surround, now with
no mullions and partly blocked. The interior of the Jarmhouse was not accessible at time of survey bt
was said fo refain no features of interest.
Photograph 7 NE elevation Re-built porch Listing NGR: 8D7243341369
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BRIEFING - DESIGN DEVELOPMENT & CONSULTATION

The applicant wishes to restore the original character of the farmhouse and has given careful thought to
several design and layout options. The brief and the resulting proposed internal alterations presented
here seek to restore the building to its former historic layout. Reinstating key histerical aspects including
the subdivision of the present living room, the essential re-siting of the staircase to its previous historic
position in the rear wing and the re-creation of the pre-existing traditional tripartite first floor respecting the
historic bay divisions. The internal alterations are seeking to enhance the traditional and historic layout of
the farmhouse.

There is also a desire to reinstate the traditional roof pitch over the bathroom and repair the poor quality
modern window frames on the south west side. It is proposed to lime render the South gable and West
elevation walls of the original house to match the East Elevation and refain the existing ‘out shut’ and 1984
extension walls as stone facing as they are at present. The proposed new extension walls are o be clad
in a natural cedar (which weathers to a grey/silver finish) with a stone plinth. This is designed to provide

a readable contrast between the existing dwelling and the new addition. Following pre-application advice
further thought has been given to the extension to address the concerns about a “wrap around” onto the
existing historic gable. As a resuli the extension layout and design has been reconsidered as described

in the following section. The proposed small extension o the 1984 kitchen building would have negligible
impact on the building’s heritage. Indeed the exitension on the SE side of the 1984 extension is intended
to assist in reinstatement of the historic layout internally, improve the kitchen extension layout and improve
the form and appearance of the mono pitch. Practical issués being addressed in the extension include
retaining the existing necessary floor area in the kitchen and breakfast area whilst restoring the hall and
stairs into their original locatlion. There is also the need to provide access to boot cleaning at the “garden”
entrance to the kitchen which also includes a more adequate utility room space. This small single storey
extension is added to the 1984 extension with the same roof pitch and remains subservient to the original
two storey house.
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PRE-APPLICATION ADVICE RECEIVED

The following pre-application response letter is in relation to the previous
submission for internal alterations with a ‘wrap-around’ extension in matching stone
which was submitted for pre-application advice in April 2012. Prior to receiving this
letter it was understood from a site meeting with Mr. Dowd that whiist he accepted
the justification and validity of the internal reinstatement proposals he had concerns
about the ‘wrap-around’ extension. However, page one, Z2nd paragraph of the pre-
application response letter refers to a previous meeting with the applicant which
was an informal discussion in passing about a totally different matter. The matter
in guestion was that the applicant needed to find out if enforcement proceedings
on the previous owners had been concluded. As the response was reassuring, the
previous owners’ unauthorised work is therefore not relevant in the context of the
new owners’ intentions to restore the original character and plan form of house.
The pre-application advice regarding the extension has been carefully considered
and the present proposals are intended to ensure the alterations fo the kiichen and
the small extension to the kitchen do nof touch the existing gable. The design of
the extension is also intended to provide a clear contrast with the original house

to retain the distinctiveness of the historic house. it is noted that there is no
objection to aitering the Kitchen as the 1984 Kitchen extension is deemed to be an
regarded as an “aberration” - an unsatisfactory addition. These proposals set out
to overcome the loss of historic significance problems identified and as such cause
no additional harm to the historic asset.

Edisford Hall Farmhouse

Original 1984 Approved Application with existing ‘out shut’, west wing extension

reinstated as the main entrance hall incorporating the staircase and an original

external door opening. ltems 4.2 and 5.3 of the Heritage Assessment strongly

suggest that this was it's original use.
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PRE-APPLICATION RESPONSE LETTER FROM RVBC.

RIBBLE VALLEY BOROUGH COUNCIL

e 3}
[BRCEIVIED
29 JUN 832 '

BY: b

please ask for
direct fine:
ainall:

ry ref:

your ref,

date:

Gouheli Qffices

Chirch Walk, Clitherce
Gareth Fort _ Lancashire BB7 2RA
01200 414501 ' Teh: 01 _
garsih.ford@ribblevallay.gov.uk ) F:x:%fz%%iﬁkgs
RVIZ0121ENQ/00088 . DX Ciitherge 15157

www.ribblavalley.gov.uk
June 2fth , 2042

Dear Mr Wilson

PRE APPLICATION ADVICE EXTENSIONS AND INTERNAL ALTERATIONS TO

EDISFORD HALL FARMHOUSE

i am wiiting in response to your request for pre- application advice Intespect of tha
above- named proposals. You are seeking advice on a scheme that secks {o remove
unsympathetic and unavthorised infernal atterations to the properly and restore its
historic plan form. You are also preposmg an extension of the building o the southem
gable. )

Fre- application discussion & site visfl

Prior to buying the house your cliants discussed the enforcement history with my

colleague Adrlan Dowd an 22 of September 2011. He also discussed the issuss with

you in further detail on 23 September 2011. The discusslons addressed the types of

works that your client would ike to pursue, mainly interms of internat altaralions 1 Ui

restoring original ceiling heights ete. At that stage ne proposale Tor sign rafions e Pt wlﬁ-"
SN a8 additiond| extensions were discussed.

The Councll received a request for formal pre~ application advice on 2™ Aptil, and t met,
with you and your glients to discuss the scheme in further detait on 19" April, We
discussed the policies from the Nationa! Planning Policy Framework that would be taken
Into account as part of the determination of the application, particularly in paragraphs
126-141 in relation to conservation and enhancement of the histotic envirenment.

Given the complicatad history of urauthorised work and enforcement, and the nature of
the proposals, we agieed that it would be tiseful to conduct a site meeting with Adrian In
attendance. This was undartaken on 25% May and gave us tha chance to discuss the
legacy of the unauthordsed works, and the new proposals in more datail.

Policy Considarations

In assessing the proposals | have baen mindiul of the heritage guidance in the Nationat
Planning Polficy Framework, English Heiltage's Practice Guidance to PPSS, Ribble
Valley Districtwide Local Plan policles in refation to general development confrol and

i ‘residential extefisions (G1 & H10), and the Council's Supplementary Planning Guidance
- in raspect of resmemtal extensions and aiterations. )

Edisford Hall

Chief Exacuive: Marshal Scolt CPFA
Bireclots: John Heap 8Eng. CEng. MICE, Jane Pearson CPFA

Farmhouse

In terms of the National Pianning Policy Framework, paragraph 130 states that "Where
there is evidence of deliberate neglect of or damage to a heritage assst the deteriorated
state of the heritage assef should not be taken into account in any decision.”

At 131, the Framework states that in determining applications, focal planning authorities
should take account of. “the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of
hetitage assets and pulling them to viable uses consistent with their conservation; the
positive conlribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to sustainabte
communities including their economic vitality; (and) the desirability of new development
making 2 positive contiibution to lacal character and distincliveness.”

Al 132, the Framework stales that when considering the impact of a proposed
development on the significance of a heritage asset, greal weight should be given to the
assel’s conservation... Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration ... of the
heritage asse! or development within its setting. Substantial harm fo or foss of a Grade |1
listed building ... should be exceptional.”

133, slates that "where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm to or total
loss of significance of a designated heritage asset, local planning authorilies should
refuse consent, unless it can be demonstrated that the substaniial harm or joss is
necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that cutweigh that harm or loss, or all of
the following apply:

The nature of the heritage asset prevents all reasonable uses of the site; and
No viable use of the heritage asset itseif can be found in the medium term
through appropriate marketing that will enable its conservation; and

» Conservation by grant- funding or some form of charitable public ownarship is
demonstrably not possible; and

» The hann or loss is eutwelghed by the benefit of bringing the site back Inlo use.”

At 134, the Framework states that “Where a development proposal will lead to less than
substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage agsset, this harm should be
weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, including securing ite oplitnum
viable use.”

The English Heritage Praclice Guidance on PP8 5 discusses the prineiples of
restoration of heritage assets at paragraphs 158ff. At paragraph 160, the guidance
states:

“Restoration is likely to be acceptable if:

1. The significance of the elements thal wouid be restored decisively outweigh the
significance of those that would be lost.

2.The work proposed is justified by compelling evidence of the evolution of the heritage
assel, and is execuled in accordance with fhal evidence,

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

4.The work proposed respects previous forms of the heritage asset.
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PRE-APPLICATION RESPONSE LETTER FROM RVBC CONTINUED.

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

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

in terms of focal policles, G1i states that all development proposals will be expected to
provide a high standard of building design. Development should be sympathetic to
existing land uses in terms of its size, intensity and nature. Particular emphasis will be
placad on visua} appearance and the relationship to sutroundings as well as the effects
of development on axisting amanities.

H10 in relation to residential extensions suggests that proposalg to exiend dwellings
within the plan area wili be considered on the basis of scale, design and massing of the
proposat In relation to the surrounding area. The Supplementary Planning Guidance
gives furlher advice, and suggests that proposals in relation to listed buildings will be
subject to sirict control, a5 any exterisions will be expected to contribute to thelr
character, . The extension shouitd reflact the character of the eriginal house and wider
locality. The extension should not dominate the original house. Bulky and overly
prominent extensions will normally not be permitted, and extensions should respact the
proportion, form and detelling of the original dwelling. The cumulative impact of a

number of smaller extensions can be as damaging as single over intensive proposals.

Therefore all applications will be assessed with regard to the orlginal dwellinig.
Pre appfication advice

The policies and guidance above have informed the following advice in respect of your
proposals.

in terms of the internal restoration of the property, the Council would be genarally
supportive of the development of propesals to address recent unauthorised works
based on robust evidence and the justification for such mtervent!on Poinls 1, 2 and 4 of
paragraph 160 of the English Herltags Prachc Ticularly important to
bear in mind, in shaping such a scheme. The buﬂding has a number of layers of history,
in relation to your proposals it will be important to articulate which layer of this is being
considered and why this is the case. In order to restore the original plan form of the
building the demolition of the 1984 extensmn could be a consideration in shaping any
future propesals,

in assessing the proposed extension, | am mindiyl of national guidance in respsect of
heritage assets, You siate that the proposed extension is in effect ‘enabling
development’, which is necessary to facilitate restoration of the building. The proposed
infernal alterations, in restoring a fraditional plan- form for the buiiding will limit the
amount of living space within the property. The proposed extension will facilitate the
restoration by providing a similar amount of iiving space to that currently in existence. In
assessing this proposal, then, | have been mindful of the National Planning Policy
Framewoik guidance in terms of the weight to be given to differing aspacts of a
proposal, particutarly in terms of balancing harm fo the significance of a heritage asset
against the public benefits of the proposais, and in terms of providing an optimal viable
use,

in making this judgement, it is clear that this Grade Il listed building has fost much of its
interest and character. However, it is very important to recognise that this is not as a

N awarificd If. s 2w 'W‘fr«*

MNe 2
result of the CounciPs actions. Indeed, the site is sill suh}eci to enforcement
investigations with the alm of addressing the appalling damage to the historic building
and site. |n this context, no significant weight can be given to restoration arguments in
justifying the ‘enabling development’ element of this scheme uniil the Council has
established the full extent of unauthorised works and who should addreas them.

The list description of the property {16, November 1954) states that 'the interior of the
farmhouse was not accessible at the time of survey but was sald fo retain no features of
interest’ which daes not suggest that the interior was crifical to the Secretary of State's
decision to add the building to the list. [t also suggests that the external features of the
bullding are of greater significance in the assessment of any davelopment proposals.
The I:sted bwlding is a sing!e rectilinear range. The 1984 extensfon appears fo be an

(3 ] T i g ! Q e A
incongruous and non- traditional form whlch wouid be harmfu! to the bulldmgs
significance and alse be at variance with Local Plan policies G1, H10 and the
Supplementary Planning Guldance in terms. of the raquirement of additions and
alterations to be sympathetic to the character and scale of the existing building.
Furihenmore, it is far from clear that an opfimal viable use of the building cannot be
achieved without the development of further extensions. The building currently appears

to ba in optimal viable use.
PR e SR

Conclusions

e conclude | consider that the proposed extension would be harmful to the character of
the building, but please ba mindful of ihe fact that the above advice has been given on
the basis of the level of information submiited as part of the pre- application enqulry,
which sought guidance on the general principle of development on this site.

[ trust that you find the above cbservations of use and stress that they represent officer
opinions only, at the time of writing, given without prejudice to the final determination of
any application submitted.

Pre- planning advice officer

Mr 1 Wilson
IWA Architects Lid
Waterioo Mill
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RESPONSE TO PRE-APPLICATION ADVICE

Client’s initial email response.

Date: 14 August 2012 22:62:48 GMT+1:.00
To: planning@ribblevaliey.gov.uk
Subject: Pre-Application Advice Re: Edisford Hall Farmhouse - Your Ref, RVI2012/ENQI00085

Dear Gareth,

! am writing about the Pre-Application advice letter you sent to lvan Wilson foliowing the site visit to our home.

You mention in the second paragraph on page 1 that | met with Adrian Dowd 22nd September 2011, It is correct that

i discussed with him the enforcement history but | did nat discuss ‘the types of works | would like to pursue’. Rather, 1
wanted to establish with Adrian if there had been an investigation inside the house and whether there was a likelihocd

of further enforcement procesdings if unapproved work to the internal layout of the building had been carried out by the
previous owners. MHe was mast helpful in this respect. In particular he assured me there were no ongoing investigations
likely o lead to enforcement. :

He stated that the enforcement had been served, the appropriate remedial work carried out by the previous owners and
that there were no fusther enforcernent investigations pending, yet in the paragraph at the fop of the final page you state
the site is stilf subject tc enforcernent investigations’. Your statement would appear to be contradictory and 1 request that
in your reply you specifically clarify this.

| am grateful for the inclusion of quotes from the various relevant policies which | have read in detail,

In terms of the pre-application advice, i am pleased o see that ‘in terms of the internal restoration of the property, the
Couneii would be generally supportive of the development of proposails to address recent unauthorised works' (third page,
fifth paragraph).

WWe appreciate the comments about the ‘number of layers of history’ and how best to address this in relation o our
proposals. :

In terms of the proposed extension | am glad vou refer to national guidance. in this regard, | was most interested to

read the English Heritage publicaticn ‘Enabiing Developmert and the Conservation of Significant Places’ as this is highly
relevant to our proposals. 1 would suggest that our progosal to exdend shouid be classed as ‘enabling development’ - and
in particular that ‘it will secure the long-term future use of the place and... its continued use for a sympathetic purpose’.
This would lterally enable the restoration of the internal tayout by allowing its ‘optimum viable use’.

in the last paragraph on page three you meke reference fo the loss of character and interest of this property, but make
specific mention 1hai this is rot as a result of the Council’s actions’ but go on 1o suggest dermolition of the existing 1984
extension - an extension that was of course approved by the Council in 1984, You call i “an aberration’ but then state the
building appears to be currently in 'optimum viable use’, yet suggest the demolition of the previously approved exiension:
this would lead to & layeut which wauld eradicate optimum viability. It seems that here the point is being missed. We

are seeking to restore an important aspect of the form’ of the building but argue that the building will only be in ‘optirum
vizble use’ and its ‘long term future use’ secure once we have restored the building internally - but this can oniy be so by
the proposed extension being the ‘erabling’ factor.

If the extension is not approved, this would lead to a stalemate situation because we are willing and actively wish to
restore unsympathetic and unapproved alterations without any need for enforcement, yet would not be able to proceed
with this restoration uniess we are able to compensate for the resutting loss of the existing living space. 1 would be a
great shame to kill off our propasal for restoration by not approving the very exdension which would enable the restoration
and securing the ‘optium viable use'. .

However, if you feelthe current 'éxtér;sisrj proposail is likely not to be approved by the Council but that the principie of
‘enabling deveiojomeh’i‘ may provide 2 way forward, we would be most inferested to hear what type of extension proposal/
atteration would be likely to gain approval. We would find your advice ard guidanse most valuable as we are sseking to
restore the property as best we can whilst securing its lang-term future use.

{ ook forward to your reply.

Yours sincerely,

Wil Mackean

Edisford Hall Farmhouse

VA Architect’s response.

The pre-application advice at both a site meeting with Mr. Dowd (RVBC)
and in the subsequent correspondence indicated that the internal
reinstatement of the historic plan form staircase and entrance hall was
received sympathetically. As previous noted the kitchen is also regarded as
an “aberration” and can be altered. However the ‘wrap around’ extension
abutting the existing east gable end wall was not considered desirable.

The internal restoration is based on existing pre-1284 plans of the house
which provide the evidence of the historic plan form and its intrinsic value
for this heritage asset. This provides sound reason for the restoration
proposals internally.

In restoring the original planform for the hallway and stair location, the
existing “optimal viable” size of the Kitchen / Dining Room can only be
maintained by creating this small extension to re-model and improve the
1984 extension {existing Kitchen).

As a result of the pre-application advice the extension proposal has been
reconsidered to reduce thé impact on the existing building. The revised
layout and design seeks to make the existing farmhouse form readable and
distinct using the contrast in wail materials. This provides a contemporary
design approach to the extension.
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PLANNING HISTORY

From the Archaeological report Appendix:
PLANNING HISTORY FOR EDISFORD HALL FARMHOUSE:
Planning applications made in recent years by previous owners.

Note: Does not include enforcement action, which is confidential.

3/2010/0793 Retrospective application to render the guoins over on the east side, to make water-tight. Approved with conditions 17/01/2011
3/2010/0447 Discharge of condition no. 3 (materials}, of planning consent 3/2007/0344. Refused 30/07/2010

3/2010/0362 Discharge of condition no. 3 {relating to materials) of planning consent 3/2007/0344. Approved 09/06/2010

3/2007/0344 Render east elevation, reconstruction of chimney, removal of Velux windows, replacement of patio doors with 3 light window, reconstruction of porch.
Approved with conditions 03/10/2007

3/2002/0635 Alterations fo existing windows in front elevation. Approved with conditions 24/09/2002
3/2002/0389 (Farmhouse & cottages) Re-roof existing east facing roof slope to three dwellings. Approved with conditions 26/06/2002
3/1995/0447 Remove cement render. Approved with conditions 05/09/1985

3/1984/0588 Demolition of existing lean-to and erecticn of kitchen extension and porch and internal alterations and improvements. Granted 11/12/1984.

Also refer to the Archaeological assessment below - section 4 for the recent history of planning applications and building works undertaken on this property by the

previous owners.

320130366F
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RELEVANT PLANNING POLICY

The National Planning Policy Framework NPPF applies as follows:

Policy 128 — “In determining applications, local planning authorities should require an
applicant to describe the significance of any heritage assefs affected, including any
contribution made by their setting.”

A ‘Heritage Assessment’ including a ‘Statement of Significance’ is provided below.
The proposals attempt to restore the significance of the building whilst also
accommodating some minor alterations and a small extension in the interests of
practical uses of the building whilst re-establishing the traditional character.

Policy 129 — “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.”

An Impact statement is provided below.

Policy 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 faken into

account in any decision.”

The proposed works are intended to restore as far as possible key historic features of
the building layout and traditional farmhouse character and overcome the harm done
by a previous owner’s unauthorised alteration and rebuilding work. The evidence for
the changes proposed have been provided from pre-1884 plans of the house.

Policy 131 — “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.”

A positive contribution is being made to local character and distinctiveness by this
proposal. The proposed work is partly a reinstaterment of previously lost historic plan
form. The alteration to the existing rear wing roof is to re-introduce a normal traditional

Edisford Hall Farmhouse

pitch for a stone slate roof as the existing is a near fiat roof and is unauthorised work

by a previous owner. The small extension also sets out to overcome the problems
created by the 1984 extension with a subservient scale to the original farmhouse.

Policy 132 — “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.”

There is no harm or loss resuliing from the proposal.

Policy 134 — “When a proposal will cause harm to the heritage asset, LFPAs should
weigh the public benefit of the proposal against the harm and ensure that adequate
justification has been provided to show that this harm is acceptable.”

The proposal strengthens the viable use of the heritage asset and protects itin
keeping it weather tight.

Policy 137 — “Local planning authotities should look for opportunities for new
development within Conservation Areas and World Heritage Sites and within the
setting of heritage assets to enhance or betler reveal their significance. Proposals
that preserve those elements of the sefting that make a positive contribution to or
better reveal the significance of the asset should be treated favourably.”

These proposals set ouf tc make a positive contribution by restoring the historic
significance of the building. This is proposed to be done in a number of ways:

1. by restoring traditional plan form and internal circulation relationships and
proportions of the rooms

2. by changing the roof pitch of the out shut wing which is almost a flat roof, to the
traditional pitch of a slate roof.

3. by replacing the awkward 1984 exiension with a more suitable contemporary
design which provides a clear conirast {o the original building.
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East elevation (rebuilt ¢.2006)

South gable, with part of 1984 extension at left.

Edisford Hall Farmhouse

USAGE & AMOUNT

These proposals as indicated above are intended to improve and restore historic
layout and character rather than add _addi‘{idnal accommodation.

The small extension adds 28 sQuafe's metres to the foot print of the house.

'LAYOUT & SCALE

As noted above, the layout restores the internal layout divisions of both

- the living roam'_énd the hall and reinstates the original stair location in the

reinstated hallway. To achieve this the .kitchen and utility layouts have had to be

reconsidered. -

MATERIALS & APPEARANCE

- The proposals aim to make as litfle impact as possible upon the external ap-

- pearance of the original building. For this reason the rubble stone facing on the

south-west and gable ends of the'building will remain unchanged. As noied else-

where, providing a readable contrast between new and original aspects of the

building is key, and for this reason the proposed new extension is to be clad in
~a cedar board which will weather to a grey/silver finish with a rubble stone plinth

| wall.

- The external appeara'ﬁcekis 'propo'_se& o rein_state traditional construction for roof

pitches and reinstate traditional roof form for the single storey extension area as

far as possible.
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extension in centre of picture and much altered historic
wing to left

Interior of i'tchfen within win former site of sta?rs), and
1984 extension beyond (far left)

Edisford Hall Farmhouse

View of the farmhouse from the sthw, showing

ACCESS & SUSTAINABILITY

The access and sustainabilty of the property would be improved by these
proposed changes.

The proposed new entrance doors can be made wheelchair accessible. The
desirability of the property and the use of traditional breatheable materials such

as the lime render and lime mortar adds to the sustainability.

LANDSCAPING

New paving is intended {o be Yorkstone flags to match the existing pathways and

" stone kerb edgings where necessary.

CRIME PREVENTION

The access and crime prevention precautions will be unchanged. External locks

will be 5 lever security locks.

WA Architects

March 2013

Watertoo Mill, Waterloo Road, Clitherce, Lancashire, BB7 1LR.

+ 44 (0) 1200 423487

+ 44 (0) 1200 458278
admin @iwarchitects.co.uk
www. iwarchitects.co.uk

5 ® oo



HERITAGE ASSESSMENT

1. Introduction

1.1 This archaeological assessment has been produced at the request of Dr. W MacKean, via IWAArchstects Lid, to inform an application to Ribble Valley Borough
Council for listed building consent at Edisford Hall Farmhouse (NGR: SD 72433 41369). It provides a summary of the heritage significance of the building in
accordance with Policy HEG of PPS5, and has been produced by Stephen Haigh MA, Buildings Archaeologist, foliowing a site visit on 1 December 2011. Proposals
have not been finalised at the time of writing, but in essence the applicant will be seeking to make minor alterations to what is an almost entirely 21st century interior,
in essence recreating a previous arrangement, and to add a small, ground floor extension.

2 Site designation and planning background

2.1 Edisford Hall Farmhouse has been listed as a building of special architectural or historic interest, in conjunction with the two adjoining coltages forming the north
end of the range, since 1954 (National Heritage List no 1362278). The identifying description, thought to have been made in 1986, reads:

House and 2 cottages, late C18th with C17th remains and late medieval fragments. Pebbledashed rubble with sandstone dressings and stone slate roof. Two
storeys. The cottages, to the right, are of one bay each and have plain stone window surrounds with ogee heads. Those on the ground floor have poppyheads
above the ogees. The windows are sashed, with curved glazing bars beneath the heads. The doors are paired and have plain stone surrounds. Above is a re-set
stone with 3 shields carved in relief. The upper 2 are inscribed ‘W and ‘T’. The lower one has a flower motif. The farmhouse is of 4 bays. The window to the right
of the door has plain reveals. The one to the leftis of 4 lights, mullioned with outer chamfer and inner hollow chamfer. At the far left is a window with plain stone
surround and square mullions, of 3 lights. On the 1st floor are similar windows of 3 lights, 2 lights, 3 lights and 2 lights. The door, in the 3rd bay, has a plain stone
surround. At the right of the facade are 2 re-set stones with decorative motifs. On the 1st floor, to the right of the 2nd bay, are 2 re-set stones carved with blank
tracery in relief, having cinquefoils with panel fracery above. Under the central arches are the monograms of Christ and the Virgin Mary. Chimneys to the right of
the left-hand bay, between the house and cottages, and on the gable of the right-hand cotlage. At the rear of this latter cottage is a C17th window surround, now
with no mullions and partly blocked. The interior of the farmhouse was not accessible at time of survey but was said to refain no features of interest.

2.2 A study of the cottages to the noith of the farmhouse was carried out in 2006 by JWRC (note 1), but otherwise the Lancashire Historic Environment Record has
no additional information on the site. {note 2)

2.3 The farmhouse and the cottages have been subject fo a number of planning applications, the earliest being from 1984 (see appendix), and also {6 some

unauthorised works, of which RVBC are aware. : 1 P
320130366

3 Historical background: :

3.1 The origins of Edisford Hall are obscure, but the present building is thought to have been built in the 17th century, though it contains isclated fragments derived

from an earlier structure, and has been very extensively altered since.
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3.2 There is documentary evidence for settlement at Edisford Bridge from the late medieval period, relating to a hospital established in the 13th or perhaps 12th
century for residents of Clitheroe afflicted by leprosy, and although there is a local tradition that the Hall is located on the hospital’s site, there is no firm evidence
for this supposition. Such a hospital would have been as much a religious institution as one concerned with physical health and weli-being, and would have been
run as a monastic house, but it seems to have fallen into decline and its assets fransferred to Whalley Abbey by about 1330, so that its chapel, dedicated to St
Nicholas, was described at the time of the dissolution as already being “decayed”.

3.3 Whittaker, the 19th century author, wrote how

The site of this ancient hospital was on the Yorkshire side of the Ribble, near the road fo Mifion, and on the spot where now stands a farmhouse. Some remains of
strong and ancient masonry are remembered here, there are also some rude armorial sculptures.... (Note 3)

but he gives no account of any firm evidence for linking the farmhouse directly with the hospital. The Ordnance Survey did not note the site of the hospital on their
first edition 1:10560 map published in 1850, and simply showed the range of farmhouse and cottages, with farm buildings to the south-west, while their 1:2500

map of 1886 depicted essentially the same arrangement, albeit more clearly, and later maps show that the building’s footprint remained the same until the late 20th
century.

3.4 Census returns from the 19th century show that the Hall was the home to a succession of farmers and their families: in 1841 James Hargreaves lived there,
while in 1861 James Dawson, farmer of 87 acres, was resident. He had died by 1871 when his widow Dinah stili farmed 128 acres from the house, butin 1881 the
Hall was occupied by Matthias Frankland and his family; his widow isabella still lived there in 1901.

Notes:

{Note 1) JWRC 2006 Edisford Hall Cottages, Clitheroe Lancashire: An Appraisal of their Architectural and Historical Significance.

(Note 2 ) Enguiry made 6th December 2011.

(Note 3 JWhittaker, T.D. 1805 (3rd edition, 1878) The history and Antiquities of Craven in the West Riding of the Counly of Yerk, p.33-34.)

Figure 1: Ordnance Survey maps: 1850 (top) and 1886

1886
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4 Recent history

4.1 The earliest planning application for the farmhouse was made in 1984, When permission was given for the demolition of an existing lean-to at the south-west
corner of the farmhouse and its replacement with a new kitchen extension, the censtruction of a porch to the front (east) elevation, and internal alterations.
(Note 4 - Application no. 3/1984/0588)

4.2 More recently, and particularly after 2002, a series of other works were carried out, many unauthorised and undocumented, including the entire reconstruction
of the front {east) elevation and much of the rear (west) wing, the rebuilding of the chimney stacks, and the re-organisation of the interior on ground and first
floors. The last item involved the introduction of a modern staircase into the main range, the construction of a concrete block wall against the party wall with the
adjoining cottages, and new partitions on the first floor, removing what was previously a passage running along the west side, which the present proposals aim

to recreate. Although the RVBC microfiche copies of the 1984 application drawings are poor, they clearly show that the siairs were at that time housed within the
western wing, a position which the current proposals also seek to reinstate.

Figure 2: Photograph of 2002, taken before the rebuilding of the front elevation {images of England)

s e
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5 The present building and its historical development

5.1 Given the extent of modern alterations, it is not easy to arrive at a clear understanding of the farmhouse’s historical development, but it would appear that
the building originated in the 17th century, with the medieval fragments referred to in the listed building description being confined to the heraldic stones set as
ornaments within the east elevation.

5.2 The 17th century farmhouse seems to have been built as a three-bay siructure, (note 5) a single room deep, and lacking the present southern most bay, but

no fixtures and very little of the building fabric remain from this period. The two ceiling beams in the present living room are probably survivals however, and the
northern one may have held a plank partition originally. This room is now an open area, but in 1984 it contained a central cross passage with a room to either
side (house body and parlour). The movable partition now proposed for this room would go some way towards re-creating this division of the ground floor into two
rooms, by breaking up what is now a large, open plan area, very modern in character.

5.3 The rear wing attached to the west elevation seems to have been an early addition to the house, but has been drastically aitered since 1984: its walls have
been largely rebuilt and incorporate a new arrangement of openings, which does not refliect the fact that previously there was a doorway in its west elevation.

- (Note 6). It has also been altered by the addition of the 1984 kitchen extension to the south. The 1884 application drawings clearly show that the stairs were
housed within this wing historically, a position which the current proposals seek to reinstate.

5.4 In the iate 18th or early 18th century the building was extended to the south to its present length, and it can be seen that this was not an original component
of the building, from the observation that its walls are slightly thinner, and also by the higher first floor level, which is borne on pine rather than oak beams. The
presence of fireplaces on each floor indicates that this was a domestic addition.

5.5 The heraldic symbols re-incorporated within the re-built east wall are clearly of historic significance, but their relevance to the existing farmhouse is limited,
not only because they are clearly fragments derived from an unknown medieval building, but because they were re-set in the 21st century. There are eight in
total, with a group of five between bays one and two, a pair between bays three and four, and one over the porch doorway. The group of five all contain cinquefoi
miotifs, two of them with additional symbols, while the pair include a shield within a quatrefoil, and a griffin, in upright position or “serjeant”. These two have been
re-incorporated in a different position and their orientation “corrected”, as shown in a photograph published on the internet. (Note 7) The eighth tablet also contains
a cinquefoil design similar to those in the group of five. The meanings of these symbols, and their origins, is a matter for conjecture but the stones may well have
been taken from the hospital remains in the vicinity at the time that the present Edisford Hall was built in the 17th century, or from another building altogether.

Notes: note 5: though the cottages to the north prabably formed a continuation of the range at the time - there was a connecting docrway at ﬁrst floor level until 1884, and other evidence for the
northermn part of the range having been extant in the 17th century was identified by JWRC in 2008.)
‘note 6: ‘Information from Dr. MacKean.

note 7. 'http:}’fwww.grimshaworigin.orngebPages!Edisford.htm
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STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE
6 Statement of significance

6.1 Although of local interest, the architectural and historical significance of Edisford Hall Farmhouse is considered to be relatively low for a listed building, and
although this opinion is atiributable in part fo the recent extensive and destructive works, which have removed fabric perhaps meriting the designation, it seems
that a greater proportion of the listed building’s exceptional attributes were to be found in the pair of cottages, so the farmhouse can be seen as the poor relation of
the group. As far as can be established from available sources, prior to the 21st century works the farmhouse comprised a 17th century house, much altered in the
18th, 19th and 20th centuries, with relatively few significant details, of which the late medieval bas-reliefs were perhaps the most important: in conirast, the overall
external appearance of the building and its plan form, both of which are now largely modern, mean its significance is very much reduced.

IMPACT STATEMENT
7 Heritage impact of proposals

7.1 Given the extent of recent work fo the farmhouse since 1984, which has removed a high proportion of its historic fabric and fixtures and radically altered its
plan form, it is considered that the proposed alterations and extension o the farmhouse would have little or no impact on its heritage, and indeed would enhance
the building’s significance by reinstating former key aspects. These include restoring former historic layout by reinstating key historical aspects including the
subdivision of the present living room, the essential re-siting of the staircase to its previous historic position in the rear wing and the re-creation of the pre-existing
fraditional tripartite first floor respecting the historic bay divisions. The proposed small scale and respectful extension would have negligible impact on the
building’s heritage which the internal alterations are seeking to enhance.

Stephen Haigh MA
28 March 2012

190130366 F
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APPENDIX: PLANNING HISTORY FOR EDISFORD HALL FARMHOUSE

Note: Does not include enforcement action, which is confidential.

3/2010/0793 Retrospective application to render the quoins over on the east side, to make water-tight. Approved with conditions 17/01/2011
3/2010/0447 Discharge of condition no. 3 {(materials), of planning consent 3/2007/0344. Refused 30/07/2010
3/2010/0362 Discharge of condition no. 3 {relating to materials) of planning consent 3/2007/0344. Approved 09/06/2010

3/2007/0344 Render east elevation, reconstruction of chimney, removal of Velux windows, replacement of patio doors with 3 light window,
reconstruction of porch. Approved with conditions 03/10/2007

3/2002/0635 Alterations to existing windows in front elevation. Approved with conditions 24/09/2002
3/2002/0389 (Farmhouse & cottages) Re-roof existing east facing roof slope to three dwellings. Approved with conditions 26/06/2002
3/1995/0447 Remove cement render. Approved with conditions 05/09/1995

3/1984/0588 Demolition of existing lean-to and erection of kitchen extension and porch and internal alterations and improvements.
Granted 11/12/1984
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