
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2012/0405/P

	Development Proposed:
	Garage at 1 Edisford Hall Cottages, Edisford Bridge, Clitheroe

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Town Council - No objection in principle but garage/workshop overly large and of industrial appearance to fit within a house/garden environment.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Lancashire County Council (Highways) – No objection in principle on highway safety grounds.

United Utilities – No objection at this stage.  Advise applicant that proposed development may fall within the required access strip of a public sewer and suggests that they contact a building control body at early stage.

Ribble Valley Borough Council (Countryside Officer) – Initial view (based on photographs) is one of concern regarding the extensive damage to the root spread of the hedgerow/trees.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings (setting).

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV13 - Landscape Protection.

Policy ENV3 - Development in Open Countryside.

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G5 - Settlement Strategy.

NPPF.

HEPPG.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The proposal will be unduly harmful to the setting of the Grade II listed 'Edisford Hall Farmhouse and 2 cottages to north' because of its size, prominence, incongruity of design and materials and detachment from the historic farm steading. This is contrary to Policies ENV19 and G1(a) & (h) of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

The proposal will be unduly harmful to the character of the open countryside and the setting of the Grade II listed 'Edisford Bridge Farmhouse and Edisford Bridge Cottage' and 'Edisford Bridge Inn' because of its prominence resulting from its size, incongruity of design and materials, roadside siting, damage to hedgerow/tree screening and detachment from existing building groups. This is contrary to Policies ENV3, ENV13, ENV19 and G1(a) & (h) of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.



	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 medieval fragments.  However, an appraisal of the cottage’s architectural and historical significance submitted with previous applications suggests that the building might be substantially of the 17th century (or late 16th century) with mid 18th century and c.1800 refurbishment and alterations.

Edisford Hall Farmhouse and cottages is prominently sited on an escarpment above the River Ribble although views into the site are restricted by trees/hedgerows.  The farmhouse and cottage range is the principal building in the historic farm steading which includes former agricultural outbuildings (stone built) immediately to the south (converted to residential use).

3/2009/0709 - Alteration to roof of extension under construction from sloping roof to pitched roof and change door to window in east elevation of extension at 1 and 2 Edisford Hall Cottages. LBC granted 7 October 2009.
3/2009/0057/P – Removal of staircase and reorganisation of ground and first floor layouts – listed building consent refused 17 March 2009.

3/2009/0052/P – Works to chimney stack, floors, damp proofing and dry lining – listed building consent refused 17 March 2009.

3/2008/0821/P – Discharge of conditions application – see letter 19 November 2008.

3/2008/0491/P – Insertion of a new rear elevation window and the addition of one window to the side of the proposed single storey extension (3/2006/0927/P) – listed building consent granted 6 August 2008.

3/2006/0927/P and 3/2006/0933/P – Single storey extension and alterations to the existing cottages – listed building consent and planning permission granted 20 December 2007.

3/2006/0231 – Insertion of roof windows in attic, reinstatement of six bay stone mullioned window, lime rendering of elevations, renovation of windows and surrounds, various internal alterations and single storey ground floor extension (cottages) – listed building consent refused 9 May 2006.

3/2006/0232 – Single storey side extension (cottages) – planning permission refused 25 October 2006.

c. 2006 - Edisford Hall Farmhouse suffered drastic and very detrimental damage to its character and setting.  This included the unauthorised demolition, with consequent loss of substantial historic fabric, of the whole of the building’s historic front elevation, and the building of a new wall in modern character and construction.  In September 2007, listed building consent was granted for cosmetic amelioration works to lessen the visual impact of the damage (consent was not granted for the demolition works, which remain unauthorised).

3/2007/0344 – Render east elevation, reconstruction of chimney, removal of velux windows, replacement of patio doors with three light window, reconstruction of porch (Edisford Hall Farmhouse) – listed building consent granted 10 September 2007.

3/2002/0389 – Re-roofing of east facing roof slope to three dwellings (includes cottages) – listed building consent granted 26 June 2002.

3/2002/0635 – Proposed alterations to existing windows in front elevation (Edisford Hall Farmhouse) – listed building consent granted 24 September 2002.

3/1995/0447 – Remove cement render from the elevations of the dwelling (Edisford Hall Farmhouse) – listed building consent granted 5 September 1995.

3/1984/0588 – Demolition of existing lean-to and erection of kitchen extension and porch, and internal alterations and improvements (Edisford Hall Farmhouse) – listed building consent granted 11 December 1984.

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states that the determination of planning applications must be made in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan is a ‘saved policy’. This states “In determining planning applications the following criteria will be applied:

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

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

Policy ENV3 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan is a ‘saved policy’. This states “In the open countryside outside the AONB and areas immediately adjacent to it, development will be required to be in keeping with the character of the landscape area and should reflect local vernacular, scale, style, features and building materials. Proposals to conserve, renew and enhance landscape features, will be permitted, providing regard has been given for the characteristic landscape features of the area”.

Policy ENV13 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan is a ‘saved policy’. This states “The Borough Council will refuse development proposals which harm important landscape features including traditional stone walls, ponds, characteristic herb rich meadows and pastures, woodlands, copses, hedgerows and individual trees other than in exceptional circumstances where satisfactory works of mitigation or enhancement would be achieved, including rebuilding, replanting and landscape management”.

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

The National Planning Policy Framework (27 March 2012) states:

“The purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development. The policies in paragraphs 18 to 219, taken as a whole, constitute the Government’s view of what sustainable development in England means in practice for the planning system” (paragraph 6);

“At the heart of the National Planning Policy Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable development, which should be seen as a golden thread running through both plan-making and decision-taking" (paragraph 14);

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

Paragraph 8 states that these roles (including economic) should not be taken in isolation as they are mutually dependent.

Paragraph 17 ‘Core Planning Principles’ includes ‘conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance, so that they can be enjoyed for their contribution to the quality of life of this and future generations’.

Paragraph 56 states “The Government attaches great importance to the design of the built environment. Good design is a key aspect of sustainable development, is indivisible from good planning, and should contribute positively to making places better for people”;

Paragraph 60 states “Planning policies and decisions should not attempt to impose architectural styles or particular tastes and they should not stifle innovation, originality or initiative through unsubstantiated requirements to conform to certain development forms or styles. It is, however, proper to seek to promote or reinforce local distinctiveness”;

Paragraph 61 states “Although visual appearance and the architecture of individual buildings are very important factors, securing high quality and inclusive design goes beyond aesthetic considerations. Therefore, planning policies and decisions should address the connections between people and places and the integration of new development into the natural, built and historic environment”;

Paragraph 64 states “Permission should be refused for development of poor design that fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character and quality of an area and the way it functions”;

Paragraph 126 states that local planning authorities should recognise that 'heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource' which should be conserved in a 'manner appropriate to their significance' . Local planning authorities should also take into account 'the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets ... the wider social, cultural, economic and environmental benefits that conservation of the historic environment can bring ... the opportunities to draw on the contribution made by the historic environment to the character of a place';
Paragraph 129 states “Local planning authorities should identify and assess the particular significance of any heritage asset that may be affected by a proposal (including by development affecting the setting of a heritage asset) taking account of the available evidence and any necessary expertise. They should take this assessment into account when considering the impact of a proposal on a heritage asset, to avoid or minimise conflict between the heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of the proposal”.

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

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

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

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

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

Paragraph 188 ‘Pre-application engagement and front loading’ states ‘Early engagement has significant potential to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the planning application system for all parties. Good quality pre-application discussion enables better coordination between public and private resources and improved outcomes for the community’.

The Planning Advisory Service ‘Things we think you should know about the NPPF’ (22 April 2012) advises “But many PPS and PPG had ‘companion guides’ or other forms of guidance notes produced alongside the policy document. If not listed in NPPF Annex 3, (and not previously deleted), these other documents are still extant … if a paragraph or section of the companion guide/annex refers you to a PPS or PPG which has been replaced, then that part can’t be considered relevant. The NPPF will always ‘trump’ other guidance notes where there is conflict. However, most of the NPPF is not concerned with the ‘how’ question. Companion guides can contain useful information on how to deliver certain policies or carry out certain pieces of work”.

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

HEPPG paragraph 87 warns that a heritage asset’s significance may be destroyed by the cumulative impact of minor works.


“where a proposal causes minor harm there will still be a loss of value to society caused by that harm.  This is a loss of public benefit that needs to be weighed against any other public benefits the proposal will bring, including, possibly, the conservation benefit of the proposal being part of realising the optimal viable use of the asset.  Flexibility and imagination in the design process is crucial to minimising conflict.  Some works may seem individually to be of little importance but can cumulatively be destructive of a heritage asset’s significance”.

HEPPG paragraph 142, Changes to Heritage Assets, states “each heritage asset and group of heritage assets has its own characteristics that are usually related to an original or subsequent function.  These can include orientation, layout, plan form, setting, materials, the disposition of openings, external detailing (with larger assets or groups of assets this might include street furniture) and internal fittings”.  

Paragraph 178, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG states “it would not normally be acceptable for new work to dominate the original asset or its setting in either scale, material or as a result of its siting”.

Paragraph 116, Setting, of the HEPPG states “the setting of a heritage asset can enhance its significance whether or not it was designed to do so”.

Paragraph 114 of the HEPPG states “the extent and importance of setting is often expressed by reference to visual considerations. Although views of or from an asset will play an important part, the way in which we experience an asset in its setting is also influenced by other environmental factors such as noise, dust and vibration; by spatial associations; and by our understanding of the historic relationship between places”.

Paragraph 117 of the HEPPG states “the contribution that setting makes to the significance does not depend on there being public rights or an ability to access or experience that setting … Nevertheless, proper evaluation of the effect of change within the setting of a heritage asset will usually need to consider the implications, if any, for public appreciation of its significance”.

HEPPG paragraph 44 relates to design and states “it is important to recognise that new development that relates well to its surroundings is likely to last longer before its replacement is considered and therefore make a greater contribution to sustainability. Local planning authorities are encouraged to seek well-conceived and inspirational design that is founded on a full understanding of local context”.

HEPPG paragraph 80, New development: design in context, states 

“A successful scheme will be one whose design has taken account of the following characteristics of the surroundings, where appropriate:

(i) The significance of nearby assets and the contribution of their setting.

(ii) The general character and distinctiveness of the local buildings, spaces, public realm and the landscape.

(iii) Landmarks and other features that are key to a sense of place.

(iv) The diversity or uniformity in style, construction, materials, detailing, decoration and period of existing buildings and spaces.

(v) The topography.

(vi) Views into and from the site and its surroundings.

(vii) Green landscaping

(viii) The current and historic uses in the area and the urban grain”.

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

“the recognition of, and response to, the setting of heritage assets as an aspect of townscape character is an important aspect of the design process for new development, and will, at least in part, determine the quality of the final result” (2.5)
‘the cumulative impact of incremental small-scale changes may have as great an effect on the setting of a heritage asset as a large-scale development’ (4.5).

.. arguments about the sensitivity of a setting to change should not be based on the numbers of people visiting it. This will not adequately take account of qualitative issues, such as the importance of quiet and tranquillity as an attribute of setting; constraints on the public to routinely gain access to a setting because of remoteness or challenging terrain; or the importance of the setting to a local community who may be few in number’ (2.4).

English Heritage’s ‘Conversion of Traditional Farm buildings: A Guide to Good Practice’ (October 2006) has general relevance and suggests:

(i) Setting and surroundings – ‘with any type of conversion the impact on the setting is a vital aspect of a successful project. A sensitive conversion respects the ties the building has with its landscape setting and avoids imposing alien features … attention to detail is a key aspect and a consideration of public views of the farmstead is particularly important in areas of high landscape value’ (pg 29);
(ii) 
Respecting the farmstead setting and grouping – ‘nearly all farmsteads, therefore, have some form of enclosure either by the buildings themselves in the form of a courtyard or by connecting structures such as walls or gates … conversions can create problems of how to delineate shared space or space occupied by part of the farmstead which still acts as a working farm. Subdivision of fold yards or removal of boundary walls should be avoided’ (pg 30).
Site inspection revealed that the land adjoining (the building) 1 Edisford Hall Cottages has been significantly remodeled. Terraced lawns have been created and utilitarian railings installed immediately to the front and rear of the property. In the vicinity of the proposed garage the land has been remodeled, a large hardstanding created and new boundaries formed; land levels have been dropped by c. 1m and root damage to site screening hedgerow and trees is apparent. 

A previous agent was advised of planning permission and listed building consent requirements in respect to terrace formation and railing installation. Previous visits to the site did not suggest that the area subject to application formed part of any residential curtilage. 

In my opinion, these formal landscaping works have unduly harmed the agricultural and rural setting of the listed building (also open countryside landscape – Policy ENV3 of the RVDLP). Hitherto, such works had been restricted to the south side of the range and the steading barn conversions.

In my opinion, the proposed garage/workshop is unduly harmful to the setting of the historic farmhouse and cottages, the character of the open countryside and the setting of other Grade II listed buildings because of its size, prominence, incongruity of design and materials and detachment from the historic farm steading and other building groups. In the consideration of prominence I am mindful that works have already commenced and have damaged roadside hedgerow and tree screening.



	RECOMMENDATION: That planning permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














