
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/MN

	Application No: 
	3/2006/0232/P

	Development Proposed:
	Single storey side extension at Edisford Hall Farmhouse, Edisford Road, Clitheroe 

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No comments or observations received within the 21 day statutory consultation period.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	English Heritage – In summary – some concern.  Significant demolition to historic fabric.  No detailed information about the staircases (one has already been removed) – need to establish if the staircases are of historic interest.  Also concern about partial demolitions of walls and the demolition of entrance partitions.  Insufficient information about the historic value and nature of some of the fabric in question. 

The building presents as a very modest pair of cottages and there is no objection to treating them as one living space, however, there are reservations about both the proposed extension and the amount of demolition. 

Ask that the proposals are revisited with a view to reducing the amount of demolition proposed and to retaining more of the historic plan form which should reflect that the buildings were two separate dwellings.There is scope for some internal re-modelling, but the aim should be to continue to operate within the existing envelope.

Ancient Monuments Society – Have reservations about the proposals.Whilst welcome proposals for repair not convinced that this is the right scheme for the building.

Find it difficult to relate the drawings and photographs to the list description.

Consider the proposals to represent a fairly intensive intervention with the historic fabric.Advise RVBC to be cautious.

The proposed single storey lean-to extension seems to run against the grain of the rest of the building which is characterised by in-line ridges.If there is a case for an extension then the Ancient Monuments Society would prefer it to be of a different form.

Council for British Archaeology – Cannot support the current application – its removal of staircases and walls without knowing when they date to and their significance.The cottages need a detailed archaeological survey to clarify their origins and development before further proposals are submitted.At the moment the evidence suggests 17th century origins with 18th century refurbishment and as such,both phases are of interest.The photographs sent  were extremely interesting and highlighted numerous areas that warrant further study.

Incidentally, one of the consequences of the current proposals would have been that the staircase would have interupted a mullioned window – this should be avoided.

It has been noticed that the adjoining building,covered under the same list description appears to have undergone rather drastic alterations.Photographs of the site show discrepancies between the façade some time ago and today.The main elevation, for example, where it joins the cottages shows large unsightly gaps in the masonry where the two elements are no longer bonded in!

Lancashire County Council (Archaeology) – Do not consider any further archaeological response necessary.

Lancashire County Council (Highways) – No issues.



	NEARBY RESIDENTS:

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings.

Joint Lancashire Structure Plan - Policy 21



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The proposed extension would be detrimental to the character and setting of the listed building because its design conflicts with existing cottage rhythms and vertical emphasis and overall range form. This would be contrary to Policy ENV19 of the Districtwide Local Plan and Policy 21 of the Joint Lancashire Structure Plan 2001/2016.



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

	The list description suggests that Edisford Hall Farmhouse and two cottages adjoining to north (grade II) form a single range building of the late 18th Century with 17th Century remains and late medieval fragments.However, site inspection would suggest that the building is 17th century and has been re-modelled.  A number of former agricultural buildings immediately to the west have been converted to residential use.  

In 1984 listed building consent (84/588) was granted for the demolition of existing lean-to and erection of kitchen extension and porch, and internal alterations and improvements at the farmhouse.  

In 1995 listed building consent (95/447) was granted for the removal of cement render from the elevations of the farmhouse.

In 2002 listed building consent (02/389) was granted for the re-roofing of the east facing roof slope to all three of the dwellings (stone slate to Welsh blue).

In 2002 listed building consent (02/635) was granted for proposed alterations to existing farmhouse front elevation windows (removal of windows with plain stone surrounds and square mullions mentioned in list description and replacement with 17th Century styled windows).

In May 2006 listed building consent (3/2006/0231) was refused for the scheme which includes the extension subject of this planning application.

On my site inspection of 5 May 2006 it was noted that render had been removed from two extensive areas of cottage walling at front (east) and rear elevations.  However, this has revealed the nature of historic wall facing – a lime roughcast render covering random rubble.This site inspection also revealed that damaging unauthorised works have been undertaken to the Edisford Hall Farmhouse element of the listed building.   

The delegated report for 3/2006/0231 discusses my concerns in respect of the wider scheme.Since that decision comments have been received from the Ancient Monuments Society and the Council for British Archaeology.

Mindful that lean-to extensions are a common feature of the vernacular buildings of the Ribble Valley I initially believed that the proposed extension might be acceptable in this location. However, I have been convinced by the comments of the historic amenity societies and English Heritage that the proposed scheme is inappropriate.The building appears to have a complex history which is not adequately reflected in the list description or the proposal justification.The lean-to proposal is almost as wide as one of the cottage façades, has minimal set-backs from existing elevations and has a horizontal emphasis - this appears to sit uncomfortably with the rhythm and gothic (vertical) influenced design of the cottages at the east elevation as well as the form of the range (in-line ridges) as a whole.

EH and the historic amenity societies were initially sent the wrong list description.However, no additional or amended comments have been received following re-consultation.



	RECOMMENDATION: That planning permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 5 May 2006





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














