
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2013/0365 (LBC) & 0366 (PP)

	Development Proposed:
	Internal alterations to reinstate key historical aspects of the existing house, including sub division of the existing living room and the resiting of the staircase and main entrance hallway to the existing ‘out-shut’ on the west elevation and the recreation of the pre-existing tripartite first floor layout.  Reinstate the traditional roof pitch over the bathroom and repair the poor quality modern window frames on the south west side. It is proposed to lime render the south gable and west elevation walls of the original house to match the east elevation.  The proposed small extension on the south east side of the 1984 kitchen extension is intended to assist in reinstatement of the historic layout internally, improve the kitchen extension layout and the form and appearance of the mono pitch.  Practical issues addressed in the extension include retaining the existing necessary floor area in the kitchen and breakfast area.  There is also a need to provide access to boot cleaning at the ‘garden’ entrance to the kitchen which also includes a more adequate utility room space at Edisford Hall Farm, Edisford Bridge, Clitheroe 

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Bashall Eaves and Mitton Parish Council – extension: recognise the attempt to delineate the old from the new.  Attractive settlement and note the recent sympathetic extension of the cottage at the northern end of the same building and that the three barns opposite have all been converted in traditional style.  The new extension should also be traditional.  The cladding should be in stone to match the buildings in the immediate area.  The proposed lime render on the south and west elevations is not necessary, the natural stone is preferred.  Other concerns are the aluminium frame doors rather than hardwood and the setting of the six windows on the west elevation is incongruous in this setting on a listed building.  No objection to an extension, but design is causing concern.  Appreciate suggestion to restore the original internal layout of the hall – will be beneficial.  



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	English Heritage – do not wish to offer any comments on this occasion.  Determine in accordance with national and local policy guidance, and on basis of RVBC expert conservation advice.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

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

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings (Setting).

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy H10 - Residential Extensions.

Policy ENV3 - Development in Open Countryside. 

Policy SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings” (adopted following public consultation, September 2000)

Ribble Valley Core Strategy Regulation 22 Submission Draft:

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations 

Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets.

NPPF

HEPPG



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Harmful to character (including setting) and significance of the listed building because of loss of important historic fabric and the size, siting, materials and design of the proposed extension. RVDLP Policies ENV20, ENV19, G1 and H10, NPPF paragraph 131 and 132, SPG  'Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings' and RVCSReg.22SD Policies DME4 and DMG1.



	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 (16 November 1954).  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. The list description suggests the interior did not provide the main reason for building listing ‘the interior of the farmhouse was not accessible at the time of survey but was said to retain no features of interest’.

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; distinctive porches) immediately to the south.

Relevant planning history

3/2012/0742 - alteration to the existing window opening including new replacement window. LBC granted 10 October 2012.

3/2012/0665 - Relining the existing chimney (Edisford Hall Farmhouse). LBC granted 19 September 2012.
Pre-application advice letter 27 June 2012 (interior restoration and wrap-around extension) – RVBC supportive of works to address recent unauthorised works to interior based on robust evidence and justification; wrap-around extension harmful; disagree that ‘enabling development’ and ‘optimum viable use’ relevant; 1984 extension an aberration and welcome demolition. 

3/2012/0405 - Proposed garage (1 Edisford Hall Cottages). PP refused 14 June 2012.

‘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’.
22 September 2011 – applicant (then prospective purchaser) advised in meeting of extent of unauthorised works (including those alleged below) to the listed building, consequent loss of significance and implications for the consideration of any further change (reiterated to agent 23 September 2011). No suggestion that extensions would be proposed.

September 2011 – complaint alleged (and later withdrawn) concerning unauthorised works to Hall interior (see photographs from mid 1980s on complaint file). 

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.

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.

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.

Mrs Justice Lang’s recent judgement in East Northamptonshire has confirmed that ‘desirability’ means ‘sought-after objective’ and that ‘in order to give effect to the statutory duty under section 66(1), a decision-maker should accord considerable importance and weight to ‘the desirability of preserving … the setting’ of listed buildings when weighing this factor in the balance with other ‘material considerations’ which have not been given this special statutory status’. 

The Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan (June 1998) is particularly relevant at Policies ENV20, ENV19, G1, H10 and ENV3.

The NPPF is particularly relevant at paragraph 6, 7, 8, 14, 17, 56 - 57, 60 - 61, 64, 126, 128 - 135, 137, 187- 190, 196-197 and 215- 216.

The HEPPG is particularly relevant at paragraph 80, 82, 113 – 121, 142-143, 152, 158 – 161, 178 – 189 and 192.
The Ribble Valley Core Strategy Regulation 22 Submission Draft is particularly relevant at Policies DME4 and DMG1.

English Heritage state that whilst ‘The Setting of Heritage Assets’ (English Heritage, October 2011) contains references that are now out of date, it still contains useful advice and case studies. It is stated that ‘where the significance of a heritage asset has been compromised in the past by unsympathetic development affecting its setting … consideration still needs to be given to whether additional change will further detract from, or can enhance, the significance of the asset’.

‘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).

‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings: Ribble Valley Borough Council supplementary planning guidance’ (adopted September 2000) states:

‘Any extension should reflect the character of the original house and the wider locality’ (5.2). An accompanying illustration suggests that this policy applies to window details;

‘As a general rule any extension should not dominate the original house. This is particularly important in relation to buildings of historic or architectural importance’ (5.2);

‘Size – the size of an extension is an important consideration. Over-large extensions can dominate the original dwelling, they are also more likely to harm the amenities of neighbours’ (5.2)  

‘In Conservation Areas and open countryside size controls will be more strictly applied. Extensions which lead to properties becoming significantly more prominent will not be allowed. Part of the character of these areas is the stock of relatively small cottages … it should be noted that even small extensions can be prominent if they are not carefully sited and designed … the cumulative impact of a number of smaller extensions can be as damaging as single over intensive proposals. Therefore all applications will be assessed with regard to the original dwelling’’ (5.2);

‘Windows and doors - The type of windows and doors used, and their positioning are an important part of any development. It is often best to follow the style of the original house’ (5.2).

‘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.

‘Conservation Principles’ paragraph 128 states ‘The concept of authenticity demands that proposals for restoration always require particularly careful justification. Reinstating damaged elements of work directly created by the hand of an artist normally runs counter to the idea of authenticity and integrity. However, the reinstatement of damaged architectural or landscape features in accordance with an historic design evidenced by the fabric of a place may not do so, if the design itself was the artistic creation, intended to be constructed by others, and the necessary materials and skills are available’.

‘Conservation Principles’ paragraph 131 states ‘The nature of the work proposed is justified by compelling evidence of the evolution of the place, and is executed in accordance with that evidence … Evidence of the evolution of the place, and particularly of the phase to which restoration is proposed, should be drawn from all available sources – from study of the fabric of the place itself (the primary record of its evolution), any documentation of the original design and construction process, and subsequent archival sources, including records of previous interventions. The results of this research and the reasoned conclusions drawn from it should be clearly set out.

‘Conservation Principles’ paragraph 132 states ‘Speculative or generalised re-creation should not be presented as an authentic part of a place: the criteria for new work should apply to its design’.

‘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”.

Rendering is a traditional treatment and the Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings have previously commented on render removal proposals in the Ribble Valley:

“Looking at many early photographs and illustrations of buildings, many of them stand out bright in the landscape, suggesting a rendered and limewashed finish.  As a matter of interest, the removal of plaster and render goes back to the origins of the SPAB and the principles of conservation.  It was the stripping of plasterwork from the internal walls of churches in the late 19th century and their conjectural restoration that first concerned the likes of William Morris, Webb, Ruskin and others leading to the formation of the SPAB.  Our taste for exposed stonework as with the black and white appearance of timber framed buildings, has stayed with us from that period and it is important that we understand that this was not necessarily the original finish of the buildings”.

‘The Government’s Review of Planning Practice Guidance: English Heritage Consultation Response’ (8 February 2013) advices in respect to considerations of ‘substantial harm’ that:

28. In assessing impact on a heritage asset or its setting what matters is the impact on the significance of the asset. The impact of total destruction is obvious. Partial destruction is likely to have a significant impact but, depending on the circumstances, it may still be less than substantial harm or conceivably not harmful at all. Similarly, works that are moderate or minor in scale are likely to cause less than substantial harm or no harm at all. However, any works to an asset and works affecting its setting have the potential to cause substantial harm. A key factor in determining whether the works constitute substantial harm is if the adverse impact goes to the heart of why the place is worthy of designation – why it is important enough to justify special protection. This has to be assessed at the time of the decision in all cases. Some more recent designation records contain a helpfully more fulsome explanation of the significance. 

Linda Hall (2005) states in ‘Period House Fixtures and Fittings 1300-1900’ that ‘(Medieval windows) larger transomed windows with traceried heads can be seen in buildings of superior status’ (page 67) and ‘in the Lancashire and Yorkshire Pennines even wider transomed windows occur in the larger houses, with anything up to twenty lights … in this wealthy area the open hall regained popularity in the early 17th century and houses were built with enormous hall windows to illuminate the galleries and plaster ceilings with which many of the houses were furnished. A number of theses have double transoms for the large hall window’ (page 69).

Submitted information

Archaeological assessment:

(i) 
7.1 suggests that the proposed extension works have a minor impact on building heritage because of the extent of works since 1984 (NPPF paragraph 130 and HEPPG paragraph 82 is noted in this regard);

(ii) 
7.1 suggests that the interior reinstatement works provide some enhancement;

(iii)        Map regression shows that the footprint of the listed building has not changed significantly from 1850.

A Design & Access Statement has been submitted. It is surprising that the discussions of 22 September 2011 concerning unauthorised works (including those alleged September 2011) were considered to be ‘reassuring’.

Conclusions

In my opinion, the proposed lime rendering of the south gable and west elevation of the historic build is acceptable. Whilst I am mindful of the comments of the Parish Council, I am also mindful that historic lime render remnants were found beneath and on removal of the  cementitious render from the west elevation of the adjoining cottages; that a large section of the north gable of the range was found to be lime rendered on removal of a modern lean-to and of the traditional practice of providing a unified and prestigious finish to random rubble on main and prominent elevations.

Historic photographs (mid - 1980s) suggest: 

(i) the proposed alteration to the roof pitch of the outshut to be acceptable;

(ii) the proposed new opening in the north elevation of the outshut to result in loss of historic fabric (see HEPPG paragraph 179) – whereas a location further to the west for a window would coincide with an earlier opening now blocked. This element does not correspond to the proposed window shown in 3/1984/0588;

(iii) the proposed new door opening in the west elevation of the outshut to result in loss of historic fabric – a window is shown on a photograph further to the north of the proposed openings (a lean-to obscures the rest of the ground floor). The existing tripartite window is unauthorised (see 3/1984/0588) – restoration of this elevation to that shown in the 1980s and early 1990s photographs would be welcomed.

Consideration of the floor plans to 3/1984/0588 suggests minimal enhancement from proposed interior alterations  – a sliding ‘Pocket door’ is shown to provide the only new ground floor subdivision; the new staircase to the outshut is shown in the position of the proposed staircase in 3/1984/0588 rather than that of the staircase in the ‘existing’ drawing to 3/1984/0588. First floor works undo the most damaging unauthorised plan form changes – however, the unauthorised attic access remains.

In my opinion and mindful of the concerns of the Parish Council and of the guidance at HEPPG paragraph 178 (avoiding the dominance of new work in scale, material and siting) and 180 (particular attention to the junction between new work and historic fabric because of impact on significance including setting), the proposed extension is of substantial harm to the significance of the listed building. The proposed extension protrudes to the west and its size, materials and west elevation fenestration (the mullion and transom window on which this appears to be based is a rare and prestigious form and at odds with the character of this historic building) results in a development which competes with the historic outshut and undermines the significance of the (thankfully remaining and still very important) historic single range with outshut footprint. From the historic front of the farmhouse, the proposed extension intrudes into the harmonic inter-visibility between the farmhouse and its historic steading outbuildings (see HEPPG paragraph 121).

The proposals would appear to provide little public benefit (NPPF paragraph 133 and 134).

NPPF paragraph 130 and HEPPG paragraph 82 suggest that the loss of significance to a heritage asset as a result of unauthorised works should not be a consideration. ‘The Setting of Heritage Assets’ suggests that where the significance of a heritage asset has been compromised in the past by unsympathetic development affecting its setting, consideration still needs to be given to whether additional change will further detract from the significance of the asset. Furthermore, I am also mindful that the NPPF requires a positive approach to conservation of the historic environment and design. The NPPF advocates sustainable development, requires the Borough Council to consider opportunities for the sustaining and enhancement of the historic environment (eg. Annex 2 definition of 'conservation', paragraph 126 and paragraph 131) and requires of design that it reinforces local distinctiveness (paragraph 60) and integrates with the historic environment (paragraph 61). Paragraph 137 requires in the consideration of new development that local planning authorities look for opportunities to enhance or better reveal the significance of heritage assets.


	RECOMMENDATION: That listed building consent and planning permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














