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	Development Description:
	Proposed new single storey building at the rear of the public house to create an additional guest bedroom.

	Site Address/Location:
	Three Millstones Inn Waddington Road West Bradford BB7 4SX

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	Concerns and mitigation. Modern appearance at odds with the traditional structure of the 3 Millstones.  However, not immediately visible from the highway and as such its impact in terms of visual amenity is relatively limited.

Another unit of accommodation will only add to the shortage of car parking spaces associated with the premises.  This issue was considered in the previous application which was granted despite officer reservations.  However, parish councillors felt it worthy of repetition.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways:
	

	Object as the proposed development would have an unacceptable impact upon highway safety. Recommend refusal (i) failed reduction in width to the existing access arrangements and (ii) insufficient parking provision which would lead to a reliance for on-street parking to the detriment of highway safety and residential amenity.
Number of previous planning applications in which the Local Highway Authority has raised concerns:

outstanding issue with the width and geometry of the access together with the line of bollards (3/2014/0614);
3/2018/0956 required a combined total of 24 parking spaces to be readily available for the staff and any customers visiting the Three Millstones Inn and indicated that there was a shortfall of seven parking spaces to that of the required parking provision which also helped to demonstrate that the existing car parking was already oversubscribed and that on street parking was readily being used by staff.

Therefore, LCC Highways have previously concluded that the existing parking arrangements at the Three Millstones Inn are not sufficient to support the demand for the existing uses.

Current proposal - a further 1 parking space which cannot be accommodated. Furthermore, the plans demonstrate 13 parking spaces as opposed to the 17 parking spaces as stated within the submitted application form.



	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	None received.

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Key Statement EC1 – Business and Employment Development 

Key Statement EC2 - Development of retail, shops and community facilities and services 

Key Statement EC3 – Visitor Economy 

Key Statement DS1 – Development Strategy 

Key Statement EN5 – Protecting Heritage Assets 

Key Statement EN2 – Landscape
Policy DMG1– General Considerations
Policy DME4– Protecting Heritage Assets
Policy DMB1 – Supporting Business Growth and the Local Economy 

Policy DMB2 - The Conversion of Barns and other Rural Buildings for Employment Uses
Policy DMB3 – Recreation and Tourism Development 

Policy DMG2 – Strategic Considerations

Policy DME2 - Landscape and Townscape Protection

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990

‘Preservation’ in the duties at section 66 of the Act means “doing no harm to” (South Lakeland DC v. 
Secretary of State for the Environment [1992]).
NPPF

NPPG

	RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY:
3/2019/0587 - Proposed new single storey building at the rear of the public house to create an additional guest bedroom. LBC withdrawn 7 August 2019.
3/2018/0956 - Retention of unauthorised alterations at first floor to create five guest bedrooms at Three Millstones Inn. PP granted 15 March 2019. 

3/2018/0958 - Application for retention of unauthorised alterations at first floor to create five guest bedrooms. LBC granted 8 February 2019.
Pre-application advice provided 11 October 2018:

“further consideration needs to be given to the location of the  en-suite in Room 4, which as shown 

would partially enclose the chimney breast”; “roof lights … proposed replacements should seek to be 

as discreet … may wish to consider locating any new roof lights to the rear”; “as works are proposed 

to the roof, a bat survey would be required”; “ need to ensure that the site can accommodate the 

necessary parking spaces to reflect the uplift in the number of letting rooms”. 

Pre-application advice (conservation specialist) provided 25 May 2018:

“unauthorised work has been undertaken to the listed building including the removal of historic lath 

and plaster First Floor corridor walls and associated doors (paint stripped 4-panel and 6-panel doors 

have been removed but retained). In my opinion, this has resulted in significant harm to the 

planform and fabric of the oldest element of this nationally important building”.



	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

The Three Millstones Inn is a prominently sited Grade II listed public house (and now restaurant with 

accomodation) of the late C18. Its roadside location, size and elements of both vernacular and 
‘polite’ form provide an interesting gateway building to West Bradford at the edge of the Forest of 
Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (to the north of Waddington Road). The list description 
(16 November 1954) is typically brief but refers to the stone slate roof and interior ground floor 
moulded shouldered fireplace.
The Three Millstones Inn is adjoined and faced by residential properties to the north and west. There is open countryside to the south and immediate east.
A two-storey holiday let/hotel accommodation block adjoins to the south of the historic building 
(planning permission 3/2014/0614). 

The submitted Heritage Statement does not meet NPPF paragraph 196 information requirements. 

The Inn’s special architectural and historic interest and setting is expected to be described to a level 

of detail proportionate to heritage asset  importance (a building listed by the Secretary of State) and 

sufficient to understand the potential impact of proposed development on this significance.


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

Mono-pitched, glass-fronted accommodation pod sited immediately adjacent the rear elevation of the listed building (at first-floor level). Timber fence walkway to provide access to listed building first floor (rear).

On 9 August 2019 the case officer advised:

“The Three Millstones Inn is a prominently sited Grade II listed public house of the late C18. Its roadside location (with high visibility on the approach from the east), size and elements of both vernacular and ‘polite’ form provides an interesting gateway building to West Bradford at the edge of the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (to the north of Waddington Road). In this regard, I note the submitted Heritage Statement “in essence the significance of the building is contained within its high aesthetic values, mainly external”.

The Heritage Statement submitted with 3/2014/0614 identifies an interesting building development and use (including setting), explanation for the building’s plain and domestic form and importance of scale and vernacular characteristics to interpretation:

“Historic mapping (see figures 7 and 8) confirms the existence of the building in the mid C19th and there are suggestions that its tenant at this time was involved in farming and stone masonry as well as being a victualler. This explains the domestic nature of the building and the use of land associated to it in the C19th … The building is a plain yet attractive feature of the village, its historic nature being clearly interpretable through the scale of the structure and vernacular characteristics such as mullioned windows. It is a key and prominent contributor to the visual quality of the public realm and therefore possesses notable aesthetic value … Conserving views of the building from the road is therefore a key requirement for protecting its significance … new development  …  acceptable given due deference to the primacy of the Inn”.
I note from the submitted Design and Access Statement that the recently constructed first floor fence corridor is to be retained “new timber fencing is proposed to define the pedestrian route to the existing building and to offer privacy to the new pod … The proposal maintains the existing access and creates a defined route to the first floor accommodation recently approved”.

The 1840 and 1880s OS Maps indicate that the historic footprint (including rear two storey and single-storey outshuts) and immediate curtilage (drawn at the outshut rear wall with fields beyond?) remained unchanged during this period. The rear elevation and immediate setting has been significantly altered in recent years with the addition of flat roof infill between historic outshuts and the construction of the prominent 2 Storey holiday let/hotel accommodation block of 5 ensuite bedrooms. 

I am concerned that the proposal is prominent (first floor; views from east) and incongruous (large extent of glazing; mono-pitch roof increasing in height away from historic build) and infills the remaining historic curtilage shown on the 1840 and 1880s Maps (further harming the immediate setting of the listed building and obscuring the historic back wall).

‘Making Changes to Heritage Assets’ (Historic England, 2016) paragraph 41 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”.
NPPF ‘Historic Environment’ paragraph 13 identifies:  

“Although views of or from an asset will play an important part in the assessment of impacts on setting, the way in which we experience an asset in its setting is also influenced by other environmental factors such as noise, dust, smell and vibration from other land uses in the vicinity, and by our understanding of the historic relationship between places … When assessing any application which may affect the setting of a heritage asset, local planning authorities may need to consider the implications of cumulative change. They may also need to consider the fact that developments which materially detract from the asset’s significance may also damage its economic viability now, or in the future, thereby threatening its ongoing conservation”. In respect to the latter, I note that the Heritage Statement accompanying application 3/2014/0614 states “the vitality of tourism in the locale … is largely driven by an interest in historic buildings amidst an attractive landscape”.  
‘Managing Significance in Decision-Taking in the Historic Environment’ (Historic England, 2015) identifies:

“The cumulative impact of incremental small-scale changes may have as great an effect on the significance of a heritage asset as a larger scale change. Where the significance of a heritage asset has been compromised in the past by unsympathetic development to the asset itself or its setting, consideration still needs to be given to whether additional change will further detract from, or can enhance, the significance of the asset in order to accord with NPPF policies. Negative change could include severing the last link to part of the history of an asset or between the asset and its original setting”.
It is my intention to recommend refusal of the application in respect to the impact of proposed development on the setting of the listed building”.



	Highway safety:
There is concurrence with LCC Highway engineer’s recommendation to refuse the proposals because of (i) existing access arrangements (width) and (ii) insufficient parking provision which would lead to a reliance for on-street parking to the detriment of highway safety and residential amenity.

Impact upon the setting of the listed building:

The proposal is prominent (first floor level in views from east), incongruous (first floor timber fencing; large extent of glazing; mono-pitch roof increasing in height away from historic build), compromising to important  remaining views of the listed building back wall (further infill of the immediate historic curtilage shown on the 1840 and 1880s Maps) and harmful to the setting of the listed building.
Core Strategy Policy DMG1 refers to the Building in Context Principles (from the CABE/English Heritage Building in Context Toolkit). The proposal is unsympathetic in respect to:

Principle 1- A successful project will start with an assessment of the value of retaining what is there (NPPF 196).

Principle 2- A successful project will relate to the geography and history of the place and lie of the land.

Principle 3 - A successful project will be informed by its own significance so that its character and identity will be appropriate to its use and context.

Principle 4 - A successful project will sit happily in the pattern of existing development and the routes through and around it.

Principle 5 - A successful project will respect important views.

Principle 6 - A successful project will respect the scale of neighbouring buildings (cumulative impact of modern development).

Principle 7 - A successful project will use materials and building methods which are as high quality as those used in existing buildings (fencing).

Principle 8 - A successful project will create new views and juxtapositions which add to the variety and texture of the setting.
The development is to the rear but visible in public views. Furthermore:

“The contribution that setting makes to the significance of the heritage asset does not depend on there being public rights of way or an ability to otherwise access or experience that setting. The contribution may vary over time” (NPPG ‘Historic Environment’ paragraph 13).  

“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’’ (APP/T2350/E/08/2072213, Rodhill Lodge, Bolton By Bowland, 8 August 2008)”. 

In respect to the obscuring of a large section of wall face, ‘Making Changes to Heritage Assets’ (Historic England, 2016, paragraph  50) is considered:

“Small-scale features, inside and out … will frequently contribute strongly to a building’s significance and removing or obscuring them is likely to affect the asset’s significance”.
Mindful of NPPG (“In general terms, substantial harm is a high test, so it may not arise in many cases”), the harm (with no impact to historic fabric) to the setting of the listed building is less than substantial. 

The submitted Heritage Statement states that “the proposal is to seek to sustain the active use of the building” but provides no details for analysis (particularly important because of recent developments at the site which have impacted upon the listed building and its setting). The public benefits of construction employment do not outweigh the harm to the designated heritage assets (NPPF paragraph 196).



	Impact Upon Residential Amenity:

The proposal would not result in any significant overlooking, overshadowing or overbearing impacts to adjoining properties but there is concurrence with the concerns of LCC Highways in respect to on-street parking.


	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 asset (NPPF paragraph 193) and in consideration to Key Statement EN5 and Policies DME4 and DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy, it is recommended that planning permission be refused.


	RECOMMENDATION:
	That planning consent be refused for the following reasons:

	01
	The proposed development would be harmful to highway safety because of the width and form of site access and harmful to highway safety and residential amenity because of insufficient parking provision leading to a reliance upon on-street parking. This is contrary to Ribble Valley Core Strategy Policy DMG1.



	02
	The proposal is harmful to the setting of the listed building because of its prominence (at first floor level in views from the east), incongruity (first floor timber fencing; large extent of glazing; mono-pitch roof increasing in height away from historic build) and compromise to important  remaining views of the listed building back wall (further infill of the immediate historic curtilage shown on the 1840 and 1880s Maps).This is contrary to Ribble Valley Core Strategy Policies DME4 and DMG1. 



