
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2013/0023/P (LBC)

	Development Proposed:
	Part retrospective reinstatement of a door opening to the front elevation of the listed farmhouse, which has been part blocked up to form a window at Edisford Bridge Farm, Edisford Bridge, Clitheroe 

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Town Council - No representations received.



	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).

Core Strategy Regulation 22 Submission Draft: 

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations.

Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Harmful impact upon the character of the listed building - loss of important fan light and  detriment to architectural form of the historic main façade. Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.



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

	Edisford Bridge Farmhouse and Edisford Bridge Cottage is a Grade II listed building (November 1954).  The list description suggests the houses date to the early 19th century (with a c.1900 addition at the left of the south front) but examination would suggest the building to have earlier origins and the distinctive early 19th century Gothic Revival appearance to be a remodelling of the facades (NB apparent similar situation to the Grade II listed Edisford Hall Cottages opposite). The building occupies a very prominent corner site in the open countryside and its setting is closely associated with the adjacent Grade II listed Edisford Bridge Inn.

	The list description refers to ‘2 bays having sashed windows with glazing bars which intersect at the top and with plain stone surrounds with ogee heads. A door between the bays, now blocked to form a window, has a plain stone surround with semi-circular head with projecting keystone and moulded imposts’.



	Site History

The application has been submitted following the investigation of unauthorised works. No pre-application advice has been sought in respect of the proposals.

3/2009/0493 - Domestic extension. LBC granted following scheme negotiation 3 September 2009.

3/1992/0686/P – Edisford Bridge Farm. Listed building consent for internal and external alterations required as part of sub-division of property into two dwellings; associated planning application refused.  Site inspection shows that the proposed rear doorway opening has been wrongly sited although this does not appear to have significant consequence to the historic fabric.

There is no record on file in respect to the refenestration of the c. 1900 build in mock sash uPVC windows (one historic timber sash window survives at ground floor rear.)

Edisford Bridge Cottage 

3/1992/0028/P and 3/1992/0032/P - Listed building consent and planning permission for a Victorian style (canted bay) conservatory onto the extension granted in 1982 (resulting in further projection of modern development towards the Bashall Eaves road).

3/1982/0356/P and 3/1982/0442/P - Listed building consent and planning permission for internal alterations (including wall and stair demolition) and an extension (details in a style mimicking the Gothic Revival windows; demolition of a large section of ground floor front walling) at the south front of Edisford Bridge Cottage.

3/1982/0471/P - Planning permission for a detached garage adjacent to the above extension and the Bashall Eaves road.

Relevant 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.

The NPPF is particularly relevant at paragraph 6, 7, 8, 9, 14, 17, 126 - 132 and 134.

The HEPPG is particularly relevant at paragraph 142, 152, 158-168, 179 - 182, 185 - 187.

The Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan (June 1998) is particularly relevant at Policy ENV20 and ENV19.

The Ribble Valley Regulation 22 Submission Draft Core Strategy is particularly relevant at Policies DMG1 and DME4.

‘Conservation Principles, Policies and Guidance for the Sustainable Management of 

the Historic Environment’ (English Heritage, 2008) identifies four groups of heritage 

values: Evidential, Historical, Aesthetic and Communal.

‘Constructive Conservation in Practice’ (English Heritage, 2008) states “Constructive 

Conservation is the broad term adopted by English Heritage for a positive and 

collaborative approach to conservation that focuses on actively managing change. 

	

	The aim is to recognise and reinforce the historic significance of places, while

accommodating the changes necessary to ensure their continued use and enjoyment … 

… The Principles also underline the importance of a systematic and consistent 

approach to conservation. In order to provide this consistency, we are guided by a 

values-based approach to assessing heritage significance”.

The following discuss the importance of the detailed form of historic doors  ‘Georgian Doors’ 

(The Georgian Group Guide No. 3, undated), ‘Doors’ (The Victorian Society, Guide No.1, 

1992), ‘Vernacular Architecture’ (RW Brunskill, 1978, page122 ff), ‘C18 Panelled 

Doors and their details’ (J Coath in The Building Conservation Directory 1995, page 

73ff) and Period House Fixtures and Fittings 1300-1900’ (L Hall, 2007, page 17ff).

Submitted information

A heritage statement:

(i) contains photographs of the historic door opening prior to works;

(ii) implies that alterations to the historic fabric (e.g. fanlight) have not yet been undertaken (paragraph 4.1);

(iii) suggests the works ‘preserve and restore an original feature of the farmhouse and in this regard, the proposal will see no loss of any important historic fabric’ (paragraph 6.2).

However, information concerning the significance of the elements to be affected is limited and does not appear to meet the ‘proportional’ or ‘minimum’ information requirements of NPPF paragraph 128. 

Conclusions

Works were advanced by site inspection (15 January 2013) including removal, destruction and disregard of the timber fanlight (see photographs; cf paragraph 4.1 of the heritage statement and ‘fan light set aside & retained for re-use in proposed scheme’ on the submitted plans). The agent has  been informed of this but no information as to the repair or storage of the fanlight has been subsequently received.

A temporary door has been inserted into the historic door opening. 

Legislation, policy and guidance requires a critical and intentionally rigorous assessment of the proposed loss of finite historic fabric. NPPF paragraph 132 requires that “as heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and convincing justification”. HEPPG paragraph 179 states “retention of as much historic fabric as possible is therefore a fundamental part of any good alteration or conversion”. Policy ENV20 states “proposals involving the demolition or partial demolition of listed buildings will be refused unless the demolition is unavoidable”. Policy DME4 states “any proposals involving the demolition of or loss of important historic fabric from listed buildings will be refused unless this is unavoidable”.
In my opinion, the pre-works historic doorway opening treatment was a simple and honest modification. However, the proposed treatment of nine glazed lights over vertical plank boarding is incongruous, insensitive to the architectural character of the building and undermines the elegant design and contribution of the adjacent historic windows.

The HEPPG is relevant at paragraph 180 ‘the junction between new work and the existing fabric needs particular attention, both for its impact on the significance of the existing asset and the impact on the contribution of its setting’, paragraph 185 ‘the insertion of new elements such as doors and windows … is quite likely to adversely affect the building’s significance’, paragraph 178 ‘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’ and paragraph 152 ‘doors and windows are frequently key to the significance of a 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.
It is recognised that the historic doorway opening had already been modified. However, the NPPF would suggest a positive approach to any necessary changes. The NPPF not only requires consideration to the conservation of significant heritage but also suggests that pursuing sustainable development involves seeking positive improvements in the quality of the built, natural and historic environment. It also requires that attention be given to the enhancement of significance, the promotion of local significance, improvement to the character and quality of areas and that new development makes a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness (paragraph 7, 9, 60, 64, 126 and 131).   



	RECOMMENDATION: That listed building consent be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














