
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD

	Application No: 
	3/2011/0849/P

	Development Proposed:
	New detached garage, boundary wall, gates and hard landscaping at Great Mitton Hall, Mitton Road, Mitton

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council – Bashall Eaves and Mitton Parish Council – A previous garage on this site has been converted – consider re-establishment.  Plans are vague (photomontage and sketches).  Wall and garage roof will not be aligned because of hill.  Wall is too high.  Boarding to north and south elevations of garage not in keeping with listed building.  Suggest lower wall be continued down the hill and a more substantial ‘personnel’ gate be included.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Lancashire County Council (Highways) – verbal comments 13 December 2011 – not ideal but not detrimental to access onto highway.  Sightlines no worse.

Written comments 30 December 2011 – No objection in principle on highway safety grounds.

However, the introduction of a stone boundary wall as a replacement for the existing hedge provides a more prominent and permanently impermeable boundary along the frontage of the site.

In order to assist visibility to the south, suggest setting the boundary wall back an additional 500mm from the back of carriageway for the length of the garage.  In this way, visibility is improved for emerging motorists while the garage facility retains a depth of 5.8m.  I would welcome the inclusion of the proposed alteration on an amended plan.

Written comments 25 January 2012 following receipt of a revised plan from the agent – The revised and more detailed drawing that has been provided makes more explicit the advance of the hedge line into the visibility splay to form the alignment of the new boundary wall.

Have difficulty relating these measurements to the original planning application site drawing.  The depth of the proposed verge, at 1.5m is not clear and the alignment of the proposed garage and the existing property is confusing, given the angle at which the garage lies relative to the property.  A re-drafted ‘roadside view’ would be welcome.

A more accurate roadside view provides a clearer understanding of the impact the garage would have on excess from the site and the limited visibility that would result.  As the hedge line is well established and has served the property over a considerable period of time, it is suggested that it is reasonable to take this as the starting point for a ‘neutral’ alignment for the new boundary wall.

However, if retreating the proposed wall alignment the full 500mm was problematic in terms of the resulting manoeuvring space within the site, a revised layout to pull back the new wall only 200mm, but including the relaying of that short section of existing boundary wall immediately adjacent to the cattle grid, would be acceptable.

Such an alteration would still achieve a depth of over 6,000 within the garage and would have no detrimental impact on the existing manoeuvring space identified in the revised plans.

No comments received further to receipt of a revised plan from agent 2 February 2012.

English Heritage – Do not wish to offer any comments on this occasion.  Determined in accordance with national and local policy guidance and on the basis of RVBC specialist conservation advice.

RVBC (Countryside Officer) – Initial comments - The root protection area will be compromised by approximately 10%.  The age and species affected can to a certain extent tolerate the RPA encroachment; collateral root damage may have an affect on tree vigour and stability (25 November 2011) and the tree will become increasingly incompatible with the location (17 November 2011).

                                                 - comments following site visit and meeting with the applicant (assured that no strip foundations for the garage) 21 March 2012   - no objections providing no change to surface levels and no use of non-permeable surfacing.

United Utilities – No objection at this stage.  However, the applicant should be made aware that the proposed developments may fall within the required access strip of a public sewer.  Therefore, suggest applicant contacts a building control body at an early stage.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings (setting).

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV2 - Land Adjacent to Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Policy ENV13 – Landscape Protection

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

PPS5.

HEPPG.

Draft NPPF.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The proposal would be unduly harmful to the setting of the listed buildings (characterised by the close and harmonic juxtaposition of the church, hall and aisled barn) and the character of the area immediately adjacent to the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty because the roadside walling and garage would be conspicuous, incongruous (including the form of construction of the boundary wall) and visually intrusive. This would be contrary to Policies ENV19, G1 and ENV2 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.


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

	Great Mitton Hall is a Grade II listed building of c. 1600.  It forms part of an interesting and prominent assemblage of historic buildings on an escarpment above the River Ribble.  The juxtaposition of the Grade I listed All Hallows Church and Great Mitton Hall is particularly harmonic and evocative; unfortunately the setting has been compromised in recent years by landscaping works including the planting of fast growing Leylandii trees along the site boundary (in contrast see photos from the 1990s). The ‘Aisled Barn, Mitton Old Hall Farm, 35 Metres west of Great Mitton Hall’ is Grade II listed and ‘possibly c.1600’ (list description).

The site is in the area immediately adjacent the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. A copper Beech tree in the garden to the west of the hall is an important contributor to visual amenity.

3/1996/0209 &0208 – proposed works/development including demolition of single storey extension (garage) at the south west roadside elevation and replacement with a larger single storey snooker room and double garage extension.  Planning permission and listed building consent granted.

3/1998/0043 & 0048 - Extension (of the same size as above) to accommodate reception area, consulting room and garage.  Planning permission and listed building consent granted. The Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings commented “..a building of a particularly distinctive form and interest… not clear from our records whether potentially inappropriate remedial works included in the previous application were carried out.  Historic buildings can only withstand a limited degree of alteration, before suffering damage to their original character..  In our experience simpler building forms such as this are particularly vulnerable.  With this in mind we consider the current proposals to be unacceptable as they little respect the proportion and personality of the building and more importantly they increase the footprint of the building by over 75%..”

3/2003/0383 - Erection of a greenhouse to side garden (between shop/tea rooms and front of west tower of All Hallows). Planning permission refused because of the detrimental impact upon the setting of the Grade I listed building.

3/2004/0686 - Retention of a 1.6m – 1.95m fence at the boundary of the hall and church.  Planning permission refused

3/2006/0172 & 0173 - Erection of an orangery at the north east elevation of the hall.  Planning permission and listed building consent refused.

3/2006/0908 & 0907 - Removal of an electric pole and stay and the erection of garden room with glazed link at the north east elevation of the Hall.  Listed building consent and planning permission refused.

3/2007/0582 - Modification of condition no.2 of planning consent 3/1998/0048P to convert Consulting Rooms to domestic use (and deletion of condition no.7 as a consequence). Planning permission granted.

In May 2007 proposals for the site were discussed with the applicant prior to purchase.  

3/2009/0055 - New garage and conversion of garage to office/study. Planning permission refused.

3/2009/0624 - Conversion of existing residential garage to form office/study accommodation. Planning permission granted.

The application is accompanied by a design & access statement and a heritage statement. I note from the latter:

(i) ‘the wider setting includes a wall and a farm building with a slate roof bordering the opposite side of the road’(pg 6); 
(ii) ‘the public views of the site of the garage and wall are from the main road running through Great Mitton’. The most important views of the Grade I church are not discussed (pg 6);
(iii) ‘The long uniform length of bright green Leylandii hedging is discordant’ (pg 7);

(iv) ‘Cars parked on the site of the proposed garage are prominently visible in front of the Hall’ (pg 7);

(v)  ‘The character of Great Mitton Hall … is picturesque and irregular rather than formal’ (Conclusions).

(vi) It is suggested that the visual connection between barn, hall and church was even stronger and the west elevation of the hall even more imposing prior to construction of the main road and bridge and demolition of the open hall in the early C19 (pg 2 & 4).
HEPPG paragraph 110 advices that in accordance with section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, the determination of planning applications must be made in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

Policy ENV19 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan is a ‘saved policy’.  It states “Development proposals on sites within the setting of buildings listed as being of special architectural or historic interest, which cause visual harm to the setting of the building, will be resisted. In assessing harm caused by any proposal the following factors will be taken into account:

(i) the desirability of preserving the setting of the building;

(ii) the effect of the proposed development on the character of the listed building;

(iii) any effect on the economic viability of the listed building;

(iv) the contribution which the listed building makes to the townscape or countryside;

(v) the extent to which the proposed works would bring substantial benefits to the community including economic benefits and enhancement of the environment”.

Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan is a ‘saved policy’. This states ‘’In determining planning applications the following criteria will be applied:

(a) Development should be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of its size, intensity and nature’’.

Policy ENV2 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan is a ‘saved policy’. It states that ‘the landscape and character of those areas immediately adjacent to the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty will be protected, conserved and wherever possible enhanced. The environmental effects of proposals will be a major consideration and the design, materials, scale, massing and landscaping of development will be important factors in deciding planning applications’.

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.

Planning Policy Statement 5 – Planning for the Historic Environment (PPS5, March 2010) states at paragraph 7 that government objectives for planning for the historic environment include:

the delivery of ‘sustainable development by ensuring that policies and decisions concerning the historic environment ..recognise that heritage assets are a non-renewable resource..’; 

and the conservation of  ‘England’s heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance by ensuring that .. decisions are based on the nature, extent and level of that significance, investigated to a degree proportionate to the importance of the heritage asset’
PPS5 Policy HE7.1 states  “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 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”.

Policy HE9.1 of PPS5 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, environmental, 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 assets 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 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 178, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG states ‘..it would not normally be acceptable for new work to dominate the original asset or its setting in either scale, material or as a result of its siting’.

Paragraph 44 of the HEPPG relates to design and states ‘..it is important to recognise that new development that relates well to its surroundings is likely to last longer before its replacement is considered and therefore make a greater contribution to sustainability. Local planning authorities are encouraged to seek well-conceived and inspirational design that is founded on a full understanding of local context’.

Paragraph 80 of the HEPPG, New development: design in context, states 

‘Policies HE7.5, HE9.5 and HE10 require attention to the extent to which the design of new development contributes positively to the character, distinctiveness and significance of the historic environment. A successful scheme will be one whose design has taken account of the following characteristics of the surroundings, where appropriate:

(i) The significance of nearby assets and the contribution of their setting.

(ii) The general character and distinctiveness of the local buildings, spaces, public realm and the landscape.

(iii) Landmarks and other features that are key to a sense of place.

(iv) The diversity or uniformity in style, construction, materials, detailing, decoration and period of existing buildings and spaces.

(v) The topography.

(vi) Views into and from the site and its surroundings.

(vii) Green landscaping

(viii) The current and historic uses in the area and the urban grain’.

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

‘’the extent and importance of setting is often expressed by reference to visual considerations. Although views of or from an asset will play an important part, the way in which we experience an asset in its setting is also influenced by other environmental factors such as noise, dust and vibration; by spatial associations; and by our understanding of the historic relationship between places..’(paragraph 114).

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

‘’the contribution that setting makes to the significance does not depend on there being public rights or an ability to access or experience that setting…Nevertheless, proper evaluation of the effect of change within the setting of a heritage asset will usually need to consider the implications, if any, for public appreciation of its significance’(paragraph 117).

Paragraph 87 of the HEPPG, Considerations for Designated Heritage Assets, advises:

“Where a proposal causes minor harm there will still be a loss of value to society caused by that harm.  This is a loss of public benefit that needs to be weighed against any other public benefits the proposal will bring, including, possibly, the conservation benefit of the proposal being part of realising the optimal viable use of the asset. … Some works may seem individually to be of little importance but can cumulatively be destructive of a heritage asset’s significance’’.

Paragraph 177 of the Draft National Planning Policy Framework (July 2011) states ‘the Government’s objectives for planning for the historic environment are to:

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..’.

Paragraph 114 states ‘the Government’s objective for the planning system is to promote good design that ensures attractive, usable and durable places. This is a key element in achieving sustainable development’.

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

‘.. 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).
‘’many heritage assets have settings that have been designed to enhance their presence and visual interest or to create experiences of drama or surprise. Views and vistas, or their deliberate screening, are key features of these designed settings, providing design axes and establishing their scale, structure, layout and character. These designed settings may also be regarded as heritage assets in their own rights, which, themselves, have a wider setting: a park may form the immediate setting for a great house, while having its own setting that includes lines-of-sight to more distant heritage assets or natural features beyond the park boundary’’ (2.5).
‘where the significance of a heritage asset has been compromised in the past by unsympathetic development affecting its setting, to accord with PPS5 policies, consideration still needs to be given to whether additional change will further detract from … the significance of the asset (2.4)’

 ‘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).

In ‘Dry Stone Walls’ (2003) Garner suggests: 1.37m is the standard height for a dry stone wall (page 7); whilst there are regional variations, dry stone walls consist of two sides tapering towards the top, with the cavity between the sides filled with small stones and with throughstones at regular intervals to tie the sides together; by 1850 virtually all of the country’s agricultural walls had been built. 
I note:

(i) the application would appear to be a resubmission of the scheme refused planning permission in 2009;

(ii) the only detail provided on the form of boundary wall construction is its description as ‘random/natural’; ‘the new boundary wall will be constructed so that it will also act as the rear wall of the garage’ suggests it will not be traditional dry walling; the proposed walling and garage are located on land which is elevated above highway level – this will add significantly to their effective height (public views);

(iii) a stone wall (not traditional; not present at last officer’s site visit in 2009) with decorative ball finials has recently been constructed and blocks important public views of the west tower of the church from the main road;

(iv) whilst the heritage statement suggests that ‘The character of Great Mitton Hall … is picturesque and irregular rather than formal’ this does not appear to have been reflected in recent landscaping works (including unauthorised);
(v) whilst impact on the copper beech tree is given as justification for not re-utilising the existing modern extension for garaging, the proposed development will not safeguard the long term visual amenity value of this important asset;
(vi) it is not proposed to remove the recent Leylandii hedge screen planting from other boundaries (including that section hiding the lower stage of the church’s west tower);
(vii) the heritage statement would not suggest either a historic precedent or justification for the permanent obstruction of through views between the aisled barn, hall and church;
(viii) details of the proposed pedestrian route (under the tree canopy) have not been submitted – the initially submitted plans and statements show a stone slab pathway but the revised plans appear to show a bordered gravel path. The revised plans would appear to have deleted the proposed entrance gates and pillars from the scheme.
In my opinion, the proposed roadside walling and garage would be prominent, incongruous and visually intrusive in the setting of the listed buildings which is characterised by the close and harmonic juxtaposition of the church, hall and aisled barn. I would distinguish the impact of Lleylandii tree growth, which is not development, from the permanent harm to the listed building settings proposed. The already limited public views of the designated heritage assets will be further compromised by the proposed development.

From the limited information submitted concerning height and form of construction, the roadside wall would not appear to safeguard the character of the countryside immediately adjacent to the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

I do not believe the proposals would result in public benefit (Policy ENV19(v), PPS5 HE10.1 and HE9.4, HEPPG paragraph 87). 



	RECOMMENDATION: That planning permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














