
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT – APPROVAL

	Ref: AD

	Application No: 
	3/2012/0742/P

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed alteration to the existing window opening including new replacement window at Edisford Hall Farmhouse, Edisford Bridge, Clitheroe

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Bashall Eaves and Mitton Parish Council - No objections to this proposal.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Historic amenity societies – Consulted, no representations received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

NPPF.

HEPPG.

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

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings (setting).



	SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL:

	The proposal has an acceptable impact upon the character (including setting) and significance of the listed building.



	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 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).

Site history

The application form notes that no pre-application advice was sought in respect to the proposal.

3/2012/0665 - Relining the existing chimney (Edisford Hall Farmhouse). LBC granted 19 September 2012.
3/2010/0793 - Retrospective application to render the quoins over on the east side, to make water-tight (Edisford Hall Farmhouse). LBC granted 17 January 2011.
3/2010/0362 - Application for the discharge of condition no.3 (relating to materials) of planning consent 3/2007/0344P (Edisford Hall Farmhouse and cottages).

3/2010/0447 - Application for the discharge of condition no. 3 (materials), of planning consent 3/2007/0344P (Edisford Hall Farmhouse and cottages).

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 (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 (1 and 2 Edisford Hall Cottages) – listed building consent refused 17 March 2009.

3/2009/0052/P – Works to chimney stack, floors, damp proofing and dry lining (1 and 2 Edisford Hall Cottages) – listed building consent refused 17 March 2009.

3/2008/0821/P – Discharge of conditions application (1 and 2 Edisford Hall Cottages) – see letter 19 November 2008.

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.

3/2008/0491/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 (1 and 2 Edisford Hall Cottages) – 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 (1 and 2 Edisford Hall 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 (1 and 2 Edisford Hall Cottages) – listed building consent refused 9 May 2006.

3/2006/0232 – Single storey side extension (1 and 2 Edisford Hall Cottages) – planning permission refused 25 October 2006.

Edisford Hall Farmhouse has suffered drastic and very detrimental damage to its character and setting.  This includes 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).

3/2002/0389 – Re-roofing of east facing roof slope to three dwellings (Edisford Hall Farmhouse and 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.

Legislation, policy and guidance

Section 16(2) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states that when considering applications for listed building consent, special regard shall be had to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses.

Policy ENV20 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan (adopted June 1998) has the status, following Government Office North West approval, of a ‘saved policy’.  It states that “proposals for the alteration or repair of listed buildings should be sympathetic to their character and appearance.  The most important features of any listed building will be preserved”.

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”.

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 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 130 states “Where there is evidence of deliberate neglect of or damage to a heritage asset the deteriorated state of the heritage asset should not be taken into

account in any decision”.

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”.

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”. 

Paragraph 149 of the HEPPG states “original materials normally only need to be replaced when they have failed in their structural purpose. Repairing by re-using materials to match the original in substance, texture, quality and colour, helps maintain authenticity, ensures the repair is technically and visually compatible, minimises the use of new resources and reduces waste. However, alternative approaches may be appropriate if it can be demonstrated that the technique will not cause long-term damage to the asset and results in less overall loss of original fabric and significance …One would expect that the loss of historic fabric following repairs, and alteration, would be proportionate to the nature of the works”.
Paragraph 179 of the HEPPG states “the fabric will always be an important part of the asset’s significance. Retention of as much historic fabric as possible is therefore a fundamental part of any good alteration or conversion, together with the use of appropriate materials and methods of repair. It is not appropriate to sacrifice old work simply to accommodate the new”.

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


“87 – 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”.

Paragraph 114 and 116-117 of the HEPPG relate to setting.

‘’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 114).

“the setting of a heritage asset can enhance its significance whether or not it was designed to do so”(paragraph 116).

‘’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” (paragraph 117).

Paragraph 142 of the HEPPG, Changes to Heritage Assets, notes that 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 149 of the HEPPG states “original materials normally only need to be replaced when they have failed in their structural purpose. Repairing by re-using materials to match the original in substance, texture, quality and colour, helps maintain authenticity, ensures the repair is technically and visually compatible, minimises the use of new resources and reduces waste … one would expect that the loss of historic fabric following repairs, and alteration, would be proportionate to the nature of the works”.
Paragraph 152, Repair, of the HEPPG states  “Doors and windows are frequently key to the significance of the building.  Change is therefore advisable only where the original is beyond repair, it minimises the loss of historic fabric and matches the original in detail. Secondary glazing is usually more appropriate than double-glazing where the window itself is of significance”.

Paragraph 153, Repair, of the HEPPG states “Even the most minor repairs can sometimes have an impact on the archaeological interest of a heritage asset and may reveal new information relating to the significance of that asset. The recording of evidence revealed by such works may therefore be appropriate”. 

Paragraph 161, Restoration, of the HEPPG states “Restoration works are those that are intended to reveal or recover something of significance that has been eroded, obscured or previously removed. In some cases, restoration can thus be said to enhance significance. However, additions and changes in response to the changing needs of owners and occupants over time may themselves be a key part of the asset’s significance’’.

Paragraph 160, Restoration, of the HEPPG states that “Restoration is likely to be acceptable if:

(1) The significance of the elements that would 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 asset, and is executed in accordance with that evidence.

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

(4) The work proposed respects previous forms of the heritage asset.

(5) No archaeological interest is lost if the restoration work could later be confused with the original fabric.

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

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 182, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG states ‘The plan form of a building is frequently one of its most important characteristics and internal partitions, staircases (where decorated or plain, principle or secondary) and other features are likely to form part of its significance. Indeed they may be its most significant feature. Proposals to remove or modify internal arrangements, including the insertion of new openings or extension underground, will be subject to the same considerations of impact on significance (particularly architectural interest) as for externally visible alterations’.

Paragraph 185, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG states “the insertion of new elements such as doors and windows, (including dormers and roof lights to bring roof spaces into more intensive use) is quite likely to adversely affect the building’s significance. Harm might be avoided if roof lights are located on less prominent roof slopes. New elements may be more acceptable if account is taken of the character of the building”.

Paragraph 189, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG states ‘new services, both internal and external can have a considerable, and often cumulative, effect on the appearance of a building and can affect significance’.

Paragraph 180, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG states ’The junction between new work and the existing fabric needs particular attention, both for is impact on the significance of the existing asset and the impact on the contribution of its setting…  Where new work or additions make elements with significance redundant, such as doors or decorative features, there is likely to be less impact on the asset’s aesthetic, historic or evidential value if they are left in place’’.

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

‘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).

The Georgian Group Guide ‘Windows’ states: ‘No element does more than the fenestration to enhance the character of Georgian buildings; this is even more relevant to modest terraced houses and country cottages than it is to grander, multi-windowed piles. Yet in recent years the defacing of Georgian buildings by inappropriate modern windows has become more and more commonplace. The Georgian Group has always maintained that historic buildings deserve the best in terms of craftsmanship and materials. The insistence upon natural materials in construction and in architectural detailing represents the best way of ensuring that the integrity of historic structures is preserved. Georgian buildings in particular rely for their aesthetic effect largely on their proportions, and especially on the appropriate detailing of windows and doors’ (Introduction) …

… and warns of double-glazing that ‘the resultant visual effect is often dark and reflectant’.

English Heritage have recently (March 2012) produced advice on replacement windows in response to the ‘Green Deal’. This states ‘Traditional windows and glazing make important contributions to the historic interest and significance of older buildings.  They are an integral part of the design of a historic building and can be important artefacts in their own right, often made with great skill and ingenuity with materials of a higher quality than are available today. The distinctive appearance of antique hand-made glass is not easily imitated in modern glazing … Single glazing is normally 4 to 6mm thick, but historic single glazing can be as thin as 2mm or less. In comparison, slim-profile double glazing units are significantly thicker, and can be up to four times heavier than single glazing … The additional weight and thickness of double glazed units means that invariably the whole window needs to be replaced to accommodate them … This loss of historic fabric can be highly damaging particularly if replacement windows no longer follow the original window pattern … English Heritage is opposed to the removal or alteration of significant windows in listed buildings in order to accommodate double-glazing. We consider that, when assessing proposals for the replacement of windows that contribute to the significance of a listed building with double glazed windows, the public benefits arising from improvements to a building’s thermal efficiency will only very rarely outweigh the harm to the public interest caused by the loss of the existing windows’.
‘Energy Efficiency and Historic Buildings: Application of Part L of the Building Regulations to Historic and Traditionally Constructed Buildings’ (EH, November 2010) states ‘For historic buildings and those of traditional construction an appropriate balance needs to be achieved between building conservation and energy efficiency if lasting damage is to be avoided both to the building’s character and significance and its fabric…reducing carbon emissions from buildings is not just about heating and insulating the building. Much can be achieved by changing behaviour, avoiding waste, using energy efficient controls and managing the building to its optimum performance, all of which is as relevant to older buildings as new ones’ (Summary, page 4); and
‘English Heritage supports the Government’s aims to improve energy efficiency, provided that the application of the new Part L is exercised in a way that does not harm the special interest of historic buildings.. The new Part L makes it clear that the special characteristics of a historic building must be recognised. The aim of this revised part of the Building Regulations is to improve energy efficiency where practically possible, provided that this does not harm the character of the building or increase the risk of long-term deterioration to fabric or fittings.

The special interest of a historic building would be compromised if its overall appearance were to be changed or significant features or qualities were to be lost as a result of compliance with the Requirements of the new Part L. To avert a threat of this kind, a number of questions need to be considered. Could improvements be made without the need to remove or substantially alter fabric? For example, could existing windows be repaired and draughtproofed as an alternative to inserting new double glazing? Could secondary glazing be inserted? If improvements to the existing windows are not practicable, could benign improvements be made elsewhere, for example by insulating under floors or by improving the efficiency of the heating system? ‘’ (Introduction to document on EH website).

In ‘The Thermal Performance of Historic Windows’, The Building Conservation Directory 2008, Chris Wood (Head of Buiding Conservation and Research Team at EH) suggests ‘As always, a sensible balance is needed and decisions must be made on the basis of knowledge rather than generic assumptions about the inefficiency of old windows. 

There is little dispute as to how important windows are to historic buildings. After all, the front windows of a building are often the first feature to draw the eye … There is a definite need to improve the thermal performance of existing buildings in order to reduce carbon emissions and slow climate change. However, a sensible balance is needed. Unpublished data from the BRE has shown that if the half million or so listed buildings in England had all their windows replaced by double-glazing, it would save between 0.16 and 0.36 per cent of total energy used in this country. It is surely not worth sacrificing our architectural heritage for so small a gain, particularly if substantial improvements can be made in more benign ways’’.

‘Period House Fixtures and Fittings: 1300-1900’ (Hall L, 2007) states:

“ the advent of affordable glazing in the 16th century greatly altered the appearance of houses and the size and number of windows. Mullioned windows of two to five lights became common, and the lights were now much wider than they had been previously (page 69)…

… Stone mullions were used in areas of better quality stone such as the Pennines…in the Lancashire and Yorkshire Pennines (some) very wide mullioned windows are found, with five to eight lights being common and more not infrequent. In the C16 and early C17 the size of the window is likely to reflect the importance of the room but by the mid C17 in much of England the influence of classical architecture made symmetry more important and windows were arranged to produce the most pleasing external appearance. This sometimes resulted in a window being split between two rooms …

… in the Pennine areas of Lancashire and Yorkshire a symmetrical facade seems to have commanded far less importance in the C17, and as late as c.1700 there are houses with unbalanced facades. This area also boasts some very distinctive local types of window …

simple chamfered mullioned windows continued to be used in stone regions throughout the 18th and into the 19th century for smaller houses and cottages. Windows of this date can be distinguished by their uniformity, lack of hoodmoulds and square shape; it is rare to find anything other than two-light windows at this period (page 73-4) …

… Mullions … no two are exactly alike, suggesting that they were individually commissioned, with the house owner choosing whichever design he liked best …

… (18th and 19th Century Casement Windows) smaller houses and cottages with ceilings too low to accommodate the new style for tall cross-windows and then sashes continued to use the wooden mullioned window, which remained popular throughout the 18th and 19th centuries at this social level …

 ... chamfers and hollow chamfers occur throughout the period and can be hard to date …

” (page 83-5).

‘Illustrated Handbook of Vernacular Architecture’ (R.W. Brunskill, 1978) states:

“ three stages in the continuous development of the window are distinguished here; they have been given the convenient, though only partially appropriate, names of medieval, sub-medieval, and renaissance. In each phase, a distinction has been made between the overall shape of the window opening, the mouldings associated with it, and the provision for glazing and ventilation. The three stages relate to the changes in sectional form of the domestic interiors which the windows were intended to serve …

… the Medieval Phase … the horizontal which was based on a series of diamond-mullioned divisions of a wooden window frame …

… the Sub-Medieval Phase … was a transition between the earlier period of long horizontal runs of narrow mullioned lights and the later period of tall balanced sash windows … the characteristic window shape in this period was square ” (pg 124ff).

‘Listed Buildings, Conservation Areas and Monuments’ (C. Mynors, 4th ed., 2006) states:

“there is no corresponding provision in relation to listed building consent; however by analogy with the provisions applying to planning permissions, it would seem that, for works to be ‘begun’, it will be sufficient for an owner to have carried out almost any part of them.

Once works have thus been begun, their completion can be delayed indefinitely (Spackman v Wiltshire CC (1976) 33 P. & C.R. 430)”. 

Submitted information

The design, access and heritage statement identifies:

(i) proposed altering of the size and profile of opening ‘to a design more in-keeping with the age of the property’;

(ii) proposal ‘involves taking out an unauthorised window and window surround … the design reinstating original window pattern’;

(iii) ‘the rear wing attached to the west elevation seems to have been an early addition to the house, but has been drastically altered since 1984: its walls have been largely rebuilt and incorporate a new arrangement of openings, which does not reflect the fact that previously there was a doorway in its west elevation – information from the applicant’;

(iv) ‘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’.


Conclusions

Listed Building Consent 3/1984/0588 and its implementation was harmful to the character and special interest of the listed building. The approved plans show the window in question to be repositioned higher up the wall in order to accommodate the new extension. The existing window is a truncated form of that approved. The window now proposed is a better facsimile (proportions) of the historic window (see historic photographs) and has similar impact to the window approved in 1984.

	RECOMMENDATION: That listed building consent be approved.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














