Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2013/0110/P (LBC) & 3/2013/0111/P (PA)

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed conversion of outbuildings to provide residential accommodation (stables conversion to 3 units and motor house conversion to 2 units) with associated provision of car parking and hard and soft landscaping to courtyard areas at Eaves Hall, Moor Lane, West Bradford

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Town Council – West Bradford Parish Council no objections to this proposal.

	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

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

Ribble Valley Borough Council (Contaminated Land) – Consulted, no representations received.

Ribble Valley Borough Council (Housing policy) – the affordable housing policy does not require any affordable units where there is a development of 5 or less units.

Ribble Valley Borough Council (Countryside Officer) – Site specific mitigation protected species planning condition required.

Ribble Valley Borough Council (Environmental Health) – Concerns following site inspection. Require noise assessment as so close to back of building and deliveries take place directly outside – to ensure adequate acoustic measures to prevent noise intrusion, also odour and air quality as main kitchen extract close to lower block. Previous problems and also main boiler flue discharges above delivery yard.

Lancashire County Council (Highways) – There is no objection to the proposal.

There is already an existing access to the property.

As per JLSV parking standard guidelines, two bedroom dwelling will require one parking space and 3 bedroom dwelling will require 2 parking spaces.  It is believed that the overall parking provision of 8 spaces is considered sufficient for the vehicles not to be parked on the adjacent road causing hazardous conditions.

The existing access needs improvement.  The existing access/bell mouth needs resurfacing and the reinstatement of dropped kerbs.

During the development there is likely to be a movement of delivery vehicles as well as some construction vehicles.  No vehicle shall be parked on the road to cause obstruction to other public road users or cause hazardous conditions.  

Conditions should be attached to any approval concerning the provision of facilities within the site by which means the wheels of vehicles may be cleaned before leaving the site and also the submission of details of a scheme for the construction of the site access and the off site works of highway improvement.

A note is suggested concerning the construction, improvement or alteration of an access to the public highway.



	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 G1 - Development Control.

Policy T1 - Development Proposals - Transport Implications.

Policy T7 - Parking Provision.

Policy ENV1 - Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Core Strategy Regulation 22 Submission Draft:

Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations.

Policy DMG2 – Strategic Considerations (AONB)



	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.

The ‘Local List of Lancashire’s Unregistered Historic Designed Landscapes’ (Lancashire Gardens Trust, Manchester Metropolitan University, Lancashire County Council; June 2013) identifies Eaves Hall to be of ‘Regional/County’ significance.

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,T1 and T7.

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, 126 – 141, 188-192, 196-197 and 215-216.

The HEPPG is particularly relevant at paragraph 113-124, 142 –143 and 192.

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

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

‘intentional inter-visibility between heritage assets, or between heritage assets and natural features, can make a particularly important contribution to significance. Some assets, whether contemporaneous or otherwise, were intended to be seen from one another for aesthetic, functional, ceremonial or religious reasons’ (Views and Setting);

‘The setting of some heritage assets may have remained relatively unaltered over a long period and closely resemble the setting in which the asset was constructed or first used. The likelihood of this original setting surviving unchanged tends to decline with age and, where this is the case, it is likely to make an important contribution to the heritage asset’s significance. It is more frequently the case that settings have changed, but these changes may themselves enhance significance … The recognition of, and response to, the setting of heritage assets as an aspect of townscape character is an important aspect of the design process for new development, and will, at least in part, determine the quality of the final result. Where the significance of a heritage asset has been compromised in the past by unsympathetic development affecting its setting, to accord with PPS 5 policies, consideration still needs to be given to whether additional change will further detract from, or can enhance, the significance of the asset. Negative change could include severing the last link between an asset and its original setting; positive change could include the restoration of a building’s original designed landscape or the removal of structures impairing views of a building’ (Change over Time);

‘where a development in the setting of a heritage asset is designed to be distinctive or dominant and, as a result, it causes harm to the asset’s significance, there will need to be justification for that harm’ (Setting and Urban Design);

The Planning Conservation Advice Note 1 ‘Change of Use: Structures and Landscape’ (The Garden History Society) states:

‘The intended visibility of structures or parts of structures varies between designed landscapes … views of key buildings may have been selective within landscape

design (e.g. the views of country house mansions devised to exclude servants quarters and service areas) (1.2);

‘Even where structures are not overtly ornamental, their presence may increase understanding of the historical context e.g. utilitarian estate cottages, kennels or facilities such as pump houses’ (1.3);

‘The degree of ornamentation and quality of materials of a building or structure usually reflects its intended status within a designed landscape. This, together with the scale of the structure, may determine its position in the hierarchy of buildings which is evident in many such landscapes’ (1.4);

‘The ability of a building or structure to absorb change without adversely affecting the character and quality of the historic landscape is directly related to its status and design function within that landscape’ (2.1)

‘Certain types of new use are particularly liable to result in landscape subdivision and divisions of land management. For example, conversion of a mansion and secondary buildings, such as stables and farm complexes, into multiple residential units often includes subdivision of the immediate setting of the buildings to provide each resident with an area of privacy and seclusion. Varied management of individual boundaries and diverse internal planting and features in such areas may reduce the cohesion and integrity of the historic

landscape. Where change of use of landscape or of buildings would be likely to generate land subdivisions (including future sale or subletting of individual structures and areas) or fragmentation of landscape use and management, a comprehensive Historic Landscape Conservation Management Plan, based on a full historic landscape assessment is essential for future maintenance of cohesion and integrity of heritage assets’ (3.2.5);

‘Change of use which would require significantly increased levels of fenestration of a building (e.g farm building or stables to residential use) may fundamentally alter the character of such building and thus its design status within the historic landscape’ (Watchpoints 5.2);

‘Major extension may result in conflict of visual prominence and deflect attention from the significance of other important landscape features, structures and views’ (Watchpoints 5.3);

‘To avoid future piecemeal proposals, potential for future expansion of new use should be considered at the outset. Piecemeal proposals are particularly damaging on historic landscape since they preclude assessment of cumulative effects of development’ (Watchpoints 5.7).

The Planning Conservation Advice Note 9 ‘Development of Domestic Amenities’ (The Garden History Society) states:
‘As motor cars gradually took over from horses as a means of personal transport, stables were progressively converted to garages and purpose built structures for motor cars started to be included in designs for new dwellings. Without precedence to follow, architects in the early part of the 20th century had to devise a new aesthetic and there were many variations – from structures which bore a marked resemblance to the open-fronted garden houses of the time (with steeply pitched tiled roofs and arched openings) to barn-like buildings in vernacular materials. However, although the form of the building remained fluid for some time to come, its function was clear and there were few exceptions to its location within the service yard’ (1.6);

‘New or altered access points within the wider landscape may be required for service and delivery vehicles to a proposal site’ (Watchpoints 5.4);

‘Proposals may also lead to altered circulation patterns within the immediate area. Resulting desire line paths, ground compaction etc. can be visually damaging, particularly in intricately detailed or formally laid out landscape areas’ (Watchpoints 5.5);

‘Where screen planting is proposed, this should be appropriate to the historic landscape if additional adverse impact is to be avoided’ (Watchpoints 5.6);

‘Visibility of proposed development/facilities does not necessarily equate with adverse visual impact. However, unless proposals been designed to integrate with or to enhance specific areas of the historic landscape, visibility will equate with adverse visual impact in the majority of cases. N.B.Views of subsidiary development can rarely, if ever, be deemed to preserve and enhance the historic landscape’ (Watchpoints 5.12).
Site history

No pre-application advice has been sought.

3/2013/0108 (PA) and 3/2013/0109 (LBC) - Formation of a car park for use by hotel guests. PP and LBC refused 25 April 2013.
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) ‘the previous Eaves Hall was architecturally undistinguished and would not have been Listed had it survived today’ (4.1);

(ii) ‘the former stables to the north of the house survive from the 1867-71 Eaves Hall and are built of sandstone rubble with slate roofs. They appear to have been significantly altered in the early 1920s, and the interiors were again altered for hotel use … it is now difficult to be sure of their original layout’ (3.3);

(iii) ‘the motor house was built by Arthur Burton as part of the 1920-22 works … it has now been significantly altered by the removal of the glazed canopy on the east side and by the conversion of the ground floor to general accommodation …a steel beam is now exposed to view, spanning the full width of the building to support the first floor wall, with three intermediate steel columns. In the centre the first floor wall rises as a gablet, and at the right-hand side are balcony openings, but there is no attempt to use the window spacing to create an architectural composition … the ground-floor conversion appears to have been carried out in the later 20th century …  the west elevation is plain and domestic in character …is almost symmetrical’ (3.4);
(iv) ‘the new setting for the front of the house is separated from the working areas surrounding the motor house and stables by a change in  level and wall, so that there is little visual connection between them’ (3.5);
(v) ‘the motor house is of some interest, but a recent English Heritage publication on the motor car and the country house confirms that it is not a particularly early or distinguished example …materials and workmanship are simple and utilitarian. It now lacks its canopy, pit and petrol pump, and if it ever had any interior tiling or fittings these have now gone. Architecturally, it seems deliberately low-key’ (4.2);
(vi) ‘the former stables are of some interest as a remaining part of the Victorian House, but architecturally they are plain, they lack most of their original fittings, and conversion of the upper floor in the 1920s followed by alterations for hotel use has removed any interest that they had as country house stables’ (4.3);

(vii) negative factors … clutter, bridge link, storage area, uPVC windows, unsurfaced parking area, exposed steel beam, late 20th century windows, prefabricated concrete garage, cement rendering, open setting of the golf course (4.4).
Planning Statement

(i) ‘the stables building is used for general storage at ground floor, with four hotel bedrooms (the least used at the hotel) at first floor accessed via the first floor link to the main hall. The former motor house is used for general storage at ground floor with a single vacant residential flat at first floor. In their present use the buildings are under-utilised and redundant’ (3.2);

(ii) ‘former stables … replacement of upvc windows’ (4.1);
(iii) The consideration of NPPF at 6.5 etc is partial e.g. no reference to the footnotes at Paragraph 14 which are relevant to this case. No reference to the duties at section 16 and 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990;
(iv) ‘As the net increase in dwelling numbers is four (five proposed, one existing), there is no requirement to provide for affordable housing. To confirm the presence of an existing dwelling unit a copy of the Council Tax bill records for all buildings at Eaves Hall is submitted’ (8.19). However, the existing staff accomodation (see Design & Access Statement below) is ancillary to hotel use (the submitted Council Tax bill has been annotated 'Staff Block') and does not therefore appear to be in residential use/a dwelling.
Design & Access Statement

(i) This confirms that the first floor of the motor house is ‘redundant staff accomodation’ (Assessment: Physical);
(ii) Minimal reference is made to issues arising from the juxtaposition of hotel and residential uses (including that to the preservation/conservation of the integrity and significance of the listed building as a large country house) or residential use requirements (e.g. amenity space). It is only stated that ‘the dwellings will have access to the hotel grounds’ and ‘it is assumed that the landscaping will be covered by planning condition’.

Application form

(i) Question 13 identifies that whilst 2 additional car parking spaces are to be provided, 6 light goods vehicles/public carrier vehicles spaces are to be lost. 

Conclusions

Listed building significance derives largely from the design of the 1920s country house and contemporary gardens. However, the historical (narrative) value of the site as a country house complete with stables, motor house, lodge, walled garden etc and reflecting the wealth and decline of one of the Lancashire cotton families is also significant. 

The hall service area has suffered from inappropriate works. However, the NPPF requires that great weight be given to the conservation of significance (paragraph 132). Conservation is defined at Annex 2 as ‘the process of maintaining and managing change to a heritage asset in a way that sustains and, where appropriate, enhances its significance’. Paragraph 131 requires account to be taken of ‘the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and putting them to viable uses consistent with their conservation’ and ‘the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness’. The NPPF requires of new design that it reinforces local distinctiveness (paragraph 60) and integrates with the historic environment (paragraph 61).
The works to the former stables appear considered and appropriate. However, the proposed extensions (and resulting loss of fabric) to the motor house do not conserve or enhance the significant features identified in the submitted heritage statement i.e. ‘architecturally, it seems deliberately low-key … its materials and workmanship are simple and utilitarian … the west elevation is plain and domestic in character: it does not reveal the function of the building … almost symmetrical … small paned steel casements … it included a garage for six cars, an inspection pit, an open area under a large glazed canopy … it was located at the rear of the house, where it was not visible from the gardens or public rooms’. I also note that whilst the east elevation exposed steel beam with three intermediate steel columns supports the first floor, it is also a clear (and the last remaining) expression of there being undercroft garaging at the motor house (the Garden History Society suggest that whilst ‘the form of the building remained fluid for some time to come, its function was clear’). Whilst the heritage statement suggests that the motor house is undistinguished, this may be deliberate. 

I am mindful of the opinion of the Georgian Group (3/2009/0854, Townhead, Slaidburn) that ‘glazed links in particular, although intended to be low key and light in touch, tend in reality to draw attention to themselves by their reflectiveness and by the characteristic tendency of any vitreous material to read as an opaque mass rather than something transparent’. I do not consider that the proposed extensions, particularly when inhabited and subdivided will maintain the discrete (west elevation) and functional (east elevation) character of the motor house.

The Transport Buildings Listing Selection Guide (English Heritage, 2011) identifies that it was usual for country house garages to be conversions of existing stables and carriage houses. The building of a new motor house at Eaves Hall appears significant ‘a small number of impressive purpose-built examples were built for new country houses, often small in comparison to converted stable blocks, but incorporating inspection pits and built-in cupboards’ (page 10).
In my opinion, the development is therefore harmful to the listed building’s integrity as a country house in a designed landscape because:

(i) the identity and intrinsic interest of the motor house will be severely compromised;

(ii) the motor house conversion will have undue prominence (this historic service building can be seen from the hall west garden and is one of the most prominent elements of the hall from Moor Lane);

(iii) little consideration has been given to the designed landscape of regional/county importance or the impact of new landscaping as suggested by HEPPG paragraph 192. The proposals show an intentional dislocation between historic service buildings and the hall contrary to the advice in ‘The Setting of Heritage Assets’

Conditions could be imposed (withdrawal of permitted development rights) to limit some of the visual impacts of the development of five dwellings within the hall curtilage. However in my opinion and mindful of the comments of RVBC Environmental Health, insufficient information has been submitted to assuage concerns as to the potential conflict between the reasonable amenity expectations of the residents, the running of the hotel and the preservation/ conservation of the character and setting of the listed building. 

Paragraph 134 of the NPPF requires less than substantial harm to be weighed against the public benefits of the scheme. The application refers to the underuse of the stables and motor house and proposes the removal of plastic windows and a 1960s link bridge. Five dwellings would make an important contribution to housing needs. However in my opinion, these public benefits do not outweigh the harm to the significance of the listed building or the significant harm to residential amenity. Mindful of paragraph 6 and 14 of the NPPF I do not consider the proposals to be sustainable development.



	REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

Harmful to the character, setting and significance of the listed building because loss of historic fabric and additions to the motor house and site landscaping. Policies ENV20, ENV19 and G1, Policies DME4 and DMG1 and NPPF paragraph 131 and 132.

Harmful to residential amenities of proposed dwellings  - noise, odours and deleterious air quality emissions from hotel. Policy G1 and Policy DMG1. 


	

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


DATE INSPECTED: 














