Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT -REFUSAL

	Ref: AD

	Application No: 
	3/2009/0052 (LBC) & 3/2009/0057 (LBC)

	Development Proposed:
	Insertion of flue liners to existing flues including removal of sections of chimney breast, new floor over existing (first floor), replacement ground floor (insulated concrete slab with DPM), and dry lining of external walls (3/2009/0052).

Remove historic staircase, new staircase and reorganise rear corridor area of ground floor (3/2009/0057) at Edisford Hall Cottages, Edisford Bridge, Clitheroe 

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No objections to these proposals.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Council for British Archaeology – Initial comments (12 March 2009) – cumulatively the impact of the two sets of proposals is destructive of historic fabric.  Particular concern at loss of stairs.  Also concerned that so much information is confusing (eg no existing plans).  

English Heritage – Do not wish to comment on this occasion.  Recommend decision in accordance with national and local policy guidance, and on the basis of RVBC’s specialist conservation advice.  Need for Government Office North West referral.

LCC (Archaeology) – the building record required by 3/2008/0821 has not yet been completed.  Therefore, suggest inclusion of standard building record condition if minded to approve the current application.  



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations.

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings & Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

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



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

	Edisford Hall Farmhouse and two cottages adjoining to north form a single range building which is Grade II listed.  The list description states that it is late 18th century with 17th century remains and late mediaeval fragments.  However, an appraisal of the cottage’s architectural and historical significance submitted with the applications suggests that the building might be substantially of the 17th century (or late 16th century) with mid 18th century and circa 1800 refurbishment and alterations.  

Edisford Hall Farmhouse and cottages is prominently sited on an escarpment of the River Ribble although views into the site are restricted by trees. A number of adjacent former agricultural outbuildings adjoining the range have been converted to residential use.  

In December 2007 listed building consent and planning permission was granted for a single storey extension and internal alterations to convert the two cottages into one dwelling.  A number of elements from the original scheme were deleted to meet RVBC and others concern at the unnecessary and detrimental loss of historic fabric.  

The listed building has been the subject of considerable alteration in modern times (see the relevant history in the Committee report for 3/2006/0927 and 0933 of 20 December 2007).  Of note is the drastic and very detrimental unauthorised works undertaken to Edisford Hall Farmhouse (discovered 5 May 2006; see delegated report for 3/2006/0231).  

Dry lining – the justification statement states that existing historic ‘plaster (lime) has cracked and failed due to moisture and movement of the structure’.  It is proposed to remove defective areas of plaster and reline with plasterboard dry lining.  The present softwood skirting boards, architraves and interior fittings will be relocated to the new wall line.  Drawings show the dry lining to be proposed for most of the external walling as well as the party wall with Edisford Hall Farmhouse.  

I am concerned at the lack of identification of failed plasterwork and the apparent wholesale removal of historic fabric contrary to the advice in PPG15 paragraph C.60.  Whilst dry lining is often regarded as a benign reversible action, I am concerned that the wholesale resiting of skirting boards, architraves and internal fittings represents an unnecessary remodelling of the historic interior contrary to PPG15 paragraph C.58.

Flue liners – the part demolition of the party wall chimney is one element of the unauthorised works undertaken to the listed building and referred to above.  The proposed works would appear, despite suggestion of ‘minimal disruption to the existing walls’ to result in a substantial rebuilding of what is left of the chimney breast as well as modification of historic fireplaces ie ‘fire surround to be raised to suit new hearth’.  Is there an alternative and less damaging way of heating the property?  PPG15 paragraph C.61 and C.3 would appear relevant.  

New first floors – no new pockets will be formed in existing walls.  However, it is suggested that floor deflection is inconvenient rather than dangerous.  Also, this potentially benign and reversible work involves ‘hearth and openings of the present fireplaces would be lifted’ and ‘between the principle rooms the lintel above the connecting door will be raised’ and ‘as a consequence of this alteration the present staircase will need to be altered’.  PPG15 paragraph C.58 and C.62 are relevant.  

Alterations to ground floor – the proposed DPM and concrete slab may be acceptable if this represents little more than an improved replacement of an existing non breathable floor.  However, no details of existing are submitted.  

Removal of historic staircase; re-sited new staircase – the north cottage staircase and adjacent wall was found to have been removed on the site inspection of 5 May 2006.  The surviving south cottage staircase appears to mirror the former north cottage staircase.  The Appraisal and Historic Building Record provides a limited assessment of the importance of these staircases in respect to their fabric or contribution to plan form - whilst softwood treads and modern handrails might suggest modern work, these could be repairs.  PPG15 paragraph C.62 and ‘the removal or alteration of any historic staircase is not normally acceptable’ and C.58 are relevant.  The justification statement refers to the inconvenience of this historic stairs and suggests that the stairs are getting weaker and intolerant to modern loadings. However, this is not accompanied by any technical assessment.  



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The proposals would be harmful to the character of the listed building because of the demolition and alteration of important historic fabric.



	RECOMMENDATION: that listed building consent be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 














