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	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
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	Development Description:
	Proposed conversion of former stud farm stables to form part of residential dwelling and extensions to existing property.

	Site Address/Location:
	Woodfold Park Stud, Woodfold Park, Mellor, BB2 7QA.

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	Mellor Parish Council: Members expressed concern that the proposal was not in keeping with the ethos of the original refurbishment of the former Woodfold Park Estate and appears to be a site of creeping development which gives rise to long term concerns by residents.
Supports resident’s views that this latest application is inappropriate, excessive and not in keeping with the rural nature of the site and therefore request refusal.

There appeared to be confusion within the application as to whether any Public Right of Way may be potentially affected and it was requested that this be investigated as part of any consideration.



	Lancashire Gardens Trust – The park is on Historic England’s At Risk Register which notes the impact of the subdivision and concludes that there are significant localised problems and that the Park has high vulnerability and is on a declining trend. If this application was approved it would compound the problems, therefore we object for the following reasons:
1. Lack of evidence on analysis and assessment of the impact on the heritage assets;

2. Harm to Heritage Assets should require clear and convincing justification with substantial harm or loss of exceptional;
3. Scale of development – to enlarge the present residential property could compound damage already suffered.  The proposals for an extended dwelling of nearly equal or larger scale than the historic Woodfold Hall and where both can be viewed from within the Park.  The viewpoints should be clarified through a visual assessment;

4. Green Belt – the construction or extension of a large residence on Green Belt is against RVBC’s policies;

5. There is a need to secure the future of this Grade II RPG.  Past and present harm should not be compounded by more harm to the park, its estate building and their setting. Setting can be within the asset or outside it; the important approach from Mellor Lodge and Middle Lodge, although now just a faint track in the meadow, is part of that setting and offers an unparalleled vista across the valley, to the ridge beyond and then swerves round the front of the Palladian mansion.  It is one of the county’s finest approaches in true Georgian Landscape Style.  Part of that vista is to the Deer House; arising above this is the wide profile of the stud farm, a building out of historical and visual context. The historic stone boundary is collapsing in places and the woodland in this location appears to demonstrate a lack of management.  Then intensification of agriculture in the parkland is placing pressure on the surviving mature trees where we understand recent lopping has taken place to trees covered by a TPO.

6. We draw attention to the previous application at the Deer House and that the RPG has no conservation management plan although intended as a s106 in the 2001 permission.  Subsequent sales and subdivision of the estate have made this matter more complex and difficult to address as well as the involvement of three separate local authorities.  Hopefully now Historic England have recorded the historic asset as At Risk there may be a way forward.  In the meantime all three local authorities should decline to consider any further development within the Park until a Conservation Management Plan is in place.
LCC Highways – No objections subject to conditions. 



	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	Public comments:
	

	Three representations have been received in respect of the proposed development raising concerns over the following issues:
· The premises is entirely within the Grade II registered Woodfold Park and was originally constructed as a stud business.  This development evolved from the original 2001 proposal for a large racing stable.  Permission or the new build business and house was an enabling provision of a development to restore the listed Woodfold Hall and Orangery which had been derelict since the 1940’s.  An occupancy condition was attached to the stud dwelling, confirming the business as the primary reason for the approval of the new development on green belt land.  Recently this condition has been varied as a pre-cursor to purchase by the applicant with the variation restricting the occupation of the building to an agricultural or equine worker relating to the immediate land. The stud has appeared vacant for some time with the agricultural land managed by a local farmer.  In the absence of a viable business which requires site management the justification for residential accommodation has fallen away.  If the applicant has no use for the stables then the outbuildings and menage, at least, and potentially the house, no longer have a reason to be there;  
· The proposed conversion and subsequent disproportionate extension to the residential premises should not be countenanced within the green belt setting of a Grade II Park which is at risk.  The proposal are incongruous and would occupy a larger footprint than the principle building, Woodfold Hall;
· The planning statement selectively references NPPF and core strategy policies and terminates the registered park at the Borough Boundary rather than at the park boundary which extends into the boroughs of Blackburn and South Ribble.  The statement fails to take account of the park as a whole and does not recognise the impact of the development from the south of the park where it is clearly visible from the footpath opposite the Clog & Billycock.  It falls to mention Historic England’s Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 3 which states that the significance of an asset does not depend on public access and deals with cumulative change and advocates maximising enhancement and avoiding/minimising harm; 
· There are protected woodlands immediately to the north & west of the development and no tree survey is submitted;

· The bat survey relates to the stable buildings only not the garages or main house;

· There are no existing elevations from the footpath, Further Lane to the north or the park to the south to assist in assessing the visual impact; and
·  The scale, design and large areas of glazing are damaging to the setting.  The extensions are disproportionate and there is no conservation element.  The presence of harm cannot justify further harm.  The damage to the historic park setting will be immeasurable and should not be supported;
· The proposals do not compliment the existing buildings on Grade 2 listed Woodfold Estate;

· The conditions outlined in the original new build planning consent for the stud need to be adhered to; and
· The planning consent for building the stud on a green field site was a very special case.  Severely restricting any significant change to the overall architecture at a future date? I hope and expect RVBC to take a very firm stance of any future planning applications that appear to disregard the historic significance.


	

	RELEVANT POLICIES AND SITE PLANNING HISTORY:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Key Statement EN1 – Green Belt

Key Statement EN2 – Landscape

Key Statement EN5 – Heritage Assets 

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations

Policy DMG2 – Strategic Considerations

Policy DME2 – Landscape & Townscape Protection

Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets
Policy DMH4 – The Conversion of Barns and other Buildings to Dwellings
Policy DMH5 – Residential & Curtilage Extensions

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)


	Relevant Planning History:
3/2022/0267 – Removal of condition 5 (Occupancy) and 6 (Residency) of planning permission 3/2007/0252. Resubmission of application 3/2021/1086 – Approved.
3/2021/1086 – Removal of condition 5 (Occupancy) and 6 (Residency) of planning permission 3/2007/0252 – Refused.

3/2007/0252 – Substitution of house type to incorporate a cellar/basement – Approved with conditions.

3/2006/0302 – 1 no. new build dwelling, new build stud farm to house 16 stables, new build hay store (Re-submission) – Approved with conditions.
3/2001/0672 – Convert Woodfold Hall to residential apartments and dwellings, erect dwelling on from stable block, convert Orangery & Deer House to single dwellings, extend Woodfold Park Farm to form dwelling – Approved with conditions.


	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

The application is located within Woodfold Park, which forms part of the registered historic parkland associated with Woodfold Hall which is itself a Grade II listed building. The application property is two storey detached house with associated garaging, stables and equestrian facilities located approximately 500m to the north east of Woodfold Hall, approximately 0.5 mile south of the settlement of Mellor Brook and 0.85 miles south west of the settlement of Mellor. This site is situated on land designated as Green Belt; it is largely bounded to the by open fields and woodland. 
Public Footpath 3-25-FP 69 runs to the north of the site through the fields which bound the wall to the north of the park.


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

Consent is sought for conversion of the former stud farm stables to form part of the residential dwelling and link extensions to the frontage between the main dwelling and garage block which will attach the garage to the residential dwelling. Consent is also sought for extensions to the stables and to the rear of the dwelling.
The existing accommodation consists of an entrance hall with porch, cloaks and W.C., lounge, dining room, kitchen, cinema room, utility, study and ensuite bedroom at ground floor with two detached double garages. At first floor there is a principal suite with bedroom, dressing room and ensuite together with a further three bedrooms with bathroom facilities.
To the rear are two separate stable blocks both with tack rooms and stores that each accommodate 6 stables. One of the stable blocks is proposed to be retained as it is and the other converted into residential accommodation and attached to the dwellinghouse.
The proposed extensions and alterations would provide an entrance hall with cloaks and W.C., lounge, open plan family room with siting room, dining area and kitchen, kids play area and greasy kitchen with retained detached double garage.  The double garage to the western side would be linked to the house with a single storey link and converted into a gym. It is also proposed to extend the western stable block width wise to accommodate a sauna, plant room, changing area, hot tub and pool and connect this via a glazed single storey extension to the main dwellinghouse.
At first floor five bedrooms all with ensuite bathrooms together with a laundry/utility room would be provided within an extended footprint and additional balcony.
Overall the proposed volume increase from the original built form to the proposed would be around 907.3 cu.m. or 16.5% of the original buildings. 
However, the proposed links to attach the western stable block and garage to the main house would result in this element being part of an extension to the original dwellinghouse and this is not reflected in the above calculations.
In this regard policy requirements relating to Green Belt, conversion of buildings and residential extensions all apply and must be met in order for the proposed scheme to be considered acceptable.

Due consideration must be given to the Development Plan which consists of the Adopted Ribble Valley Borough Council Core Strategy 2008-2028 in this case.



	Impact upon Historic Environment and Setting:

Paragraph 129 of the NPPF states that “Local planning authorities should identify and assess the particular significance of any heritage asset that may be affected by a proposal (including by development affecting the setting of a heritage asset) taking account of the available evidence and any necessary expertise. They should take this assessment into account when considering the impact of a proposal on a heritage asset, to avoid or minimise conflict between the heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of the proposal.”

Paragraph 133 of the NPPF states that “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. The more important the asset, the greater the weight should be.”
This is supported further by Policy DME4 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy which states that ‘proposals which cause harm to or loss of significant to registered parks, gardens or landscapes of special historic interest or other gardens of significant local heritage interest, including their setting, will not be supported’.

The application site is located approximately 425m north east of The Orangery and approximately 500m north east of Woodfold Hall both of which are Grade II listed.  The site would be screened to some degree by the existing trees and shrubbery within the site. The proposed extensions would not be readily visible within the setting of The Orangery or Woodfold Hall. As such it considered that the separation distance between the proposed development and the listed buildings is sufficient to ensure that the development would have little direct visual impact. However, the proposals would impact on the setting and significance of the registered park which includes these listed buildings within its curtilage, and therefore there is an impact on the setting and significance of these listed buildings when viewed from the park as well as other associated buildings including Woodfold Stud.
The site is located within Woodfold Park which is Grade II Historic Park and Gardens and has been put on the “at risk” register by Historic England.  The proposed extensions and alterations are significant for this dwellinghouse and would not be in keeping with the surrounding area in terms of scale and design. The materials proposed would not reflect those on the existing dwelling and would introduce a more modern palette of materials with a design that would be out of character with the historic setting of the park and the nearby listed buildings. Large elements of glazing are proposed which would introduce inappropriate elements especially to the south (rear) and west (side) elevations. 

Therefore, the proposal would result in harm to the setting of the nearby listed buildings and the importance of the historic park/gardens. 
When the enabling works for the Hall, Orangery and Deer House were approved in 2001 it followed a detailed and extensive report into the history of the site and the historic significance of Woodfold Park.  It is this historic fabric that informs the relationship of these buildings and their setting. This report sets out the history of the park and Hall which were undertaken in 1797 and completed by 1800. The park has a strong natural topography and was designed to give vistas and perspectives with sloping woodland and water with a sharply defined ridge in front and behind to frame the view of and from the Hall.
It is acknowledged that the frontage of Woodfold Stud is not directly seen within these views, however, the site is clearly associated with the Historic Park and Listed Buildings and this new dwelling was allowed as enabling development within the Green Belt due to the very special circumstances applied.

The adjacent public right of way 3-25-FP 69 to the north runs alongside the perimeter of the site boundary which would afford some public viewpoints of the Park.
Whilst this would be less than substantial harm, it would need to be weighed against any public benefits which the scheme may afford.
Whilst no public benefits have been put forward it is agreed that the scheme would result in some employment for local builders , however, this in itself would not outweigh the harm to this historic park and its associated Listed Buildings which lie within it and therefore this proposal would be contrary to policy EN5 and DME1 as well as para 202 of the National Planning Policy Framework.


	Impact upon Green Belt:

Key Statement EN1 relates solely to development within the defined Green Belt it states ‘The overall extent of the green belt will be maintained to safeguard the surrounding countryside from inappropriate encroachment. The development of new buildings will be limited to the purposes of agriculture, forestry, essential outdoor sport and recreation, cemeteries and for other uses of land which preserve the openness of the green belt and which do not conflict with the purposes of the designation’. 
The National Planning Policy Framework Section 13 sets out the fundamental aim of Green Belt policy including the five purposes and how Green Belt should be protected. This includes assessing proposals which affect the Green Belt and its openness.
The development is of a scale whereby it could result in potential impact on the green belt and therefore the proposal must be considered in terms of impact on the openness of the green belt and as part of this assessment consideration of the volume increase and additional structures proposed is set out below.

Inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved except in very special circumstances. Local Planning Authorities should ensure than substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt.
Para 149 sets out the exceptions for buildings within the Green Belt which include:

c) the extension or alteration of a building provided that it does not result in disproportionate additions over and above the size of the original building. 

This is relevant here as Woodfold Stud currently has two detached garage and stable blocks to the east and west.  It is proposed to attach the western block as extended to the main house which in itself would result in inappropriate extensions measuring 868cu.m. when this element is considered, which together with the proposed extensions, means then the cumulative impact is substantial.
The building was originally approved in 2001 with further applications submitted and approved in 2005 and 2006 with the resulting building having a volume of approximately 2,965 cu.m. in addition to the two detached double garages each around 392 cu.m. and the two stable blocks of 868 cu.m.
The agent has stated that the proposal would result in a total additional increase of 907.8cu.m. resulting in a percentage increase in the individual buildings of 16.5% above that of the original buildings.  However, with the addition of one of the extended stable blocks to the western side (868 cu.m.) together with the associated links and extensions this in itself result in a disproportionate addition above that of the original dwellinghouse. This would mean an increase of 1,332.7 cu.m. or 44.94% of the original dwellinghouse (2965.37 cu.m.)
The proposal therefore does not accord with Key Statement EN1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy and para 149 c) of the NPPF and would result in inappropriate development in the Green Belt.
The agent has made reference to national Green Belt policy in the form of Chapter 13 of the National Planning Policy Framework which allows for the re-use of existing buildings as stated as para 150 (d) as an exception provided that the buildings are of permanent and substantial construction which is the case here. However, whilst the re-use of buildings in Green Belt is acceptable in principle this is still subject to compliance with other local and national requirements including extension of the buildings and the principle of conversion for residential use.  Therefore, para 150 does not apply in isolation in this case.


	Impact Upon Residential Amenity:

The nearest residential property is No. 3 Huntsman Cottage, which is located over 190m west of the application dwelling. It is therefore considered that there is sufficient distance between the proposed development and any nearby dwellinghouses to minimise in any undue impact on residential amenity.



	Visual Amenity/External Appearance:

In terms of its design, the proposed flat roofed single storey, glazed link extensions would not be in keeping with main dwelling and would result in numerous unsympathetic additions. The extensions would be constructed in materials that do not relate to the existing dwelling and would introduce modern materials and design to the north, west and south elevations. The introduction of large, glazed links to the frontage and the western stable block are inappropriate in terms of the design language and would introduce incongruous features out of character for this area and to the detriment of good design.
The proposed alterations to the western stable block would go beyond that of a conversion with extensions to the width, replacement roof and addition of large amounts of glazing. As a result this block would no longer resemble a more traditional rural building offering equestrian facilities.  

It is therefore considered that the design and appearance of the proposal would be out of keeping with the character of the existing dwelling and would therefore result in undue harm to the appearance of the existing building and the surrounding area contrary to Policies DMG1 and DMH3 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy and para 130 of the NPPF.
With regards to the conversion of one of the stable blocks this would need to meet the requirements of policy DMH4 which includes being of a sufficient size to provide living accommodation without the need for further extensions which would harm the character or appearance of the building and that the character of the buildings and its materials are appropriate to its surroundings and worthy of retention due to its intrinsic interest or potential or contribution to its setting.

In this case the proposal is to extend one of the stable buildings in width and attach this via a link to the rear to the main building and one of the detached double garages by virtue of glazed links.  The existing buildings are modern and not worthy of retention in the landscape or of any significance and therefore fails to comply with policy DMH4 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy 2008 – 2028.


	Other Matters:
The issues raised by the public responses have been considered and addressed above.
The agent has raised the issue of permitted development rights and that these should be considered as part of this proposal in terms of what could be carried out without the benefit of planning permission. In particular a single storey side extension of half the width of the existing dwellinghouse could be erected.  
In this case, although the site lies within an historic park there is scope for permitted development as these rights have not been removed on the implemented planning permission (3/2007/0252) and the site does not lie within land designated as Article 2(3), 2(4) or 2(5) land.

However, there are two detached double garages, one to the east and one to the west, so it is not clear what would be gained in terms of increased floorspace.

Moreover, these permitted development rights are limited in nature and would relate to rear and side extensions or roof alterations to the main dwellinghouse only and must be in similar materials.  They would not gain the applicant a comparable scheme.  The retention of permitted development rights therefore does not unduly affect the assessment of the proposal hereby submitted to any significant degree to warrant reaching a different decision.


	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

It is for the above reasons and having regard to all material considerations and matters raised that I recommend accordingly.


	RECOMMENDATION:
	That planning permission is refused due to inappropriate development within the Green Belt, impact on the Grade II listed historic park, unacceptable design and materials and extensive works required to the western stable block.



