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	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	APPROVAL

	


	Development Description:
	Construction of a new access road, off the main drive to Stonyhurst College and the creation of a coach parking area.

	Site Address/Location:
	Stonyhurst College Avenue Road Hurst Green BB7 9PZ

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	No objection.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways:
	

	(13 March 2017) The proposal has been the subject of a lengthy correspondence with the applicant’s consultant and has gone through an iterative process. The proposal put forward in this application has been accepted by the highway authority and as a result LCC Highways raise no objection to the proposal on highway grounds. However, there are a number of issues that will still need to be addressed .

          1 During the previous discussions, the applicant proposed the construction of a layby adjacent to the carriageway to the north of the college entrance. This is shown in at least 1 of the submitted plans (proposed access and long section) but it is not mentioned in the application description. I would need confirmation whether or not this forms part of the application proposals.

          2 The applicant would need to provide details of the signing and lining that is to be provided at the site entrance

Subject to clarification of the above issues, if your RVBC is minded to approve this application LCC Highways would request that conditions are attached to any permission (construction in accordance with the Lancashire County Council Specification for Construction of Estate Roads to at least base course level; car park surfacing and car parking spaces and manoeuvring areas marked out; no development before scheme for the construction of the site access and the off-site works of highway improvement has been submitted; facilities for the cleaning of the wheels of vehicles leaving the site).
(31 March 2017 - copied into email exchange between LCC Highways and agent). The latest email states “the issue we have is the retention of the carriageway and the potential for run-off onto the adjacent highway. However we have a suggested compromise and would consider the use of channel blocks in place of full kerbs, this would provide the necessary retention of the carriageway whilst allowing drainage into the verge.

The attached photo shows an example of this (kerb on the left). We would also need to be sure that there is sufficient drainage capacity within the verge to accept the anticipated levels of run-off”.

(11 May 2017 and following the case officer’s liaising between the LGT and LCC Highways and the agent’s confirmation in meeting minutes of 3 April 2017 that “Lay By: an improvement rather than a necessity. Could be omitted) The layby originally proposed by the applicant was omitted from the revised plans and LCC Highways was only seeking clarification as to whether or not it was to be retained as part of the proposals. In respect of its provision, I have observed parking in this area and to regularise the situation would be a step in the right direction.

Site access, the final design will be submitted as part of the S278 procedure and once this is agreed it will move on to the formal legal process. This will include the works to the layby and a S38 to bring it into the public highway.

The only issue outstanding is the edging used for the access road. Need to ensure free drainage into the surrounding grass is the preferred route for water discharge rather than the highway. LCC Highways have offered a compromise.

(11 May 2017 and following the case officer’s assertion “As I understand it (and please excuse my ignorance on highways matters), the lay-by is desirable rather than necessary”). No further comment in respect to this element of the proposals.
(15 May 2017 letter from the agent in which LCC copied states “If it was felt the layby was a concern then we can agree to omit this from the proposal.

As we understand it, from (LCC Highways) emails, the only outstanding issue remains whether the access road (including its junction with the highway network has some form of edge restraint. At worst, this will be a flush edging kerb (i.e. no upstand). Although in our view an edging would not be necessary given the existing road does not have one”). No further comment in respect to this element of the proposals.
(16 May 2017) The view of my colleague is that edge retention is in the form of channel blocks is a necessary element of construction to retain the edge of the carriageway and assist drainage. This would be a requirement to ensure that the carriageway construction is to adoptable specification however it should be noted that the access road will remain private.
(9 June 2017 and following the case officer’s question of 16 May 2017 “The agent is suggesting that kerbing is unnecessary and in any case the applicant does not have to conform to LCC Highways requirements because it is a private road. Should I therefore recommend refusal of the application?”
LCC Highways remain of the opinion that the edging to the carriageway is a necessary design feature for the construction /retention of the carriageway construction. 

          

As the new access road will remain private and unadopted on balance LCC Highways do not feel that its position would be sustainable at an appeal and should RVBC wish to disregard LCC Highways comments the least we it require from the developer is a detailed plan showing the construction detail for the highway / access interface and the surface water drainage.

The case officer sent the following email to the agent on 9 June 2017:

“I have received further comment from LCC Highways which remains of the opinion that the edging to the carriageway is a necessary design feature for the construction /retention of the carriageway construction. However, this position is not considered to be a sustainable reason for refusal at appeal and I would therefore be grateful for your consideration only to whether this design feature can be incorporated into the scheme.
LCC Highways do require a detailed plan showing the construction detail for the highway/access interface and the surface water drainage and I would be grateful for this information (which will be of interest to other consultees) as soon as possible”. No response has been received.
Lancashire Gardens Trust:
(22 March 2017) The Grade II* Registered Park and Garden at Stonyhurst, is one of Lancashire’s most important designed landscapes, and one of a very small number of Grade II* sites in Lancashire. The Conservation Management Plan for Stonyhurst College (April 2015) describes the 17th century Stonyhurst landscape as exceptional, particularly in the case of its survival in largely unaltered form.
One of the most important features of this site is the dramatic axial drive, the Avenue and formal Canals, forming an impressive 600 metres grand approach to the Elizabethan mansion. This Avenue approach still gives the impression and aspect of a private garden, rather than an institution.

The current application is for an access to the proposed Christian Retreat, involving a new road or track 5.5 metres wide plus verges, starting from the Avenue and crossing the Registered Park and Garden. LGT is concerned that this new feature should not detract from the significance of the designated historic asset. The current layout appears at first sight to have responded to LGT’s comments made in regard to the previous application 15/0968, and to those made at the meeting with the Client and their consultants at the College on 20 December 2016. LGT’s approach is to ensure that the road appears no more dominant than the existing driveway and current adopted highway which forms much of the Avenue. To achieve this objective the scale, form and detailing

of the new roadway and its junction must not be driven by conventional highway design and detailing. In particular, the new road must not have upstanding kerbs. The submitted Site Plan 8642 P102 appears to show a potentially acceptable solution but is not a complete design. There a number of inconsistencies and concerns in relation to the submitted drawings and documentation which leave too many matters unresolved.

The points of concern are as follows:

Drawing T2299-H-01 Rev D is qualified by the note ‘Scheme subject to detailed design’. LGT made it clear at the meeting in December that this access road must be resolved in detail prior to submission of the planning application. Whilst this drawing appears satisfactory in relation to geometry and edge detail, any variation of this layout and detailing must be resolved before this application is

decided.

The Landscape and Visual Appraisal Draft 3 explains the sequence of designs for this process but Appendix A, the ‘revised proposal’ is actually Revision A of the drawing above, not the submitted Rev D. Of particular concern is the mention of use of kerbs in Paragraph 12. Later there is mention of flush kerbs but neither accord with the construction detail indicated on the drawing Rev D. It is

understood that the new access will not be adopted as highway by LCC and therefore there should be no pressure for normal adoption details to prevail.

Drawing Rev A shows the earlier over-dominant geometry to the highway and junction at the point of the start of the proposed road. This includes a realigned gentler curve to the corner in the existing highway, and a large splayed bellmouth forming the access both to the axial Avenue and the new road, considerably increased areas of blacktop, and the opportunity for increased traffic speeds. LGT
objected to this layout at the meeting in December. Whilst it is welcomed that the submitted drawing Rev D may overcome these objections, LGT have concerns that this is not the final design which will emerge from the continuing design process.

The visualisations and montages in the Appendix to the LVIA are helpful but do not actually show the complete picture as intended in Rev A at Viewpoint 06, as no indication is given of any change to the existing highway. However, the montage does show a reasonable representation of the works intended on drawing Rev D. The conclusions of the LVIA in paragraphs 20 and 21 that there

would be no adverse effect on the historic landscape setting in relation to Rev A

are therefore not correct. 
Signage and white lining are still to be resolved.

The submitted application site plan Rev D does not show any works within the existing highway. LGT have concerns that Lancashire County Council will require a Section 278 Agreement for works to the current highway, beyond the present planning application red line, which would produce the unacceptable layout indicated at Rev A. LGT note that LCC highways have responded in their

email of 13/3/17 referring to ‘issues still required to be addressed’ and at point 3 ‘offsite works of highway improvement’. A Section 278 Agreement with amended drawings is therefore likely. If this process results the final scheme indicated in Rev A then LGT has no alternative but to object to this application.

The proposal for a coach park lay-by north of the proposed junction. LGT is not in agreement with this proposal. Coach parking is already intended within the Retreat scheme.

(30 March 2017 and following receipt of comments from the agent on 28 March 2017)
Lay-by 

Red Line noted. LGT’s objection to the lay-by with its attendant highway detail concerns still stands. There is already a partly surfaced ‘verge,’ with space for incidental parking adjoining the steel fencing on the opposite side of the road from the proposed lay by. As indicated in the CMP, there is a need to eliminate highway detail and clutter. It is also possible that HE may not have been aware that this lay by is part of the application.

Signing and lining

The low key approach from the applicant’s engineer is welcomed, but the view of LCC has not been indicated. All depends on the detail of the works within the highway which are being left unresolved until the s278 is progressed, and this means our comments are not addressed. There is an existing (partly worn away) lining to the curve here, so this is an established feature, but as this scheme is within a Grade II* RPG, the utmost sensitivity is required and very careful consideration is needed as to what is essential and appropriate. The matter of lining etc needs to be resolved comprehensively with the detail of the highway.

LVIA

Updated report noted. This has removed the inconsistencies and now refers to Plan Rev D, the submitted drawing. The Report (as far as it can) now produces a logical conclusion that there will be no adverse effect (by the proposals as shown on the application drawings) on the historic landscape. However, this does not deal with the likely ‘offsite’ highway works which is the specific area of our objection.  What will be the final appearance at the point of connection to the existing highway? We do not have a final scheme upon which to make a visual evaluation.

Subject to detailed design

The applicant’s agent response below refers to design within the application red line and covers details over which LGT would not propose to comment eg construction depths, final levels (where outside the RPG), and the crossing of the watercourse. LGT’s only observation in relation to the culvert crossing is that careful consideration should be given to headwalls etc in view of the setting of the listed buildings.

The points of detailed design over which LGT has concerns are alerted by the email of 13/3/17 from LCC where ‘issues still required to be addressed’ and offsite works are mentioned.

As discussed in the December 2016 meeting, LGT require to see as soon as possible the exact detail required by LCC in relation to the junction to the existing highway.

(15 June 2017) LGT are concerned that the issue of kerbs (presumably requested by LCC) on the new road has not been fully eliminated, and expect that this will be resisted. LGT appreciate that the client team share our view on this. At least the new access road is not intended to be offered for adoption.

There is no drawing indicating any construction or extent of surfacing at the point of connection with the existing highway, although the standard construction details for merging with existing construction have been addressed. What has not been mentioned is the demarcation at the highway boundary. Presumably there will at least be a channel block to mark this.  We have requested details of this construction and certainty that there will be no kerbs at this location throughout this process so we can understand what visual impact there will be from the complete highway works. This requires a plan showing what works LCC require which will form the basis of a s278 agreement. If no drawing is to be produced we will require as a minimum a statement from LCC that no changes will be made or are being considered to the existing highway, either to the extent of surfaced area of the existing highway and its geometry at the corner and point of connection. Again no kerbs should be proposed here as none of this road has any as correctly described by C&A/PSA. The highway authority should accept the sensitivity of the location. We still require confirmation that there are no further ‘issues still required to be addressed’ as referred to in LCCs email of 13/3/17. 

The lack of this information increases our concern that there is actually a fundamental design detail issue here, which could ultimately be to the detriment of the RPG.

It is noted that the lay-by is still indicated. As pointed out in earlier correspondence, we would prefer there to be no lay-by. This will simply prompt a further consideration for demarcation through kerbing by the highway authority.

The Gardens Trust:

(3 July 2017) The Gardens Trust, in its role as Statutory Consultee concurs with the comments made by the Lancashire Gardens Trust Conservation and Planning Chair of 22.3.17 and wishes to uphold that objection to the possible inclusion of upstanding kerbs on the new access road, as well as the risk that there may be significant and insensitive amendment to the existing highway as well as possible kerbing at the point of access.  

Also support Lancashire Gardens Trust objection to the provision of a lay-by for parking in the existing highway.

The lack of clarity in the submitted documentation (in particular drawings T2299-H-01 Rev D, Visual Appraisal Draft 3 Appendix A and Drawing Rev A) and the lack of any drawing by Cassidy and Ashton and PSA regarding anticipated offsite works outside the planning application red lines, means that the issue of kerbs has not yet been entirely eliminated and makes it difficult to ascertain exactly what is anticipated in the final construction.
Historic England:

The current scheme was the subject of a pre application consultation with Historic England earlier this year, and as the proposals have not altered previous advice is set out below.
The landscape surrounding the grade I listed Stonyhurst College, is identified as being of significance in its own right as a grade II* registered historic park and garden. The main body of the hall dates to the 16th century, with the surrounding land described as a Deer Park. Sir Nicholas Shireburn then introduced the formal Avenue approach, flanked by canals, in 1696. These in turn were enlarged in 1710 and represent the fashion for highly structural and formalised landscapes. By the mid18th century this style became unfashionable following the introduction of the picturesque movement,

which come to dominated landscape design and as a result, the survival of the formal features at Stonyhurst increases its significance.

The current proposal seeks to create a new road off the main approach to Stonyhurst, in order to allow access to a Christian retreat facility which has recently been granted planning permission. This intervention would be in a highly sensitive part of the landscape, which also forms part of the setting of the grade I listed building.

Creating a mirror to an existing access road is considered to be a sensitive approach to introducing a new roadway. The visualisations demonstrating that the woodland edging the Avenue would not be adversely affected by the loss of trees, are welcomed and further demonstrates the limited impact the proposals would have on both the registered park and garden and the setting of the hall.
Consideration needs to be given to the detailed highway engineering of the road as in order to achieve the symmetry which the scheme hopes to deliver, a sensitive touch will be needed for the design of the road itself.

The proposals are in line with policy 131 and 132 of the National Planning Policy Framework and we have no objection to the application.

Recommendation: Historic England has no objection to the application on heritage grounds. The application meets the requirements of the NPPF, in particular paragraph numbers 131 and 132.
In determining this application you should bear in mind the statutory duty of section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 to have special regard to the desirability of preserving listed buildings or their setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which they possess.

The following Lancashire Gardens Trust comment (22 March 2017) has been passed to HE:
“note from earlier applications that Historic England have not engaged in detail with the scheme. This may be acceptable in relation to the Grade II listed Mill buildings. However the RPG is Grade II* and HE engagement to support resolving the design described above is essential”.

LAAS:

Very brief assessment of the heritage impacts of the scheme. Very similar to that originally proposed (3/2015/0968 and 0969), with the new road branching southeast from the main drive at almost the same point as the existing road to the golf course branches to the northwest. This arrangement is much more sympathetic to the designed landscape than the 'intermediate' proposal for the junction to be staggered by some 30m and answers some of the criticism of that arrangement by the Lancashire Gardens Trust (letter of 31st August 2016), although it does not seem to consider the suggestion that the access to the Old Mill site should be from the east, rather than the west.
A number of earthworks have been identified within Fox Fall Wood which will be crossed by the proposed access road, these can be seen in Figures 7 and 8 of the Oxford Archaeology North survey of the Old Mill site (2017) as well as the application documents. The earthworks to the east end of the route probably represent former bypass channels to the watermills of c.1810 and c.1847. Those to the west end and just inside the wood are of unknown origin. They could perhaps be drainage that pre-dates the 18th century canals, but it seems unlikely that they were associated with the watermills or with supply of water to the putative moated site at 'Back Ponds' to the northeast.
In LAAS response to the original application on 8th September 2016 and the response of 4th March 2016 by LCAS it was recommended that a scheme of archaeological recording should be undertaken, including:

"… a programme of investigation and recording of the water control and other archaeological features of the site that may be impacted by the proposed development."

LAAS would repeat that recommendation here, suggesting that an investigation by an archaeological surveyor and a watching brief during initial ground disturbance works would be appropriate (planning condition suggested).
The Environment Agency:

Consulted, no comments received.

LLFA:

Consulted, no comments received.

RVBC (Countryside Officer):
(7 March 2017) The ecology details submitted are based on a walk through survey carried out in one month, June 2016. Limiting the survey to a single month does not take account of bat activity throughout the whole active season. The recommendations included in the findings of the walk through survey include the aerial survey of a number of trees and therefore RVBC should not determine the application until this has been carried and details of results, which should inform any proposals, submitted.

In addition the results of the updated survey will inform any tree work proposals submitted which may have to be modified accordingly.

(3 April 2017 following updated bat report on 30 March 2017) The applicant needs to comply with all recommendations. RVBC will inspect the site following submission of a detailed monitoring/compliance schedule signed off by the ecologist.

(11 July 2017) Tree condition suggested.

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	None received.

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES :

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy (Adopted Version):

Key Statement EC1 – Business and Employment Development
Key Statement DS1 – Development Strategy 

Key Statement EN5 – Heritage Assets

Key Statement EN2 - Landscape

Policy DMB1 – Supporting Business Growth and the Local Economy
Policy DMG1 – General Considerations 

Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets

Policy DME1 – Protecting Trees and Woodlands
Policy DME2 – Landscape and Townscape Protection

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990

NPPF

NPPG



	Most Relevant Planning History:

No formal pre-application advice has been sought although discussions followed the withdrawal of the previous access element of 3/2015/0968.
3/2015/0968 - Restoration and conversion of the Old Mill to create a retreat facility together with associated parking and access. PP granted 13 September 2016. ‘Outline planning application for a new build Christian heritage centre’ (including access road off The Avenue) was withdrawn.

3/2015/0969 - Listed Building Consent for the restoration and conversion of the Old Mill to create a retreat facility together with associated parking and access. LBC granted 13 September 2016.
 3/2017/0144 – Variation of condition 2 (to substitute revised plans) of Listed Building Consent 3/2015/0969 for the restoration and conversion of the Old Mill to create a retreat facility together with associated parking and access. Under consideration.
3/2017/0145 – Variation of condition 2 (to substitute revised plans) of planning permission 3/2015/0968 for the restoration and conversion of the Old Mill to create a retreat facility together with associated parking and access. Under consideration.

3/2017/0143 – Additional development in conjunction with works approved under listed building consent 3/2015/0969 including demolition and rebuilding of part of the western element of the Mill building and creation of new window opening; erection of a new external ramp into the retreat facility; erection of an external plant area to the front of the site; conversion of the fives court to a bat house; amendments to car park; tree works to front of site. Under consideration.
3/2017/0116 - Additional development in conjunction with works approved under planning application 3/2015/0968 including demolition and rebuilding of part of the western element of the Mill building and creation of new window opening; erection of a new external ramp into the retreat facility; erection of an external plant area to the front of the site; conversion of the fives court to a bat house; amendments to car park; tree works to front of site. Under consideration.
3/2017/0044 – Discharge of conditions 3 (archaeological record), 4 (tree protection measures, 5 (bat survey) from planning permission 3/2015/0969.
3/2017/0043 – Discharge of conditions 3 (archaeological record), 4 (tree protection measures, 5 (bat survey) from planning permission 3/2015/0968.
3/2011/0033 - Retention of remaining structure following partial collapse (Listed Building Consent). Granted 2 March 2011. The file report states:

 “The neglect of maintenance to the listed building and subsequent collapse is regrettable.  However, the implemented scheme will arrest further degradation of this important heritage asset.  Mindful of the concerns of the Victorian Society I believe a condition requesting  details of salvaged historic fabric storage be attached to the listed building consent and the site be regularly monitored, and the applicants be encouraged to bring forward a long term conservation scheme for the site”.

3/2001/0339 – New implement building for the gardeners and groundsmen. PP granted 9 October 2011.


	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

Stonyhurst College is a listed (recent reassessment has resulted in Grade I, II* and II elements) independent school (founded in 1593 at St Omer in France and moved to Stonyhurst Hall in 1794). Formally the ancient seat of the Shireburn family, the 16th century Elizabethan courtyard house was granted to the Society of Jesuits in 1802.  It is on the site of a building of late 14th or 15th century date.  
The complex as a whole is one of architectural splendour, set in landscaped grounds which are a rare survivor of late 17th early 18th century gardens. The site is of further interest due to the continued catholic ownership and the additions this has resulted in. Not only in the form of grand quadrangles and imposing churches, but the provision of more domestic structures such as its own gas plant for lighting and a corn mill. The importance of the college is recognised by the number of high grade designations which are in place. 

The Gatehouse on the west front of the house leads to a courtyard with buildings on each side.  This phase of building was started by Sir Richard Shireburn in 1592 and was continued by his grandson, Nicholas Shireburn, in the late 17th century and early 18th century.  Additions were made in 1799 when the Society of Jesus took over the house, and 3 campaigns of building during the 19th century greatly enlarged the house on the north and east sides.  Other additions in connection with the building’s use as a school were made in the 20th century.  Attached to the south-west tip of the house is St Peter’s Church which was designed in 1832 by JJ Scoles.

The complex of buildings is remarkable for its late 16th century/early 17th century Gatehouse and Old Quad, as well as for the early 18th century embellishments to the hall and grounds.  But it is no less important for the richness of its 19th century and early 20th century additions which include major collections of religious art.

Stonyhurst College also appears on the English Heritage Register of Historic Parks and Gardens at Grade II* and is described as “gardens and parkland with late 17th century origins, including a well-preserved formal garden dating from circa 1700 and an avenue and water features of similar date”.


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

Planning permission is again sought for an access road off The Avenue principle approach to the Grade I listed building. The ‘Planning, Heritage, Design and Access Statement’ identifies the wish following LBC for conversion of the mill to a retreat for “a separate vehicular access for visitors to the retreat connecting to the retreat’s associated car park and providing a separate coach parking area”.


	Impact upon the setting of listed buildings, the character of the historic park and garden and the character of the Forest of Bowland AONB:



	In my opinion, the provision of separate access to the proposed retreat is justified (NPPF paragraph 132) and I concur with Historic England (its comments reflecting pre-application advice) that the scheme is acceptable subject to details. Unfortunately, this detail (identified as important to expedient decision making following 3/2015/0968) was not provided on application submission - the originally submitted BCA Landscape report identifies “At the time of this assessment the detail has not been resolved, but it is assumed it will be ‘blacktop’ with flush kerbs. No details of road markings or signage have been provided, thus the impact of these is not considered” (paragraph 12). The repeated concerns of the Lancashire Gardens Trust, The Gardens Trust and LCC Highways are understandable.
In my understanding, the lay – by is not essential to highway safety (I note that this is not shown on the originally submitted site plan and that LCC Highways initially understood that this element was no longer part of the scheme). The applicant has confirmed deletion of this element from the scheme (10 July 2017). This overcomes a significant objection from the Lancashire Gardens Trust and The Gardens Trust.
LCC Highways are conscious of the importance of the designated heritage assets and the sensitivity of the site to modern highway engineering and I do not anticipate that its requirements/works outside the planning application red lines will be anything other than necessary for highway safety. LCC Highways have advised of its (likely) extent of control on the non-adopted road; I am mindful from the agent’s email of 15 May 2017 that highway network edge restraint “At worst, this will be a flush edging kerb (i.e. no upstand). Although in our view an edging would not be necessary given the existing road does not have one”.
In my opinion, the proposal will result in harm to the character of the historic park and garden and the setting of the listed buildings but this will be limited and ‘less than substantial’. NPPF paragraph 134 requires public benefits to be considered and I am satisfied that harm is outweighed by the benefits of mill reuse and the continued use of the whole Stonyhurst building complex.

The important relationship between cultural heritage and character of the AONB is emphasised in NPPF paragraph 115 and the Forest of Bowland AONB Management Plan (including original reasons for designation). In my opinion, the proposals have an acceptable impact upon the character of the Forest of Bowland AONB.

	Highway safety:

	I am satisfied that the conditions suggested by LCC Highways are necessary to ensure a safe development.  

LCC Highways (9 June 2017) have requested a “detailed plan showing the construction detail for the highway / access interface and the surface water drainage” (LGT, 30 June 2017, have also requested details of demarcation at the highway boundary) and I would suggest that this is also conditioned. 

	

	Landscape/Ecology:

I am satisfied that the development is acceptable subject to the conditions (bats and trees) requested by RVBC Countryside.

	

	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

Therefore, in giving considerable importance and weight to the duty at section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, in giving ‘great weight’ to the conservation of the designated heritage assets (NPPF paragraph 132) and in consideration to Key Statement EN5 and Policies DME4 and DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy, I would recommend that listed building consent be granted conditionally.


	RECOMMENDATION:
	That planning permission be granted subject to conditions.


