
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2013/0108 (PA) and 3/2013/0109 (LBC)

	Development Proposed:
	Formation of a car park for use by hotel guests at Eaves Hall, Moor Lane, West Bradford

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council – No objections.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Lancashire County Council (Archaeology) – No significant archaeological implications.

Environment Agency – No comment.  Consultation is valid but development is sufficiently minor/not high risk that can be assessed by the Local Planning Authority.  

Lancashire County Council (Highways) – No objections.  Currently the hotel guests are parking their vehicles in the existing car park.  It is understood that the hotel is more or less used as an event venue rather than for occasional visitors.  No additional rooms or increase in the existing capacity of the hotel infrastructure proposed.  To that extent, there is no additional demand for provision of car park facilities.  However, the agent states that the hotel management needs to provide better facilities to their guests by providing better parking facilities.  

Unlikely to be an increase in additional traffic.  However, it is required that the vehicles entering the property do not have to wait on the road to enter the premises and therefore some signage and direction signs are required to guide them in.  

Gates access to the property. If a number of vehicles are arriving at the same time, it may be possible that there may be a few vehicles in a queue to enter the premises.  There is a reasonable approach road to the property which would accommodate the vehicle prior to entering the property. 

The proposed car park is within the property curtilage.  There is a likely movement of construction vehicles.  Therefore, it is advised that no construction vehicles be parked outside the curtilage of the property which may affect the normal traffic.

Considering the above aspects, it is believed that the formation of a car park is unlikely to have a significant effect on to the adjacent highway network.  

RVBC Countryside Officer – The area has a neglected appearance, the surface of the court is in poor condition as is the surrounding fence.  However, the area is boarded by a well maintained Yew hedge along the side bordering the drive and an ornamental hedge on the eastern boundary, to the south.  There is a mixed border consisting of Holly etc and some deciduous trees.  In the north west corner there is a semi circular retaining wall within which there is a growing multi stem ornamental tree. 

The proposed new access for cars appears to be sufficiently far enough away to not cause any physical harm or threaten existing trees long term survivability.  However, whilst 50% of the footprint of the car park is within the tarmac surface tennis court area and therefore should not pose issues for existing surrounding trees/shrubs, the western half of the proposed car park would cover a neglected lawn area.  Any hard non permeable surfacing may lead to increased water run-off which if not controlled property to appropriate drainage, may lead to water logged conditions around adjacent trees.

The formal appearance of the terraced landscape garden running from the main house down to the southern boundary and views from the higher terraces would be affected by the location of a car park which may not be wholly screened by the tree planting, the style of and appearance of which may not fully compliment the existing landscape. 

Finally, what is the rationale for locating a car park so far away from the main building?  Wouldn’t any new car parking be better situated, both from a practical and a visual aspect, near to the existing hall, for example on the west side.

Lancashire Gardens Trust and the historic amenity societies – Consulted, no representations received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	One letter of objection has been received from the residents of Old Town Head, Eaves Hall Lane, which makes the following points.  

1. Their paddock backs onto the grounds of the Hall behind the tennis court.  There is a right of way along the fence line.  Trees on the boundary are high, probably 100 years old and form satisfactory screen.  Wood is full of wildlife.  Proposed plan – area behind the tennis court had a huge gap with nothing on it which indicates a complete destruction of the entire woodland.  Totally unacceptable. 

2. Possibility that light pollution from car park, along with noise of car engines could be disturbing.  The plan doesn’t show which way cars will face when parking.  Appropriate for all cars to face Hall.  



	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 G1 - Development Control.

Policy T1 - Development Proposals - Transport Implications.

Policy T7 - Parking Provision.

Policy RT1 - General Recreation and Tourism Policy.

Policy EMP8 - Extensions/Expansions of Existing Firms.

Policy ENV1 - Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Core Strategy Regulation 22 Submission Draft:

Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations.

Policy DMB1 – Supporting Business Growth and the Local Economy

Policy DMB3 – Recreation and Tourism Development

Policy DMG2 – Strategic Considerations (AONB)

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Harmful to character of the listed building because the car park would be incongruous, conspicuous and visually intrusive within the designed landscape. Contrary to Policies ENV19, ENV20 and G1(a) of RVDLP, Paragraph 17 and 131 NPPF and Policies DME4 and DMG1 of the RV(Reg 22)CS.



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

	Eaves Hall is a Grade II listed (16 November 1954) house of 1922 by Hitchon and Pickup (list description). Pevsner describes it as ‘Grandly classical. Now a hotel’. The hall and garden is prominently sited within the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. There are public footpaths immediately to the south and east of Eaves Hall.

Relevant 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.

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states that the determination of planning applications must be made in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

The Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan (June 1998) is particularly relevant at Policies ENV20, ENV19, G1, ENV1, RT1, T1, T7 and EMP8.

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 NPPF is particularly relevant at paragraph 6, 7, 8, 9, 14, 17, 28, 56-66, 115, 125, 126 – 141, 188-192, 196-197 and 215-216.

The HEPPG is particularly relevant at paragraph 113-124 and 142 -143.

The Ribble Valley Regulation 22 Submission Draft Core Strategy is particularly relevant at Policies DMG1, DME4, DMB1 and DMB3.

‘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”.

Site history

No pre-application advice has been sought despite an informal site meeting (owner and agents) on 10 March 2011.

3/1999/0405 – ERECTION OF A DETACHED SWIMMING POOL.PP granted 30 August 1999.

3/1999/0888 – REPLACE A TIMBER BUILDING WITH A REINFORCED CONCRETE BUILDING TO HOUSE GRASS CUTTING EQUIPMENT. PP granted 18 January 2000.

3/1996/0282 – REPLACE 26 TIMBER CASEMENT WINDOWS WITH WHITE uPVC WINDOWS. LBC granted 1 July 1996.

3/1992/0344 & 0345 – PROVISION OF AN ADDITIONAL SEVEN BEDROOMS, NEW LIFT & LIFT SHAFT AND FORMATION OF OF FOUR ADDITIONAL PARKING SPACES. PP and LBC granted 29 July 1992.

3/1991/0724 & 0725 – ALTERATIONS TO EXTERNAL ELEVATION AND CONSTRUCTION OF NEW TOILET EXTENSION. PP granted 13 December 1991.

3/1991/0725 - PROPOSED INTERNAL ALTERATIONS.  ALTERATI0NS TO EXISTING FIRE ESCAPE AND REAR ELEVATION, DEMOLITION OF STORE AND NEW STAFF TOILET FACILITY. LBC granted 13 December 1991.

3/1988/0726 – Removal of existing dormer at second floor level and rear elevation and construction of new enlarged dormer. PP granted 1 December 1988.

3/1986/0730 – Internal alterations to provide six bedrooms with private facilities and create three extra bed spaces. LBC granted 3 February 1987.

Submitted information

Heritage Statement:

(i) 
Unusual for a building of this age to be listed (1.2);

(ii) 
New Eaves Hall built 1867 –1871. Symmetrical main front faced south; garden front faced west (2.1);

(iii) 
Between 1886 and 1912 – pheasantry to the south (2.1);

(iv) 
Arthur Burton began work on creating the garden to the south of the Hall in 1919; £200k spent on house and garden (2.2);

(v) 
Constraints of site, with lane running past the house on its east side, the main axis of the gardens not aligned with anything in particular; Dutch garden – Rose Garden – Small garden – ‘At the bottom level, hidden from view from the terrace, there was a tennis court and either a croquet lawn or second tennis court’ (3.1);

(vi) 
The Lodge, Gatepiers and Driveway - front of house was only gradually revealed, and ‘the gardens were hidden until the terrace was reached’ (3.2);

(vii) 
‘The Gardens – the garden walls and walkways remain … bottom level … tennis court’ (4.2);

(viii) 
‘The Lodge, Gates and Driveway – these remain relatively unchanged … sandstone retaining walls to the garden terraces, with hedges above, remain on the west side of the drive’ (4.3);

(ix) 
‘Architecturally, the most important features are its symmetrical south façade … Historically it is important in illustrating the wealth and decline of one of the Lancashire cotton families’ (5.1);

(x) 
‘The Gardens, Driveway, Lodge, Gates & Bridge –  … the sloping site offers very good views, in comparison with other gardens of the period … layout is unremarkable and its walls, steps and pond lack the quality of architectural detailing seen on the house … The lower level, with the tennis court, is largely hidden, and can only be seen from the level immediately above … The bridge, gates and lodge together make a picturesque composition at the main entrance to the grounds from Moor Lane’ (5.2);

(xi) 
‘Negative factors – The car parking immediately in front of the principal façade of the hall significantly detracts from its setting’ (5.3);

(xii) 
6.1 suggests that the car park would not be seen from the Hall (less certainty expressed in 6.2) or the first two terraces. The impact of proposed screen planting and block paving defined spaces on garden design/interpretation is not discussed;

(xiii) 
6.2, ‘The setting of Eaves Hall and the Lodge’ implies that the garden structures and curtilage buildings (including The Lodge) have not been considered as an intrinsic element of the listed building and its significance. Discussions relate to screening, public views and the ancillary relationship of structures to the Hall rather than significance;

(xiv) 
7, ‘Conclusions’ suggests that the proposed site (still in its original use) is not part of the historic garden design. It is recognised that the wall opening is detrimental to the setting of The Lodge;

Planning Statement:

(i) 
Suggests that the above planning history is not relevant (2.1) – but NPPF requirement to consider enhancement of significance?;

(ii) 
Recognises that garden and house design was concurrent and the gardens survive largely intact ‘the area to the front (south-east) of the Hall … concurrent with the re-facing of the Hall. A lodge building was erected near to a new main entrance off Moor Lane, entrance gates relocated and terraced gardens formed. The structure of the terraced gardens, i.e. the four levels, walls, walkways and steps remain’.(3.2);

(iii) 
Recognises that existing parking on the upper terrace detracts from the principal façade. The significance of the formal gardens and ‘borrowed’ views of the countryside beyond the application site would also appear to be recognised  ‘the potential of the upper terrace in connection with weddings and similar functions cannot be realised, e.g. it presents a potentially splendid photo opportunity with a backdrop of the upper tiers to the terraced gardens and extensive views across the Ribble Valley’ (5.1);

(iv) 
The important footnotes to NPPF paragraph 14 have been omitted (6.6). This sets the tone for discussion of NPPF policies in 6.7; no reference is made in the Planning Statement to the statutory duties at section 16 and 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 – the relative weight to be given to such considerations is discussed in the Garner and East Northamptonshire judgements;

(v) 
In respect to (6.4) I note the objections of English Heritage to the Regulation 22 Submission e.g. the need to set out a positive vision for conservation of the historic environment in accordance with NPPF;

(vi) 
6.10 recognises the importance of tourism to the local economy. It also recognises that this is a product of ‘the high quality natural environment and the unique heritage and environmental assets’ which echoes NPPF 126 and 131;

(vii) 
8.3 suggests that by meeting customer expectations there will be economic growth – how is this to be achieved by the proposed development’s harmful impact upon the splendid wedding photo opportunities discussed at 5.1? ;

(viii) 
8.3 suggests but does not discuss a relationship between the proposed development and listed building viability;

(ix) 8.8 and 8.9 refer to significance – however, the significance of the gardens and their contribution to the overall significance of the listed building is not explained (as required by NPPF 128 so that the Borough Council can undertake the requirements of NPPF 132-134);

(x) 
8.10 – the neglect of the tennis court (original use) would appear to be easily and cheaply rectified;

(xi) 
8.11 – public views are only a part of significance and setting as discussed in the HEPPG paragraph 113- 124 (particularly 114 and 117). Furthermore, note is made of the Planning Inspector’s comments on appeal APP/T2350/E/08/2072213, Rodhill Lodge, Bolton By Bowland (8 August 2008; Grade II listed building) ‘I accept that views of the proposed conservatory from the public realm would be very limited but listed buildings are protected for their intrinsic value. The fact that the conservatory would be barely visible to anyone but the appellants is not a matter to which any great weight can be attached, therefore’.

(xii) 
8.13 states that traffic volumes associated with the Hall will not change as a result of the development.

Design & Access Statement

(i) 
states ‘Economic – the construction of the car park will have little or no impact on the successful operation of the hotel’;

(ii) 
states ‘Evaluation – it was clear from the assessment and public consultation that the character and value in the historic fabric is with the hall itself and its immediate gardens’. This would appear relevant in consideration of the ‘values’ embodied within English Heritage’s Principles, Policies and Guidance for the Sustainable Management of the Historic Environment (1998);
Conclusions

Eaves Hall is an unusual listing. Its special interest and significance derives almost entirely from the architectural form and layout of the house and gardens (the Free Renaissance hall and Formal style gardens constructed contemporaneously, in complimentary design and at great expense). 

The garden is formally aligned and terraced to provide grand (and ‘borrowed’) views of Pendle Hill and the Ribble Valley. This is curtailed by the self-set vegetation behind the tennis courts (reinstatement of this view and enhancement of the designated heritage asset is encouraged by the NPPF at paragraph 131 and 137 and within the definition of ‘conservation’). The single mature coniferous trees at the extremities of the tennis court terrace may be an intended part of the framing of this view. Furthermore, the Heritage Statement confirms that the driveway walls and hedge were designed to hide the garden’s splendour and the majestic panorama until the summit of the terracing was reached.

The tennis court terrace can be seen from the Hall terrace and most of the garden. Its relative absence of built structure and anonymity would appear intended as an introduction in views to the wider countryside from the formality of the upper terraces. 

The proposed car park and car parking (particularly spaces 17 – 59) would be incongruous, conspicuous and visually intrusive and very harmful to the significance of the listed building. The wall opening opposite The Lodge undermines the set-piece of buildings at this point. The early introduction of visitors to the garden at the proposed car park undermines its appreciation, the designer’s intentions and therefore significance of the listed building. The proposed landscaping further undermines the qualities of the designed landscape and page 22 of ‘The Setting of Heritage Assets’ (English Heritage, 2011) is relevant: ‘screening may have as intrusive an effect on the setting as the development it seeks to mitigate’. In accordance with paragraph 6 of the NPPF the proposals are not sustainable development.

From available sources of information the magnitude of harm would appear to be less than substantial. NPPF paragraph 134 requires this to be weighed against public benefits.  It is not clear whether there are any economic benefits as the proposal would destroy the ‘splendid (wedding) photo opportunity with a backdrop of the upper tiers to the terraced gardens and extensive views across the Ribble Valley’ and the application states ‘Economic - the construction of the car park will have little or no impact on the successful operation of the hotel’. 

I would agree that removal of cars from the Hall terrace would be an enhancement. However, no scheme has been submitted showing how this is to be achieved/enforced (I note the comments of the Borough Council’s Countryside Officer in this respect).

NPPF paragraph 115 requires important consideration to the conservation of cultural heritage within the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The recent consideration (APP/T2350/A/12/2174422, Cherry Hall, Grindleton; paragraph 12) of the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (as a whole) as an acknowledged heritage asset has also been considered.

In regard to the concerns of the neighbouring residents, I am mindful that the agent has confirmed (e-mail 7 March 2013) that trees will not be lost from the screening boundary wood. In my opinion, this will ensure that car noise and lighting will not have a significantly detrimental impact upon the amenities of the adjoining residents.



	RECOMMENDATION: That planning permission and listed building consent be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














