
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2011/0472/P (PA)

	Development Proposed:
	Extensions to create new living space and a double garage at no 1 The Walled Garden, Woodfold Park, Mellor

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council – Mellor Parish Council object.  A significantly large development, which is thought to have an adverse effect upon this heritage registered park.  Direct comment should be sought from English Heritage.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	English Heritage – Do not believe it necessary to notify English Heritage.

Historic amenity societies (including Garden History Society) – non- statutory consultation (no demolition), no representations received within the 28 day response period.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

PPS5

HEPPG

Draft National Planning Policy Framework

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings (setting).

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

Policy ENV21 - Historic Parks and Gardens.

Policy G1 - Development Control.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The proposal would be unduly harmful to the character and significance of Woodfold Park historic park and garden and the setting of Woodfold Hall because of the disruption to important views from the south and the symmetry and simplicity of design of the existing dwellings within the historic walled garden. This would be contrary to Policies ENV21, ENV19 and G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.



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

	Woodfold Park appears on the English Heritage register of historic park and gardens (Grade II) and was “laid out in the 1790’s to accompany a country house”.  The register description also states:

“Kitchen Garden

The kitchen garden lies 200m northwest of the Hall, and is set into the western neck of the pleasure ground.  It is divided into two terraces, the upper to the north and the lower to the south, which are divided by a stone capped brick retaining wall, with the remains of a central, stone flight of steps linking the two.  The garden is enclosed on three sides by high brick walls, the fourth, southern side, being open to the park and being supported by a retaining wall.  The remains of greenhouses and bothies stand adjacent to the north wall.  The kitchen garden was formerly reached directly from the Hall by a path through the pleasure ground, as shown on the 1831 sale plan.  A substantial, rectangular enclosure lying c. 700m south east of the Hall is marked on the 1828 sale plan as gardens, but may have been related to the nearby Old Woodfold Farm.”

The principal building of the park is Woodfold Hall (Grade II listed; 1798 by James Wyatt).  The Orangery (Grade II), Mellor Lodge (Grade II) and Middle Lodge (Grade II) are separately listed.

Woodfold Park and garden has appeared on English Heritage’s Heritage at Risk Register since 2008.

Application 3/2001/0671/P contains “The Landscape History of Woodfold Park near Blackburn” by CPR Consultants: Alan G Crosby.  It states:

(i)
Woodfold Park House “… was decorated internally to an exceptionally high standard, and that this mansion was genuinely impressive – it was without question one of the finest late 18th century houses in northwest England.” (2.3)

(ii)
“By 1800 the entire project had been completed, the house was occupied and the park had been established in its full splendour, extending up the slopes on both sides of the valley of Arley Brook.  The site was perfect in terms of the requirement of landscaping and aesthetic principles.  It had a strong natural topography, which gave vistas and perspectives.  It had slopes, woodland and water, it faced south and the gentle curve of the valley of Arley Brook produced the ideal form for parkland.  It also had the benefit of a sharply defined ridge in front and behind so that the views in the two key directions – from the house and of the house – were crisply framed …” (2.4)

(iii)
“… while the topography of the area (with prominent ridges to the north and south offering long views down a deep valley) gave a strong underlying basis for the new landscape …” (3.1)

(iv)
“… the views of the house, from the valley, the park and the opposite slope, are the basis of the landscaping and the design of the park was very carefully structured to avoid detracting from that dramatic and stark architectural centrepiece.” (3.2)

(v)
“… the design was extremely simple yet sophisticated: a great house, set against a backdrop of woodland on a steep slope, forming the dominant element in a massive sweep of grassland dotted with fine individual trees.” (3.3)

(vi)
“The other key element in the overall design was the treatment of the areas near to, and behind, the great new house.  The first message conveyed by the design, one still instantly recognisable today, is that there should be an absolute minimum of “designed” landscape on the west, south and east sides of the house, to ensure that its dramatic and bold form remained undiminished.  Thus, no planting of trees, no ornamental gardens, no other buildings, no complex patterns of paths and steps, would be permitted.  It is remarkable that this forceful aspect of the design was virtually unmodified throughout the life of the house – the photographs of 1920’s and 1930’s, its last period of splendour, emphasise that the view of the façade was a bare and “minimalist” as it had been over a century earlier.  


The decision to make this the basis of the overall design therefore required that any ornamental elements, together with outbuildings, service areas and other potentially intrusive features, would have to be very carefully placed and preferably concealed to avoid damaging the clarity of the view of the house in its immediate parkland setting.  As a result, the “footprint” of the hall and outbuildings was exceptionally compact.  The plan main building comprised a double square, the front one being centred on the stairwell and hall, the rear one designed an open and roofed courtyard.  The latter included not only the domestic offices, such as buttery, kitchen, scullery and servant’s hall, but also “processing” places such as the dairy and the brew house.  Behind the rear courtyard block was a small semi-enclosed yard and circulating area, with a short range of outbuildings (including a laundry and kennel yard).  On the opposite side, built into the slope of the hill – partly, no doubt, because the space was limited, but partly because this meant a greater degree of concealment.  As a result of this lack of space, and to avoid visual intrusion, the coach house, stables and other large offices were built well away from the house, at the top of the slope and outside the main park at Woodfold Park Farm.  The design was ingenious and sophisticated: crucially, the architecture and plan of the house, and the design of the park and grounds were conceived as one.” (3.12-3.13)

(vii)
“It is immediately apparent from the 1828 and 1831 sale plans that the western part of the site did not include the walled kitchen garden which is now its most important – though totally derelict – feature.” (3.18)

(viii)
“The 1848 ordnance survey six inch map shows the kitchen garden, whereas the 1831 sale plan does not.  The date of this feature can therefore be placed for some time between 1832 (when John Fowden Hindle II inherited) and 1845 (when OS surveying began).  We cannot be more precise, but it is quite clear that the kitchen garden is a later insertion into the original landscape design.  The steep south facing  slope here was terraced, to provide a more manageable form for cultivation, and a pair of retaining walls was constructed with a flight of steps between upper and lower levels.  High red brick side walls with flat flagstone caps were built to the east and west: these survived in relatively good condition, although the cap stones have fallen and broken in several places.  The distinctive curving buttresses at the southern end of the walls are an unusual and attractive feature, as is the surviving round headed archway which gives access from the kitchen garden into the ornamental woodland.  The northern edge of the site was provided with a high red brick wall, against which were constructed a range of garden buildings, bothies and central glazed hot house (1848 term) or conservatory (1884 term).  A well was built in the centre of the lower terrace and by 1893 a second small range of sheds and a glazed building (probably a potting shed) had been built further north, cut into the slope of the hillside.  As was typical of kitchen gardens, the arrangement of paths, shown most clearly on the 1893 map, was neatly symmetrical and regular: there was order and beauty as well as utility.” (5.2)

3/2001/0671/P also includes Alan Croston’s initial comments (November 2001) on the walled garden prior to the undertaking of the above study.  At 4.4 he notes: 

“… no features appear to remain anywhere in its interior and that structures which surround it are themselves in very variable condition.  The best preserved part is the western flanking wall, while the east wall also remains largely intact (including the attractive brick arch which leads into the wood).  Both these walls should be retained, stabilised and restored.  The rear wall is, however, extremely unstable and most of the bothies, greenhouses and sheds have collapsed entirely or in part.  The historic significance of this element of the site is therefore diminished, but it is equally important to recognise that in views northwards from the park the double terrace of the walled garden is a major feature…”.

At 4.5 he also considers that any proposed new development should “Maintain the aesthetic balance of the garden” and “prevent an unsymmetrical design”.

Campbell S. ‘’Walled Kitchen Gardens” (2006) suggests:

(i)
“Before the early 18th century the best situation for a walled kitchen garden was considered to be close to the house … but with the advent, early in the18th century, of the landscaped park and garden, the proximity of a high walled kitchen tended to be detrimental to the view from the mansion … Kitchen gardens need … a sunny aspect – if possible sloping towards the south” (pg 7);

(ii)
“A typical kitchen garden had a “four-square” layout, which was a cross-shaped arrangement creating four distinct sections.  This design can be traced back to the ancient gardens of classical Greece and Rome” (pg 12).

The Garden History Society’s ‘’Planning Conservation Advice Note 4: Executive Housing and Other New Residential Developments’’ is relevant.  4.1 states in the case of “unavoidable development” that:

“for all residential development, the scale, form and location of individual dwellings should be devised to impose minimum impact on the historic site, respect the historic built hierarchy and preserve, as far as possible, the character, and appearance of the historic landscape.”

4.2 states:

“Location of new residential development should be decided on the basis of a thorough understanding of the historic designed landscape (the areas and features of particular significance, any designed links between such areas and features, potential for landscape repair etc)”.

Relevant Planning History

3/2008/0181/P – Erection of blockwork retaining wall to replace collapsed section of existing brickwork wall and 2m either side of collapsed section.  Includes facing brickwork skin reclaimed from collapsed wall and re-use of existing stone coping at no 2 walled garden.  Listed building consent granted 28 April 2008.

3/2003/0692/P – Proposed development of 2no new dwellings on site of former walled garden using reclaimed brick from existing ruined structure.  Planning permission granted 11 September 2003.

3/2001/0672/P – Convert Woodfold Hall to residential apartments and dwellings, erect dwelling on former stable block, convert orangery and deer house to single dwellings.  Extend Woodfold Park Farm to form dwellings.  Planning permission granted 28 January 2003.  This was an “enabling development” scheme and subject to a Section 106 Agreement.  Paragraph 2.7 of the latter deals with works associated with the walled garden to be completed before units are occupied.  Conditions 13 and 14 of the planning application (and the associated listed building consent application) removed permitted development rights to safeguard the parkland setting.  The scheme was controversial (eg see letter from the Garden History Society 31 January 2002 which refers specifically to the treatment of the walled garden).

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.

PPS5 Policy HE7.1 states that “in decision making local planning authorities should seek to identify and assess the particular significance of any element of the historic environment that may be affected by the relevant proposal”.  

PPS5 Policy HE9.1 states “there should be a presumption in favour of the conservation of designated heritage assets and the more significant the designated asset, the greater the presumption in favour of its conservation should be.  Once lost, heritage assets cannot be replaced and their loss is a cultural, environment, economic and social impact.  Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting.  Loss affecting any designated heritage asset should require clear and convincing justification..”.

Policy HE10.1 states “when considering applications for development that affect the setting of a heritage asset, local planning authorities should treat favourably applications that preserve those elements of the setting that make a positive contribution to or better reveal the significance of the asset.  When considering applications that do not do this, local planning authorities should weigh any such harm against the wider benefits of the application.  The greater the negative impact on the significance of the heritage asset, the greater the benefits that will be needed to justify approval”.

PPS5 Policy HE9.4 states “where a proposal has a harmful impact on the significance of the designated heritage asset which is less than substantial harm, in all cases, local planning authorities should: 

1.
Weigh the public benefit of the proposal (for example, that it helps to secure the optimum viable use of the heritage asset in the interests of its long term conservation) against the harm; and

2.
Recognise that the greater the harm to the significance of the heritage asset, the greater the justification will be needed for any loss”.

PPS5 Policy HE7.5 states

“Local planning authorities should take into account the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to the character and local distinctiveness of the historic environment.  The consideration of design should include scale, height, massing, alignment, materials and use”.

PPS5 is accompanied by the Historic Environment Planning Practice Guide (HEPPG, March 2010).  Paragraph 2, Introduction, of the HEPPG states that the practice guidance may be “material to individual planning and heritage consent decisions”.

Paragraph 182 states “the plan form of a building is frequently one of its most important characteristics and internal partitions, staircases (whether decorated or plain, principal 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 the significance (particularly architectural interest) as for externally visible alterations”.  

Paragraph 178 states “The main issues to consider in proposals for additions to heritage assets are proportion, height, massing, bulk, use of materials, use, relationship with adjacent assets, alignment and treatment of setting …  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.  Assessment of an asset’s significance and its relationship to its setting will usually suggest the forms of extension that might be appropriate”.

Paragraph 116, Setting, of the HEPPG states that “the setting of a heritage asset can enhance its significance”.

Paragraph 121, Setting, of the HEPPG states that “the contribution of setting to the historic significance of an asset can be sustained or enhanced if new buildings are carefully designed to respect their setting by virtue of their scale, proportion, height, massing, alignment and use of materials.  This does not mean that new buildings have to copy the older neighbours in detail, but rather that they should together form a harmonious group”.

Paragraph 177 of the Draft National Planning Policy Framework states ‘the Government’s objectives for planning for the historic environment are to:

(i) conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance..’. Paragraph 183 states ‘..as heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and convincing justification..’.

Policy ENV19 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan is a ‘saved policy’.  It 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”.  

Policy ENV21 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan is a ‘saved policy’.  It states that “development proposals affecting a historic park or garden and its setting will be strictly controlled to ensure they do not harm the appearance or function of the area.  Proposals will be assessed in terms of scale, size, design and materials”.

In my opinion, the existing ‘enabling development’ has compromised the significance of the historic park and garden and the setting of Woodfold Park Hall [the walled garden may be part of this listed building by virtue of 1(5) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990]. However, the simple and unadorned design of the dwellings echoes the sheds, bothies etc typical of walled gardens; the symmetry in layout and form is sympathetic to the ‘four-square, classically inspired planform of walled gardens.

The proposed development would be conspicuous in important views from the south and would compromise the symmetry and restrained/suitably innocuous design (furthermore, the medieval timber-framed style proposed has no provenance on this historic site) of the existing dwellings. There would not appear to be any public benefit (PPS5 HE9.4) resulting from the scheme.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














