CONSERVATION CASEWORK LOG NOTES AUGUST 2015 
The GHS/TGT conservation team received 135 new cases in England and 1 new case in Wales during August in addition to ongoing work on previously logged cases. Written responses were submitted by GHS and/or CGTs for the following cases. In addition to the responses below, 9 ‘No Comment’ responses were lodged by GCTs in response to planning applications included in the weekly lists.
	Site
	County
	GHS ref
	Reg Grade
	Proposal
	Written Response
	Outcome


	Winter Gardens, Weston-super-Mare
	Avon
	E15/0488
	N
	PLANNING APPLICATION Change of use from D2 -assembly and leisure to a mixed use of D2 and D1 - non-residential institution together with erection of a two storey extension to east elevation  and amendments to ground and first floor on north, east and south elevations to include rooflights, ventilation, plant and solar panels at roof level all following demolition of single storey east extension (part).  Winter Gardens, Royal Parade, Weston-super-Mare BS23 1AJ. INSTITUTION
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 03.08.2015 
We are grateful for the opportunity to comment on this proposal. The Winter Gardens and Pavilion are listed as local unregistered historic park and garden. 
Summary: The Avon Gardens Trust has no objection to this proposal. 
The proposed works are confined to the existing footprint of the buildings and as such will not disturb what remains of the original gardens designed by Mawson in 1927. 
Development in the 1980’s removed much of the original character of the gardens. The Italian Gardens survive, but now stand in isolation without any identifiable relationship with the Winter Gardens Pavilion. 
As previously notified to you, The Garden History Society, which is the statutory consultee on matters concerning registered parks and gardens is now working closely with County Gardens Trusts, and the responsibility for commenting on planning applications in this context has now passed to the Trusts. 
We would be grateful to be advised of your decision, or if further information is submitted. 
Yours sincerely 
Ros Delany (Dr) 
Chairman, Avon Gardens Trust 
	

	Tyntesfield
	Avon
	E15/0521
	II*
	PLANNING APPLICATION Conversion of classrooms in 'stable block' to a music block with removal of external stairs, install internal stairs, increase size of dormers, remove one dormer, insert rooflights, erection of single storey canopy to east elevation, window and door replacements and other internal alterations. Also install replacement windows/doors to match in classroom block opposite. The Downs School, Charlton Drive, Wraxall, BS48 1PF. EDUCATION
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 14.08. 
We are grateful for the opportunity to comment on this proposal. The Downs school is situated in the setting area of the registered historic park and garden of Tyntesfield. The school buildings include Charlton House which is a Grade II listed building and as such the outbuildings are protected by the curtilage listing that applies to the whole school. 
Summary: The Avon Gardens Trust has no objection to this proposal. 
The proposed work replaces structure installed within the building as a result of a previous conversion. The external materials are mainly as the original with the exception of the windows. The new windows will be a change for the better. 
As previously notified to you, The Gardens Trust is the statutory consultee on matters concerning registered parks and gardens. The Avon Gardens Trust is the regional part of The Gardens Trust. 
We would be grateful to be advised of your decision, or if further information is submitted. 
Yours sincerely 
Ros Delany (Dr) 
Chairman, Avon Gardens Trust 
	

	Seven Springs, Iron Acton
	Avon
	E15/0596
	N
	PLANNING APPLICATION Erection of single storey side extension to form additional living accommodation. Seven Springs, Latteridge Road, Iron Acton, Bristol, South Gloucestershire. BUILDING ALTERATION    OUTCOME 07.09.2015 Approved with conditions
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 21.08.2015 
We are grateful for the opportunity to comment on this proposal. Seven Springs is an unlisted dwelling located in the Green Belt and just outside the north west corner of the Iron Acton Conservation Area and is in the setting of the scheduled monument and grade I listed building of Acton Court. Seven Springs sits behind a belt of vegetation and trees that provide some degree of screening between the application site and the sensitive setting of the designated heritage assets. 
Summary: The Avon Gardens Trust has no objection to this proposal. 
The height of the side extension to this building has been reduced, from a previous application, to a single storey. The screen of vegetation and trees should remain in place to protect the setting of the remains of extensive pleasure grounds as well as fishponds and deer parks, to the north of the Manor House. 
As previously notified to you, The Gardens Trust is the statutory consultee on matters concerning registered parks and gardens. The Avon Gardens Trust is the regional part of The Gardens Trust. 
We would be grateful to be advised of your decision, or if further information is submitted. 
Yours sincerely 
Ros Delany (Dr) 
Chairman, Avon Gardens Trust 
	07.09.2015 Approved with conditions

	Wardown Park
	Bedford-shire
	E15/0575
	II
	PLANNING APPLICATION Erection of a new bandstand on the vacant site of a former bandstand. Wardown Park, Old Bedford Road, Luton, Bedfordshire. PUBLIC PARK
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 22.08.2015 
Bedfordshire Gardens Trust is grateful for the opportunity to comment on this application, which proposes a replacement for the original park bandstand, dismantled in the 1960s. We are aware of the history of the site and have made a site visit to assess this proposal. 
The Garden History Society has now merged with the county gardens trusts, including Bedfordshire Gardens Trust, to form The Gardens Trust, statutory consultees for historic parks and gardens. 
Summary 
We object to the proposal as presented because it would reduce the significance of the Grade II listed Park as a heritage asset, contrary to National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 132 and Luton Borough Local Plan 2001-2011 Policy ENV1. 
Comments 
We endorse the view in Section 2.4 of the applicant’s Design and Access Statement that Wardown Park has some evidential value, and high historical, aesthetic and communal value. However, in the light of that value and significance, we do not believe the case has been made for the proposed replacement. 
After purchase by Luton Corporation in 1904 Wardown Park was developed over a relatively short timescale (1904 to 1909, apart from the 1920s bathing hut) and its features reflect that. The registered site forms a consistent example of an Edwardian public park, and the value attached to it by local people has been reflected in the restoration of the Daisy Chain Wall, the Drinking Fountain and the Suspension Bridge. 
The original 1906 bandstand, as well as providing a location for the communal enjoyment of musical performances, formed an attractive punctuation mark at the junction of the north-south path running west of the Park lake, and the path west of the suspension bridge which crosses the lake. Its open design (see figure 1 below) enabled the eye to rest on it, but did not obscure views beyond – particularly important in a relatively small public park. 
While the reinstatement of a similar open structure in place of the original bandstand would enhance the Park, as required in NPPF paragraph 131, the proposed replacement is a small sound stage rather than a traditional bandstand. It is a solid construction which in this prominent position would interrupt the historic views within the Park, and from the New Bedford Road. As such, it would cause significant harm to the historic landscape. 
This proposal does not fulfil the environmental criterion of sustainable development (NPPF paragraph 7), as it would fail to protect and enhance the historic environment, and should therefore not be permitted. 
We would also draw attention to Section 7 of the NPPF, Requiring Good Design, which states (paragraph 58) that planning decisions should ensure that developments respond to local character and history. 
We would be grateful to be advised of your decision. 
Yours sincerely 
CAROLINE BOWDLER 
Conservation Officer 
Bedfordshire Gardens Trust 
	

	Cliveden
	Bucking-hamshire
	E15/0597
	I
	PLANNING APPLICATION Extension of existing car park from 50 to 75 spaces. Land To West Of, Cliveden Road, Taplow, Buckinghamshire. PARKING
	TGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 15.08.2015 
Thank you for consulting the Gardens Trust (which was formed on 24 July 2015 through the merger of The Garden History Society and the Association of Gardens Trusts) with regard to the proposed development affecting a site included by Historic England on their Register of Parks and Gardens as per the above application. The Gardens Trust continues to be the statutory consultee for all sites on the Historic England Register of Parks and Gardens of Special Historic Interest. Under the terms of the 1995 Direction set out in DoE Circular 9/95, local planning authorities are required to consult The Gardens Trust on planning applications which affect all grades of registered landscapes. 
This application relates to the National Trust’s (NT) need to increase the number of parking spaces at an existing car park, to cope with over 40,000 visitors who use it each year and to reduce the problems caused by visitors parking on the main road when the current car park is full. The NT have investigated alternative sites (one prior application has already been refused for a previous scheme), looked into the possible effects of root zone compaction and are planning to replace the two mid-sized trees which would need to be felled should this application proceed. Having consulted with my colleagues in the Buckinghamshire Gardens Trust this proposal for extending the existing car park would seem to be well screened and as unobtrusive as possible. 
The Gardens Trust does not therefore have any objections to this proposal. 
Yours sincerely, 
Margie Hoffnung 
Assistant Conservation Officer 
	

	Eaton Hall
	Cheshire
	E15/0472
	II*
	PLANNING APPLICATION Install a temporary cofferdam and repair the Penstock (including mechanism) to allow it to operate manually. Dismantal and rebuild the flanking wingwalls to the sluice. Construct a new footpath from the Penstock Sluice to Iron Bridge Lodge. Penstock Sluice, Belgrave Avenue, Eccleston, Chester. DRAINAGE/FLOOD RELIEF
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 05.08.2015 
We are grateful for the opportunity to comment on the above application which seeks to repair and improve a penstock sluice in a grade II* registered park. The sluice is also near the grade I-listed Iron Bridge, and lodge grade II-listed. The park is associated with eminent owners and designers and of national significance. The park and listed structure/buildings also have group value. 
We have made a site visit and undertaken research. The penstock appears to be a key part of the water management system designed by John Webb in 1804-6 for the Serpentine lake in the southern part of the park. We are pleased to see that an historic engineering structure is being repaired. However we ask that the following points be taken into consideration when a decision is made. 
The sluice in its current form has an unobtrusive timber platform and no handrail; consequently it has little visual impact on the surrounding area. The proposed sluice, in particular the platform and handrail, will be far more visible. It will impact on the landscape of the river bank and settings of the listed buildings/structures. The ‘black-colour galvanised finish’ will mitigate this visual impact but not completely. 
The settings of the listed features have already been compromised to some extent by the steps into the river and other structures for rowing. This is not a reason to compromise them further. 
If a handrail now has to be included for health and safety reasons, could it and the platform be set further back, so that they do not project over the river to the extent shown and are less obtrusive? 
We appreciate planning decisions have to be balanced based on prevailing planning policy. We would ask you to consider the proposal against the National Planning Policy Framework particularly Section 7 (Requiring Good Design) and Section 12 (Conserving and Enhancing the Historic Environment). 
As you are aware the inclusion of this site on the Register is a material consideration when determining an application. 
The Cheshire Gardens Trust works closely with the Garden History Society (the statutory consultee on Registered Parks and Gardens) to comment on planning applications affecting Registered Parks and Gardens and their setting and our comments on applications are forwarded to and kept by the Garden History Society. 
We trust our comments will be used in your consideration of the application. 
We would be grateful to be advised of your decision. 
Yours faithfully, 
Maria Luczak 
On behalf of Cheshire Gardens Trust 
	

	Milton Abbey
	Dorset
	E15/0602
	II*
	GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE and site visit by Jonathan Lovie re new building, and wider conservation framework for Milton Abbey (including, the Abbey Church) as part of the HLF process. The Great Stare, Milton Abbey School, Milton Abbas, Dorset. EDUCATION
	TGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 07.08.2015 
Thank you for your message and for the summary of our meeting with Kim Auston at Milton Abbey last Friday. It was very helpful to have the opportunity to see your revised drawings and go through the overall scheme. I do understand the serious problems posed by the structural condition of the Abbey Church, and applaud the efforts which you and your colleagues are going to in order to find a positive solution for the whole of the historic environment at Milton. 
With regard to the yew hedge proposed for the outer side of the new structure, I do still feel that it would be better omitted. I am concerned essentially on two counts: 
• Although arguably an architectural treatment of planting, I am not convinced that a hedge or other horticultural feature should be used to screen a new structure in an area otherwise so very strongly dominated by architecture of the highest quality; the new building, which I understand will be designed and executed to very high standards of design and craftsmanship, should stand on its own merits and make its own distinctive (and positive) contribution to the overall architectural ensemble, rather than be hidden behind what could, erroneously, be read as a relic of a previously existing garden on this site; 
• The hedge, once planted and established, will inevitably reduce the "reversibility" of the proposals - an element of the proposed scheme which, given the sensitivity of the location, seems to be important in terms of conservation best practice; 
I think that in essence you would like to know how The Gardens Trust (formerly the GHS) would respond should the hedge remain part of a resubmitted planning application. While I have stated my view on this aspect of the plans, I think we would probably not make the hedge a matter of objection. I think we would, however, point out to the planning authority that we had suggested that the hedge would be better omitted, and our reasons for that advice. It would then be up to the planning authority to decide its view on the hedge, of course with advice from other consultees such as Historic England. We would, of course, advise the planning authority that we have met you on site and seen the revised plans for the building as well as their wider context; and that as a result we do not object to the building in principle in that location. 
Turning to the plans to reinstate the north section of the south (formerly the principal) drive and to form a new car park which you kindly explained to us, I would confirm that we would be support these plans and see the reinstatement of the drive as a very positive proposal. 
The overall proposals for the landscape are a very exciting and welcome development, and we would be happy to support the HLF application in principle, and to discuss any of the detailed aspects of the proposals in the future as they arise. 
I am sorry that you have been chasing to contact us this week: I should have explained when we met that all the staff of The Gardens Trust work very part time hours, so it can take a little while for us to be able to respond. As I am going to be out of the country and without email contact the week after next I have copied this email to my colleagues so that they will know the position following our meeting last week. 
I am sure that we can come to a position we can all support on the new building, and I am sure that The Gardens Trust will be keen to support the wider conservation framework that you are developing for Milton Abbey (including, of course, the Abbey Church) as part of the HLF process. 
With very best wishes 
Yours sincerely 
Jonathan Lovie 
Principal Conservation Officer & Policy Adviser 
The Garden History Society 
	

	Newick Park
	East Sussex
	E15/0693
	II
	PLANNING APPLICATION  Alterations to outbuildings and grounds, including: realignment of approach drive, demolition of outbuilding and planning of new kitchen garden, new canopy and lowered way to kitchen wing, repair of dairy and new Summer House extension, alterations to stables to create Pilates Suite, construction of new aviary and lean-to enclosures in the Stable Yard, demolition of portal frame shed and new wall between Stable Yard and Cottage and erection of a three car garage. Newick Park, Newick Park Road, Newick, East Sussex BN8 4SB. MISCELLANEOUS
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 27.08.2015 
The proposed developments at Newick Park have recently been brought to the attention of the Sussex Gardens Trust by one of its members; unfortunately too late to inform your decisions. 
This is disappointing since the Sussex Gardens Trust is now in its 25th year of partnership working with local authorities and owners of historic parks and gardens, during which time it has actively sought to safeguard the county’s local garden heritage. 
It would appear that The Gardens Trust (TGT- formerly The Garden History Society (GHS)) was also not consulted, despite its position as a statutory planning consultee on all planning applications that impact on registered gardens and landscapes, including therefore Newick Park. Could you please confirm that this was an unintentional oversight and that systems are now in place to ensure consultation with this organisation on all developments affecting parks and landscapes on Historic England’s statutory register. The GHS has very recently merged with the Association of Gardens Trusts to form The Gardens Trusts, and it is they that you should now consult. 
Their contact is Margie Hoffnung, Conservation Officer, 70 Cowcross Street, London, EC1M 6EJ. 
Any reply to the Sussex Gardens Trust and future correspondence should be sent to conservation@sussexgardenstrust.org.uk. 
Yours sincerely 
Roger Dowty Dip TP, IHBC. 
On behalf of the Sussex Gardens Trust. 
	

	Crystal Palace
	Greater London
	E15/0508

E15/0563
	II*
	GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE Proposals for Crystal Palace Park within the context of the Crystal Palace 2007 Master Plan. Project to develop design for new wheeled sport facility within the park prior to submitting planning application.  SPORT/LEISURE

PLANNING APPLICATION Demolition of existing single storey cafe and terrace and erection of two storey building comprising cafe on ground floor and cafe/ event space on first floor; external ground and first floor terraces and construction of connecting bridge from first floor terrace to lakeside path. Crystal Palace Park Cafe, Crystal Palace Park, Thicket Road, Penge, London. CATERING
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 18.08.2015 
Following site visit 
I was very pleased to have the opportunity to meet you on site last week to discuss the proposed location for the skate park and to look at Chris Dyson's designs for the new cafe. 
I confirm that I consider the location for the skate park appropriate and acceptable, and that similarly I consider the design and materials for the replacement cafe to be attractive and appropriate to the context of the registered historic landscape. 
With my thanks and best regards 
Chris Sumner 
Chairman, Planning & Conservation Working Group 
London Parks & Gardens Trust 
	

	Moor Park 
	Hertford-shire
	E15/0528
	II*
	PLANNING APPLICATION Temporary consent for three years for single storey marquee. Moor Park Mansion, Batchworth Heath, Rickmansworth, Hertfordshire WD3 1QN. MARQUEE
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 09.08.2015 
The Garden History Society has now merged with the county gardens trusts to form The Gardens Trust, which holds the statutory consulteeship for historic parks and gardens as under GHS. I am still on the national Conservation Committee as before and comment on planning applications for TGT(GHS) in Herts….. 
…..Here are the comments on behalf of the TGT and HGT. 
We object to the application for the following reasons: 
Moor Park is a Grade II* landscape of exceptional national historic interest and the setting for the Garde I mansion. It also contains many Grade II garden ornaments. Under NPPF Chapter 12, developments within the landscape, its setting and the setting of the house should conserve and perhaps enhance the significance of the heritage assets 
The siting of the marquee, within site lines from the Bridgeman landscape towards the house and orangery from the north east would be partly screened by vegetation but views from the NNW and.more crucially, across the Italian gardens (from the east) with the urns, fountains and planting would be severely affected. The view of the house as an important signifier standing discrete in the landscape would be compromised by a totally inappropriate addition of a colour and design out of sympathy with the historic structure and the important placing of the cedar tree.. Despite inappropriate accretions to the orangery over the years, these have retained a subordinate position in the built hierarchy. The size and placing of the marquee would destroy this hierarchy and reduce the significance both of the landscape and the mansion. This is contrary to the provisions in the NPPF (Chapter 12). In the Three Rivers Local Plans (2013), Policy DM3 (i) states 
Planning permission will not be granted for proposals that would cause unacceptable harm to historic parks or gardens (both registered and unregistered), their settings or public views into, out of, or within them. 
We consider that this application fails both the NPPF criteria and the Three Rivers Council criteria in that it causes harm to the landscape and to the setting of the house such that the significance of both is reduced and should be refused. 
Yours sincerely 
Kate Harwood 
Conservation & Planning 
Hertfordshire Gardens Trust 
	

	Panshanger
	Hertford-shire
	E15/0538
	II*
	PLANNING APPLICATION 

Change of use of land to Forest School anderection of ancillary structures (retrospective). Lafarge Tarmac Limited, Panshanger, Hertford, Hertfordshire SG14 2NA. MISCELLANEOUS
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 09.08.2015 
The Gardens Trust (formerly GHS) and HGT have studied this application and object on the following grounds: The area outlined in the application is part of the historic core of the designed gardens set within the Repton landscape of the park. Garden Wood, the area containing the forest school, is part of the Repton scheme and was an essential part of high status 18th and 19th century pleasure grounds. The Panshanger Historic Landscape Management Plan, commissioned by Lafarge states that Garden Wood had mature trees, rhododendron underplanting and mixed bulbs. It also contained a Dell Garden and an ornamental feature containing a waterwheel. This could and should be restored, complete with path systems as part of the run of pleasure grounds. As part of the ornamental pleasure grounds, these should have been maintained under the terms of the S52 agreement of 1982 but has been badly neglected. NPPF chapter 12 emphasises the need to conserve and enhance the historic environment. NPPF (para 130) states that deterioration caused by deliberate neglect should not be taken into account in any decision and that therefore this application should be determined as if Garden Wood was still the ornamental asset it was designed to be. This Grade II* landscape (of exceptional national historic interest) has potential to become a high quality country park and best practice should be followed by 'sustaining and enhancing the significance of the heritage assets' (para 126). This has not been the case here.The Management Proposals of the HLMC have not been followed . An appropriate location for such a development elsewhere on the estate my be identified - this is not it. EHDC SPD on Historic Parks and Gardens identifies ' Ornamental Planting – Areas of woodland, which enclose the parkland or relate directly to the setting of the house' and is part of the 'Historic Site Master Plan' required by EHDC under 7.3.1. 'Where proposals are being considered in parks and gardens that involve development requiring planning permission' Neither this nor a Heritage Impact Statement are included in the documents available online. The siting of the forest school within the historic Repton/Victorian pleasure grounds has severely diminished their significance and therefore the heritage value. Further NPPF (Chapter 7) states 'good design' is a key aspect of sustainable development. The quality of design and construction of the sheds shown in the application is poor and shows no response to the local character and history (para 58). This development does not fulfil the criteria for sustainable development as it severely harms the Grade II* landscape which has been called one of Repton's best. As such it should be refused. 
Kate Harwood 
Hertfordshire Gardens Trust
	

	BAe (Former Aerodrome), Hatfield
	Hertford-shire
	E15/0589
	N
	PRE-APPLICATION Scoping Opinion for BAe (Former Aerodrome), Hatfield MISCELLANEOUS
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 05.08.2015 
Thank you for consulting us on this Scoping Opinion. We have studied the information included and traced the map history back to the 18th Century (further than the 1937 maps used in the Request). We consider that the land has been in agricultural use since then, and probably long before, maybe associated with Harpsfield Hall (now gone) which lay well to the north east of the proposed workings. 
We can see no need for the applicant to provide information on the historic designed landscape either within the site boundaries or further afield, as the one, Victorian gentry, estate (Oaklands) lies well to the west of the proposed site. 
Yours sincerely 
Kate Harwood 
Planning & Conservation 
Hertfordshire Gardens Trust 
	

	Moor Park
	Hertford-shire
	E15/0566
	II*
	PLANNING APPLICATION single storey infill extension; single storey side extension; creation of basement level, alterations to roof including increases to ridge height and addition of rooflights, internal alterations and alterations to fenestration. Redwood House, 12 Temple Gardens, Moor Park, Hertfordshire WD3 1QJ. BUILDING ALTERATION
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 14.08.2015 
These comments are on behalf of The Gardens Trust (formerly Garden History Society) and HGT. 
We note that this application is within the Grade II* landscape of Moor Park, of exceptional national historic interest. As such a Heritage Impact Statement or some consideration of the effect on this landscape should be submitted. We have not seen any such document in this application. Although the Temple Gardens development of the 1950s has adversely affected the II* layout, it is itself now of some historic interest as recognised by inclusion in the Moor Park Conservation Area Appraisal and the AHP Historical Assessment of this property of 2010 and is now part of the history of the designated landscape. The cumulative effect of alterations from this application and 15/0512/FUL would be to remove some of the significance from this building by removal of period detail; alteration of fenestration, roof lines and levels. NPPF (para 135) states that the effect on the significance of a non-designated heritage asset should be taken into account when determining planning applications. As this applies in this case and is also part of a Grade II* Registered Park and Garden, adjacent to the important water feature of the early 18th century (and probably earlier) and the 'Capability' Brown layout, we consider that this does not fulfil all the criteria given in NPPF for sustainable development. 
Kate Harwood 
Conservation & Planning 
Hertfordshire Gardens Trust
	

	Hemel Water Gardens
	Hertford-shire
	E15/0620
	II
	PLANNING APPLICATION PROPOSED STEPPING FORWARD OF THE EXISTING FRONT FACE AND PROPOSED IN-FILL  TO REAR. BAR NANA, WATERHOUSE STREET, HEMEL HEMPSTEAD HP1 1DS. BUILDING ALTERATION
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 17.08.2015 
This comment is on behalf of The Garden History Society (now The Gardens Trust) and HGT. Bar Nana is within the setting of the Grade II Water Gardens and we would expect to see a statement on the impact of this development on the Water Gardens' setting accompanying this application. Bar Nana is adjacent to Bank Court buildings, which are an integral part of the setting of these Registered Water Gardens. The design of the Bank Court area serves to enhance the setting and significance of the Gardens, not least be creating a recognisable reflection of the layout of the flower garden and a 'gateway' between the Marlowes area and the Gardens. The projecting wings of the Bank Court complex towards Waterhouse Street enhance this. The extension of the Waterhouse Street line of Bar Nana would adversely affect the impact of the Bank Court 'gateway' and harm the setting and therefore significance of the Water Gardens. We have no comments to make on the proposed rear infill extensions but consider that the extension fronting Waterhouse Street does not fulfil the environmental criterion of the NPPF definition of sustainable development and should therefore not be permitted. 
Kate Harwood 
Hertfordshire Gardens Trust
	

	Memorial Garden, Nash Mills
	Hertford-shire
	E15/0616
	N
	PLANNING APPLICATION RESTORATION AND RENOVATION OF LISTED WAR MEMORIAL, TOGETHER WITH ASSOCIATED  LANDSCAPING WORKS TO MEMORIAL GARDEN. WAR MEMORIAL, LOWER ROAD, NASH MILLS REPAIR/RESTORATION
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 17.08.2015 
These comments are on behalf of The Gardens Trust (formerly Garden History Society) and HGT. HGT have been involved with consultations over the design of this Garden of Remembrance in the recent past and are pleased that it is to be renovated. We have no comments on the general layout proposed or the retention/relaying of the crazy paving. We are disappointed, however, that the planting does not reflect the function of the gardens as discussed by HGT with previous designers. Development should enhance as well as conserve setting and significance of the War Memorial itself and appropriate planting would do this. 
Kate Harwood 
Hertfordshire Gardens Trust 
	

	Putteridge Bury
	Hertford-shire
	E15/0684
	II
	PLANNING APPLICATION and Listed Building Consent. Repair Reinstatement of cupola and restore  dovecote. Convert dovecote from office use to ancillary accommodation for 16 Home Farm Court. Erection of Bee house/garden store. 16 Home Farm Court, Putteridge Park, Luton LU2 8NN. MISCELLANEOUS
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 28.08.2015 
Customer made comments neither objecting to or supporting the Planning Application 
This comment is on behalf of HGT and The Gardens Trust (formerly Garden History Society) statutory consultees. We are familiar with the landscape and the landscape history of Putteridge Bury. We support the proposed restoration of the dovecote as described in the applications. However, no mention of the impact of the Bee House (and especially the solar panels proposed on its roof) on the Registered (Grade II) Landscape of Putteridge Bury in which the Dovecote is situated, has been made. We are concerned that glare from the panels may adversely affect the views across the parkland landscape towards the Dovecote and Home Farm, and thus also the setting (and therefore significance) of the Dovecote. We suggest that appropriate measures to mitigate glare from the solar panels be put in place. 
Kate Harwood 
Hertfordshire Gardens Trust
	

	The Grange, Therfield
	Hertford-shire
	E15/0633
	N
	PLANNING APPLICATION Outline Planning permission (all matters except access reserved) for up to 26 dwellings. Land at Police Row between The Grange and 1 The Grange, Police Row, Therfield. RESIDENTIAL
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 30.08.2015 
Customer objects to the Planning Application 
The land south of The Grange has always been open land between Therfield and Hay Green. Development here would contravene NHDC's Policy 7 harming the character and visual quality of the existing settlement A recent refusal of planning permission on appeal for 60 houses at Alderton in Glos was determined partly on “a disproportionate effect on the village in terms of the cumulative impact of development and also on the social wellbeing of the community.” We would suggest that this applied here where the proposal would give a density of housing in excess of the adjacent properties, join Hay Green to Therfield and harm the rural nature of the villages. Further, the proposal would cause substantial harm to the significance of The Grange (Grade II), by development within its setting, contrary to para 132 of NPPF. It would also harm the heritage value of the nearby Conservation Area (also contrary to Chapter 12 of NPPF) by development within its setting. As this proposal does not fulfil the environmental criterion of sustainable development of NPPF it should be refused. 
Kate Harwood 
Hertfordshire Gardens Trust
	

	Dacorum Site Allocations DPD
	Hertford-shire
	E15/0645
	n/a
	LOCAL PLAN Consutation on Focused Changes to the Pre Submission Site Allocations Document www.dacorum.gov.uk/siteallocations strategic.planning@dacorum.gov.uk
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 31.08.2015 
I am commenting on behalf of the HGT and The Gardens Trust (formed from a merger of GHS and Association of Gardens Trusts), statutory consultees, on the Focussed Changes since the last consultation on Site Allocations. 
I have been unable to log on to the consultation portal, despite requesting and receiving a new password so hope you are the right person to send it to - your colleagues in DBC IT dept suggested you were. 
We fully support the inclusion of 13 of the historic parks and gardens identified as of local importance by HGT. We will be aware of several more that we have researched and on which we will be commenting should any planning applications arise. Since our discussion we have identified 2 more gardens of local historic interest, linked to the local Berkhamsted Cooper family and both Japanese in style. We have added them to our list. As well as those included by DBC in this document we believe that the supplementary sites also support the heritage objective (SA10) and have positive effects for the landscape (objective SA11). 
Kind Regards 
Kate Harwood 
Hertfordshire Gardens Trust
	

	Northcourt
	Isle of Wight
	E15/0630
	II
	PLANNING APPLICATION Proposed siting of marquee for use for no more than 15 weekend functions in any calendar year. Crown Inn, Walkers Lane, Shorwell, Newport, Isle Of Wigh,t PO30 3JZ. MARQUEE    OUTCOME Refused
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 12.08.2015 
The Isle of Wight Gardens Trust have become aware of this application and note that the application site immediately adjoins the southern boundary of the Grade II Registered site of Northcourt, a heritage asset of national significance. As far as we are aware, The Gardens Trust (formerly the Garden History Society), as statutory consultee for all applications within, or affecting the setting of, a Registered site have not been notified of the application. 
One of only nine Registered sites on the Isle of Wight, the Register summary reads: 
One of the earliest manor houses on the Isle of Wight, begun in 1615 for the Deputy Governor of the island, with surviving elements including a serpentine mount and walks from the C17, together with mid C18 and early C19 gardens, parkland, and ornamental woodland in the Picturesque style. 
We have found no specific assessment of the impact of the proposal on the setting of the Northcourt Registered site as a heritage asset in the application documents. We suggest that this should be remedied by a request for further information as detailed in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) para. 128. 
The current application is very similar to the proposals in TCP/24149/C, P/00674/09 which was refused permission in 2009. We note that the size of the proposed marquee now appears to be slightly larger and that the applicant proposes various conditions including the control of noise levels and a time limit on music. 
Our understanding is that any conditions attached to a Planning Approval should be both reasonable and enforceable. We note the opinion of the Environmental Health Officer on the 2009 application that acceptable noise levels at the site boundary (from conversations of a crowd of people) could not be achieved. From this we conclude that a condition on the control of noise levels would not be reasonable. We also consider that, without permanent monitoring, any condition relating to noise would not be enforceable. 
Having carefully considered the current proposals, our view is that the objections raised in 2009 by both the Isle of Wight Gardens Trust and The Garden History Society apply to the current application. 
We consider that the impact of noise would cause harm to the significance of the Northcourt Registered site as experienced by its many visitors, both staying guests and members of the public visiting the tranquil grounds and that this is not outweighed by any possible public benefits of the proposal (NPPF, para 134). Weather cannot be controlled and, as previously noted, the prevailing wind from the southwest would at times be likely to increase the noise levels within the Northcourt grounds. We are also advised that the local topography of rising ground around the application site within village centre and the Northcourt grounds also has the effect of containing noise. 
We are also concerned on the visual impact in views from within the Registered site. Three recent photographs and a plan indicating the viewpoints have been submitted (together with a further copy these comments) by separate email to development@iow.gov.uk. The ornamental woodland area of the Northcourt grounds adjoining the application site contain picturesque walks which are a particular feature of the historic designed landscape. The tree cover shielding the marquee from views out from the closest woodland walk (photograph 2) has been estimated at 60% in summer and 15% in winter. We have been unable to find within the application any precise information on the anticipated time periods when the proposed marquee would remain on the site. While a condition might be imposed on the number of events to be held in the marquee, we do not consider that, again, any condition on the period of time it is erected for could be reasonably enforced. There thus exists the possibility that the marquee could remain as an incongruous feature within the landscape for considerable periods. 
The current proposal would impact on many heritage assets which the Council will need to consider (NPPF para. 129), but for the reasons given above in relation to the Registered Northcourt site the Isle of Wight Gardens Trust must object to the application and ask that it be refused permission. 
We would be grateful to be informed if any further information is submitted by the applicant. 
Helen Thomas 
BA(Hons), BArch, MA(Architectural Cons)Dist, PGCert(Garden Hist)Dist, PGCert(Archaeol & Herit Man)Dist, IHBC, Member of The Gardens Trust (formerly The Garden History Society). 
On behalf of the Isle of Wight Gardens Trust. 
	Refused

	Nappa Hall
	North Yorsk-shire
	E15/0515
	N
	PLANNING APPLICATION full planning permission for internal and external works to owners residential accommodation; conversion of Nappa Hall and associated outbuildings to form five holiday lets; provision of public facilities for visits and events and the creation of a new vehicular access. Nappa Hall, Nappa, Askrigg. HOLIDAY ACCOMMODATION
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 12.08.2015 
Thank you for consulting the Yorkshire Gardens Trust in relation to this proposed development. 
Nappa Hall, built in 1459, is a fine example of a fortified manor house and nationally significant. The proposals appear to be sensitive to the fabric of these important buildings and should bring them into good repair and re-use and enable them to be enjoyed by the wider public. The reconfigured access arrangements and parking in the quarry area is a practical solution and should not impact on the historic buildings and associated landscape. 
Although this planning application is not concerned with the associated landscape and gardens at Nappa Hall we advise that it is important that they should be carefully considered in any future plans and before any changes are made to this partof the site. They are an integral part of the development of Nappa Hall and further investigation may reveal more concerning their historic and cultural significance. 
The Yorkshire Gardens Trust has noted that Nappa Hall appears to have garden earthworks - grassed over fish ponds and a formal garden evident to the south and east of the property as shown on an aerial photograph (YDNP 1985). The fish ponds may date from the medieval period and the formal garden from a later date. The archaeologist Christopher Currie writes that secular institutions (rather than monastic), were initially responsible for promoting the use and construction of fish ponds in England between 1066 and 1200 and after about 1300 a decline in direct demesne farming on many aristocratic estates led to fishponds being leased out to lesser gentry and rich peasants. This may explain their presence at Nappa Hall. He also suggests that evidence seems to show that after about 1540 the ornamental role of fishponds became increasingly significant. The grassed over formal gardens at Nappa Hall also bear some similarity with earthworks at Hardwick, Northamptonshire, dating from the late sixteenth century. It is possible that Christopher Metcalfe who was Sheriff of Yorkshire in 1555 had his garden laid out to reflect his new status. At this time there was a growth of interest in gardening with several books being published beginning with Thomas Hill’s The Profitable Art of Gardening in 1568. Later generations of the Metcalfe’s were less prosperous and by 1792 Viscount Torrington wrote ‘... now all abandoned except one end inhabited by a farmer ...’ 
When the Trust did a study of parks and gardens in the Yorkshire Dales about 12 years ago, it was also noted that the oldest part of the Hall, on the north side of the courtyard and facing south, overlooks a small garden enclosed with fine cast iron railings which appears to be little changed from the evidence of nineteenth century engravings. On the south side of the courtyard is the finely built stone flag-capped stone north wall of a walled garden which has the remains of a perimeter path. The south wall of this walled garden is lowered and acts as a ha-ha allowing views across the valley. In the south east corner is a curved extension which may be a viewing platform. Although much overgrown there were traces of winding stone edged paths elsewhere in the walled garden. At the west end of the Hall between it and the west range of buildings is a flight of steps leading up to the upper garden. Here there are two large lime trees on the edge of the enclosed area. Remains of a path and steps lead to the disused north door of Nappa Hall. 
Ref: Currie, Christopher K, ‘Fishponds as Garden Features, c.1550-1750’, Garden History Vol18 No1, 1990, 22-46. 
We understand that it is the intention of the owner to address the gardens at a later date and we would be pleased to offer help and advice at the appropriate time. 
Kathryn Gibson 
Trustee and Chair of Conservation Committee, Yorkshire Gardens Trust
	

	Cleveland Lodge
	North York-shire
	E15/0682
	N
	PLANNING APPLICATION Construction of 44 no. extra care units with associated community facilities (Use Class C2) and a 40 no. bed residential care home (Use Class C2). Cleveland Lodge, Great Ayton, North Yorkshire TS9 6BT.  INSTITUTION    
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 25.08.2015 
Thank you for consulting the Yorkshire Gardens Trust on this proposal. 
The site is allocated within the Local Development Framework for a 60 bed extra care facility. There is a well-used public footpath across the estate giving opportunities for general enjoyment of the landscape setting and the south west lodge and associated tree belt is within the Great Ayton conservation area. We note that the proposal is for a larger facility and that it extends beyond the allocated land. 
Cleveland Lodge was built by the notable Quaker Thomas Richardson in 1841 and it is likely that the gardens and landscape were also laid out at this time. Thomas Richardson, after a successful career in banking and providing financial backing for many northern industrial enterprises, partnered his cousin Edward Pease together with George Stephenson in their venture into the Stockton and Darlington Railway. He was also one of the six founding owners of the Middlesbrough Estate which led to the development of the town of Middlesbrough. He had a great personal interest in education and he offered £5,000 towards the purchase price of £6,500 for the land to found the North of England Agricultural School for Girls and Boys, next to the Great Ayton Meeting House. 
Although the site for proposed development is to the north west of Cleveland Lodge house it was part of the whole designed landscape and would have been in the views both from the sinuous drive and approach from the lodge to the south west, and the access from Newton Road where there was also a lodge at the north west corner of the estate. The latter access drive, although now bounded by hedges, has the remnants of parkland fencing indicating that the northern part of the parkland was all intended to be viewed. In addition the access is difficult from the main road; the boundary walls appear to have already been widened here and any changes would have further impact on the character of the landscape. 
Cleveland Lodge is Grade II listed and while its designed landscape is not included on Historic England’s Register of Parks and Gardens of Historic Interest in England it is a significant park and garden in North Yorkshire, with important cultural links and its integrity should be protected. 
Historic England’s setting guidance clearly states that setting encompasses the wider area in which a heritage asset is experienced. Paragraph 8.4 of the submitted Historic Environment Desk Based Assessment accepts that ‘the setting of Cleveland Lodge is defined by its relationship with its surrounding designed parkland landscape, bands of woodland and its associated outbuildings, as well as the formal approach along the carriage way to the south-west, and roadway leading up to the house to the south of the proposed development site.’ And goes on to say in paragraph 8.5 that ‘The proposed development will alter the parkland character of the north-western edge of the estate, and will be visible in views across the open grassland across its western side, as well as in approaches to the house along the roadway from Newton Road. 
We therefore find it hard to understand why it is concluded that the proposed development will have a ‘minor’ effect on the setting of Cleveland Lodge. This is clearly not the case. 
The submitted Design and Access Statement document states that 'The understated architecture is intended to quietly and comfortably sit on this site, whilst allowing the focus to remain on this beautiful parkland setting.' If the new buildings are to meet this stated aim then much more work needs to be done to lessen their impact by the development of a sympathetic landscaping scheme which aims to better integrate the scheme with selective new planning, a management plan for the existing historic planting and the creation of new garden features for the enjoyment of the future residents. We note with concern that sketch drawings in this document include landscaping works outside the red line site boundary and that details of the Sustainable Urban Drainage scheme have been omitted from the application at this stage. These elements need to be clarified and agreed. If the applicants are, indeed, able to undertake work in the wider landscape then a visual assessment should be made on wider views and consideration given whether there would be benefits to planting appropriately located clumps of trees to lessen the impact of the development. 
In relation to any development on this site we advise that: 
• The mature trees along the service drive to Cleveland Lodge drive and on northern boundary of development should be retained and a protective works method statement put in place to ensure that they and their roots are not damaged while building works are taking place. 
• Trees should be planted along the development's eastern boundary to form a partial screen. We suggest species are chosen from those already on the site. Limes, horse chestnut, and beech would be suitable. 
• Some additional ornamental tree planting could be considered along the boundary and within the development. Small flowering/berrying trees that would not grow above 5/6m and would not block out light to the property but give food for birds eg Sorbus cashmiriana, S vilmorinii, Malus x atrosanguinea, M Almey, M Elise Rathke, Crataegus maximowiczii, C laevigata Rosea Flore Pleno would be suitable. 
• There is an opportunity to add to add interest to the landscape through the 'internal' landscaping of the development. A simple herbaceous/bulbs/small shrubs planting scheme would be much enjoyed by the residents. Often residents love the gardens and seating areas and do some of the gardening themselves. 
• More detail is needed of the proposed changes to the entrance. There is currently a low dressed stone wall and some mature tree. It would be regrettable if these trees were felled and there is a need for like for like replacement planting if they are to be lost. 
• A tree and grounds maintenance management plan should be requires as part of any approval to ensure that the development is properly cared for in the future. 
Given the above, we cannot support this proposal as it stands and recommend that no development should be allowed on this site until the above issues have been addressed and agreed. 
Yours sincerely, 
Kathryn Gibson 
Trustee and Chair of Conservation Committee, Yorkshire Gardens Trust
	

	Delapre Abbey
	North-ampton-shire
	E15/0631
	N
	PLANNING APPLICATION Car Park Extension, Associated Groundworks And Pit With Channel For Ball Collecting - Part Retrospective. Delapre Golf Complex, Eagle Drive, Northampton  // NN4 7DU. GOLF, PARKING
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 12.08.2015 

I am writing on behalf of the Garden History Society and Northamptonshire Gardens Trust in respect to my position of Conservation Officer. 
Although the land is not a garden we are also involved in landscapes and act as consultants in planning applications involving historic gardens and landscapes. 
I am concerned that shortcuts are being taken in this particular case and that the correct procedures are not being actively followed. The battlefield is of great historical and cultural importance, so any building should only be undertaken, if at all, once full archaeological research has been completed. 
Michael Brown 
	

	Manor Place (Merton College)
	Oxford-shire
	E15/0435
	I/II/N
	PLANNING APPLICATION Erection of 4 buildings on one and four levels to provide 349 student study rooms together with ancillary facilities including dining room, reception, lounge areas, car and cycle parking, bin storage and landscaped gardens. Land South Of Manor Place, Oxford. Also see E15/0386 EDUCATION
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 07.08.2015 
As the Oxfordshire Gardens Trust, our emphasis is on the impact of the proposals on the Grade I listed Magdalen Deer Park, Grade II listed garden of St.Catherine’s College and the unlisted but environmentally significant Holywell Cemetery. 
The applicant proposes 3 accommodation blocks (2 of which are L shaped) of 3 floors plus attic floor and a single storey (green roofed) communal building on site between Magdalen College Deer Park, St Catherine’s College and Holywell Cemetery with access from Manor Place. 
It should be noted that the number of proposed residences has been increased from 294 in the initial proposal (Jan. 2014) to 349 now – a significant increase in density which leaves less scope for reducing the height and impact of the buildings. 
The 3 main accommodation blocks are now all effectively 4 storeys high and are rather regimented and institutional in appearance. They are all the same height and although there are small attic gables there is no real variation in the roofline. Similarly the elevations are smooth and flat with little articulation. By comparison the adjacent (and relatively recent) Brasenose Building appears almost “vernacular” and more in keeping with its neighbours – it has a more varied roofline with larger attic gables and different storey heights (2 and 3), and bays on the elevations. 
The proposed layout of the buildings is such that 2 gables (of blocks B &C) face Magdalen Deer Park across its boundary wall and the lane that leads to Holywell Ford. This is intended to reduce the impact of the development on views from the Park. It is partly screened by mature trees both within the Park and on the application site but there is scope for more substantial screen planting along this boundary of the site itself, particularly around the gable of Block B where existing tree cover is very thin. 
Views from the Grade II Listed Park Garden of St.Catherine’s College will also be affected but again the layout ensures that a gable (of block A) faces it across the river. We agree that its impact whilst adverse will be relatively minor. 
The main impact of the proposal however is on the setting, the atmosphere of and the outlook from Holywell Cemetery. Although not individually designated as a heritage asset, the Cemetery (to which there is public access) is considered as such by the applicant’s consultants. However we would argue that they understate its historic significance, its function as an informal urban nature reserve and its unique “atmosphere”. Views from it, filtered through the trees which are a significant feature of the environment and character of this part of the city, need to be retained at all costs. It is important to remember that the level of the cemetery is raised several metres above the level of the application site and so looks down on it to the S and E. 
The applicant’s architect has tried to ensure that a single main view E across the Cemetery towards St.Catherine’s is maintained by placing the single storey green-roofed building below the cemetery’s E boundary/retaining wall. While this works from a single viewpoint across the Cemetery (emphasised in their drawings) the effect is compromised by the configuration of blocks A and C. 
The architects claim that Block A, the entrance building from Manor Place, has been placed such that it is “barely visible” from the Cemetery – but that is only from a viewpoint along what the architect’s call the “central axis” (it is actually offset somewhat S of the centre) from which it is screened by yew trees. But Block A has been sited with its W gable end abutting closely against what is in fact a more central section of the cemetery wall. This means that from close up the gable wall will form a backdrop to several significant memorials placed in the wall at this central point and will completely block the view immediately behind them. 
To the N of the gable, the view will look down on the roof of the bike-shed. The limited distance between the gable/bike-shed and the boundary wall is such that there is little scope for any additional planting here to mitigate their impact – and indeed none is proposed, only a gravel service path. 
S of the gable the view will look down upon the “green” roof of the single storey building framed by the elevations of blocks A and B which will block any wider views. Whilst we are not opposed to a “green” roof in principle considerable care will be needed to ensure that it remains green and verdant in appearance rather than scrubby and brown 
Block C has its main elevation running close and parallel to the southern boundary. Although set back slightly from the building line of the adjacent Brasenose Building it will create nevertheless an almost continuous overbearing and visually intrusive built presence along that boundary. Given that it is the southern boundary it will create also a significant shadow effect particularly in winter. 
This elevation also has a gable end closer to and abutting the SE corner of the cemetery wall which at the moment provides a significant viewpoint out of the cemetery from the perimeter path. In the architect’s drawings this range of Block C appears to be well screened from within the cemetery. That is because (again!) the view includes several mature yew trees which sit well inside the cemetery boundary and block the view S from the middle of the cemetery but not from the path around the perimeter wall. The significance of views out from this path, and more importantly the blocking of them by the proximity of the new buildings, seem not to have been taken into account in the design at all. 
As with the gable of Block A there is no scope for any additional screen planting alongside the Cemetery wall. The only proposal for this area on the planting plan is for a ground cover wild flower margin. It is interesting to note that earlier iterations of the design (Sept/Nov 2012) had both blocks A and C set further back from the cemetery wall which allowed scope for more substantial additional plant screening which was indicated on the plans at that time. Now there is nothing. 
The developer’s consultants themselves note (Manor Place Environmental Statement Ch.5 para 5.214) that “The project would intensify the influence of built form over the open aspect of the green space of the Holywell Cemetery … Although the presence of the mature evergreen planting within the Cemetery provides a high level of screen and also physical separation between the proposed development and the open space, there would be a greater sense of enclosure. There would also be a reduction to the current atmosphere of calm and tranquillity within the cemetery.” (our emphasis) 
They conclude (para 5.216) that “the importance of the non-designated Holywell Cemetery is considered to be medium. The consequent effect is moderate adverse which is significant in EIA terms.” (our emphasis) 
Given that the consultants reach this conclusion themselves, we would question whether enough attempt has been made to mitigate the significantly adverse impacts of the proposal on the Cemetery. The City Council says of this site that “Careful design must ensure that the development proposals contribute towards the character of the conservation area and preserve and enhance nearby listed buildings and their setting.” 
The Oxfordshire Gardens Trust is not convinced that the current plan achieves this. Indeed it is arguable that despite the attempt to maintain a main vista across the Cemetery, the proposed development will in fact achieve the almost complete blocking of views along about 65% of the Cemetery wall that abuts the proposal site. 
Given the heritage and environmental significance of Holywell Cemetery, not just to its immediate neighbourhood but to the city as a whole, we would strongly recommend that the City Council should refuse the planning application as it stands. 
In addition we would recommend that the City Council should seek further protection for Holywell Cemetery by proposing to Historic England that it should be added to the Register of Historic Parks and Gardens of special historic interest. 
Peter L Edwards DipTP MA MSc 
On behalf of the Committee of Oxfordshire Gardens Trust 
	

	Poundisford Park
	Somer-set
	E15/0412
	II
	GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE Views sought on mitigating effects of motorway, and providing an alternative and improved means of access to the holding avoiding narrow pinch point at frontage of the Grade II Listed Fulwood Farmhouse. Exploring potential of raising existing ground levels of land immediately south of the M5 through creation of an earth bund, graded gently north-south back to meet existing ground levels through inert filling, and restored to use as agricultural fields. Fulwood Farm, Trull, Taunton. shaun.pettitt@clplanning.co.uk AGRICULTURE, ACCESS/GATES
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 14.08.2015 
Thank you for seeking the GHS views on this pre-application stage proposal. 
Under a new working arrangement Somerset Gardens Trust works closely with the Garden History Society (the Statutory Consultee on Registered Parks and Gardens) to comment on planning applications affecting gardens and landscapes that are listed and unlisted heritage assets. Our comments on applications are forwarded to, and kept by, the Garden History Society. 
Poundisford Park, EH listed Grade II RP&G, ….has the best surviving medieval deer park in the county, even though the pale of its northern reach has been severed by the M5. (Historic Gardens of Somerset. T Mowl and M Mako). 
The aerial view showing the possible extent of the earth bund for Fulwood Farm appears to cut through the Park Pale. 
You mention application 30/14/0012 Poundisford Lodge. Here the application acknowledges the importance of this feature: 
The Park Pale was severed during the construction of the motorway but the segment to the south of the motorway is preserved in situ. The bunds have been specifically designed to reduce the impact on the Park Pale and the gap between the bunds may serve to draw attention to the feature. 
This intention to avoid any disruption to the Park Pale is reiterated in the Planning Officers Report. The bund will be constructed in two parts, in order to avoid any disruption to the Park Pale, the historic boundary to the Poundisford Estate, which is a scheduled monument. 
Also in the Report the officer states: The agent claims that the bunds will result in a 
reduction in the level of noise for residents however I am advised that the reduction 
in the level of the noise would be barely perceptible by the residents. 
While appreciating it is a noisy motorway we do not think that should be sufficient justification for mounding over any part of the Park Pale in the interest of minimal noise reduction. 
The Environmental Health report on noise pollution for the Poundisford Lodge application was already sceptical about how much the approved mounding would reduce the noise so perhaps an alternative would be to provide noise attenuation closer to the buildings that are going to be affected. Perhaps an alternative would be to construct mounding, walls or buildings closer to the house. Although trees are not effective in reducing noise they may provide some psychological relief if the source of the noise is visually screened. 
In conclusion, while we are sympathetic to the problem of motorway noise, we do not feel we could support the current plan that breaches the Park Pale. 
Yours sincerely 
Helen Senior 
Chairman Somerset Gardens Trust Survey Committee
	

	Ven House
	Somer-set
	E15/0611
	II
	PLANNING APPLICATION Siting of a caravan (Retrospective). Venn Farm, London Road, Milborne Port, Sherborne, DorseT DT9 5RA. MISCELLANEOUS 
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 10.08.2015 
Thank you for consulting the GHS on this application. 
Under a new working arrangement Somerset Gardens Trust works closely with the Garden History Society (the statutory consultee on Registered Parks and Gardens) to comment on planning applications affecting gardens and landscapes that are listed and unlisted heritage assets. Our comments on applications are forwarded to, and kept by, the Garden History Society. 
We feel we can add no more than offer strong support for the detailed comments already made by Historic England and Robert Archer, SSDC Landscape Architect. 
We would ask that weight be given to relocating the caravan to a site more sympathetic to the historic importance of the Grade II RP&G and the wider landscape beyond. 
Yours sincerely 
Helen Senior 
Chairman Survey Committee 
Somerset Gardens Trust
	

	Ashtead Park
	Surrey
	E15/0661
	II
	PLANNING APPLICATION Erection of new swimming pool building for replacement swimming pool and extension to existing sports hall with landscaping, parking, access and associated works. City Of London Freemens School, Park Lane, Ashtead, Surrey KT21 1ET. EDUCATION, SPORT/LEISURE  
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 25.08.2015 
The Surrey Gardens Trust welcomes the opportunity to comment on this application for Pool replacement etc. 
The submitted Heritage Impact Statement seems rather cursory and is not entirely clear in acknowledging that this HE Register site is a designated heritage asset. However, the parks and gardens interest seems to have been fully considered by the applicant’s architect and other agents. 
The proposed new Pool structure is large but its location, design and materials will mitigate its impact. The proposed landscaping is extremely important in strengthening the woodland to the north in order to substantially obscure the building in views from the north across the parkland towards the house and its immediate setting. The eastern tree belt provides a natural screen to this view and should be protected and enhanced. 
The proposed landscaping of the old pool site is simple and acceptable from the parks and garden point of view. 
The opening of the access on to Farm Lane will have a limited impact on the modest boundary features of the Register area. The changes to the Rookery Hill access are modest and repeat the current boundary features. Both are acceptable from the parks and gardens point of view. 
Don Josey 
Secretary to the Council of Management 
On behalf of the Surrey Gardens Trust 
	

	St Ives Estate
	West Yorkshire
	E15/0511
	II
	PLANNING APPLICATION Conversion of existing building to form two dwellings. Home Farm, St Ives Estate, Keighley Road, Harden, Bingley, West Yorkshire BD16 1AT. RESIDENTIAL
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 07.08.2015 
I am writing on behalf of the Yorkshire Gardens Trust, a registered charity established in 1996 which works to conserve and foster the region’s heritage of parks, gardens and designed landscapes for the benefit of present and future generations. We have a membership of about three hundred and fifty, and the Trust has close links with the Gardens Trust and Historic England in planning and conservation matters related to historic parks, gardens and designed landscapes. St Ives Estate, a nationally important historic landscape, is included on the Historic England Register of Parks and Gardens of Special Historic Interest in England at Grade II. Registered parks and gardens are designated heritage assets and subject to the planning policies within the Nation Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). We objected to the previous application relating to this site number: 15/00630/FUL and, while the current application has made some improvements to the architectural treatment of the barn, we remain opposed to the principle of this development. Historical context and Significance The designed landscape of St Ives Estate evolved over nearly three hundred years, during the ownership of just one influential family, the Ferrands. Extant documents (Yorkshire Archaeological Society) reveal the keen interest the family took in Harden Grange Farm (now Home Farm) during the C19 and their deep love of their cherished acres. The house, Harden Grange, was purchased with its farm in 1636 and the farm buildings appear to have remained on the same site close to the old building of Harden Grange and the later C19 Mansion, St Ives. The barn is in the very heart of the estate, and close to the principal listed buildings. It is considered part of the curtilage of the Stable Block. Old plans show that by 1845 the grassland land adjacent and to the north of the barn had been ornamented with clumps of trees. This appears to have survived until part was lost to create the public car park, which today is shared with the golf club. Aerial photographs from c.1938 and 1987 (Woods Archive, Bradford) show that externally the barn appears to have remained unchanged during this period, the south elevation having only one upper window and this was over the main arched entrance. The barn appears to have remained virtually unchanged until 2001 when it was converted for the use of disabled riders, resulting in five first floor windows being inserted on the south elevation and presumably further windows on other elevations. Policy The NPPF states that in determining planning applications, local planning authorities should take account of the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and putting them to viable uses consistent with their conservation and the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness. It states that great weight should be given to an asset’s conservation, that any harm or loss requires a clear and convincing justification and that any harm to significance should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal. Impact of the current proposals On the basis of the information available, it is our view that the proposed development does not accord with the requirements of the NPPF. It would change the character and quality of this group of agricultural buildings which are an intrinsic part of the registered St. Ives Estate and have group value with the more than a dozen listed buildings within the estate. In addition, it could prejudice the future viable use of the adjoining farm buildings, particularly because of the restrictions on the use of the yard that would result. We also see no public benefits arising from the proposed development. These proposals do not include any plans for landscaping either on the northern side of the building or within the courtyard itself. We note that the current surface of the courtyard is tarmac. This is a post 1987 introduction and we strongly recommend that any landscaping proposals should include a more appropriate material to replace it. The provision for car parking in the yard would have a severe adverse affect on the rural character of the estate, especially as this courtyard is highly visible from the much-used adjacent track. Thus this proposal would also be contrary to Policy BH16 and GB4. Removal of the loose-boxes, which are currently in use, has lead to a proposal for new lose boxes to replace them. Again would is contrary to Policy GB4. Position The St Ives Estate is a landscape of national importance as is evidenced by its inclusion in the Register of Parks and Garden of Historic Interest in England. Part of its significance lies in the close contextual relationship between the listed mansion and the other buildings on the estate, which reflect the Ferrand family’s respect for traditional values and the importance of the past. The submitted proposals would alter the essentially agricultural character of the building and the farmyard and conversion to residential use could prejudice the future use of the remainder of the farm group, particularly those fronting the yard. For these reasons the Yorkshire Gardens Trust objects to this application and advises that it should be refused. Yours faithfully 
Kathryn Gibson 
Trustee and Chair of Conservation Committee, 
Yorkshire Garden Trust
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