Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT – SPLIT DECISION

	Ref: AD/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2012/1004/P (LBC) & 3/2012/1005/P (PA)

	Development Proposed:
	Replacement conservatory and second kitchen and a new porch to the function room at Mitton Hall Country House Hotel, Mitton Road, Whalley

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council – No objections


	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	English Heritage – Consulted, no representations received. However, comprehensive pre-application advice of 24 September 2012 advices:

1. Removal of the existing conservatory

This structure is of no architectural or historical merit and I have no objection to its careful removal from Mitton Hall. Details of how to make good the parts of the historic fabric that currently connect with the conservatory can be agreed with Ribble Valley's conservation officer.

2. Construction of replacement conservatory I welcome your proposal to take the opportunity to separate the conservatory from the corner of the historic part of Mitton Hall, allowing the earlier fabric to be seen and creating a clear distinction between the two phases. I have no objection with the designs illustrated but suggest that the roof should not be so high as to cut across - either physically or visually - the upper floor bedrooms.

3. Removal of interior lobby.

This is of no architectural or historical importance and I have no objection to its removal.

4. Replacement porch.

While I appreciate that the existing porch does not present bridal parties with an impressive entrance to the building, the current porch at least perfoms a useful architectural job through its quietness. It does not confuse the legibility of the front elevation as it is obviously a secondary entrance that does not detract visually from the main porch. I am concerned that a large porch with, in your words, "wow factor" would fight for attention with the main doorway and create confusion as to which is the main entrance. While not completely opposed to the principle of renewing the porch with something that provides bridal parties with an improved meeting/greeting space, I would urge caution that any replacement should be in the right architectural language and a simple, quiet design to avoid conflicting features on the front elevation. Options 1/1A are ecclesiastical looking and not suitable for this secular building; Option 3 appears too light weight at ground level and uses inappropriate materials (assuming that the pillars would be in wood); Option 4 I suggest is inappropriate in terms of appearing to be a 'back-of-house' lean-to on the front elevation; Option 2 - if kept to a suitably small scale and simple design - seems to offer the best option.

Historic amenity societies – Consulted, no representations received.

Lancashire County Council (Highways) - Consulted, no representations received.

RVBC Countryside Officer – the trees are included in the Mitton Hall TPO. The footprint of the proposed conservatory will not materially affect any trees but a condition (specified) should be attached to any approval.

In respect to the uncertainty as to the impact upon protected species, a condition should be attached to any approval.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations.

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

NPPF

HEPPG

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

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings (Setting).

Policy ENV2 – Development Immediately Adjacent AONB.

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy RT1 – Recreation & Tourism

Draft Core Strategy Polices DMG1, DME4, DMB3 and DMB1.

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

	Mitton Hall is a Grade II* listed house, now used as a restaurant/hotel. The building appears as a long rectilinear range but at its core is a c.1500 timber framed hall and a historic plan form of central hall with two cross wings. It is prominently located on an escarpment above the River Ribble and appears closely associated to the Bowland fringes and the AONB. The site has good tree cover. 

Planning history

Pre-application advice was sought in respect to porch and conservatory redevelopment in July 2012. The Borough Council’s response concurred with that of English Heritage i.e. insufficient information to respond in meaningful way (EH subsequently provided some advice prior to application submission). 

3/2007/0920/P & 3/2007/0921/P.  Replace timber signage with stone signage at entrance.  Proposed stone signs externally illuminated (static) by ground set spotlighting.

3/2007/0892 & 0902. Remodel existing car park areas and create new plant beds, fell trees in poor health or in over-dominant positions and plant native specimen trees. Remodel existing stone perimeter wall following partial demolition due to structural failure and vehicle damage. LBC & PP granted 22 February 2008.

3/2007/0817. Relocation of part of existing kitchen to rear of building and use of space vacated for extra dining. Removal of bar from dining room. Relocation of bar in function suite and associated works. Works are necessary to restore visual appeal of the building and remove the worst additions of the last 25yrs. LBC refused 16 October 2007.

3/2007/0815/P & 3/2007/0816/P. Construction of 12m2 extension to existing kitchen.  Extension is necessary to make this a viable function suite with the kitchen capable of servicing guests efficiently.  Reconfiguration of the kitchen will also dramatically improve the aesthetic of the function room. PP & LBC refused 16 October 2007.
3/2005/1085/P and 3/2005/1084/P. Renewal of planning permission/listed building consent 3/2000/0289/P and 3/2000/0290/P for the erection of function room and two storey bedroom extension on the site of existing garden centre.

3/2001/0283. PROPOSED GATE HOUSE. PP refused  26 November 2002.

3/2000/0290 & 0289. ERECTION OF FUNCTION ROOM AND 2 STOREY BEDROOM EXTENSION ON SITE OF EXISTING GARDEN CENTRE. LBC & PP granted 17 May 2001.

3/1998/0045. INTERNAL ALTERATIONS TO BAR AND ADJACENT ROOMS TO IMPROVE VISIBILITY/MANAGEMENT. LBC granted 23 April 1998.

3/1990/0883 & 0881. PROPOSED CONSERVATORY AND SHOP BUILDING FOR GARDEN CENTRE. LBC & PP granted 14 February 1991.

3/1988/0597. Conservatory at rear. LBC granted 25 October 1988.

3/1986/0276. Extension to form 22 additional bedroom spaces. LBC granted 3 July 1986.

Legislation, policy and guidance

Section 16(2) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states that when considering applications for listed building consent, special regard shall be had to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses.

Mindful of the status of the emerging LDF, note is made of the opinions in Mynors C., 'Listed Buildings, Conservation Areas and Monuments' (2006) and the discussion of 'Applications for planning permission' and 'Overlapping statutory duties' at 14.2 ff. He concludes that 'the order of preference must be: 

(1) the development plan, so far as material; 
(2) the effect of the proposed development on any listed buildings or their setting or on any conservation area; 
(3) the responses to publicity and consultation; and then 
(4) any other material considerations'. 

Mynors states that 'It follows that the duties under the Listed Buildings Act are subordinate to the duty to have regard to the plan, but that they are still more important than the duty to have regard to any other material consideration'. Other material considerations would appear to include the NPPF.

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.

The Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan (June 1998) is particularly relevant at Policies ENV20, ENV19 and RT1.

The Ribble Valley Regulation 22 Submission Draft Core Strategy is particularly relevant at Policies DMG1, DME4, DMB3 and DMB1.
The NPPF is particularly relevant at paragraph 6, 7, 8, 14, 17, 18-22, 28, 56, 60, 61, 64, 115, 126, 129, 131, 132  and 134.

The HEPPG is particularly relevant at paragraph 182, 178, 179, 180, 80, 89, 114, 116, 117 and 142.

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

‘the cumulative impact of incremental small-scale changes may have as great an effect on the setting of a heritage asset as a large-scale development’ (4.5).

.. arguments about the sensitivity of a setting to change should not be based on the numbers of people visiting it. This will not adequately take account of qualitative issues, such as the importance of quiet and tranquillity as an attribute of setting; constraints on the public to routinely gain access to a setting because of remoteness or challenging terrain; or the importance of the setting to a local community who may be few in number’ (2.4).

“where the significance of a heritage asset has been compromised in the past by unsympathetic development affecting its setting …  consideration still needs to be given to whether additional change will further detract from … the significance of the asset” (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).

‘Conservation Principles, Policies and Guidance for the Sustainable Management of 

the Historic Environment’ (English Heritage, 2008) identifies four groups of heritage 

values: Evidential, Historical, Aesthetic and Communal.

‘Constructive Conservation in Practice’ (English Heritage, 2008) states “Constructive 

Conservation is the broad term adopted by English Heritage for a positive and 

collaborative approach to conservation that focuses on actively managing change. 

The aim is to recognise and reinforce the historic significance of places, while 

accommodating the changes necessary to ensure their continued use and enjoyment … 

… The Principles also underline the importance of a systematic and consistent 

approach to conservation. In order to provide this consistency, we are guided by a 

values-based approach to assessing heritage significance”.

The ‘Building in Context Toolkit: New Development in Historic Areas’ (CABE, EH, the 

architecture centre) identifies 8 building in context principles.
Submitted information

The Heritage Statement identifies:

(i) ‘one of a small number of 15th century timber-framed open halls surviving in Lancashire’;

(ii) ‘the majority of Lancashire gentry families rebuilt their houses in stone during the Elizabethan or Jacobean period, following national fashions by having gabled facades, mullioned windows and additional private apartments. It is not unusual for parts of earlier structures to be incorporated into the rebuilt houses, but it is unusual for the medieval open hall to remain at the centre of the house’;

(iii) ‘comparison of John Weld’s drawing of 1834 with Twycross’s view published in 1847 suggests that the exterior of the house was not significantly altered’;

(iv) ‘1880, adding a ‘recreation block’ to the south linked to the main house by a large conservatory’;

(v) ‘recreation block’ – ‘stylistically it contrasts with the adjoining 1980s block: it has exposed sandstone walls and a High Victorian half-hipped roof with barge boards treated as an arch-braced truss’;

(vi) ‘1980s function room wing … treated as subsidiary to the main house … simplified 17th century style that echoes that of the main house … the present external entrance to the function room is visually weak’.

The Design & Heritage Statement identifies:

(i) expected that 6 full-time staff employed as a result of development;

(ii) the scheme differs from the refused 2007 scheme as it reduces the length and height of the existing conservatory, separates the conservatory from the historic fabric of the hall and,  by pulling the conservatory slightly forward as per the 1998 consent, the second kitchen becomes barely visible from the terrace or garden below;

(iii) the existing conservatory is in poor condition and is too narrow to be used as a separate function room. The existing second kitchen is too small to cater for large parties;

(iv) the opinion that the proposed porch creates a more suitable shelter than the existing internal lobby whilst increasing the usable area of the function room;

(v) the proposed porch is the same height as the existing bay it replaces (this does not appear to be confirmed by the submitted plans).

The submitted plans suggest that the ground floor windows to the 1880 High Victorian ‘recreation block’ are blocked up. The form of this is glazing retention and internal boarding.

The application form identifies that there is not a reasonable likelihood of protected species being adversely affected on or adjacent to the development site.

Conclusions

In my opinion, the proposed conservatory, kitchen and demolition of the internal lobby are acceptable. The conservatory is much larger than existing but is of a discrete design that defers to the significant elements of the rear elevation and undoes current conflicts with the original hall wing and the 1986 extension first floor windows. The proposed kitchen obscures the ground floor of the interesting 1880 High Victorian ‘recreation block’ but I am mindful that the assemblage of utilitarian modern ancillary buildings are shown to be removed and of the expected economic and public benefits resulting from the scheme (see NPPF paragraph 18, 19 and 134). A condition is suggested, mindful of HEPPG paragraph 180 to safeguard the significance of ‘recreation block’/kitchen juncture walling and openings.

I am mindful of the deliberations of English Heritage at pre-application stage in respect to the proposed porch and historic building ‘legibility’. Furthermore, whilst I note the opinions in the Heritage Statement as to the subsidiarity of the 1986 build, I believe this to be a fragile state as it is not immediately clear where the weight of significance lies in the east façade of this building range. The enlargement of this flat roofed element of the intentionally simplified 17th century style would result in a conspicuous and visually intrusive addition to the detriment of the setting and understanding of the listed building.

A split decision is therefore recommended in respect to the planning application.



	SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL:

The proposed conservatory and kitchen extension has an acceptable impact upon the character, setting and significance of the listed building. Section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, ENV20, ENV19, DME4 and NPPF paragraph 17 and 131.



	SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

The proposed porch has an unduly harmful impact upon the character (including setting) and significance of the listed building. Section 16(2) and 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, ENV20, ENV19, DME4 and NPPF paragraph 17 and 131.



	RECOMMENDATION: That a split decision be issued in respect to the planning application and listed building consent be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 














