RECOMMENDATION FOR PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
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4 FEBRUARY 2010

REF:
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CHECKED BY:


APPLICATION NO: 3/2009/0855/P (LBC) & 3/2009/0854 (PA) (GRID REF: SD 371001 452668)

PROPOSED REFURBISHMENT OF THE EXISTING HOUSE AND SERVICE WING.  CONSTRUCTION OF NEW SWIMMING POOL TO WEST OF MAIN HOUSE WITH ASSOCIATED DEMOLITION OF OUTBUILDINGS.  RELOCATION OF EXISTING GLASS HOUSE INTO WALLED GARDEN AT TOWNHEAD, SLAIDBURN

	PARISH COUNCIL:
	Slaidburn and Easington Parish Council have no objections.



	LANCASHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL (ARCHAEOLOGY):


	No archaeological comments. Have been informed of the commissioning of an archaeological building record.

	THE GEORGIAN GROUP:
	Welcome the restoration of the house as a single private dwelling – this is long overdue, highly desirable and represents optimal use.



	
	However serious doubts about the appropriateness of the glazed link and swimming pool.  One benign consequence of the long abandonment of Townhead has been the relative absence of intrusive ancillary development.  Although efforts have been made to screen the swimming pool and make it visually discreet, inevitably its introduction will compromise the setting of the house.  Glazed links in particular, although intended to be low key and light in touch, tend in reality to draw attention to themselves by their reflectiveness and by the characteristic tendency of any vitreous material to read as an opaque mass rather than something transparent.



	
	The Georgian Group ask that a condition is attached to any planning consent requiring the use of lime mortar.  Quality of detailing of this kind will be important in determining whether the scheme is ultimately successful.



	ANCIENT MONUMENTS SOCIETY:
	Townhead has been a problem building for many years; welcome the very positive proposals to bring the house back into the sort of residential use for which it is so admirably suited.  Defer to RVBC expert advice, and that of English Heritage, on the details of the scheme, especially the extent of the necessary structural repair.



	
	Note that the proposals include the demolition of outbuildings to make way for a new swimming pool.  While the buildings to be lost are not of great intrinsic interest, they do represent an appropriate architectural hierarchy in the house and its service buildings.  Also note (hope that it is a drafting error) that the adjacent barn which appears on the “as existing” plan does not appear on the “as proposed” plan.  Wonder if it would be possible to provide swimming pool in the barn, so giving it a use and avoiding the demolition of the ancillary buildings.



	ENGLISH HERITAGE:
	Townhead has been vacant for several decades with an underinvestment in maintenance resulting in it having been included on the Register of Buildings at Risk for a number of years.  English Heritage is pleased that the recent sale of Townhead has led to its acquisition by a new owner who seems dedicated to the building’s sympathetic renovation and return to a family dwelling:



	
	i)
	English Heritage has been closely involved in pre-application discussions with the owners and their architects.  In general, highly supportive of the conservation-led approach being taken to the renovation of the main house and outbuildings.  Considerable effort has been invested in seeking specialist advice with particular regard to the proposed treatment of timbers and decorative plasterwork.



	
	ii)
	Have reservations about the proposed glazed link between the main house and swimming pool extension.  While it is understood that the structure would provide a clean and highly legible division between the historic house and new build, such a high proportion of reflective glass in a location where historically there has been predominantly stone may appear visually intrusive.  Suggest that alternatives involving a lower degree of glazing (eg a rolled lead roof) are explored.



	
	iii)
	Accept the principle of the removal of the outbuildings to the west of the main house.  These outbuildings do not appear to be contemporary with the main house but represent later, possibly 19th century additions.  It is unlikely that any future use of Townhead would require such extensive provision of outhouses.  At the same time the return of the main building to a high specification country house brings with it certain modern expectations such as on-site leisure facilities and suggests that the proposed location for the swimming pool represents the visually least intrusive option.



	
	iv)
	Agree that the introduction of a swimming pool in the location of the outbuildings would necessitate the dismantling of the existing screen wall and therefore accept the principle of it being recorded, dismantled and rebuilt.



	
	v)
	Concerns about the proposed design of the south wall swimming pool.  The character of the existing structure is an informal, almost agricultural, screen wall much altered over time but predominantly stone with some inserted windows/doors.  The current scheme, which contains a high proportion of fenestration, would alter the balance of window to stone and thereby not maintain the existing character of the structure.  The formal nature of the fenestration changes the character of the wall from informal to formal and challenges the relationship of this highly visible element of the complex with the main house.



	
	vi)
	As advised during pre-application discussion, full (RCHME level 3) recording of all buildings to be affected by the proposal should be undertaken in accordance with advice from the Lancashire County Archaeology Service.



	
	vii)
	Note that paint analysis is being undertaken to inform the interior decoration scheme and welcome this move.



	ENVIRONMENT AGENCY:
	No objection in principle but the application as submitted does not include details for the disposal of foul sewage.  Discharging the effluent of swimming pool water into a septic tank or treatment plant would not be acceptable; therefore to ensure that the development does not pose a risk of pollution to controlled waters, recommended that any subsequent planning approval be conditioned.  Informatives also suggested.



	ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS:
	Lancashire Gardens Trust

The parkland setting of the house will now be in divided ownership.  Surviving parkland, trees and woodland belts are over-mature and likely to fail in future years.  As with most of the estate there has been little or no tree planting or woodland management in recent years (is there no Management Plan?).

The architect’s report refers to removal of self seeded trees with approval (confusion over species identification? – surely Sycamore not Lime?).  Any new/replacement tree planting could/should relate to the whole parkland, perhaps as a joint venture with the estate?  Similarly management of parkland grass by grazing (rather than the frequent mowing) is necessary to retain visual unity.

	
	The major change proposed which will alter the visual character of the site involves the new indoor pool.  The proposal to replace the existing vernacular wall running north-west from the main house with a single storey windowed façade, imitating the style of the main house, will surely confuse the actual history of the place?  The redoubtable widow, the last Mrs Wigglesworth, did not build a conservatory and if she had it is unlikely that she would have chosen a “classicalish” design rather than a more flamboyant glass and iron design?  Any such extensions, significantly increases the mass of the house, nor will modern high performance stonework easily match the weathered stone of the house.  Would not simple glazed openings in coursed vernacular stonework be more honest?  Is the safety of the existing wall intrinsic or affected by the major excavations required by the pool?  This side of the house is visible from a well-used footpath in the village, especially in winter.

Lancashire Gardens Trust, ask whether, if granted, RVBC will require detailed landscape proposals for restoration and management of the historic design layout as a condition (albeit based on the architects statement of intent).



	RIBBLE VALLEY BOROUGH COUNCIL (COUNTRYSIDE OFFICER):
	Suggests the imposition of conditions in regard to site landscaping and the protection of bats.




Proposal

Listed building consent and planning permission is sought to refurbish the main block and service wing, construct a new swimming pool/glazed link extension to the west of the service wing with associated demolition of historic outbuildings, and relocate a historic glass house from the south front to the walled garden.

A conservation plan has been submitted with the application.  This recognises that Townhead is an important part of the Slaidburn Village scene and is highly visible being situated on rising ground to the north of the village.  It suggests that, rather than being demolished, the 1630’s house forms the core of the current building.  It is proposed to put the house back to the use for which it was originally designed, a gentleman’s country estate.  Areas of particular concern are:

i)
timber treatment – the most urgent requirement is the treatment and the eradication of the dry and wet rot which is evident within the structural and other timbers as well as within wall and ceiling plaster.  There is major dry rot in the ancillary buildings around the kitchen and this has extended into the northeast corner of the main house.  Where possible the approach will be to conserve in situ and repair all historic timbers and plasterwork;

ii)
structural repairs – including bulging walls,  rotten beams to floors, fractured timber bracing and roof trusses which have dropped.  Proposed works will also deal with the inherent design flaw of the existing roof design of the 18th century which was inadequate.  The hip beams were of insufficient strength and although braced by convoluted propped dragon beams, sinking of these structures primarily to the north-east and south-east corners of the building have led to the distortion of the floors all the way through the building.  This is also being exacerbated by major alterations carried out in the 1850’s.  These alterations were to the spine wall where a substantial archway was cut into the wall of the north-east room or morning room leaving only a small column of rubble stonework to support the floor beams.  This has caused the whole structure to slide and bulge, again causing sinking of the floors above.  A minimal intervention approach is to be adopted to repairs.  Sloping floors and walls, which are out of plumb, are to be retained as existing characteristics wherever possible, where this does not affect the structural stability of the house.


Existing knowledge refers to internal and external walls containing an apparently random mixture of poor quality brick and stone with large horizontal timber members.  This can be seen to support the theory that the existing building incorporates the house built in the 1630’s.  This would have involved both reduction of the existing house as well as selective demolition.  A number of the current structural problems relate to the lack of proper bonding between the new walls built onto the existing and re-use of existing timbers from the earlier house is random throughout the new buildings.  Many of the cracks in the wall and ceiling plaster are due to a lack of bonding between the materials and from differential settlement as a result of the failure of the structural spine.  Where dry rot has rotted the ends of major beams along the north elevation, these beams have been left hanging and pivoting on the spine wall, therefore pressuring the internal walls above causing movement and pressure cracking.  Much of these structural problems will be resolved by repairs to the beam ends or by replacement if the dry rot damage proves too extensive;

iii)
services – the necessity to carry out a full repairs works programme and the intrusive nature of the works required to expose and repair the building affords the opportunity to integrate modern services within the building.  The majority of the service requirements can be accommodated through lifting the floorboards.

The conservation plan also suggests that the design proposals for the refurbishment of Townhead are to retain all main block room spaces without alteration accepting the second floor where some later partitions are proposed to be moved.  However, there is intrusive work within the service wing where the existing kitchens will be refurbished and added to with a bedroom suite to the first floor; it is also proposed to remove the link block staircase; a self contained guest suite will be created.  The application design and access statement refers to the proposals being required to bring the house up to a 21st century usage.  It is proposed to reduce the number of bedrooms to six (from 15) with three principal suites comprising bedrooms, sitting rooms and bathrooms, with a further three bedrooms and en-suite bathrooms.  On the ground floor the main house is to be retained as existing with the principal rooms used as a substantial sitting room, a dining room, library and cloakrooms.  The ancillary rooms will be used as a substantial farmhouse kitchen with breakfast area and sunroom.  The sunroom forms an alteration from the existing structure by creating a glazed atrium space.  Some outbuildings to the west of the kitchen block will be demolished behind the screen wall to create an enclosed swimming pool.  As part of the application the whole building complex of Townhead will be restored to its former grandeur.  The main buildings are to be re-roofed, windows refurbished and stone work re-pointed with all interior decoration treated and carefully repaired.  Derelict outbuildings are to be rebuilt and the remainder re-roofed and re-pointed as required.

The applicant’s desire is to use the majority of the outbuildings for garaging and storage of gardening and farm machinery.  It is important to work with the history of the house.  The ground floor has two substantial panelled rooms with the natural pine panelled room proposed as a dining room and the large painted panelled room as a drawing room.  Two other principal rooms will be used as a library and cloakrooms.  The key objective of the applicant is to preserve and enhance the existing building.  The proposals involve no alteration to the ground floor layout of the existing building other than the allowance of some cloakroom toilets within the existing butler’s pantry where the proposed design involves some alteration to the existing fabric.  

It is proposed to rebuild the demolished archway which divided the ancillary buildings from the space in front of the north elevation.  This let out from the north east corner of the kitchen wing.  The design of the arch, although somewhat formal, was also unique and quirky with the main archway supported by dummy arches with exaggerated crenulations, urns and stone walls to either side.  The original arch can just be made out from a photograph at the turn of the century.  The owner is endeavouring to obtain some of the original lost stonework above the archway although if this proves unsuccessful, the archway and the stone features will be designed to mirror the original design as closely as possible.

It is also proposed to widen the drive in front of the north elevation.  New proposals cut approximately 6m in the earth bank facing the north elevation pushing this back in a sweeping curve.  This bank will be retained by gabions and then faced in stone.  This will help create more space in front of the building to emphasise a sense of entrance but also to allow vehicles to manoeuvre much more easily in front of the building.  This creates the opportunity for a formal landscaped square with potentially a sculpture or specimen tree in the centre to offset the austere frontage of the building.  This space is completely shrouded by trees and undergrowth and being set into the hillside will not be visible.  However, additional space to the north is essential to allow both vehicular movements for cars and waste trucks, horse boxes and farm vehicles.

Landscaping Proposals – the design and access statement suggests that infrastructure for the setting of the country house is well established although the planting has long gone.  The house is raised up on the hill above Slaidburn and has a two level terrace wrapping around the building which the applicant will reinstate and plant.  The majority of the gardens are contained further up within the walled garden section of the complex and our client is repairing the walled garden in order to re-establish the orchards and tennis court and bowling court that were within this large walled enclosure.  The house, being set up on a steep hill, ensures that the majority of the surrounding landscape is steeply banked with a selection of specimen trees.  Recently, with the agreement of the Council's Countryside Officer, various self seeded lime trees have been removed in order to aid the restoration works and to prevent future damage to the property.

At present the applicant is undertaking clearance works to reinstate the lost gardens, paths and walls in order to restore the 19th century scheme.  

The conservation plan contains a statement of design philosophy for the demolitions associated with the proposed swimming pool.  These structures are the stone screen wall that runs east west in line with the south elevation of the main house, buildings constructed against the stone screen wall, and a lean-to extension to the service wing outshot.  It is suggested that structures other than the screen wall may date from the time of major alterations to the main house in the early 19th century.  It is not certain what their original use would have been but it is likely that they were dry stores associated with the kitchen and service wing.  The buildings are stone built with generally mono pitched slate roofs abutting the screen wall and have suffered from neglect, particularly at the western end where the roof and western wall have partially collapsed.  It is suggested that until the infill of the early 19th century, the screen wall would have been distinct from the main house with a definite gap between the two rather than appearing as a continuation of the south wall as it does today.  It is constructed from random rubble with a simple stone slab coping.  It has been added to and repaired on numerous occasions.  Structural movement becomes more apparent in the wall on its western section with vertical settlement cracks around the reclaimed doorway above which there appears to have been a poorly repaired collapse.  It is suggested that even if the swimming pool was not built behind the wall, the poor structural condition would require it to be taken down and rebuilt anyway.

The submitted plans propose a swimming pool and glazed link immediately to the west of the main block and service wing of Townhead having a maximum length of 28m, maximum width of 8m and height varying from 4.7m (wall parapet) to 6.3m (glazed roof light).  The south wall of the proposed swimming pool is shown to be in line with the south front of the main block; it is proposed to incorporate six 18th century style glazing bar sash windows to match the main house, two of which are paired, again to match the use of this device in the main house.  Classically styled columns and cornicing details are proposed.  Random rubble facing stone is shown to the south wall; the north and west walls and roof are glazed.

Site Location

Townhead is a Grade II* listed country house which is prominently sited on an escarpment above Croasdale Brook and Slaidburn Village, and is within the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  Whilst only a riparian element of the site is within Slaidburn Conservation Area, there is a strong inter-visibility between Townhead and the Conservation Area.  The site does not encompass all of Townhead’s historic landscape but does importantly, incorporate the house’s ancillary buildings, walled garden and home farm.

In April 2004, English Heritage produced a historic buildings report on Townhead mindful of its deteriorating condition and its vacancy for much of the 20th century.  This suggested that the house, the historic residence of the Wigglesworths, was built in the 1730’s and replaced a 17th century house on the site of which a fragment survives.  It is built on a terrace overlooking the village, comprises a compact, rectangular double-pile block 5 bays wide to the south front, and 3 storeys high with a part basement.  A 2 storey service wing on the west side is attached to the house by a 2 storey link block.  The house is constructed of squared, water shot limestone rubble, with sandstone ashlar dressings including quoining to each corner.  The principal south and east elevations are treated as symmetrical compositions, and are finished to a higher standard than the north and west elevations, with a classically-detailed door case in the centre of the south elevation.  The windows in the north and west elevations reuse window surrounds from the earlier house.

The principal entrance is in the north elevation, opening into an entrance hall; the south entrance opens from a terrace into the stair hall.  There are two main reception rooms, containing panelling, on the ground floor, with a smaller room, perhaps a library or morning room, and a housekeepers room in the north-west corner beyond the back staircase.  The main staircase rises only to the first floor, though the upper part of the highly decorative stair hall rises through the third storey; the back stair rises to the attic.  The first floor has 5 heated bedrooms, 4 with dressing rooms or small closets.  The south east room is fully panelled, and all the rooms retain their original fire surrounds, though some have lost their overmantels.  On the second floor, reached by the back staircase, were the servants bedrooms and possibly some children’s rooms; of the 6 original rooms only 2 are heated.  The small basement is incorporated from the earlier house, having 17th century windows.  The service wing has 2 kitchens with pantries, a scullery and 3 first floor rooms.

In the early 19th century various alterations were made.  Some of the ground floor windows in the south and east elevations were remodelled as pairs.  A doorway was inserted in the east elevation, the north doorway was given an enclosed porch, the second doorway in the north elevation was converted into a window and replaced by a doorway in the north wall of the link block.  Inside, a bathroom was inserted in the stairwell of the back staircase at a mezzanine level between ground and first floors, with the consequent reorganisation of the circulation route for the servants.

Relevant History

79/0795 – Placing of a mobile home in garden adjoining Townhead for use while the property is restored and modernised.  Planning permission granted 6 August 1979.

B0734 – Placing above ground of electric lines.  Consent granted 15 December 1961.

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 ENV16 - Development Within Conservation Areas.

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV1 - Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Environmental, AONB, Human Rights and Other Issues
The main consideration in the determination of both the listed building consent and planning application is the duty imposed at Section 16(2) and 66(1) respectively, of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 to 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.  Planning Policy Guidance Note 15 “Planning and the Historic Environment” also suggests (paragraph 3.5) that  the extent to which the proposed works would bring substantial benefits to the community, in particular by contributing to the economic regeneration of the area or the enhancement of its environment (including other listed buildings), to be relevant to listed building consent consideration.  The impact of views into and out of Slaidburn Conservation Area (with regard to the duty at Section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 to pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a conservation area), is also a significant consideration in the determination of the planning application.

PPG15, Paragraph 3.8 states that: “Generally the best way of securing the upkeep of historic buildings and areas is to keep them in active use.  For the great majority this must mean economically viable uses if they are to survive, and new, and even continuing, uses will often necessitate some degree of adaption.  The range and acceptability of possible uses must therefore usually be a major consideration when the future of listed buildings or buildings in conservation areas is in question”.

PPG15, Paragraph 3.10 states that: “The best use will very often be the use for which the building was originally designed, and the continuation or reinstatement of that use should certainly be the first option when the future of a building is considered …”.

PPG15, Paragraph 3.16, Demolitions, states that: “While it is an objective of Government policy to secure the preservation of historic buildings, there will very occasionally be cases where demolition is unavoidable …”.

PPG15, Paragraph 3.19 suggests that: Where proposed works would result in the total or substantial demolition of a listed building, the Secretary of State would expect the authority to also consider:-

i.
the condition of the building, the cost of repairing and maintaining it in relation to its importance and to the value derived from its continued use;

ii.
the adequacy of efforts made to retain the building in use; and

iii.
the merits of alternative proposals for the site … there may exceptionally be cases where the proposed works would bring substantial benefits for the community which has to be weighed against the arguments in favour of preservation.

PPG15, Paragraph 3.12, Alterations and Extensions, states that: “… in judging the effect of any alteration or extension it is essential to have assessed the elements that make up the special interest of the building in question …”.

PPG15, Paragraph C.5 states that: “Subsequent additions to historic buildings, including minor accretions such as conservatories, porches, balconies, verandas, door dressings, barge boards or chimneys, do not necessarily detract from the quality of a building.  They are often of interest in their own right as part of the building’s organic history.  Generally, later features of interest should not be removed merely to restore a building to an earlier form.”

PPG15, Paragraph C.7 states that: “Modern extensions should not dominate the existing building in either scale, material or situation.  There will always be some historic buildings where any extensions would be damaging and should not be permitted.  Successful extensions require the application of an intimate knowledge of the building type that is being extended together with a sensitive handling of scale and detail.”
PPG15, Paragraph C.8, Walls, states that: “Walls are the main structural fabric of a building.  Alterations to wall surfaces are usually the most damaging that can be made to the overall appearance of a historic building.  Alterations or repairs to external elevations should respect the existing fabric and match it in materials, texture, quality and colour …”
PPG15, Paragraph C.9, Openings, states that: “Door and window openings establish the character of an elevation; they should not generally be altered in their proportions or details, especially where they are a conspicuous element of the design …”

PPG15, Paragraphs 2.16 and 2.17 state that: “ … the setting is often an essential part of the (listed) building’s character, especially if a garden or grounds have been laid out to compliment its design or function.  Also, the economic viability as well as the character of historic buildings may suffer and they can be robbed of much of their interest and of the contribution they make to townscape or the countryside, if they become isolated from their surroundings, eg by new traffic routes, car parks, or other development.”

“… the setting of individual listed buildings very often owes its character to the harmony produced by a particular grouping of buildings (not necessarily all of great individual merit) and to the quality of the spaces created between them.  Such areas require careful appraisal when proposals for development are under consideration …”

PPG15, Paragraph 4.14 (Conservation Areas) states that: “… the desirability of preserving or enhancing the area should also, in the Secretary of State’s view, be a material consideration in the planning authority’s handling of development proposals which are outside the conservation area but would affect its setting, or views into or out of the area …”

Further to the receipt of the submitted conservation plan, my officers have been made aware of further significant structural stability issues associated with the main block of Townhead.  English Heritage advised on the 15 October 2009 that, following inspection by its structural engineer and its architect, the main spine wall was about to collapse and required immediate careful demolition and appropriate rebuilding to avoid loss of a substantial part of the building.  Similar advice was also offered in respect of walling adjacent the ground floor stairwell.

In my opinion, the scheme in general is to be welcomed as a well considered, thorough and sympathetic refurbishment of this Grade II* listed (“… of particularly great importance to the nation’s built heritage”, PPG15, Paragraph 3.6) building which has appeared on English Heritage’s Buildings at Risk Register for a decade.

I would agree with the comments of English Heritage, the Georgian Group and Lancashire Gardens Trust in respect of the treatment of the south wall of the proposed swimming pool.  In my opinion, also expressed at pre-application stage, this wall treatment closely mimmicks that of the immediately adjacent house south façade and as a result undermines the impact of the imposing symmetrically designed house front.  This is of harm to an element at the core of the building’s special interest.  The intrinsically innocuous historic screening wall will be replaced by an elevation dominating the listed building in scale, material and situation.

I would also agree with the comments and suggestions of the Ancient Monuments Society in respect of the impact of proposed development upon the architectural hierarchy of buildings on the site and the consideration of existing barn re-use.  In my opinion, and mindful of PPG15, Paragraphs 2.16 – 2.17, the layout and plan form of the mostly vernacular and functional estate and farm buildings and spaces in close juxta position to the house is an interesting survival and an important element of listed building character and setting.  I am therefore concerned that the imposition of the “politely” designed swimming pool amongst this building assemblage would be incongruous and disruptive to setting and site integrity.

The above concerns have been discussed with the agent.  He advises that his client loves this building and is keen to progress with repair of the building’s severe structural problems, but is unwilling to commit funds until planning permission is received.  He notes the adaptions and modifications already made to the outbuildings and screen wall in response to the changing needs of each occupier and emphasises that houses such as Townhead are not static or preserved in aspic.  He also states that his clients have been easily persuaded of the merits of minimal impact on the existing fabric of the building, even agreeing to move a proposed kitchen to reduce the impact on one of the panelled rooms.  However, the former swimming pool south elevation is an expectation on which they do not want to compromise.

The agent has also responded to the specific concerns of English Heritage, the Georgian Group, the Ancient Monument Society and Lancashire Gardens Trust.  In respect of the glazed link, the agent states that his client requires a glazed conservatory within the “family” area of the house and it is considered that this is the best location to accommodate this.  He notes that historically, the service wing was much more distinct from the main house than at present and it is considered that a glazed link would help reinforce the distinction between the two.  He suggests that the conservatory is not unreasonable for the size and status of this building.

In respect of the replacement screen wall/swimming pool south elevation the agent notes that the existing eastern end is quite formal with paired stone windows that mimic those in the house.  He also suggests that this is the one area of the house that has always responded to change in needs over time and that, following development, the balance of the wall will still be predominantly stone.  He believes that the inclusion of a swimming pool linked to the family accommodation is not unreasonable given the nature of the house and to support a viable future for Townhead as a single-family dwelling.  He reiterates that his client is not willing to compromise on his preferred layout.

In respect to retention of the existing barns the agent confirms that it is not the intention to demolish the range of barns running to the west of the house.  In respect to barn use as a swimming pool, it is suggested that it does not seem reasonable to expect pool users to have to exit the house to enter a separate building; providing a pool in the barns would also be difficult given the gradient of the slope up to the west and would present a major risk to the stability of the existing structure.

In my opinion the shortcomings of the scheme, albeit significant, do not outweigh the very substantial public and community benefit of rescuing this nationally important historic building from otherwise inevitable total decline.  I would therefore recommend that listed building consent and planning permission be granted.

I am mindful of the suggestions of the Lancashire Gardens Trust in respect of the historic designed landscape and its management.  The Borough Council’s Countryside Officer has advised on arboricultural proposals for the site from an early stage and would suggest the imposition of a landscaping condition in respect to proposed works.  However, the site is not included on English Heritage’s Register of Historic Parks and Gardens and I do not believe an insistence on the production of a management plan can be justified.

I would confirm that should Members wish to grant listed building consent that such a proposed decision will first require referral to the Secretary of State (Government Office North West).

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL

The proposal has an acceptable impact upon the character and setting of the listed building.

RECOMMENDATION: That planning permission be GRANTED subject to the following condition(s):

1.
The development must be begun no later than the expiration of three years beginning with the date of this permission.


Reason: Required to be imposed in pursuance to Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.

2.
No works can begin until a copy of the approved Natural England Licence (EPSM/2009/1232/B) has been submitted to the Local Planning Authority, all mitigation measures identified in the licence shall be supervised by a person, the identify of whom has been previously agreed in writing by the Natural England species protection licensing officer and the Local Planning Authority.


REASON: To ensure that no species/habitat protected by the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 are destroyed in accordance with Policies G1, ENV7 and ENV8 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

3.
The development hereby permitted shall not be commenced until details of the landscaping of the site, including the retention of existing trees, have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The landscaping scheme submitted shall reflect both the existing and historical landscape character and therefore indicate, as appropriate, the types and numbers of trees and shrubs, their distribution on site, those areas to be seeded, turfed, paved or lard landscaped, including details of any changes of level or landform and the types and details of all fencing and screening.


The approved landscaping scheme shall be implemented in the first planting season following occupation or use of the development, whether in whole or part and shall be maintained thereafter for a period of not less than five years to the satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority.  This maintenance shall include the replacement of any tree or shrub which is removed, or dies or is seriously damaged, or becomes seriously diseased, by a species of similar size to those originally planted.


REASON: In the interests of the amenity of the area and to comply with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

4.
No development approved by this permission shall be commenced until a scheme for the disposal of foul and surface waters has been approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  Such a scheme shall be constructed and completed in accordance with the approved plans.


REASON: To ensure a satisfactory means of drainage.

5.
No works shall take place on the site until the applicant, or their agent or successors in title, has secured the implementation of a programme of building recording and analysis.  This must be carried out in accordance with a written scheme of investigation, which shall first have been submitted to and agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.


REASON: To ensure and safeguard the recording and inspection of matters of archaeological/historical importance associated with the building in accordance with Polices G1, ENV14 and ENV15 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

6.
Precise specifications and samples of walling, roofing and other materials to be used shall have first been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority before their use in the proposed works.


REASON: In order to safeguard the character of the listed building.

7.
Precise specifications for the repair and restoration of historic fabric shall have been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority before their use in the proposed works.


REASON: In order to safeguard the character of the listed building.

8.
New window frames shall be painted within one month of their insertion and retained as such in perpetuity.


REASON: In order to safeguard the character of the listed building.

RECOMMENDATION: That the granting of listed building consent be delegated to the Director of Development Services following referral to the Secretary of State, in accordance with the following conditions.

1.
The development must be begun no later than the expiration of three years beginning with the date of this permission.


Reason: Required to be imposed in pursuance to Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.

2.
No works can begin until a copy of the approved Natural England Licence (EPSM/2009/1232/B) has been submitted to the Local Planning Authority, all mitigation measures identified in the licence shall be supervised by a person, the identify of whom has been previously agreed in writing by the Natural England species protection licensing officer and the Local Planning Authority.


REASON: To ensure that no species/habitat protected by the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 are destroyed in accordance with Policies G1, ENV7 and ENV8 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

3.
The development hereby permitted shall not be commenced until details of the landscaping of the site, including the retention of existing trees, have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The landscaping scheme submitted shall reflect both the existing and historical landscape character and therefore indicate, as appropriate, the types and numbers of trees and shrubs, their distribution on site, those areas to be seeded, turfed, paved or lard landscaped, including details of any changes of level or landform and the types and details of all fencing and screening.


The approved landscaping scheme shall be implemented in the first planting season following occupation or use of the development, whether in whole or part and shall be maintained thereafter for a period of not less than five years to the satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority.  This maintenance shall include the replacement of any tree or shrub which is removed, or dies or is seriously damaged, or becomes seriously diseased, by a species of similar size to those originally planted.


REASON: In the interests of the amenity of the area and to comply with Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

4.
No works shall take place on the site until the applicant, or their agent or successors in title, has secured the implementation of a programme of building recording and analysis.  This must be carried out in accordance with a written scheme of investigation, which shall first have been submitted to and agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.


REASON: To ensure and safeguard the recording and inspection of matters of archaeological/historical importance associated with the building in accordance with Polices G1, ENV14 and ENV15 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.

5.
Precise specifications and samples of walling, roofing and other materials to be used shall have first been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority before their use in the proposed works.


REASON: In order to safeguard the character of the listed building.

6.
Precise specifications for the repair and restoration of historic fabric shall have been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority before their use in the proposed works.


REASON: In order to safeguard the character of the listed building.

7.
New window frames shall be painted within one month of their insertion and retained as such in perpetuity.


REASON: In order to safeguard the character of the listed building.

