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	Date Inspected:
	8/06/18
	

	Officer:
	AD
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	REFUSAL

	


	Development Description:
	Erection of a single storey extension to the south of an existing modern extension. Reconfiguration of existing patio and railings. Removal of pointed arch doorway to the southern wall of the modern extension and replacement with a window. Re-painting of existing rendered gable to the Hall.

	Site Address/Location:
	Great Mitton Hall Mitton Road Mitton BB7 9PQ

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	No comments received.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Historic England:
	

	Thank you for letter of 7 June 2018 (in which RVBC referred HE to paragraph 6 and 10 of the Appeal decision). Do not wish to offer any comments. Suggest seek the views of the RVBC specialist conservation and archaeological advisers.

	
	

	SPAB:

Do not wish to comment. However, this response should not be taken to imply support for, or objection to, the proposals.

LAAS:

Reference to a Design and Access Statement - not on web page. No details as to proposed reconfiguration of the patio and railings. Plans do not show the same arrangements. The Heritage

Statement does not consider buried remains and archaeological deposits and does not discuss this element of the scheme in any detail. It is therefore not possible to comment on the potential archaeological impact of this element of the scheme.
No direct impact on the historic building fabric. There is potentially a small impact on buried remains relating to the historic hall within the existing viewing terrace, but without details of this element of the scheme (as existing or as proposed) it is difficult to be sure of the scale of the impact. It seems probable that this area has already been somewhat disturbed by the construction and reconstruction of the extant extension, and it would seem that any impact would be minor and could be mitigated with an archaeological watching brief.

The impact on the appearance of the building from the proposals is more difficult to judge (particularly without a DAS) - subjective. Proposed changes to the door and the new extension would not appear large to LAAS but defer to the expertise of your conservation officer. The major change to the appearance of the building is likely to be the change in paint colour of the gable end and extension wall. No detail of colour submitted and it must be commented that render on historic buildings in the county is almost always either unpainted or painted white (sometimes with black detailing) and that an alternative colour is likely to appear surprising. Justification is "…By toning down the stark white gable to a stone colour, the Hall will be tonally balanced with the adjacent Church." 
By being white, the gable end allows a clear distinction between the hall and the structure of the church beyond it when viewed from the road and the bridge and if they were the same colour may tend to lose their distinct identities. Acknowledged that changing the paint colour will not affect the historic fabric and, if a change is permitted but found to be damaging, it would be possible to reinstate the white colour at a later date.

Please note that comments do not benefit from a site visit.

RVBC Countryside:

Insufficient information submitted in respect to potential impact on protected species (scoping study?).
Consider interest of the ‘conifer’ proposed for removal.



	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	None received.

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. ‘Preservation’ in the duties at sections 16 and 66 of the Act means “doing no harm to” (South Lakeland DC v. Secretary of State for the Environment [1992]).

Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Key Statement EN5 – Heritage Assets

Key Statement EN2 – Landscape

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations

Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets

Policy DMG2 – Strategic Considerations

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF; 24 July 2018)
National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG)



	Relevant Planning History:

Pre-application advice has been sought by the applicant following appeal. On 7 August 2017 the Head of Planning Services advised the applicant “I must advise you that both myself and (case officer) are unable to see a solution that would be acceptable to permit any extension at the rear”.
3/2016/0091 - Proposed conservatory on the south-east elevation of the modern extension. Planning permission refused 22 March 2016. Appeal dismissed 19 August 2016. No pre-application advice was sought; general proposals for the site were discussed with the applicant in May 2007 and prior to purchase.

3/2015/0083 - The extension of a stone boundary wall. PP granted 4 June 2015.

3/2013/0793/P - New car port, boundary wall and external landscaping at Great Mitton Hall. PP granted on appeal 6 February 2014 (and costs awarded – see file). The Inspector states:

“Whilst its architectural and historic features make the Hall a heritage asset in its own right, the historic and visual connections between the three adjacent listed buildings adds to their significance and distinctiveness.

… The sloping nature of the land means that the car port will be set at a lower level than the main building and so will appear subservient in relation to it. Furthermore, its positioning would not interrupt or detract from the visual connections that exist between the three listed buildings. Views of the carport from the public realm would be limited and mainly only possible in the short range”.

3/2011/0849 – New detached garage, boundary wall, gates and hard landscaping. PP refused 22 March 2011. Appeal dismissed 21 August 2012. The Inspector states:

 “there is a strong visual and historic connection between the barn, hall and church. Thus Great Mitton Hall and its relationship with the barn and church, plus its position within a small hamlet on the escarpment, significantly contribute to its uniqueness and distinctiveness
… Additionally it would harm the character and appearance of the general locality. It would also create a discordant feature close the nearby AONB … harm it would cause to the setting of the listed buildings or the adjacent AONB”.
3/2009/0624 - Conversion of existing residential garage to form office/study accommodation. Planning permission granted.

3/2009/0055 - New garage and conversion of garage to office/study. Planning permission refused.

3/2007/0582 - Modification of condition no.2 of planning consent 3/1998/0048P to convert Consulting Rooms to domestic use (and deletion of condition no.7 as a consequence). Planning permission granted.

3/2006/0908 & 0907 - Removal of an electric pole and stay and the erection of garden room with glazed link at the north east elevation of the Hall.  Listed building consent and planning permission refused.

3/2006/0172 & 0173 - Erection of an orangery at the north east elevation of the hall.  Planning permission and listed building consent refused.

3/2004/0686 - Retention of a 1.6m – 1.95m fence at the boundary of the hall and church.  Planning permission refused

3/2003/0383 - Erection of a greenhouse to side garden (between shop/tea rooms and front of west tower of All Hallows). Planning permission refused because of the detrimental impact upon the setting of the Grade I listed building.

3/1998/0043 & 0048 - Extension (of the same size as below) to accommodate reception area, consulting room and garage.  Planning permission and listed building consent granted. The Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings commented:

 “a building of a particularly distinctive form and interest … Historic buildings can only withstand a limited degree of alteration, before suffering damage to their original character ...  In our experience simpler building forms such as this are particularly vulnerable.  With this in mind we consider the current proposals to be unacceptable as they little respect the proportion and personality of the building and more importantly they increase the footprint of the building by over 75%”.

3/1996/0209 &0208 – proposed works/development including demolition of single storey extension (garage) at the south west roadside elevation and replacement with a larger single storey snooker room and double garage extension.  Planning permission and listed building consent granted.



	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

Great Mitton Hall is a Grade II listed building of c. 1600.  It forms part of an interesting and prominent assemblage of historic buildings on an escarpment above the River Ribble.  The juxtaposition of the Grade I listed All Hallows Church and Great Mitton Hall is particularly harmonic and evocative. To the south of the church and within its churchyard is a sundial (Grade II) and cross (Grade II). 

The ‘Aisled Barn, Mitton Old Hall Farm, 35 Metres west of Great Mitton Hall’ is Grade II listed and ‘possibly c.1600’ (list description). JWRC (2011) notes the contemporary build of the Hall and Barn and suggests that they were separated following the construction of Mitton Road and Mitton Bridge (Grade II listed; ‘early C19th’). 

The Planning Inspector at APP/T2350/W/16/3148964 (19 August 2016) identified:

“The close juxtaposition of these buildings, common materials and highly prominent position at the top of an escarpment have created an ensemble of considerable historic and aesthetic value. As

noted by a previous Inspector, ‘the historic and visual connections between the three adjacent listed buildings adds to their significance and distinctiveness’. Given the above, I find that the special interest of the setting of these listed buildings, insofar as it relates to this appeal, to be primarily

related to the close visual juxtaposition of the Church and appeal property when viewed from the southwest along Mitton Road and the valley of the River Ribble”.

The site is in the area immediately adjacent the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 



	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

It is proposed to further extend the modern wing constructed as a result of 3/1996/0209 & 0208 by erecting a projecting middle bay (forward of the four-storey historic gable) towards the River Ribble. It is also proposed to erect 12.7m (l) x 1.2m (h) railings (materials and design not specified; plan shows narrow balustrade centres; floor plan shows attached to the historic build) to the front of and parallel with the 1996 extension river elevation. It is proposed to re-paint (white to buff) the rendered gable of the historic build. 
The submitted Heritage Assessment identifies “improvements to make the patio less obvious” (5.2) and “reconfiguration of the patio and railings will simplify this feature” (4.5). However, the provenance of the existing railings and patio is not discussed.

	Impact upon the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building and the setting of listed buildings:

I am mindful of the comments of SPAB at 3/1998/0043 & 0048 (see above) and consider the modern extension to have had a profound impact on the character of the hill top building ensemble.

The applicant’s re-consideration (following appeal APP/T2350/W/16/3148964) of extension eaves and ridge heights and fenestration form is recognised. However in my opinion, the proposed extension and formal railings (atop patio) are harmful to the special architectural and historic interest of Great Mitton Hall and the setting of the listed building ensemble (particularly the church) because the forward projection of the extension and urban style railings compound the incongruity and conspicuousness of the 1996 extension at the most important and sensitive elevation of the listed buildings. The extension will project the 1996 extension forward of the Hall gable and is of concern from all oblique views including Mitton Bridge. Photographs show that stone walling and hedgerow was the historic boundary treatment to the ensemble – unfortunately, differing types of prominent timber fencing has been erected along this boundary in recent years. I note that the Inspector at APP/T2350/W/16/3148964 identified the contribution of “common materials” to the ensemble’s “considerable historic and aesthetic value”).
I am mindful of NPPG (“In general terms, substantial harm is a high test, so it may not arise in many cases”) and the schemes minimal impact on historic fabric and consider the harm to the special architectural and historic interest and setting of the listed buildings to be ‘less than substantial’. The Historic England Governance and Legal Director identifies in ‘The Big Issue of Little Harm’ (Conservation Bulletin: Issue 73 Winter 2014) that:

“If we are to look after what matters about our historic buildings and sites – their heritage significance – then we need to not just worry about the major proposals for change, but also about the cumulative effect of the small things. 

Fortunately, heritage planning law and policy is as concerned with the small changes as it is with the big
… Any harm is to be given ‘great weight’ whether it is serious, substantial, moderate, minor or less than substantial. Whatever adjective you choose to describe it and however the harm is caused – directly or through an impact on the setting – every decision should acknowledge the general priority afforded to heritage conservation in comparison to other planning objectives or public benefits”.

Furthermore, NPPF (24 July 2018) paragraph 193 states:

“When considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation (and the more important the asset, the greater the weight should be). This is irrespective of whether any potential harm amounts to substantial harm, total loss or less than substantial harm to its significance”. 

NPPF paragraph 196 requires that any ‘public benefits’ be considered (highlighting the securing of the optimum viable use in this regard). The applicant does not suggest that works are essential to the maintenance and occupation of the property (Planning Statement paragraph 4.8). I note that existing Hall gable render colour follows the resolution of unauthorised works (the gable had been painted green) – mindful of the comments of LAAS, I would not consider the proposed re-painting of this c. 1600 building (Georgian stucco render was painted to imitate local stone colour) to be a public benefit. The provenance of existing railings is not clear [GPDO 2015 Schedule 2 Part 2 A.1 (d) identifies that such work is not permitted development]. I do not consider the proposed replacement of the existing extension door with a matching two-light window to be beneficial [Planning Statement paragraph 7.7 (e)(i)]  as the door’s vertical emphasis helps provide termination to the elevation. It is not clear from the submitted information which tree is proposed for removal – however, site inspection identifies a small Cypress adjoining the historic gable buttress – in my opinion, its removal will not benefit the setting of the listed buildings [Planning Statement paragraph 4.1(d)]. In my opinion, the public benefit of contractor employment does not outweigh the harm to designated heritage assets discussed above.
‘Making changes to heritage assets’ (Historic England, 2016) identifies:

“It would not normally be good practice for new work to dominate the original asset or its setting in either scale, material or as a result of its siting” (paragraph 41).

NPPG ‘Conserving and Enhancing the Historic Environment’ states:
“When assessing any application for development which may affect the setting of a heritage asset, local planning authorities may need to consider the implications of cumulative change”.


	

	Landscape/Ecology: 
In my opinion and mindful of Core Strategy Key Statement EN2: Landscape, the proposed development will have a (minor) harmful impact on the character of the open countryside adjacent the Forest of Bowland AONB.

 Core Strategy Key Statement EN2: Landscape:

“… The landscape and character of those areas that contribute to the setting and character of the Forest of Bowland Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty will be protected and conserved and wherever possible enhanced. 

As a principle the Council will expect development to be in keeping with the character of the landscape, reflecting local distinctiveness, vernacular style, scale, style, features and building materials”.
The Forest of Bowland AONB Management Plan (April 2014 - March 2019) identifies the importance of the historic built environment to its character:

“The natural beauty of AONBs is partly due to nature, and is partly the product of many centuries of human modification of ‘natural’ features. Landscape encompasses everything – ‘natural’ and human – that makes an area distinctive: geology, climate, soil, plants, animals, communities, archaeology, buildings, the people who live in it, past and present

… The Forest of Bowland was formally designated an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) by Government on 10th February 1964. The area was designated as a landscape of national significance due to a variety of factors, including… The landscape’s historic and cultural associations … The distinctive pattern of settlements

… Collectively these historic and cultural elements of the environment serve to enrich the 

landscape’s scenic quality, meaning and value” .


	

	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

Therefore, in giving considerable importance and weight to the duties at section 16 and 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 193) and in consideration to NPPF paragraph 192 (development sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and positively contributing to local character and distinctiveness) and Ribble Valley Core Strategy Key Statements EN5 and EN2 and Policies DME4, DMG1 and DMG2, I would recommend that planning permission be refused.


	RECOMMENDATION:
	That planning permission be refused for the following reason

	01
	The proposal will have a harmful impact upon the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building, the setting of adjoining listed buildings and the cultural heritage of the area immediately adjoining the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty because the extension, railings and door replacement will compound the existing incongruity and conspicuousness of the modern extension. This is contrary to Ribble Valley Core Strategy Key Statements EN5 and EN2 and Policies DME4, DMG1 and DMG2.

	
	


