
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2012/0141/P

	Development Proposed:
	Alterations and extension at rear of property at ground and first floor level at 2 Huntsmans Cottages, Woodfold Park, Further Lane, Mellor

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Town Council - No objections to this proposal.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Lancashire County Council (Highways) – No objection.

United Utilities – No objection at this stage.  The proposed development may fall within the required access strip of a public sewer – suggested that the applicant contacts a building control body at an early stage.

RVBC (Countryside Officer) – Planning condition suggested (and specified) in respect of protected species (bats).



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	A letter of objection received from the resident of 1 Huntsmans Cottages which in summary makes the following points:

1.
Floor area enlarged by 52%; SPG states proposals in excess of 33% of original dwelling are unlikely to succeed.

2.
1250mm extension beyond rear of 1 Huntsmans Cottages – constitutes a diurnal shadowing effect to kitchen.

3.
Size upsets the balance of the development.

4.
Roof arrangement with gully – increases risk of water egress and saturation along the boundary wall (not party).  Exacerbated by leaf-fall.  Also, new adjoining walling could introduce moisture and structural risk.

5.
Side increase needs to be reflected in capacity of services (septic tank).

6.
Drawings do not make clear how party wall arrangements and footings are to be satisfied.  Mindful that the resident does not wish any further development up against/across/under his property.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV21 - Historic Parks and Gardens.

Policy ENV3 - Development in Open Countryside.

Policy ENV4 - Green Belt.

NPPF.

SPG – Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The proposal will be unduly harmful to the character and significance of Huntsmans Cottage heritage asset and Woodfold Park historic park and garden because of its size, design and prominence and resultant domination of the rear elevation of the historic building range. This is contrary to Policies ENV21 and G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and Ribble Valley Supplementary Planning Guidance 'Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings'.



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

	Huntsmans Cottages are prominently sited adjacent one of three historic entrance drives through Woodfold Park to Woodfold Hall.  The park appears at Grade II on the English Heritage Register of Historic Parks and Gardens.

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. The park boundary walling (and historic screen wood planting) is also close by and the Inspector’s comments concerning appeal APP/T2350/E/09/2108129/NWF are noted:

“there is no dispute between the parties that the boundary wall in question is listed by association with Woodfold Hall” (4) and “it is an important feature of the registered park contributing substantially to the local scene” (6).

Woodfold Park historic park and garden has appeared on the English Heritage ‘Heritage at Risk’ register since 2008.

The historic park and garden description states:

“a third entrance, its gateway flanked by imposing stone piers, stands 450m north – north-east of the hall, and marks the entrance to the site from the public lane to the north”.  Huntsmans Cottages is the next structure encountered on entrance to the park via this route.

The submitted heritage statement does not explain the significance or contribution of Huntsmans Cottages to the historic park and garden.  However, I note that Woodfold Park was “laid out in the 1790’s to accompany a country house” (historic park and garden description).

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

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)

“… 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)

“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.  

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).

“It is striking that although by 1850 
Woodfold, with its ‘classic’ late C18 architecture and landscape  - was seriously unfashionable, nothing was done to reshape its overall character. Thus no formal gardens were ever constructed, no Gothic elements intruded, and the aesthetic aims of the 1790s were not compromised” (5.1).

“The sale plan of 1831 shows that at that time (and presumably, therefore, as part of the original design) the house was approached by a long curving drive which extended south from the realigned Further Lane just north of Shorrock Green. Here a substantial entrance gate with tall stone piers was built, and still survives. The drive then ran past Woodfold Park Farm, through an inner gate, and entered a turning circle or forecourt on the inner side of the perimeter wall” (5.3).

Whilst Crosby makes no specific reference to Huntsmans Cottages I note that the building range is shown on the 1831 Sale Plan and the 1848 Ordnance Survey.

Relevant Planning History

No pre-application advice has been sought in respect to the proposals.

3/2003/0903 – Proposed ground floor kitchen/dining extension with first floor bedroom/bathroom extension. PP granted 17 November 2003. Not implemented.

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.    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 correspondence from the Garden History Society).

3/2000/0158 – Refurbishment of extensions to existing dwellings plus new extensions and 3 new garages. PP granted 20 July 2000. The file contains comments from Lancashire County Council (Archaeology) stating ‘the buildings at Huntsmans Cottages are of 19th century date but may be built on the site of a much older building’. The officer’s report notes ‘the properties … contain many original features including sash windows and decorative fascia boards on the gable’. This development has been implemented.

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.

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”.

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 ENV3 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan is a ‘saved policy’. It states “In the open countryside outside the AONB and the areas immediately adjacent to it, development will be required to be in keeping with the character of the landscape area and should reflect local vernacular, scale, style, features and building materials. Proposals to conserve, renew and enhance landscape features, will be permitted, providing regard has been given for the characteristic landscape features of the area”.

Policy ENV4 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan is a ‘saved policy’ and concerns the Green Belt.
‘Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings’ (Ribble Valley Borough Council Supplementary Planning Guidance, adopted September 2000 following public consultation) states:

‘Any extension should reflect the character of the original house and the wider locality’ (5.2);

‘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).

‘Daylight and sunlight – Any proposal which reduces the level of daylight available to habitable rooms in neighbouring properties, or which seriously overshadows a neighbours garden area is likely to be refused’ (6.2);

‘In cases where an extension is perpendicular to a neighbours property the Council will assess the impact using the methodology produced by the Building Research Establishment’ (6.2.3);

The National Planning Policy Framework (27 March 2012) states:
 

“The purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development. The policies in paragraphs 18 to 219, taken as a whole, constitute the Government’s view of what sustainable development in England means in practice for the planning system” (6);
“At the heart of the National Planning Policy Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable development, which should be seen as a golden thread running through both plan-making and decision-taking" (14);
Paragraph 7 of the NPPF states that sustainable development has three dimensions. The creation of a high quality built environment and providing support to community cultural well being is part of the social role. Protecting and enhancing the built and historic environment is seen as part of the environmental role. Paragraph 8 states that these roles should not be taken in isolation as they are mutually dependent;

Paragraph 56 states “The Government attaches great importance to the design of the built environment. Good design is a key aspect of sustainable development, is indivisible from good planning, and should contribute positively to making places better for people”.

Paragraph 126 states that local planning authorities should recognise that 'heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource' which should be conserved in a 'manner appropriate to their significance' . Local planning authorities should also take into account 'the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets ... the wider social, cultural, economic and environmental benefits that conservation of the historic environment can bring ...the opportunities to draw on the contribution made by the historic environment to the character of a place';

Paragraph 129 states “Local planning authorities should identify and assess the particular significance of any heritage asset that may be affected by a proposal (including by development affecting the setting of a heritage asset) taking account of the available evidence and any necessary expertise. They should take this assessment into account when considering the impact of a proposal on a heritage asset, to avoid or minimise conflict between the heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of the proposal”.

Paragraph 131 states “In determining planning applications, local planning authorities should take account of:

● the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and putting them to viable uses consistent with their conservation;

● the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to sustainable communities including their economic vitality; and

● the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness” ;
Paragraph 132 states “When considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation. The more important the asset, the greater the weight should be. Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting. As heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and convincing justification”;

 Paragraph 134 states “Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, including securing its optimum viable use” ;

Paragraph 135 states “The effect of an application on the significance of a non-designated heritage asset should be taken into account in determining the application. In weighing applications that affect directly or indirectly non designated

heritage assets, a balanced judgement will be required having regard to the

scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the heritage asset”.
 
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”. English Heritage have recently adviced in respect to the status of the HEPPG that: 

“The Government today released the NPPF which replaces all previous planning policy in England with immediate effect, including PPS5: Planning for the Historic Environment … We are seeking clarification as to the ongoing status of the PPS5 Practice Guide”. (EH NW, 27 March 2012);

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

Paragraph 117 states “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 121 states “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”.

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).

The Garden History Society’s Planning Conservation Advice Note ‘Treatment of Boundaries and Entrances’ states ‘Not all impact is adverse, change is not necessarily detrimental, and opportunities do exist both for development and, where adverse impact has been identified, for appropriate mitigation. Informed evaluation is essential however, if irreversible damage is to be avoided and change is to be implemented in a way that is sympathetic to the historic and visual value of designed landscape’ (Forward).

“Visually, the boundary around a designed landscape could be as important as the frame around a picture. Where desire was for exclusivity, security or simply total privacy, it could also be as complete, with walls or boundary tree belts interspersed only by entrance gates and lodges. Boundary tree belts could be dense enough to prevent any view of the interior of a landscape from outside and, on country house estates, the height of boundary walls was often above the eye-line of a pedestrian” (1.2).

Insufficient information has been submitted to understand the impact of works upon the significance of the heritage asset (Huntsmans Cottages) and the designated heritage asset (Woodfold Park). However in my opinion, the ‘H’ plan (perhaps reflecting the historic plan of Woodfold Hall?) is distinct and unfussy and these characteristics would be significantly harmed by the proposed infilling of the recess between Nos 1 and 3. The proposal is significantly larger than that which received planning permission in 2003 and its greater projection at ground and first floor (together with the imitating gables which detract and confuse in respect of both the rear and front elevations) makes No2 Huntsmans Cottages unduly prominent and dominant in the range. 

It could be considered that any impact upon the historic park and garden is also an impact upon the setting of Woodfold Hall. However, mindful that the proposals are to the rear of Huntsmans Cottages, which is shielded in the main designed historic viewpoints of the hall, I do not consider Policy ENV19 to be directly relevant. 

I am mindful of the other objections of the neighbouring resident (and of the subsequent comments of the agent). In my opinion and in consideration of the BRE methodology, the proposed single storey element will result in a significant reduction in skylighting to the immediately adjacent window at No1 Huntsmans Cottages. However, I am mindful that this is one of three windows to this element of No1 Huntsmans Cottages and therefore do not consider this to be significant overall.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














